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ABSTRACT

This paper documents the design rationale of a two-hour mentor-training workshop delivered to international under‐
graduate peer mentors at Dartmouth College in May 2026, in which inclusive leadership is reframed as narrative co-
authorship: the practice of staying anchored in one’s own narrative so that one can hold space for someone else to
find theirs. We position this framing as a relational stance rather than the competency cluster that dominates the in‐
clusive leadership literature (Bourke & Espedido, 2019; Hewlett, Marshall, & Sherbin, 2013), and translate the stance
into a workshop architecture that adapts Stanford Life Design (Burnett & Evans, 2016) for a non-native-English-speak‐
ing undergraduate mentor population. The workshop’s pedagogical signature is a designed sequence combining narra‐
tive compression, the Knowdell Career Values Card Sort, and a compressed Odyssey Plan, intended to produce a val‐
ues-tested anchor word each mentor can carry into the fall match-introductions. Pre-workshop survey data (n=13 of
approximately 20) revealed a gap that directly shaped the design: 77% of mentors self-identified as question-askers
when a mentee shares anxiety, yet 38% named mentee disengagement as their biggest fear about being a mentor. We
document a set of ESL-conscious design practices developed across an extended iteration cycle (versions one through
final), name what was cut for time and why, and offer the workshop architecture as a replicable design vocabulary for
practitioners building leadership development for similar audiences. Post-workshop evaluation is in preparation; this
paper is a design rationale, not an outcomes report.

KEYWORDS   inclusive leadership · narrative co-authorship · international undergraduate peer mentoring · ESL-conscious

workshop design · Life Design pedagogy · Knowdell Career Values · narrative compression · responsive workshop design ·
design-based research · workshop pedagogy

1. Introduction

International undergraduate peer mentors at U.S. uni‐
versities occupy a particular pedagogical position.
They are themselves international students, often a

year or two further into the institution than their
mentees, and are recruited to introduce first-year in‐
ternational students to the campus, the institution’s
expectations, and the practices that surround academ‐
ic life. Their work is relational rather than instruction‐
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al. The mentor’s task is not to deliver information; it is
to be present in a way that makes it possible for the
mentee to do their own work of orientation, adjust‐
ment, and gradual self-positioning in a new context.

Existing leadership training for this kind of role typi‐
cally draws on the inclusive-leadership literature,
which has developed across two decades into a rela‐
tively stable competency framework. Inclusive leaders,
in this literature, possess (in various combinations and
weightings) cultural intelligence, openness to differ‐
ence, bias awareness, collaborative orientation, and
the willingness to give voice to underrepresented per‐
spectives (Bourke & Espedido, 2019; Hewlett et al.,
2013; Roberson, 2006). The framework is useful for
hiring, for organizational assessment, and for shaping
the broader institutional conditions inside which lead‐
ership can function inclusively. It is less useful as a
teaching object for an undergraduate mentor about to
sit across from a quiet first-year mentee in late
September. The competency list does not tell the men‐
tor what to do, in that room, when the person across
from them is anxious.

This paper documents a two-hour workshop, the
Inclusive Leadership Lab, that was developed and de‐
livered for approximately twenty international under‐
graduate peer mentors at Dartmouth College on May
22, 2026. The workshop was co-sponsored by
Dartmouth’s International Student Experience Office
(ISEO) and the Career Design Lab program at
Dartmouth’s Center for Career Design. It was designed
as preparation for the fall mentor-mentee match-intro‐
ductions that begin in September. Its central pedagogi‐
cal move is to reframe inclusive leadership, for this
population and purpose, as narrative co-authorship:
the simultaneous practice of staying anchored in one’s
own narrative and holding space for someone else to
find theirs. The frame is not a description of what in‐
clusive leaders are; it is a description of what inclusive
leadership does, in the room, in real time, when a
mentor sits with a mentee who is not yet ready to
speak.

The paper makes five contributions, developed in de‐
tail across the remaining sections and summarized
here. First, the narrative co-authorship reframing posi‐
tions inclusive leadership as a relational stance rather
than a competency cluster, and articulates a two-
clause definition (anchor + hold space) that generates
specific pedagogical moves rather than aspirational
character traits. Second, the workshop demonstrates a
population-specific adaptation of Stanford Life Design
methodology (Burnett & Evans, 2016) for a non-na‐
tive-English-speaking undergraduate mentor audience,
redirecting the methodology from individual life pro‐
totyping toward mentor preparation. Third, we docu‐
ment a set of ESL-conscious workshop design prac‐
tices, developed iteratively across versions one
through final, that we offer as a transferable design
vocabulary for practitioners building learning materi‐
als for non-native-English-speaking audiences. Fourth,
we describe a pre-survey-informed design method in
which a short anonymous pre-workshop survey shaped
the workshop’s specific framings, including a transla‐
tion slide added in a late deck version that explicitly
mapped each surveyed concern to a workshop mod‐
ule. Fifth, we describe a designed sequence of three
established frameworks (narrative compression,
Knowdell Career Values Card Sort, and a compressed
Odyssey Plan) that, when run in a specific order with
specific transitions, produces a single comparable out‐
put: a values-tested anchor word each mentor can car‐
ry into the fall.

This paper does not report post-workshop outcomes.
The workshop was a single delivery; the post-work‐
shop survey instrument is in preparation and will be
sent within the standard one-to-three-week window. A
second touchpoint is planned for mid-to-late
September. Outcomes will be reported in a forthcom‐
ing paper that pairs the design rationale documented
here with evaluation data. The current paper is a de‐
sign rationale and a pre-survey report; it makes claims
about what the workshop was designed to do, why
those design choices were made, and what the pre-sur‐
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vey data implied about the design’s responsiveness to
the audience’s stated needs. It does not make claims
about what the workshop produced.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 develops the
theoretical background across four literatures: inclu‐
sive leadership, narrative identity, Life Design peda‐
gogy, and ESL-conscious learning design. Section 3 de‐
scribes the design-based research methodology that
frames the workshop’s iterative development and the
pre-survey methodology. Section 4 describes the work‐
shop architecture in detail: three acts, three modules,
the deck and worksheet, and the fourth module that
was cut for time and the closing design move that
named the cut. Section 5 reports the pre-workshop
survey findings and traces how the data shaped specif‐
ic workshop design decisions. Section 6 discusses what
the workshop’s design implies for inclusive leadership
pedagogy more broadly, articulates the five contribu‐
tions, and acknowledges what the design rationale
cannot yet claim. Section 7 names limitations and the
empirical work the design opens.

2. Theoretical Background

The workshop’s design draws on four intersecting lit‐
eratures. We sketch each here at the level needed to
motivate specific design decisions, with full references
in the References section.

2.1 Inclusive Leadership: From Competency
to Stance

The inclusive-leadership literature has developed
across roughly two decades from broader work on di‐
versity and inclusion in organizations. The dominant
framing positions inclusive leadership as a competency
cluster: a set of capacities a leader possesses that, in
combination, produce inclusive practice. Bourke and
Espedido (2019), reporting on a study of approximate‐
ly a hundred companies, identified six signature traits
of inclusive leaders: commitment, courage, cognizance
of bias, curiosity, cultural intelligence, and collabora‐
tion. Hewlett, Marshall, and Sherbin (2013) devel‐
oped an earlier framework focused on six signature

traits as well, with an emphasis on the relationship be‐
tween leader behavior and team innovation outcomes.
Roberson (2006) provided the conceptual ground for
both, distinguishing diversity as compositional from
inclusion as relational and processual.

The competency framing is useful for the purposes for
which it was developed: assessing leaders at scale,
identifying gaps in organizational leadership pipelines,
training programs that build the capacities the frame‐
work names. It is less useful as a teaching object for
the situation an undergraduate mentor is preparing
for. The mentor is not being assessed; they are about
to sit with another undergraduate. The framework’s
signature traits are largely framed as enduring leader
characteristics rather than as moment-to-moment
practices, and the move from possessing curiosity to
doing curiosity in the room with a quiet mentee is left
implicit.

The workshop’s reframing is not a critique of the com‐
petency literature but a redirection. We argue that, for
the specific population of international undergraduate
peer mentors preparing for relational mentoring work,
inclusive leadership is more usefully framed as a
stance than as a set of traits. The stance has two claus‐
es, both required. The first clause is to stay anchored
in one’s own narrative: to be in the room with a suffi‐
ciently clear sense of who one is and what one cares
about that the mentee’s anxiety does not destabilize
the mentor. The second clause is to hold space for the
mentee to find their own narrative: to ask without
telling, to wait without filling silence, to stay present
without taking over. The combination is what we call
narrative co-authorship, and it is the workshop’s cen‐
tral pedagogical claim.

The reframing draws conceptually on broader work in
inclusive higher education on engagement, belonging,
and identity (Glass & Westmont, 2014; Glass,
Wongtrirat, & Buus, 2015), and on the mentoring lit‐
erature’s emphasis on developmental relationships
(Crisp & Cruz, 2009; Kram, 1985; Ragins & Kram,
2007). It also draws on the reflective practice tradition
(Schön, 1983) and on Brookfield’s (1995) account of
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the peer as a mirror that can surface what the self can‐
not, both of which inform the workshop’s emphasis on
facilitator restraint and on table-share dialogue as the
engine of the mentor’s anchor work. The contribution
we make is a specific move that we believe is not yet
articulated in either the inclusive leadership or men‐
toring literature as a single named pedagogical claim:
that inclusive leadership, for mentor preparation,
should be taught as the simultaneous practice of two
clauses that have to hold at the same time, with the
failure modes of each (anchor without holding space,
hold space without anchor) explicitly named.

2.2 Narrative Identity as Developmental
Frame

The workshop’s anchor work draws on narrative iden‐
tity theory, particularly the line of work developed by
Dan McAdams (1993, 2001) and the broader narrative
tradition (Bruner, 1991). Narrative identity theory
treats identity as the story a person constructs and
continuously edits about who they are, where they
came from, and where they are going. The story is not
a description of an identity that exists prior to the nar‐
ration; the story is the operating epistemology of the
self. The implication for the workshop’s anchor exer‐
cise is direct: building an anchor is the work of editing
a narrative one already has, not the work of finding an
identity one does not yet possess.

The narrative frame matters for the workshop’s com‐
pression exercise in two specific ways. First, it explains
why compression-via-deletion is cognitively cheaper
than synthesis-from-scratch (Looper, 2026a, on this
method’s foundation in Narrative by Design). Starting
from a paragraph that contains too much and cutting
away to a single word is structurally easier than start‐
ing from a blank page, because the cutting forces the
student to choose what survives the next cut. The cut‐
ting is the editing operation McAdams’s framework
names. Second, the narrative frame justifies the work‐
shop’s anchor-as-temporary-hypothesis stance. The an‐
chor word is not a permanent identity claim; it is a
current best edit of an ongoing narrative. The work‐
shop teaches the editing operation, not the conclusion.

McAdams’s empirical literature documents that narra‐
tive identity becomes more coherent and more reflec‐
tive across young-adult development, and that this de‐
velopment is itself shaped by the contexts in which
narrating happens. For international undergraduates
in particular, the workshop assumes that the narrating
context has been complicated by competing narratives
that may not fully belong to the student: a family ex‐
pectation, a visa story, an institutional script. The in‐
ternational-student literature documents that the con‐
textual stressors complicating narrative coherence for
this population are substantial and varied (Yan &
Berliner, 2013). The anchor work is positioned as a
method for surfacing which narratives a student can
defend with their own evidence, and which are scripts
they have been carrying. The exercise is, in Mezirow’s
(1997) framing, a structured invitation into a produc‐
tive disorientation: the mentor encounters the gap be‐
tween the narrative they have been carrying and the
values their own evidence supports, and the gap is the
developmental work.

2.3 Life Design as Mentor Pedagogy

The workshop’s third module, the Odyssey Plan,
adapts the prototyping methodology developed by
Burnett and Evans (2016) at the Stanford Life Design
Lab. The original Odyssey Plan asks the participant to
sketch three radically different five-year possible lives,
each with a timeline, a six-word title, a dashboard of
energy and confidence indicators, and a set of curiosi‐
ty questions. The methodology is grounded in a broad‐
er argument that career and life decisions benefit from
being approached with the prototyping discipline that
designers apply to physical products: build many
cheap drafts, learn from each, and let the prototyping
process surface preferences that the planner would not
have been able to articulate in advance.

The workshop’s adaptation of the Odyssey Plan makes
one specific redirection. In the original, the prototype
is for the individual’s own life; the prototyping disci‐
pline is the methodological contribution. In the work‐
shop, the prototyping is positioned as practice for the
cognitive flexibility the mentor will need in September.
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The framing of the M3 module is explicit on this point:
a mentor who has sketched three of their own possible
lives is a mentor who can spot fear-editing in a mentee
who has not yet allowed themselves to consider more
than one possible life. The Odyssey Plan, in this re‐
direction, is meta-pedagogical: the mentor learns by
doing the exercise for themselves, then is prepared to
recognize the same exercise’s failure modes in a
mentee.

The adaptation is in the spirit of, rather than a critique
of, the original. Burnett and Evans have themselves
addressed mentor populations in various extensions of
their work; what we add is a population-specific fram‐
ing for international undergraduates and a specific re‐
direction of the methodology toward mentor purpose.
The lineage of the adaptation traces back further to
the design pedagogy from which Burnett and Evans’s
work descends: the Stanford d.school (Brown, 2009),
and behind it the Bauhaus and the broader European
modernist tradition of learning-by-doing in workshop
settings (Itten, 1963; Aalto, 1940), and behind that
the broader pedagogy of design schools that take pro‐
totyping as the central teaching move. Whether to
trace the full pedagogical lineage in any given paper is
a question of audience; here we name it briefly and
continue.

2.4 ESL-Conscious Workshop Design

The fourth literature the workshop draws on is the
broader research on cognitive accessibility for non-na‐
tive-English-speaking audiences. The foundational dis‐
tinction comes from Cummins’s (1979) work on the
difference between basic interpersonal communication
skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language profi‐
ciency (CALP). Students who present as fluent in
everyday social English may still face significant cogni‐
tive load when processing academic English under
time pressure, particularly when the academic English
contains idioms, compound subordinate clauses, or
culturally specific references that require additional in‐
ferencing work.

The workshop’s design assumes that its audience has
high social English fluency and varied levels of CALP,
and treats this as a design constraint rather than as a
deficit to be remediated. The specific design moves the
workshop makes in response to this constraint are doc‐
umented in detail in Section 4 and summarized as a
contribution in Section 6. They include capping sen‐
tence length in speaker notes, removing idioms (no
“hit the ground running,” no “elephant in the room,”
no “deep dive”), using contractions selectively for nat‐
uralness without informality, aligning slide text with
speaker notes so that the audience can read while lis‐
tening, replacing pair share with table share to reduce
individual performance pressure, and preserving con‐
sistent visual hierarchy across module boundaries.

The framing is important. The workshop does not
treat ESL as a language gap to be bridged through
plain-language translation; it treats it as a design con‐
straint that requires specific design practices. The dis‐
tinction matters because plain-language translation
typically reduces information density, whereas ESL-
conscious design can preserve conceptual density
while reducing cognitive parsing load. The contribu‐
tion we make in Section 6 is not the practices them‐
selves (most are documented in the broader ESL
teaching literature) but their consolidation as a trans‐
ferable workshop design methodology.

3. Method: Iterative Workshop Design
and Pre-Workshop Survey

3.1 Scope and Method Note

This paper documents the workshop’s design rationale
and intended operations. The workshop was delivered
once, on May 22, 2026, to approximately twenty in‐
ternational undergraduate peer mentors at Dartmouth
College. The delivery has been observed in facilitator-
led documentation; the artifacts described in this pa‐
per (the deck, the worksheet, the slide notes, the itera‐
tion history, the pre-survey) are real and available for
review. No IRB-reviewed consent process or formal hu‐
man-subjects research data substrate is currently in
place. The pre-workshop survey was administered as a
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low-stakes anonymous needs assessment, not as a for‐
mal research instrument. The post-workshop evalua‐
tion is in preparation and will operate under appropri‐
ate review for any future research use.

3.2 Design-Based Research Methodology

The workshop’s development followed a design-based
research methodology (Brown, 1992; Design-Based
Research Collective, 2003) in which the workshop it‐
self functions as both an educational intervention and
a research artifact. The methodology is consistent with
the broader Lo/Be Lab research program, which treats
designed prototypes as ongoing research instruments
rather than as one-time deliverables (Looper, 2026c,
on the broader four-part framework that organizes the
lab’s prototype work). The specific iteration cycle for
this workshop is documented in Section 3.4.

Three commitments of the design-based research tra‐
dition organized the workshop’s development. First,
design and theory should develop together: each itera‐
tion of the design should produce a more articulate
version of the theoretical claim the design is testing,
and the theoretical claim should generate the next it‐
eration’s specific design moves. Second, design occurs
in the contexts where the intervention is intended to
operate: the workshop was developed for a specific
population (international undergraduate peer mentors
at Dartmouth), for a specific purpose (preparing for
fall mentor-mentee match-introductions), and at a
specific institutional moment (the end of spring term,
before the summer break). Third, the design’s claims
are open to revision based on the design’s operation in
context: the workshop documented in this paper is
one iteration of a methodology that will be revised as
post-workshop evaluation data lands and as the design
is potentially adapted for other populations.

3.3 Pre-Workshop Survey Methodology

A short anonymous survey was sent to the mentor co‐
hort approximately 48 hours before the workshop de‐
livery. The survey was distributed via Google Forms;

the link was sent by the ISEO Program Coordinator.
The instrument contained five questions designed to
take approximately three minutes to complete:

1. On a scale of 1 to 5, how clear are you on what you
actually care about? (Likert, 1 = not clear, 5 = very
clear)

2. On a scale of 1 to 5, how confident are you in
articulating that to a mentee? (Likert)

3. When a mentee shares an anxiety about their future,
what is your default approach? (Multiple choice
with an open text option)

4. What is one thing you hope this workshop helps you
do better as a mentor? (Open text)

5. What is the biggest fear you carry about being a
mentor this fall? (Open text)

Thirteen of approximately twenty mentors responded,
yielding a 65 percent response rate. The findings are
reported in Section 5. The survey was used as a design
input rather than as a research instrument: the data
shaped the workshop’s specific framings in ways docu‐
mented in Section 5.4 (the “translation slide” added in
a late deck version) and informed the closing’s re‐
sponse to the mentee-engagement fear identified by
38 percent of respondents.

3.4 Iteration History

The workshop’s deck was iterated through fifteen
named versions plus an intern-reviewed near-final ver‐
sion and a final delivery version. The iteration history
is documented internally; here we name the most con‐
sequential decisions, each developed further in Section
4.

First, an originally-planned fourth module (Mentor
Practice, a question-only roleplay practice block) was
cut for time when the deck’s full slide architecture
timed at approximately 135 minutes against the 120-
minute workshop window. The cut became its own de‐
sign move (Section 4.5). Second, the opening was re‐
structured from an earlier hook-question opening to a
Title → Goal → Arc sequence that hands off cleanly to
Module 1 without pre-delivering Module 1’s content.
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Third, the speaker notes were trimmed across the deck
for sentence length, contractions, idiom removal, and
ESL parseability (Section 4.7). Fourth, an intern re‐
viewer (an undergraduate research assistant) pro‐
posed a stronger conceptual version of one of the M1
table-share questions, which was tested against the
deck’s overall ESL accessibility constraint and reverted
to the simpler V6 version for the final delivery (Sec‐
tion 4.3). Fifth, a “translation slide” was added be‐
tween deck versions 14 and 15 that explicitly maps
each pre-survey concern to a workshop module (Sec‐
tion 5.4).

4. The Workshop Architecture

The workshop is organized in three acts that map onto
a developmental arc: invitation, anchor build, offering.
Within the arc, three modules carry the substantive
pedagogical work; a planned fourth module was cut
for time and its absence was named explicitly in the
closing. The full delivery used a 41-slide deck and a
three-page worksheet. We describe each component
below.

4.1 The Three-Act Arc

The workshop’s three acts are deliberately not framed
as three modules. The acts are pedagogical states that
the workshop creates in sequence; the modules are the
content blocks that move the audience through the
acts.

The first act, invitation, opens the workshop. Its job is
to land the audience in the room, establish the stakes,
and hand off cleanly to the substantive work. The first
act includes the title slide, the facilitator’s personal
narrative, the pre-survey recap, and the workshop’s
two-outcome goal statement. The first act ends with
the M1 module divider, which begins the second act.

The second act, build your anchor, is the workshop’s
longest and most pedagogically dense block. It in‐
cludes M1 (the reframe), M2 (the compression and
card sort), the dinner break, and M3 (the Odyssey
Plan). The second act’s purpose is to build a tested an‐
chor that the mentor can carry into the fall.

The third act, offer your anchor, is the closing. It is in‐
tentionally short. Its job is to consolidate what the
workshop has produced for each mentor and to hand
off cleanly to the September match-introductions. The
third act includes the closing’s survey recap, the work‐
shop’s reflection from facilitator experience, and the
carry-forward statement that asks mentors to bring
their anchor word into their first conversation with
their mentee.

4.2 The Opening (Approximately Fifteen
Minutes)

The opening is unusually personal. Most leadership
workshops open with a framework or with a defini‐
tional question. This workshop opens with the facilita‐
tor’s biography, framed as evidence for the workshop’s
central claim that lived narrative is the source of lead‐
ership identity. The facilitator’s narrative covers an ar‐
chitectural practice background, a pivot through in‐
ternational education consulting, the pandemic-era
transition into higher education career advising, and
the current role at Dartmouth’s Center for Career
Design. The narrative is told in approximately ten min‐
utes; the design intent is that the audience can see, in
the facilitator’s biography, what the workshop is asking
them to do for themselves.

The opening is followed by a pre-survey recap slide
that names what mentors said they wanted from the
workshop, and by a goal slide that articulates the
workshop’s two outcomes: an anchor (for the mentor),
and a question (for the mentee). The goal slide is de‐
liberately concrete. The workshop does not promise
transformation, certainty, or a finished personal story.
It promises two specific deliverables, both of which the
mentor can carry into the fall.

4.3 Module 1: Redefining Leadership
(Approximately Twenty-Five Minutes)

The first module’s pedagogical job is to surface the in‐
herited leadership model that mentors have absorbed
and to make space for the workshop’s reframe. The
module opens with a question slide (“What is leader‐
ship?”) and a brief discussion of the inherited model:
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leadership as charismatic, visible, and validated. The
slide is followed by a table share in which mentors dis‐
cuss three questions in three-minute rounds. The ta‐
ble-share format is itself a deliberate pedagogical
choice in Shulman’s (2005) sense of a signature peda‐
gogy: it is the form by which the work of the work‐
shop happens, not a delivery vehicle around the work.
The questions are designed to surface the mentor’s
own leadership history, the leaders they have seen in
their own lives, and the kind of leadership their
mentees may currently be carrying.

The third table-share question is an instructive case of
the workshop’s ESL accessibility trade-off. An intern
reviewer late in the iteration cycle proposed a stronger
compound version of the question: Based on your own
experience, what kind of leader and mentor did you need
most, and is that what your mentee needs from you?
The compound question is conceptually richer: it
forces the mentor to triangulate between their own ex‐
perience and the mentee’s needs. But it is also struc‐
turally heavier: 28 words, two clauses, a comparison
that requires holding two perspectives in mind simul‐
taneously. The simpler version that was retained for
delivery (Think of one mentee. What definition of lead‐
ership are they carrying right now?) is conceptually
narrower but structurally lighter: 16 words, one
clause, one perspective to hold. For a three-minute ta‐
ble share with ESL participants, parseability was prior‐
itized over conceptual depth. The trade-off is real, and
we document it as a design move that is likely to recur
across ESL-conscious workshop design.

After the table share, M1 introduces the workshop’s re‐
frame: inclusive leadership is staying anchored in your
own narrative so that you can hold space for someone
else to find theirs. The reframe is delivered as a two-
clause definition, with each clause explicitly named
and the failure mode of each (anchor without holding
space, hold space without anchor) discussed briefly. A
famous-leaders photo collage follows: Steve Jobs,
Gandhi, Lincoln, Mandela, Marie Curie. The slide car‐
ries no captions. The speaker note instructs the facili‐
tator to let the audience look in silence. The pedagogi‐

cal move is restraint: the audience is asked to notice
their own recognition of the figures, which surfaces
the inherited model the workshop is reframing. M1
closes with a bridge slide to M2, articulating why nar‐
rative is the appropriate developmental frame for the
anchor work.

4.4 Module 2: Authoring Your Narrative
(Approximately Thirty-Five Minutes)

Module 2 is the workshop’s substantive pedagogical
core. It runs a four-step sequence: a compression fun‐
nel, a Knowdell Career Values Card Sort, a comparison
of the compression’s output against the card sort’s evi‐
dence, and a brief reflection.

The compression funnel begins with a 90-second brain
dump: mentors write an unfiltered paragraph answer‐
ing the question Tell me about yourself. The instruction
is explicit that the paragraph should not be polished; it
should be the way the mentor would actually talk if
asked the question at a coffee shop. The brain dump is
followed by a 3-minute compression to one sentence
(the mentor cuts the paragraph to a sentence), and
then a 3-minute compression to one word (the mentor
cuts the sentence to a single word). The compressed
word is the candidate anchor.

The compression funnel is grounded in the broader
Lo/Be Lab methodology developed for Narrative by
Design (Looper, 2026a) and articulated as a transfer‐
able method in the lab’s Compression as a method field
note. The pedagogical logic is that compression-via-
deletion forces prioritization in a way that synthesis-
from-scratch does not. Starting from a paragraph that
already exists and cutting away is structurally easier
than starting from a blank page, and the cutting is
where the developmental work happens. The com‐
pressed word is not framed as a brand, an identity
claim, or a permanent label; it is framed as a candidate
anchor that the next phase of the workshop will test.

The Knowdell Career Values Card Sort (Knowdell,
1998) is the test. Mentors are given a deck of 41 val‐
ues cards and asked to sort them into five piles (Al‐
ways Valued, Often Valued, Sometimes Valued, Seldom
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Valued, Never Valued) with a forced top-five at the
Always Valued pile. The sort is timed at 12 minutes.
The discipline of the forced top-five is the exercise’s
primary pedagogical move: any five-card pile is too
small to include everything the mentor finds impor‐
tant, so the sort forces a choice. The Knowdell instru‐
ment is well-established in career counseling practice;
the workshop uses it not as a career assessment but as
a values evidence layer.

The comparison step is the pedagogical climax of M2.
Mentors compare their candidate anchor word against
their top-five Knowdell cards. Two outcomes are possi‐
ble. If the word and the top five align, the workshop
frames the anchor as values-tested and the mentor car‐
ries it forward. If the word and the top five contradict,
the workshop frames the gap as the data: the word
came from somewhere else, the cards represent the
mentor’s unfiltered values response, and the contradic‐
tion surfaces something the mentor would not have
surfaced through either exercise alone. The two out‐
comes are presented as equally valid; neither is pre‐
ferred. The workshop’s slide on this point (“The dis‐
comfort is the data”) is one of its most carefully de‐
signed: the visual layout shows both outcomes side by
side with equal weight, and the speaker note explicitly
instructs the facilitator not to privilege the contradic‐
tion outcome as more important than the alignment
outcome.

The framing matters pedagogically because it pre‐
serves honest inquiry. Earlier drafts of the slide framed
the contradiction outcome as the “doorway” to the real
word. The final version weights both outcomes equal‐
ly. The reason for the change is that privileging contra‐
diction would have produced a confirmation game:
mentors would learn that the workshop expected con‐
tradiction, and would manufacture it. Equal weighting
preserves the workshop as an honest evidence test.

M2 closes with a brief reflection on the worksheet and
a dinner break. The dinner break is explicitly designed
as marination time: mentors are instructed not to dis‐
cuss their compressed word during the break.

4.5 Module 3: The Odyssey Plan
(Approximately Thirty Minutes)

The third module adapts the Stanford Life Design
Odyssey Plan (Burnett & Evans, 2016; building on ear‐
lier program-level adaptations such as Santa-Donato,
2009) for the workshop’s mentor preparation purpose.
The original Odyssey Plan asks the participant to
sketch three radically different five-year possible lives.
Each life has a timeline, a six-word title, a dashboard
of energy and confidence indicators, and a set of cu‐
riosity questions. The methodology is grounded in a
broader argument that prototyping discipline applies
to life decisions as effectively as to product design
(Brown, 2009; Burnett & Evans, 2016).

The workshop’s adaptation makes one specific re‐
direction. In the original Odyssey Plan, the prototype
is for the participant’s own life. In the workshop, the
prototype is positioned as practice for the cognitive
flexibility the mentor will need in September. The ped‐
agogical claim is meta: a mentor who has sketched
three of their own possible lives is a mentor who can
recognize fear-editing in a mentee who has not yet
considered more than one life. The module’s framing
slide is explicit on this point and stress-tests the an‐
chor word from M2 against three different five-year
futures. Which life has the most energy? Which has
the lowest confidence but the most curiosity? The
questions are positioned not as planning prompts but
as readiness diagnostics for the mentor’s fall work.

M3 closes with a brief share-out: mentors pin their
three sketches and walk the room to look at others’.
The pin-up format is borrowed from architectural stu‐
dio pedagogy and is intended to make the prototyping
discipline visible across the cohort.

4.6 The Cut Fourth Module (Mentor Practice)
and the Closing

A fourth module was planned for the workshop’s origi‐
nal architecture. M4 was to be a 25-minute roleplay
practice block in which mentors would practice the
question-only stance in pairs across three scenario
cards (a quiet mentee, a culturally-distant mentee, a
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mentee in distress). The module would have moved
the workshop from the M1-M2-M3 anchor work into
actual mentor behavior practice, addressing the listen‐
ing theme that 50 percent of pre-survey respondents
named as their hoped-for outcome.

When the deck’s full slide architecture timed against
the 120-minute workshop window, the architecture
came in at approximately 135 minutes. The fifteen-
minute overrun could not be absorbed within any sin‐
gle module without compressing the M2 sequence to a
point where the comparison step would not work. The
decision was made to cut M4.

The cut is named explicitly in the workshop’s closing
slides. The pedagogical move is to refuse to paper over
what was not delivered. The closing slide reads (para‐
phrased from the speaker notes): We were going to
practice the question-only stance tonight. We didn’t have
time. Here are two options for what to do this summer
instead: pair with a friend and practice the stance with
low stakes, or commit to spending the first five minutes
of your first fall conversation in question-only mode and
see what happens.

The honest acknowledgment of the cut is itself a de‐
sign move. Most workshops paper over content they
did not deliver. This workshop names the gap, offers
two specific practice options, and carries the gap for‐
ward into the workshop’s broader pedagogical claim
that honest acknowledgment of what one did not do is
itself a form of integrity that mentor work depends on.
The closing’s final slide is titled A Reflection. It carries
no slide content. The speaker note instructs the facili‐
tator to speak from experience. The pedagogical move
is to trust the room: by minute 115 of a 120-minute
workshop, the facilitator-audience rapport is the most
powerful pedagogical tool available, and a final data
slide cannot compete with the facilitator’s direct
address.

4.7 The Deck and the Worksheet

The workshop’s deck is 41 slides. The deck was iterat‐
ed through fifteen named versions plus an intern-re‐
viewed near-final version (V7-with-Vivi) plus the final

delivery version (Final). The iteration history is docu‐
mented internally; here we name only the most conse‐
quential decisions.

Speaker notes were capped at approximately 70 to
100 words for most slides, with one exception that
survived to delivery (Slide 20, the Compression Funnel
introduction, which contains 366 words because the
funnel requires extended explanation of each phase).
Speaker notes were trimmed for sentence length
(capped at approximately eighteen words where possi‐
ble), idiom removal (no “hit the ground running,” no
“elephant in the room,” no “deep dive”), and contrac‐
tions (“I’m going to” rather than “I am going to” for
naturalness without informality). Slide text and speak‐
er notes were aligned across the deck so that the audi‐
ence could read while listening, which we treat as a
specific ESL-conscious design move (Cummins, 1979).

The worksheet is three pages. Page one carries the
workshop’s title block, the tonight’s-goal statement,
and the M1 table-share questions. Page two carries the
M2 Compression Funnel as a guided writing exercise
with explicit time markers (90 seconds, 3 minutes, 3
minutes) and writing space for each compression.
Page three carries the M2 test-the-word section with a
list of the top five Always Valued cards and a compari‐
son question (yes / partially / no) followed by an open
reflection space. The worksheet does not include a M3
Odyssey Plan template; that exercise was conducted
on separate Stanford-format sheets and on the slides
themselves. The absence of a M3 worksheet artifact is
a known gap in the design that future iterations
should address.

5. Pre-Workshop Survey Findings

The pre-workshop survey shaped specific workshop
design decisions. We report the data and trace the de‐
sign responses.

5.1 Q1: Clarity About What You Care About

Average score 4.5 of 5. Seven of thirteen respondents
selected 5 (“very clear”); six selected 4. No respondent
selected 3 or below. The finding is interpreted by the
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workshop’s design as a signal that mentors enter the
workshop feeling clear about their values, and that the
workshop’s M2 sequence should not try to convince
them they need clarity. The M2 sequence is designed
not to establish clarity but to test it against evidence:
the compression word against the Knowdell top five.

5.2 Q2: Confidence Articulating That to a
Mentee

Average score 4.2 of 5. Five respondents selected 5;
seven selected 4; one selected 3. The 0.3-point gap be‐
tween clarity (Q1) and articulation (Q2) is small but
consistent. The workshop’s M2 Compression Funnel is
the design’s direct response to the articulation theme:
the compression operation produces a single defended
word that the mentor can use as an articulation tool.

5.3 Q3: Default Approach When Mentee
Shares Anxiety

Ten of thirteen respondents (77 percent) selected “Ask
questions to understand” as their default. One respon‐
dent each selected “Listen first,” “Ask what they want
from the conversation,” and “Share my own experi‐
ence.” The finding has two design implications. First,
the workshop should not be designed around the as‐
sumption that mentors need to be taught the question-
only stance: they already self-identify as practicing it.
Second, the workshop should be designed to surface
the gap between perceived facility (most mentors
think they ask questions) and feared outcome (a sub‐
stantial minority fear mentee disengagement). The
planned M4 was the workshop’s direct response to this
gap. With M4 cut, the workshop’s closing addresses
the gap with the two specific practice options.

5.4 Q4 and Q5: Hopes and Fears

Q4 asked respondents to name one thing they hoped
the workshop would help them do better as a mentor.
The most common theme was listen better (six men‐
tions of thirteen), followed by articulate (four men‐
tions). Q5 asked respondents to name the biggest fear
they carried about being a mentor this fall. The most
common single category of fear was mentees won’t en‐
gage (five mentions, 38 percent), followed by causing

harm (three mentions), not being present or interesting
enough (two mentions), and several less-common
categories.

The Q4 + Q5 findings together produced the work‐
shop’s most consequential design response. The 38
percent who named mentee disengagement as their
biggest fear are mentors who, by Q3, already self-iden‐
tify as question-askers. The gap between perceived fa‐
cility and feared outcome is the workshop’s most im‐
portant pedagogical opportunity, and the workshop’s
reframe of inclusive leadership as a stance rather than
a script is designed to address it directly. A mentor
with a stance can stay steady when a mentee retreats;
a mentor with a script falters when the script does not
produce the response it was designed to elicit.

The survey’s most consequential design response is
documented in the deck’s iteration history as the addi‐
tion of a “translation slide” between deck versions 14
and 15. The translation slide explicitly maps each sur‐
veyed concern to a workshop module: clarity to M1
and M2’s reframe, articulation to M2’s Compression
Funnel, listen better to the cut M4 and the closing’s
substitute practice options, mentee disengagement to
the entire workshop’s stance reframe. The translation
slide is positioned near the front of the deck to give
mentors an explicit warrant that the workshop’s con‐
tent responds to their stated concerns. We treat this
design move as a methodological contribution that we
develop further in Section 6.

5.5 Methodological Caveats

The pre-workshop survey was administered as a low-
stakes anonymous needs assessment, not as a formal
research instrument. The findings reported here are
descriptive only. n=13 is too small for inferential sta‐
tistics, and the survey’s open-text questions (Q4 and
Q5) were thematically coded by the author rather than
by multiple independent coders. The 65 percent re‐
sponse rate is acceptable for a low-stakes pilot but
does not guarantee representativeness of the full men‐
tor cohort. We treat the survey’s findings as design in‐
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puts rather than as research findings, and document
them in this section to make the workshop’s respon‐
siveness to its audience’s stated concerns auditable.

6. Discussion and Contributions

The workshop’s design implies several broader claims
about inclusive leadership pedagogy. We develop the
five contributions briefly here.

6.1 Contribution One: Inclusive Leadership as
Narrative Co-Authorship

The workshop’s central reframing positions inclusive
leadership, for the specific population of international
undergraduate peer mentors preparing for relational
mentoring work, as the simultaneous practice of two
clauses: stay anchored in your own narrative, and hold
space for someone else to find theirs. The reframing
moves inclusive leadership from a competency cluster
(a set of traits a leader possesses) to a relational
stance (a simultaneous practice that the leader does,
in the room, in real time). The reframing is offered as
a complement to, not a replacement for, the broader
competency literature (Bourke & Espedido, 2019;
Hewlett et al., 2013). The competency framework re‐
mains useful for organizational assessment, for hiring,
and for shaping institutional conditions. The stance
framework is more useful, we argue, for teaching spe‐
cific pedagogical moves to undergraduates about to
mentor other undergraduates.

The stance framing generates specific pedagogical
moves that the competency framing does not. The two
clauses (anchor + hold space) are taught simultane‐
ously, with the failure modes of each (anchor without
holding space, hold space without anchor) explicitly
named. The workshop’s specific exercises (compres‐
sion, card sort, Odyssey Plan) are built to operational‐
ize one or the other clause: the compression and card
sort build the anchor; the Odyssey Plan stress-tests it;
the planned but cut M4 would have practiced the
holding-space stance directly. The resulting framework
is generative for design: any workshop designer who
accepts the stance framing can ask, of a candidate ex‐

ercise, whether it builds the anchor, stress-tests the an‐
chor, practices the holding-space stance, or does none
of the above and should be cut.

6.2 Contribution Two: Population-Specific
Adaptation of Stanford Life Design

The workshop’s Odyssey Plan adaptation demonstrates
a population-specific use of Stanford Life Design
methodology for international undergraduate peer
mentors. The original Odyssey Plan is positioned for
individuals designing their own lives (Burnett &
Evans, 2016). The workshop’s adaptation redirects the
methodology for mentor preparation: the prototyping
is practice for the cognitive flexibility the mentor will
need when their mentee brings a constrained imagina‐
tion to a conversation in September. The redirection is
in the spirit of, not a critique of, the original; what we
add is the explicit naming of the methodology as
meta-pedagogical (the mentor learns the prototyping
discipline by doing the exercise for themselves, then is
prepared to recognize the same discipline’s failure
modes in others) and the specific framing of the exer‐
cise as readiness preparation rather than as personal
planning.

6.3 Contribution Three: ESL-Conscious
Workshop Design as a Practice

The workshop’s design choices for ESL accessibility
consolidate as a transferable methodology. We name
seven specific design moves: sentence-length caps in
speaker notes (approximately 18 words where
possible); idiom removal across all written and spoken
content (no “hit the ground running,” no “elephant in
the room,” no “deep dive”); selective contraction use
for naturalness without informality; slide text and
speaker note alignment so the audience can read
while listening; table share rather than pair share to
reduce individual performance pressure; consistent
visual hierarchy across module boundaries; and forced
choice of conceptual depth versus parseability where
the two conflict (with parseability preferred for time-
constrained exercises like the three-minute table
share).
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The contribution is the consolidation of these practices
as a methodology, not the practices themselves. Most
are documented in the broader ESL teaching literature
(Cummins, 1979). What we offer is their named con‐
solidation as a transferable workshop design vocabu‐
lary that can be applied across leadership training, ca‐
reer development, mentor preparation, and other
workshop genres for non-native-English-speaking au‐
diences. The methodology treats ESL as a design con‐
straint rather than as a language gap to be remediat‐
ed; the distinction matters because the resulting de‐
sign preserves conceptual density while reducing pars‐
ing load.

6.4 Contribution Four: Pre-Survey-Informed
Design

The pre-workshop survey was used as a design input
rather than as a needs assessment. The distinction is
methodological. Most pre-workshop surveys are used
to learn what an audience wants; the workshop uses
the survey to change what it teaches. The most explicit
example is the translation slide added between deck
versions 14 and 15, which mapped each surveyed con‐
cern to a workshop module. The workshop’s closing
also responded explicitly to the mentee-engagement
fear identified by 38 percent of respondents.

We offer pre-survey-informed design as a transferable
methodological move. The practice is not new, but its
explicit articulation as a design move (the survey
changes the workshop, not just the facilitator’s prepa‐
ration) is worth naming. The methodology is straight‐
forward to apply: send a short survey to the audience
approximately 48 hours before the workshop; identify
the two or three findings that most directly contradict
or complicate the workshop’s planned framing; re‐
design the workshop’s framing slides to respond to
those findings; document the redesign in the deck’s it‐
eration history so that the workshop’s responsiveness
to its audience is auditable.

6.5 Contribution Five: The Knowdell +
Compression + Odyssey Sequence

The workshop’s pedagogical signature is a designed
sequence of three established frameworks (narrative
compression, the Knowdell Career Values Card Sort,
and an adapted Odyssey Plan) run in a specific order.
Each framework is well-established individually, but
the sequence as a single workshop pedagogy is, to our
knowledge, not yet documented. The order matters:
the compression’s output (a candidate anchor word)
becomes the card sort’s input (a test against values ev‐
idence), and the comparison’s output (a tested anchor
+ any gap) becomes the Odyssey Plan’s stress-test in‐
put. The sequence produces a single comparable out‐
put (a values-tested anchor word that has survived
three different forms of pressure) that each mentor
can carry into the fall.

The sequence is offered as a replicable design vocabu‐
lary. Practitioners building workshops for similar pop‐
ulations (relational professionals preparing for high-
stakes first encounters) can borrow the structure: com‐
press to a single defended word, test that word against
evidence the participant cannot easily script, stress-
test the tested word against multiple futures, and car‐
ry the anchor forward. The sequence is generative
without being prescriptive: the specific instruments
can vary (different card sorts, different prototyping
frameworks, different compression formats), but the
sequencing logic (compress → test → stress-test →
carry) is the methodology we document here.

6.6 What This Paper Cannot Yet Claim

The workshop was a single delivery. The findings re‐
ported here are pre-survey only. The paper does not
report whether the workshop produced the anchor
words it was designed to produce, whether mentors
carried those anchors into the fall, whether the hold‐
ing-space stance held under pressure when mentees
retreated into silence, or whether the workshop’s de‐
sign moves outperformed alternative workshop de‐
signs for the same population. Those are the questions
a future evaluation paper will address.
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The current paper’s claims are accordingly scoped. We
claim that the workshop was designed in response to
specific pre-survey findings, that the design rationale
is articulable as five contributions, and that the design
vocabulary is replicable for similar populations. We do
not claim that the workshop is empirically validated,
that the design moves are proven effective, or that the
methodology generalizes beyond the specific popula‐
tion for which it was designed. The forthcoming evalu‐
ation paper will report the post-workshop survey find‐
ings (the post-instrument is in preparation), the
September follow-up findings (planned for two to
three weeks after fall match-introductions begin), and
any pattern data we can extract from the workshop’s
artifacts (the anchor words mentors produced, the
comparison outcomes from the M2 card-sort compari‐
son, the Odyssey Plan sketches).

7. Limitations and Future Work

The workshop is a single delivery with a single facilita‐
tor at a single institution. Replicability across institu‐
tions is untested. The pre-survey n is small (n=13 of
approximately 20); descriptive findings are reported
without inferential claims. The deck’s iteration history
is documented by the author; no independent design
audit has been conducted. The intern review (the V7-
with-Vivi version) provided one form of external de‐
sign input but is not a substitute for a broader design
review.

Several future research lines are specifically opened by
the design. First, the workshop’s stance framing pre‐
dicts that mentors who develop the anchor will report
lower fall mentee-engagement fear than mentors who
do not; the post-survey instrument is being designed
to test this prediction. Second, the workshop’s two-
outcome framing (match versus contradiction in the
M2 comparison) predicts that both outcomes produce
useful developmental work; the post-survey will ask
mentors which outcome they experienced and how
they understood it. Third, the workshop’s ESL-con‐
scious design practices are likely to transfer to other
workshop genres for similar populations; the lab plans

to use the same design vocabulary for adjacent work‐
shop development (mentor training for non-in‐
ternational populations, career exploration workshops
for ESL graduate students, leadership development for
international graduate teaching assistants).

The most consequential future work is to deliver the
workshop again. Single-delivery findings are not find‐
ings; they are anecdotes with a design rationale. The
workshop will be delivered again as the next mentor
cohort is recruited, with the post-survey instrument
administered in both deliveries to support pre-post
comparison and (eventually) cross-cohort comparison.
The Lo/Be Lab’s broader research program treats pro‐
totypes as research instruments that iterate across
multiple deliveries (Looper, 2026c); this workshop is
positioned to join that program once a second delivery
is on the schedule.

8. Conclusion

The case across this paper is twofold. First, inclusive
leadership, for the specific population of international
undergraduate peer mentors preparing for relational
mentoring work, is more usefully framed as a stance
than as a competency cluster. The stance has two
clauses, both required: stay anchored in your own nar‐
rative; hold space for someone else to find theirs. The
two-clause framing generates specific pedagogical
moves and accommodates the relational reality of
mentor work in a way that the competency framing
does not. Second, the workshop’s design rationale,
even before post-workshop evaluation, is articulable as
five contributions that consolidate as a replicable de‐
sign vocabulary: the stance reframing itself, the popu‐
lation-specific Life Design adaptation, the ESL-con‐
scious design methodology, the pre-survey-informed
design method, and the Knowdell-plus-Compression-
plus-Odyssey sequence.

The workshop documented here is one delivery.
Whether the design rationale survives contact with
multiple cohorts, multiple facilitators, multiple institu‐
tions, and adversarial reviewers is the empirical ques‐
tion the next several iterations of the workshop are de‐
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signed to answer. The current paper is the design ra‐
tionale; the forthcoming evaluation paper will be the
outcomes report.

Lo/Be Lab welcomes collaboration on any of the open
research lines described in Section 7, particularly from
international student affairs, mentor training, and
leadership development practitioners equipped to
adapt the design for adjacent populations. Inquiries
can be directed to seth.looper@gmail.com.
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