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Abstract

One of  the challenges proposed by the European framework for higher education has been to develop a
quality and accessible university education in order to reduce situations of  exclusion of  disabled students.
In this sense, it is essential to reduce the existing gap in the academic performance of  this group with
respect to other students.  The general  objective of  this  study has been to analyze the application of
inclusive methodologies in university students with disabilities from a teaching perspective. The adopted
methodology was non-experimental quantitative with a sample of  313 teachers from the University of
Alicante who have taught students with disabilities and who responded to a questionnaire designed ad hoc
of  51 items. The results obtained show that teachers frequently use visual aids and use the same materials
both in theory and in practice. Concerning perceptions, teachers consider that students with disabilities
should acquire the same skills as the rest of  their classmates and it was not difficult for them to teach
them. Furthermore, the results showed significant differences in perceptions according to the professional
category and the branch of  knowledge of  the teachers. From the aforementioned, it can be concluded
that, although positive changes are perceived in teaching methodologies, it is necessary to continue making
progress in improving teaching practice and the quality of  education that facilitates the conditions for the
academic performance of  people with disabilities in Spanish universities.
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1. Introduction
One of  the challenges proposed by the European framework for higher education has been to develop a
higher education of  quality, excellence and accessible to all in accordance with the demands of  the current
society.  In  recent  years,  this  approach  has  reduced  the  exclusion  of  disabled  students.  The  World
Declaration on Higher Education in the 21st Century already mentions in article 3, letter d, as one of  the
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principles  of  action,  facilitating  access  to  higher  education  for  specific  groups  such  as  people  with
disabilities, considered individually as a group (UNESCO, 1998).

The objective that university institutions are assuming to achieve university educational excellence entails
assuming new educational paradigms that increase access to higher education. UNESCO at the World
Conference on Higher Education:  The New Dynamics of  Higher Education and Research for Social
Change and Development in 2009 and in the Training Tools for Curriculum Development. Reaching out
to all Learners: A Resource Pack Supporting Inclusive Education of  2016, advocates achieving the goals
of  equity, relevance and quality and elevating inclusive education as a right of  all people and at all stages
of  education. All of  this was preceded by a series of  international initiatives such as the 2007 United
Nations International Convention on the Rights of  Persons with Disabilities or the Incheon Declaration
from the Education Framework 2030 of  2015, which aims to promote inclusive and equitable quality
education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all. From this perspective, inclusion and equity
in education is the cornerstone of  transformative education, focusing efforts on access, equity, quality and
learning outcomes, as well as teacher training and curricula.

Nevertheless, if  we bring up academic performance, it should be noted that access to international data on
the academic achievement of  students with special educational needs is very limited (Martin  & Kang,
2018) and is mainly identified at lower educational stages. Different researches (Alper & Ryndak, 1992;
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996, 2004; Morgan, Farkas & Wu, 2011) show the great gap in the academic
achievements of  this group with respect to the rest of  students, being even greater in higher education
(Nelson,  Benner,  Lane  &  Smith,  2004).  In  general,  the  academic  performance  of  students  can  be
understood as a construction related to many learning domains (Guskey, 2013). In this sense, the concept
of  academic  achievement  is  associated with  what  we  know,  do,  and care  about,  and may change in
meaning as students’ progress through different educational levels (Hattie & Anderman, 2012).

In the Spanish university context, as can be seen in the Disability Care Guide 2018, published by the
Universia Foundation, a total of  22190 people with disabilities study at Spanish universities, being their
presence greater in face-to-face than in non- face-to-face universities. Given the presence of  this group in
classrooms, the need for universities to adopt a  new educational  paradigm of  inclusive orientation is
unquestionable,  since  success  in  academic  performance  does  not  depend  exclusively  on  the  student
himself  (Moriña, 2019), but also on the resources, materials and personnel that universities have at their
disposal to serve students with disabilities and provide them with a quality education (Thomas, 2016).
Deepening in the Spanish university context, the Organic Law 4/2007, of  April 12, bets for the inclusion
of  people with disabilities  in the university  and establishes in order to make effective the equality of
opportunities the design of  accessible spaces, to apply the principles of  accessibility and design for all.
This should make teachers rethink the methodologies used in university classrooms, since, despite this
inclusive approach, the reality is still far from what university regulations aim to achieve (Booth, 2006;
Díaz & Funes, 2016).

Research has identified barriers to the academic success of  people with disabilities at university (Díez &
Sánchez, 2015; González-Cortés & Roses-Campos, 2016; Moriña, Cortés & Molina, 2015). Among these
barriers,  it  is  notable the use of  methodologies  that  do not  allow students to participate fully  in  the
teaching-learning process (Castellana & Sala, 2006).  The use of  a methodology based on the master class,
which has been so present in the university context (Marcelo & Yot, 2010), makes it difficult for people
with disabilities to follow the rhythm of  the class on a regular basis (Borland & James, 1999). Therefore, in
order to overcome these difficulties, it is convenient to opt for inclusive tools and strategies that promote
understanding of  the content (Moriña-Diez, López, Melero, Cortés & Molina, 2013) and to delimit the
barriers that university students face (spaces, resources, methodologies...) to convert university classrooms
into  inclusive  and  non-exclusive  classrooms  (Sandoval,  Simón  &  Márquez,  2019). In  this  line,  the
proposals coming from the educational paradigm of  the Universal Design for Learning (DUA), developed
by the Center for Applied Special Technology.
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The main aim of  this research is to analyze the application of  methodologies in university students with
disabilities from the perspective of  the teacher. The following specific objectives underlie this  general
purpose:

• To identify the degree of  application of  inclusive methodologies by teachers in university students
with disabilities.

• To know the teaching perceptions about the application of  inclusive methodologies in university
students with disabilities.

• To identify possible significant differences in teaching perceptions on the application of  inclusive
methodologies in university students with disabilities according to the professional category and
the branch of  knowledge of  the teaching staff.

2. Method
The  study  adopted  a  non-experimental  quantitative  approach,  characterized  by  the  determination  to
quantify  phenomena or  opinions  through numerical  data  without  manipulating  independent  variables
(Cohen  & Manion,  1990;  Latorre,  Del  Rincón  & Arnal,  2005).  It  is  also  a  comparative-causal  study
(Bisquerra, 2014) since, in addition to offering descriptive information on the quantified variables, the
possible significant differences according to the compared groups have been analyzed, trying to establish
causal relationships. On the other hand, when data collection is carried out at a given time, it is also a
transversal study (León & Montero, 2002).

2.1. Participants

This research has been developed in a specific context, the University of  Alicante, with a sample of  313
teachers  who  have  taught  students  with  disabilities.  All  participants  received  an  information  letter
explaining the objectives of  the research. In addition, they had to give their consent for the treatment of
the information. The research was totally anonymous and those who did not want to participate returned
the questionnaire without filling it in. Access to the sample was carried out according to the availability of
access to the teaching staff, so, following Albert (2007), an accidental or causal non-probabilistic sampling
technique was used. Of  the participating teachers, 64.2% were men and 35.8% were women. The years of
teaching oscillate in a wide range of  between one and forty years of  teaching experience, with a mean of
14.81 and a standard deviation of  8.28. With regard to the professional category, Table 1 below describes
the sample according to this variable.

Professional category Frequency Percentage

Full Professor 39 1.5

Senior Lecturer 96 30.7

University School Professor 4 1.3

University School Holder 31 9.9

Lecturer 17 5.4

Assistant doctor 18 5.8

Tutor 16 5.1

Others (scholarship holders, teaching fellow, 
collaborators)

92 29.4

Total 313 100.0

Table 1. Sample participant by professional category

Regarding the field of  knowledge, as can be observed in  Table 2, the highest percentage of  professors
(39.0%) belongs to the field of  Social and Legal Sciences.
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Field of  Knowledge to which it belongs Frequency Percentage

Humanities 61 19.5

Health Sciences 16 5.1

Social and Legal Sciences 122 39.0

Experimental Sciences 37 11.8

Engineering and Technology 77 24.6

Total 313 100.0

Table 2. Sample participant by field of  knowledge

Regarding the  degrees  taught  by  the  participating  teachers,  Table  3  shows the  data  in  their  different
combinations.

Degrees in which teaching is given Frequency Percentage

Grade 119 38.0

Master’s degree 5 1.6

Doctorate 1 0.3

Other 4 1.3

Grade and master’s degree 95 30.4

Grade and Doctorate 2 .6

Grade and Others 16 5.1

 Master’s degree and Doctorate 3 1.0

 Grade, Master’s degree and Doctorate 52 16.6

Grade, Master’s degree and Others 10 3.2

Grade, Master’s degree, Doctorate and Others 6 1.9

Total 313 100.0

Table 3. Degrees taught by the participating sample

The participating teachers had a few students with disabilities between one and thirty-two, with a mean of
2.98 and a standard deviation of  3.23. The type of  disability in this group of  students was diverse, with
visual disability (15.7%), physical disability (11.5%), hearing disability (3.2%) and a percentage of  teachers
of  7.7% who had students with physical and visual disabilities and 4.2% with physical, visual and hearing
disabilities,  among  the  highest  percentages.  No  more  than  1% of  teachers  have  had  students  with
Asperger's  syndrome  or  with  language  problems.  As  the  most  significant  percentage,  29.4% of  the
professors were informed of  the disability by the student himself, while 5.4% were informed by the CAE,
13.1% by both the student and the CAE and 9.6% by teachers were not informed by anyone. With regards
to knowledge of  the existence at the University of  a care and support service for students with disabilities,
61.3% of  the teaching staff  were aware of  this. On the other hand, a large percentage of  the participating
lecturers (74.4%) did not know that in the university entrance examinations some aspect was regulated
regarding students with disabilities.

2.2. Instrument

After  reviewing the literature on the  topic  under  study,  and with the purpose  of  satisfying the  aims
proposed,  the ADU questionnaire was designed ad hoc (Students with Disabilities  in the University),
which in its  first  version consisted of  54 items. This questionnaire was elaborated within the Project
“European Space for Higher Education, Diversity and Teaching Excellence: Analysis and proposals on
indicators and inclusive practices in university teaching methodologies” and was subsequently submitted
to the opinion of  experts, who, following what was said by authors such as Sánchez (1994) and Barroso
and Cabero (2010),  is  the most appropriate  mechanism for obtaining the validity  of  an instrument's
content.
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In order to quantify the assessments conducted by ten experts in the field, the procedure for calculating
the validity of  content proposed by Lawshe (1975) through the content validity index (IVC) was used. As
a result  of  the expert  opinion,  three items of  the questionnaire were irrelevant and were eliminated,
leaving a version of  the 51-item questionnaire with a DVI of  1 and, therefore, with good content validity.
Furthermore, with the version of  the questionnaire obtained after the opinion of  experts, a pilot test was
carried out with 14 teachers, from which the writing of  some items was specified, obtaining the final
version of  the questionnaire. In the same way, in order to check the reliability of  the questionnaire, the
internal  consistency  coefficient  Alfa  de  Cronbach  was  calculated,  obtaining  0.85.  This  data  shows,
following George  and Mallery (2003), that the questionnaire designed has a good internal consistency
index.

The final version of  the 51-item ADU questionnaire is structured around three well-differentiated parts:

• First part: the variables that identify the sample (items 1 to 11). 

• Second part:  the degree of  application of  inclusive methodologies in university students with
disabilities (items 12 to 21). A Likert scale with 5 values is used, where 1 is not frequent, 2 is
infrequent, 3 is moderately frequent, 4 is quite frequent and 5 is totally frequent. 

• Third  part:  teaching  perceptions  on the  application  of  inclusive  methodologies  in  university
students with disabilities (items 22 to 51). This part is also composed of  three dimensions:

◦ Training for the application of  inclusive methodologies (items 22 to 29).

◦ Difficulty in the application of  inclusive methodologies (items 30 to 43).

◦ Accessibility for the application of  inclusive methodologies (items 44 to 51).

All the items of  this third part are also of  closed response type Likert with 5 values (1=very disagree;
2=disagree; 3=not agree, not disagree; 4=agreement; 5=very agree).

2.3. Procedure

The questionnaire was completed on paper during the academic year 2018/2019 and for its distribution
among the lecturers of  the different faculties and fields of  knowledge of  the University of  Alicante, the
internal mail of  the University of  Alicante was used. The questionnaire was accompanied by a presentation
letter of  the research and instructions for answering the questions individually. The teachers who agreed to
participate returned the completed questionnaire to the authors of  the research also by internal mail.

2.4. Data Analysis

The data were processed using the SPSS statistical package for Windows (Statistical Package for Social
Sciences) version 21. The data analysis includes descriptive statistics, with the frequencies, percentages,
mean  and  typical  deviations  corresponding  to  the  answers  given  to  the  questionnaire.  Furthermore,
nonparametric tests were used to carry out a comparative analysis of  possible significant differences based
on the selected variables.

3. Results
In  the  following  lines,  the  results  of  the  study  are  presented,  which  are  grouped  according  to  the
quantified variables.

3.1. Level of  Application of  Inclusive Methodologies in University Students with Disabilities

Table 4 presents the results of  the descriptive statistics referring to the mean and typical deviations on the
frequency  of  application  of  inclusive  methodologies  by  teachers  with  their  university  students  with
disabilities as a function of  the five response categories contemplated. 
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Ítems N Minimum Maximum Average DT

12. I facilitate the notes and the materials of  the subject 
before the classes. 313 1 5 4.17 1.165

13. I start classes with a summary reminder of  the 
previous class.

313 1 5 4.21 0.968

14. In the explanations I use visual aids (images, Powers, 
diagrams...). 313 1 5 4.61 0.779

15. Theoretical classes are of  listening of  the explanations 
that I realize.

313 1 5 3.62 1.029

16. I tutor individually the work done by the students. 313 1 5 3.96 0.964

17. I encourage students to expand and research on the 
subject. 313 1 5 4.15 0.840

18. In the practical classes we work in organized 
cooperative groups.

313 1 5 3.65 1.185

19. In the theory as well as in the practice all the students 
use the same materials (notes and practical works). 313 2 5 4.52 0.717

20. I use different methodological formats to adapt to the 
learning styles of  the students.

313 1 5 3.23 1.165

21. ICTs are fundamental in the teaching of  my contents 
and in the conduct of  student activities. 313 1 5 3.94 1.048

Note: 1=Nothing frequent. 2=Frequent. 3=Moderately frequent. 4= Fairly frequent. 5= Totally frequent.

Table 4. Mean and standard deviation of  the answers given on the level of  application 
of  inclusive methodologies in university students.

As can be observed,  the  participating teachers  apply  with a  higher  mean (4.61) visual  aids  to their
explanations.  Also,  with  a  mean also  high  of  4.52,  the  lecturers  make  their  students  use  the  same
materials in both theory and practice. It should also be noted that the methodologies mentioned in
items 12, 13 and 17 have mean higher than 4, and consequently are applied quite frequently. On the
other hand, items 15, 16, 18, 20 and 21 are already with mean lower than 4, with item 20, I use different
methodological formats to adapt myself  to the learning styles of  the student body, which has a lower
mean (3.23).

3.2. Difficulty in Applying Inclusive Methodologies to University Students with Disabilities

In Table 5, we present the averages and typical deviations of  the degree of  agreement on the difficulty
perceived  by  teachers  in  the  application  of  inclusive  methodologies  in  university  students  with
disabilities.

In the results shown, it can be appreciated that with the highest mean agreement (4.21) the teaching staff
considers that the students with disabilities should acquire the same competences in the degree as the rest
of  the classmates. Furthermore, with an average of  2.10, the majority of  teachers disagree that it has been
difficult for them to teach when there are students with disabilities. Items 31, 33, 37, 38, 39, 41 and 43
mostly generate a degree of  intermediate agreement, neither of  agreement, nor in disagreement, with
averages lower than four, but greater than three. Among the items with averages already lower than 2, item
42 stands out, in which the participating teachers perceive with a majority degree of  disagreement that it
would be difficult to adapt the contents and materials for students with disabilities. Finally, it is also worth
mentioning that, with a low average of  2.28, the teachers, in item 34, disagree that specific groups should
be planned in the degrees for students with disabilities.
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Items N Minimum Maximum Average DT

30. It is difficult for me to teach if  there are students with 
disabilities in the classroom. 313 1 5 2.15 0.994

31. The principles of  accessibility and universal design for 
all are present in the degree I teach.

313 1 5 3.08 1.006

32 It is difficult for me to teach if  I have students with a 
sensory disability in the classroom: hearing or visual. 313 1 5 2.59 1.181

33. The inclusion of  disabled students in the university 
depends largely on the teaching staff.

313 1 5 3.21 1.170

34. The university should plan specific groups in the 
degrees for students with disabilities. 313 1 5 2.28 1.151

35. The current EHEA methodology facilitates the 
integration of  this group of  students into the university.

313 1 5 2.93 0.802

36. The competences that the disabled students must 
acquire in the degree they take must be the same as the rest
of  the students.

313 1 5 4.21 0.877

37. Students with disabilities cannot follow the learning 
rhythm of  the rest of  the students and need continuous 
tutoring.

313 1 5 3.03 1.051

38. Lack of  knowledge of  other communication systems, 
other than oral, such as sign language or others hinders 
communication with students with hearing disabilities.

313 1 5 3.73 0.966

39. The same classmates can act as tutors for students with
disabilities 313 1 5 3.72 0.927

40.  It has been easier for me when I have had students 
with disabilities in the classes, to lower the level when it 
comes to evaluating.

313 1 5 2.10 0.964

41. It is necessary to make the work to be done by disabled
students more flexible, but the evaluation must be the 
same as the rest of  the students.

313 1 5 3.84 1.009

42. When I have had students with disabilities in the 
classes it has been quite difficult for me to adapt the 
contents and materials of  the subject to the needs of  this 
student body.

313 1 5 2.48 1.023

43.The faculty of  the group in which the disabled student 
body is enrolled must be coordinated. 313 1 5 3.79 0.979

Table 5. Mean and standard deviation of  the answers given on the difficulty in the application 
of  inclusive methodologies in university students

3.3. Differences in Teaching Perceptions Regarding the Application of  Inclusive Methodologies
in University Students According to the Professional Category and the Branch of  Knowledge of
the Faculty

In order to determine the type of  test to be used for the identification and analysis of  possible significant
differences between the compared groups, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk normality tests
were carried out. The results showed that the variables of  educational perceptions on the application of
inclusive methodologies did not follow a criterion of  normal distribution among the groups, since levels
of  significance less than 0.05 were obtained. Therefore, it was decided to conduct nonparametric statistical
tests.

In relation to the professional category of  teachers, since there are more than two levels of  grouping of
the variable, the Kruskal-Wallis test was used. The levels of  significance obtained in each item are shown
in Table 6.
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Item P-value

30 .370

31 .912

32 .285

33 .043*

34 .790

35 .444

36 .659

37 .380

38 .064

39 .783

40 .031*

41 .705

42 .233

43 .205

Table 6. Significant differences among the items according 
to the professional category of  the faculty

As can be seen from the results of  the Kruskal-Wallis test, items 33 and 40 have significant differences
according to the professional  category,  as their significance levels  are less than 0.05. To complete the
information on these significant differences, the average ranges are presented below (Table 7).

Items Professional category N Average range

33. The inclusion of  
disabled students at 
university depends 
largely on the teaching 
staff.

Full Professor 39 156.42

Senior Lecturer 96 152.83

University School Professor 4 36.25

University School Holder 31 150.73

Lecturer 17 134.29

Assistant doctor 18 190.00

Tutor 16 187.78

Others (scholarship holders, teaching fellow, collaborators) 92 149.39

Total 313

40. It has been easier 
for me when I have had
students with 
disabilities in the 
classes, to lower the 
level when it comes to 
evaluating.

Full Professor 39 183.72

Senior Lecturer 96 143.64

University School Professor 4 121.88

University School Holder 31 139.16

Lecturer 17 108.50

Assistant doctor 18 139.86

Tutor 16 161..47

Others (scholarship holders, teaching fellow, collaborators) 92 165.87

Total 313

Table 7. Average ranks of  the items with significant differences according to the professional category of  the faculty

From the results shown, it can be seen that in item 33, the assistant doctor and tutor perceive with a
higher average (190.00 and 187.78) that the inclusion of  the student body depends on the figure of  the
professor in comparison with other professional categories, especially with university school professors or
scholarship holders, associates and collaborators. On the other hand, in item 40, it is observed that full
professors perceive with a higher average (183.72) the ease of  lowering the level when evaluating students
with disabilities in comparison with lecturers or university school professors.
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The Kruskal-Wallis test was also conducted with respect to the branch of  knowledge of  the faculty, giving
the results of  significance presented in Table 8.

Item P-value
30 .076
31 .021*
32 .005*
33 .078
34 .032*
35 .386
36 .143
37 .440
38 .657
39 .438
40 .203
41 .606
42 .015*
43 .159

Table 8. Significant differences in the items according 
to the branch of  knowledge of  the faculty

As can be seen in the data presented, there are significant differences in four items (31, 32, 34 and 42).
The following table (Table 9) shows how these differences are expressed in the groups compared from the
respective average ranges.

Items Field of  knowledge N Average range

31. The principles of  accessibility 
and universal design for all are 
present in the degree that I teach

Humanities 61 151.08
Health Sciences 16 187.31
Social and Legal Sciences 122 151.39
Experimental Sciences 37 119.39
Engineering and Technology 77 168.36
Total 313

32. It is difficult for me to teach if  I 
have students with a sensory 
disability in the classroom: hearing 
or visual.

Humanities 61 145.94
Health Sciences 16 106.13
Social and Legal Sciences 122 142.59
Experimental Sciences 37 173.91
Engineering and Technology 77 176.79
Total 313

34. The university should plan 
specific groups in the degrees for 
students with disabilities

Humanities 61 160.82
Health Sciences 16 164.75
Social and Legal Sciences 122 137.50
Experimental Sciences 37 143.20
Engineering and Technology 77 175.80
Total 313

42. When I have had students with 
disabilities in the classes it has been 
quite difficult for me to modify the 
contents and materials of  the subject
to the needs of  this student body.

Humanities 61 179.08
Health Sciences 16 132.87
Social and Legal Sciences 122 137.85
Experimental Sciences 37 171.32
Engineering and Technology 77 151.51
Total 313

Table 9. Average ranks of  items with significant differences according to the branch 
of  knowledge of  the teaching faculty
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As can be observed in the results presented in the previous table, in item 31, the health sciences faculty
perceives with a higher average rank (187.31) that the principles of  accessibility and universal design are
present in the degree in comparison to the faculty of  the other branches of  knowledge, especially that of
experimental sciences (119.39). For their part, the Engineering and Technology and Experimental Sciences
faculties  perceive  with  a  higher  average  rank  the  difficulty  of  teaching  with  students  with  sensory
disabilities. Likewise, the Engineering and Technology faculty with a higher first rank (175.80) perceives
that the university should plan specific groups for students with disabilities. Finally, as can be observed, in
item 42, the faculty of  Humanities and Experimental Sciences (179.08 and 171.32) have higher average
ranks than the rest of  the faculty.

4. Discussions
The main objective of  this research was to analyze the application of  inclusive methodologies in university
students with disabilities from a teaching approach. In this sense, the first section of  the questionnaire
focuses on the application of  inclusive methodologies. It is important to emphasize the ratings obtained in
item 14 and item 20. In addition to this,  Item 14 analyses the use of  visual  aids and scores 4.61. In
contrast, in item 20 the score is 3.23. Moreover, this item focuses on the use of  different methodological
formats for adaptation to the students' learning styles These results are in line with those obtained by
Mather and Muchatuta (2011), Guasch and Hernández (2012), Mullins and Preyde (2013), Liasidou (2014),
Strnadová, Hájková and Květoňová (2015) and Burgstahler (2015), which note that teachers are gradually
tending  to  create  more  flexible  learning  scenarios  in  the  classroom based on the  methodologies  and
teaching resources used. This finding is  reinforced by the frequency in which cooperative groups are
created,  as  shown  in  item 18,  with  an  average  of  3.65.  Therefore,  it  suggests  a  trend  towards  the
application of  universal design, as already seen in their research Gradel and Edson (2010) and Lledó,
Lorenzo-Lledó and Lorenzo (2018).

The  second  section  of  the  questionnaire  is  centered  on  teachers'  perceptions  of  the  difficulties
encountered in the application of  inclusive methodologies. Significant results have been obtained in items
31, 33, 38. Item 31 studies the problem of  accessibility and Universal design, obtaining a score of  3.08. As
for item 33 which focuses on the dependence of  the inclusion of  the students on the teaching staff, it
achieves a score of  3.21. Finally, item 38 received a score of  3.73 and dealt with the lack of  knowledge of
the teacher about alternative communication systems. These are some of  the barriers detected and which
are  in  line  with  those  found  in  the  research  of  Hong,  Haefner  and  Slekar  (2011),  Hopkins  (2011),
Moswela and Mukhopadhyay (2011), Mullins and Preyde (2013), Moriña et al. (2015) and Nuñez (2017). In
addition to this, these authors explain other difficulties such as the assistance provided by universities, the
unobtainable curriculums, the negative attitudes of  the teaching staff  or the architectural barriers. In this
sense, item 34, 42 referring to the ease of  adapting materials for students with disability and the non-
convenience of  planning for specific  groups,  values close  to 2 are  obtained.  As a consequence,  it  is
pointed out that teachers are aware that the use of  inclusive methodologies can generate improvements in
students with disabilities, as already stated by Schreuer and Sachs (2014).  

Likewise, the third section focused on the differences in teaching perceptions about the application of
inclusive methodologies shows some noteworthy results.  For example, teachers with lower professional
categories (PHD students...) obtain higher average ranges (190.00 and 187.78) compared to the higher
professional categories (Full Professor...). This result can be said to be due to the fact that, as indicated by
Hellmich and Görel (2014) and Urton, Wilbert and Hennemann (2014), this younger group has had more
contact with a more innovative and inclusive methodological model. As a result, they are more sensitive,
aware, and predisposed to the application of  inclusive methodologies.

Regarding the influence of  the field of  knowledge, the Health Sciences present a high average range
(187.00) in item 34. Moreover, it is regarding the need to create groups only for students with disabilities.
This  finding  is  reinforced  by  the  research  of  Rao  (2004),  Gonçalves  and  Cardoso  (2010),  Sachs  &
Schreuer (2011), which show the great influence that the medical model has on our society. Therefore, this
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model established what is normal or outside the norm. For this reason, in Health Science there is a greater
tendency towards a traditional perception of  disability.  

5. Conclusions
Based  on  the  results  obtained  in  the  study,  and  trying  to  respond  to  the  proposed  objectives,  it  is
important to mention the following conclusions:

As regards the degree of  application of  inclusive methodologies in university students with disabilities,
teachers apply visual aids more frequently in their explanations, which is very beneficial for students with a
sensory auditory disability, but a disadvantage for students with a sensory visual disability. Nonetheless, the
use of  different strategies such as the review of  previously studied contents or the provision of  materials
before classes facilitates adapting the teaching process to the different learning rhythms. As weaknesses, it
should  be  noted  that  teachers  apply  less  frequently  cooperative  group  work,  individual  tutoring  and
different methodological training, which can make university curricula more flexible. This finding is in line
with that of  Melero, Moriña and Perera (2019), which show the lack of  teacher training for the use of
methodologies in a classroom with a diversity of  learning styles.

Concerning  perceptions  of  the  difficulty  perceived  by  teachers  in  applying  inclusive  methodologies,
teachers have a positive perception of  inclusion, considering that students with disabilities should acquire
the  same skills  as  other classmates  and that  specific  groups should not  be  created for  students  with
disabilities. This reflects the fact that the educational paradigm of  segregation has been overcome in the
mentality  of  teachers.  In  addition,  it  was  not  difficult  for  them to  teach  classes  with  students  with
disabilities or to adapt the contents and materials. Nevertheless, it is considered necessary to make the
work of  this student body more flexible and to carry out continuous tutoring to support their learning,
understanding the role of  the teacher as fundamental,  even if  there is no perception that the EHEA
methodologies are facilitating inclusion.

As regards  differences in perceptions,  there are significant  differences  depending on the professional
category of  the teaching staff  and the branch of  knowledge. In this sense, non-doctoral assistants and
doctors  perceive  highly  that  the  figure  of  the  teacher is  important  in the  inclusion of  students with
disabilities, and university professors, in accordance with their greater experience and preparation, perceive
it easier to lower the level when evaluating students with disabilities.

Continuing with the significant differences, it should be noted that the teaching staff  of  Health Sciences
perceives more that in their degree they present the principles of  accessibility and universal design as
opposed to the teachers of  Experimental Sciences.  At the same time, as well as the Engineering and
Technology teaching staff, it is more difficult for them to teach with students with a sensory disability.
Similarly, the Engineering and Technology faculty is more in favor of  planning specific groups in the
degrees for students with disabilities, which contrasts with the usefulness of  technological resources to
facilitate  learning  for  students  with  disabilities.  On  the  other  hand,  Humanities  teachers  perceive
significantly more difficulties in modifying the contents and materials of  the subjects, a fact that can be
determined by a more textual and encyclopedic type of  training.

In the center where the research has been conducted, the University of  Alicante, in recent years the 2015
Curricular  Adaptation  Regulation  has  been  promoted,  which  obliges  teachers  to  carry  out  curricular
adaptations  as  an educational  strategy  that  allows students  access  to and promotion of  the  ordinary
curriculum while at the same time guaranteeing the acquisition of  the professional skills and academic
content established by university degrees that enable them to practice professionally. This is evidenced by
the findings of  this study, which already show changes that can be considered as significant, even though
we  must  continue  working  for  educational  inclusion.  In  this  sense,  research  on  this  subject  is  a
commitment to achieving a modern university of  educational excellence and this is not possible without
guaranteeing the presence, participation and academic achievements in equal opportunities of  all students,
especially those with some type of  disability. It is therefore appropriate to take advantage of  these studies
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as a source for the improvement of  teaching practice and the quality of  education that facilitates the
conditions for the academic performance of  people with disabilities in Spanish universities. 
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