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Abstract
European universities must face the challenge of diversity and design inclusive practices to address it as part of their social
responsibility. However, not all universities are doing the same in terms of diversity practices, so it is important to gather
the perceptions of the protagonists. To this end, we have analysed university faculty’s perceptions using a mixed model
with a concurrent methodological strategy, including an ad hoc questionnaire validated with 880 educators, as well as
17 semi‐structured interviews. The triangulation of these two instruments allowed us to analyse three key dimensions
associated with the idea of attention to diversity in the university: diversity concept or culture, policies and programmes
of the institution, and inclusive educational practices. The conclusion is that faculty members are positively predisposed
to get involved in the process of attention to diversity in all three dimensions, especially in the design of inclusive teaching
practices such as the UDL (universal design for learning), although they do point out that it is important to systematise
diversity policies in research, innovation, and teaching to keep promoting the social commitment and responsibility of
higher education institutions.
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1. Introduction

Achieving educational inclusion to alleviate social
inequalities is one of the main aspirations of the dif‐
ferent European higher education systems, and has
become a societal priority (European Commission, 2010;
Eurydice, 2011).

Despite the controversial discourse surrounding
the implementation of inclusive educational models—
focusing on the rationale for and realisation of
inclusion—inclusive education is undoubtedly a funda‐

mental human right based on an egalitarian society, and
it requires the design of policies, strategies, processes,
and actions to guarantee the success of all students.
This is the only vision of education that promotes social
justice, against traditional segregated education (Dyson,
1999; Moriña, 2017).

We might say that a democratic society is based
on the idea that education must be guaranteed for all
students, especially for those who are disadvantaged.
To achieve this objective, universities must undergo a
process of educational inclusion (Ainscow et al., 2013;
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Díaz‐Jiménez, 2019). Recent international agreements
of great historical relevance such as the 2030 Agenda
(United Nations, 2015)—through its fourth Sustainable
Development Goal—require ensuring “inclusive and
equitable quality education and promote lifelong learn‐
ing opportunities for all” (Kestin et al., 2017). University
education must support the active participation of stu‐
dents and training opportunities on an equal footing for
everyone (Díaz‐Jiménez, 2019), guaranteeing the right
to education regardless of the personal and social cir‐
cumstances of the students, as well as their economic
situation, gender, ethnicity, age, or disability (European
Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2012).
Higher education must be a referent for the develop‐
ment of an inclusive education model that integrates
equality, equity, accessibility, and excellence (Benet,
2020). All of these aspects are reflected in a learning
model based on the universal design for learning (UDL)
methodology,whichmakes it possible to adapt and trans‐
form educational practices to make them accessible to
all university students. UDL contributes to the signifi‐
cant implementation of inclusion to improve learning for
all university students, which in turn contributes to the
improvement of faculty practices, enhanced by univer‐
sity policies that follow these inclusive principles.

Therefore, faculty members are fundamental actors
in the promotion of educational inclusion in higher edu‐
cation institutions (Benet et al., 2019; Díez‐Villoria &
Sánchez Fuentes, 2015; Forlin et al., 2011). As such, the
objective of this study is to address the current state
of inclusion in higher education from the perspective of
the teaching staff, regarding three main aspects: their
diversity concept or culture, the related policies and pro‐
grammes of the institution, and the transformative prac‐
tices carried out by the faculty. We will take a look at
how they define attention to diversity, what their percep‐
tion is of educational policies related to inclusion, and
what they consider to be the best methods and prac‐
tices aimed at true educational inclusion in the univer‐
sity environment.

2. Theoretical Basis

According to Booth and Ainscow (1998), walking towards
more inclusive communities/universities—and, conse‐
quently, more inclusive societies—involves addressing
three closely‐related dimensions: educational culture,
policies, and practices. More specifically, with the devel‐
opment of a more inclusive culture, policy and practice
changesmight follow. Successful changes would become
established and be passed on to new members of the
educational community (Booth & Ainscow, 2015).

2.1. Concept of Attention to Diversity in Higher
Education

The concept of attention to diversity in the university con‐
text has been reviewed from the perspective of inclu‐

sive education for all (Dyson, 1999), with the under‐
standing that this idea of diversity in higher education
contemplates different ideological perspectives depend‐
ing on the meaning ascribed to the term and the asso‐
ciated area of research. Traditionally, in the American
context, two different expressions are used, namely stu‐
dents of different race or ethnicity on the one hand,
and socially disadvantaged students on the other, these
last ones with a low socioeconomic level: “Given this
context, it is important to examine the current and his‐
torical discourses of both ‘diversity’ (race and ethnicity)
and ‘disadvantage’ (socio‐economic status) employed
by many colleges and universities” (Grant & Allweiss,
2014, p. 34).

Conversely, in European universities, the idea of
diversity tends to be related to cognitive and functional
differences (Díaz‐Jiménez, 2019), in addition to gen‐
der. Above all, the concept of diversity in university is
connected to disability and learning difficulties (Benet
et al., 2019; Biewer et al., 2015; Grant & Allweiss, 2014;
Hardy & Woodcock, 2015). There are more and more
voices that include in the definition of diversity the need
to consider the student body from a social, cultural‐
intercultural, and gender perspective, as a more global
entity (Klein, 2016).

Diversity is understood as difference, and ‘attention
to diversity’ as the educational intervention towards
those people with regards to their characteristics.
Langa‐Rosado and Lubián‐Graña (2021) have published
a study questioning whether attention to diversity is
perceived as the attention to that which is diverse—
the traditional understanding of attention to deficits—
or in a broader sense—including different capacities, dif‐
ferent genders, and different social and cultural back‐
grounds understood as richness, rather than a problem
(Moriña, 2017).

For this reason, the study of the faculty’s perception
of what ‘attention to diversity and inclusion’ means con‐
ditions the type of teaching methodology and practices
developed in the classroom, the way they understand
the particularities of university students, and how they
understand and apply inclusive policies (Díez‐Villoria &
Sánchez Fuentes, 2015; Forlin et al., 2011).

2.2. Inclusive Policies at the University

The number of diverse students in higher education has
progressively increased (Lombardi et al., 2015), and uni‐
versities are more and more aware every day of the
need to make organisational changes focusing on the
fight against systemic inequalities and marginalisation
(Goldberg et al., 2019). Universities have the responsi‐
bility to respond to all sorts of diversities and ensure
that the needs of the students are met, with inclusion
functioning as a seal of quality. The development of
educational policies to guarantee widespread access to
education and contribute to ensuring the success of
all students, and a satisfactory educational process, are
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essential to combat the pervasive nature of exclusion.
In addition, inclusive education and training are essen‐
tial to guarantee social mobility and inclusion, and offer
knowledge and skills to access the labour market, as
well as to promote critical thinking competences and
a deeper understanding of common values (European
Commission, 2018). An inclusive university is based on
diversity as a value, on empowerment, participation, and
democracy; it is a place where the fight against exclu‐
sion, discrimination, and inequality must be apparent
and everyone is accepted and supported, where dif‐
ferences between individuals enrich interpersonal rela‐
tionships and the overall learning process (Moliner &
Moliner, 2010). This is a great challenge, because the
characteristics of higher education systems turn change
management into a complex issue (O’Donnell, 2016).

Scientific literature makes it clear that, although
some administrations are starting to propose inclusive
university policies, the legal framework is still insufficient
and does not guarantee (at least not on its own) quality,
non‐discriminatory education that can contribute to a
more inclusive education (Langa‐Rosado& Lubián‐Graña,
2021; Moriña et al., 2017). The question is not whether
inclusion should exist in education in general and higher
education in particular, but rather what mechanisms we
must implement to do this effectively and successfully.
These mechanisms include the removal of obstacles, the
implementation of prior guidance and advice, grants and
scholarships, or the reservation of places for diverse stu‐
dents (Benet, 2020; Benet et al., 2019).

Proper teacher training is a critical and essential fac‐
tor for the development of inclusive policies (Sharma &
Mullick, 2020). Promotingmore systematic inclusion poli‐
cies and support elements is possible and fundamental
to foster a more truly inclusive environment for educa‐
tional practice.

2.3. Inclusive Practices of the Faculty from Universal
Design for Learning

Inclusion‐based educational practices promote the par‐
ticipation of all students and also take into account
their experiences outside the university environment
(Ainscow, 2015). The role of teachers is to arrange the
support needed to achieve an active learning process
and motivate the participation of all students.

For this reason, university faculty members need
training so they can better implement their teaching
practice according to the principles of UDL, a method‐
ology that provides different possibilities for representa‐
tion, expression, and participation in relationwith educa‐
tional inclusion (Alba et al., 2014; Díez‐Villoria & Sánchez
Fuentes, 2015; Meyer et al., 2014; Sharma & Mullick,
2020). In fact, the goal in UDL is to improve teaching
and learning for all students based on how humans learn.
The Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST), an
organisation for research in education development, cre‐
ated the framework and guidelines to implement UDL in

any educational context, with the aim to improve mate‐
rials, methods, and assessments (CAST, 2019; Delaney &
Hata, 2020).

The study conducted by Benet et al. (2019), with the
participation of both faculty and students, highlighted
the fact that classroom practice should cover three
aspects: planning, development, and evaluation. In rela‐
tion to planning, prior information regarding the charac‐
teristics of the student body can help to prepare teaching
in a way that it better adapts to the diversity of each par‐
ticular classroom. Regarding the development, the pre‐
sentation of diverse materials and the use of new tech‐
nologies is considered to improve accessibility for stu‐
dents. In addition, methodologies involving cooperative
work, with heterogeneous groups, as well as those that
enhance participation through the resolution of practi‐
cal cases, are positively evaluated. This is also the case
for practices making use of dialogical learning (Rapanta
et al., 2021). Regarding the evaluation, several methods
are considered, including self‐assessment and peer evalu‐
ation. Feedback is essential in the students’ learning pro‐
cess. In this way, educators obtain data with which they
can guide and support their learning. To sum up, the gen‐
eral understanding is that inclusion‐oriented practices
are those where students can work together, those that
promote participation and include feedback channels.

Other studies illustrate the results of implementing
UDL, such as the one presented by Kennette and Wilson
in 2019, where surveyed students and faculty members
stated that the communication between them was one
of the keys to improve learning and teaching. In fact, both
students and teachers agreed on what they valued most
about the methodology based on UDL: the presentation
of materials in multiple ways, providing clear guidelines
on assignments, answering questions outside of class
time, and posting brochures and slides to their Learning
Management System (Kennette & Wilson, 2019).

In this sense, Gibson (2015) points out the need for
new pedagogical developments—similar to UDL and con‐
tributing to the implementation of inclusive principles—
to enhance transformative education and ensure social
justice and the rights of all students.

3. Empirical Method

3.1. Participants

The target population of this study was the faculty of
Spanish universities participating in the InclUni Research
Project I+D. More specifically, 880 responses were
obtained from facultymembers of the eight participating
universities, in a simple random sampling process (see
Table 1).

Among the respondents, 48.50% were men and 51%
were women (age average 47 years old; SD = 10.9). The
average seniority within their respective institutions was
15 years of service, with a standard deviation of 11.4.
Regarding their areas, 20% worked in health, 19% in
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Table 1. Participating universities.

Universities N %

Universidad de Cádiz 53 6.0
Universidad Complutense Madrid 391 44.4
Universidad de Córdoba 94 10.7
Universidad de Jaén 16 1.8
Universidad Pablo de Olavide 40 4.5
Universidad de Sevilla 101 11.5
Universidad Nacional de Educación a Distancia (UNED) 42 4.7
Universidad de Valencia 97 11.0

Lost 46 5.2
Total 880 100.0

humanities, 18% in social science, 14% in experimen‐
tal science, 14% in education, and 7% in engineering
and technology.

Seventeen interviews were conducted to learn more
about the individual experiences, attitudes, and opin‐
ions of the faculty. To select the interviewees, a purpo‐
sive sampling was applied in each university, according
to age, gender, macro‐area of knowledge, and seniority
in the institution. The sample consisted of nine women,
aged 31–64, and eight men, aged 37–68. The inter‐
views were conducted by eight project researchers from
each university, based on a semi‐structured script and
after receiving training from the principal investigators
of the project. On average, the interviews were between
45 minutes and 75 minutes long. They were audio‐
recorded and transcribed verbatim.

3.2. Working Methodology

The design of this investigation followed a mixed model.
In particular, it was a non‐experimental simultaneous
survey design with no status distinction. Johnson and
Onwuegbuzie (2004, p. 17) definedmixed designs as “the
class of research where the researcher mixes or com‐
bines quantitative and qualitative research techniques,
methods, approaches, concepts, or language into a single
study.” This kind of designwas chosen following the objec‐
tive of our study, to address the current state of inclu‐
sion in higher education from the perspective of the fac‐
ulty, since we need to understand the thoughts and ideas
of the group we are dealing with through an integrative
examination of the data. We must keep in mind that we
are trying to answer a complex question connected to dif‐
ferent theoretical perspectives and awith a wide range of
dialoguing and inter‐connected data (Mendizábal, 2018).
Only this way will we be able to better understand the
phenomenon of diversity in the university.

Therefore, the study design has a quantitative stage
carried out with the questionnaire, whose analysis
allows us to learn about the perceptions of the faculty
on diversity, and a qualitative stage (with the interviews),
which provides, on the one hand, validation of the infor‐
mation in the questionnaire and, on the other hand, an

identification of the meanings attributed to the concept
of diversity. The quantitative and qualitative materials
were analysed separately and integrated in the interpre‐
tation of the results. Because the interest of the study
was not only to provide a quantitative ‘overview’ or
panoramic view with which to observe the structure and
stances of the faculty members regarding the concept or
culture of diversity, policies and programs of the institu‐
tion, and transformative practices carried out from teach‐
ing, we needed to rely on the ability of qualitative meth‐
ods to delve into the content and nature of the rela‐
tionships between all three dimensions analysed. This
allowed us to capture details that standardisation tends
to ‘miss,’ reinterpret some of the indicators and mea‐
surement indexes, and understand the context that fos‐
ters this specific way of understanding educational inclu‐
sion on the part of university professors. In the same line
of thought, Creswell (2008) argues that mixed research
goes beyond mere combination and allows the integra‐
tion of quantitative and qualitative methodologies to
obtain a better understanding of the object of study.
In the case ofmixed designs, this aspectmay explain their
emergence and repeated use in sciences that are directly
related to social behaviours.

3.3. Instrumentation

Two instruments were designed: a scale and an
interview.

Regarding the scale, it would be an ad hoc instru‐
ment that respondents could take themselves (through
a survey in the LimeSurvey platform). The initial list was
created based on the review of many previous instru‐
ments used to evaluate ideas, attitudes, and practices
related to the attention to diversity. More specifically,
the items were obtained following the systematic review
carried out by Lombardi et al. (2018) on 69 instruments
in the field of higher education and disability. In addition,
the elements included in the NERCHE Self‐Assessment
Rubric for the Institutionalization of Diversity, Equity,
and Inclusion in Higher Education (NERCHE, 2016) and
Committing to Equity and Inclusive Excellence: A Campus
Guide for Self‐Study and Planning (American Association
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of Colleges and Universities, 2015) were also consid‐
ered, resulting in a starting list of 24 items separated in
eight dimensions.

In the process of creating the CAPA scale (for the
Spanish initials of Beliefs, Attitudes, and Practices of
Attention to Diversity), the method chosen for review‐
ing the validity of the content was the calculation of
descriptors by determining the content validity index
(Ramos et al., 2021). This index is obtained from the
evaluation of 15 experts regarding the representative‐
ness, relevance, and adequacy of each item, as well as
their comprehensibility, ambiguity, and clarity. After con‐
firming the agreement, the CAPA scale was formed and
a pilot application was shared with the faculty of the
Spanish universities collaborating in the InclUni project,
in a starting sample of 214 educators (Ramos et al.,
2019). The reliability analysis—internal consistency—
offered a Crombach’s alpha value of 0.89 and the fac‐
torial research—exploratory and confirmatory—carried
out shows a well‐adjusted model composed of 19 items
and structured in five factors: (1) institutional diversity,
(2) research, training, and teaching with attention to
diversity, (3) teaching‐learning practices, (4) commitment
of the governing bodies, and (5) concept of diversity.

Regarding the interview, the following documents
were used to determine the questions in the script:
Committing to Equity and Inclusive Excellence: A Campus
Guide for Self‐Study and Planning (American Association
of Colleges and Universities, 2015), the Declaration
on Promoting Citizenship and the Common Values of
Freedom, Tolerance and Non‐Discrimination through
Education (European Union, 2015), and the NERCHE
Self‐Assessment Rubric for the Institutionalization of
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion in Higher Education
(NERCHE, 2016).

Thus, a first section was created with identification
data and a second group collected information about the
respondent’s concept of diversity, programmes, policies,
and actions, and commitment and proposals (see the
interview items in the Supplementary File).

3.4. Statistical Analysis

Different statistical tests were made using version 24 of
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to
analyse the questionnaire responses. For the 17 inter‐
views, the Maxqda 2018.2 software was used. Coding
and analysis was performed by a single researcher using
Maxqda software, following different phases: (1) open
and inductive coding, (2) categorisation—consisting of
grouping and reorganising codes to provide an interpre‐
tive and inferential analysis related to the concept of
‘attention to diversity’ in higher education, inclusive poli‐
cies at university, and faculty inclusive practices such as
collaborative learning, project‐based learning, continu‐
ous assessment (all of them included in the UDL)—and
(3) writing the final report after a critical review and the
creation of semantic networks (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

3.5. Results

First, we show the results of the 880 questionnaires; fol‐
lowing that, the reader will find the results extracted
from the interviews. In both cases, information was ana‐
lysed based on diversity concept or culture, policies and
programmes of the institution, and inclusive practices.

3.5.1. Quantitative Results

The global average of the 19 items in the scale is 3.65
(five‐point scale), with a standard deviation of 0.64,
which implies an overall satisfactory assessment of atten‐
tion to diversity by the faculty. The five factors in the
questionnaire have been synthesised in the topics cov‐
ered in our article: diversity concept or culture (with
five items), inclusive policies and programmes (6 items),
and inclusive practices (8 items; see Table 2). The issue
with the most agreement (average = 3.97) among faculty
members was the concept of diversity. In general, they
have similar diversity concepts or cultures. Regarding
the policies and programmes proposed by the institu‐
tion (average = 3.71), the perceptions also concentrate
around the idea that the institutions are considering
and promoting these aspects. Lastly, the topic educators
seem to be less satisfied with their own inclusive prac‐
tices (average = 3.41).

Regarding the concept of diversity, the different
answers show that faculty members completely agree
that diversity, inclusion, and equity are essential in edu‐
cation and must be addressed in every educational cen‐
tre (item 4), both institutionally and individually (item 5),
but there is less agreement on diversity referring to stu‐
dents with different educational level (item 3).

Concerning inclusive practices—and according to
each item—the perception of the faculty is very posi‐
tive regarding the need to train students to succeed in
a diverse world (item 7) and, at the same time, develop
specific actions tomeet the diversity of the student body.
There is less agreement on whether there is an ingrained
culture of diversity, inclusion, and equity in curricular
choices (item 10) and whether the institutions should
offer specific material focusing on the role of women
and minorities in university curricula (item 6). Gender
differences and the attention to certain minorities con‐
tinue to be overlooked and are not considered as part
of the diversity that needs to be addressed. Only from
a broader perspective is it possible to take them into
account (Moriña, 2017).

Looking at inclusive educational practices, the most
widespread agreement relates to the faculty’s support
to help students develop individualised plans so that
they can learn better (item 16). Conversely, very few
educators design innovative teaching projects with an
attention to gender, age, culture, and religious diversity,
among others (item 14).

Having mostly high scores in the responses shows a
very positive trend among university faculty. It makes us
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Table 2. Average, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis of the beliefs, attitudes, and practices related to the attention
to diversity.

Diversity concept or culture Average (𝜎) Sk. Kur.

1 The concept of diversity means different ethnicity, race, nationality, or culture 3.99 (1.15) −1.21 .73
2 … means people with different thoughts and ideas 3.92 (1.24) −1.12 .27
3 … means different level of education 3.12 (1.44) −.19 −1.29
4 Diversity, inclusion, and equity are essential in education and must be 4.42 (.93) −1.79 2.88

addressed in any university institution
5 … are an institutional matter, but also an individual one, for each member of 4.44 (.88) −1.99 4.44

the institution

Dimension average 3.97 (.79) −.87 1.17

Inclusive policies and programmes Average (𝜎) Sk. Kur.

6 Specific subjects focusing on the role of women and minorities should be 3.43 (1.35) −.38 −1.03
integrated into university curricula

7 For universities, training people to succeed in a diverse world is as 4.08 (1.04) −1.16 .85
important as providing them with technical or academic skills

8 Universities should develop specific actions to address diversity in the 4.10 (1.07) −1.25 1.06
student body

9 In general, the management team of my university or centre promotes 3.64 (.95) −.47 .20
diversity, inclusion, and equity actions

10 My university or centre has a deep‐rooted tradition in favour of diversity, 3.34 (.98) −.23 −.16
inclusion, and equity in curricular choices

11 My university offers training courses related to diversity, inclusion, 3.68 (.98) −.48 −.09
and equity

Dimension average 3.71 (.68) −.67 .83

Inclusive practices Average (𝜎) Sk. Kur.

12 I develop research that reflects, in form and/or content, my commitment 3.23 (1.35) −.27 −1.04
to diversity, inclusion, and equity as an added value to the research project

13 I incorporate into my research designs elements that favour the diversity, 3.23 (1.34) −.33 −.99
inclusion, and equity of cultures, gender, and age, among others

14 I design innovative teaching projects with an attention to gender, age, 2.62 (1.37) .25 −1.15
culture, and religious diversity, among others

15 I design and monitor the results of teaching goals focused on equity 3.35 (1.30) −.42 −.84
16 I provide support to help my students develop individualised learning plans 3.85 (1.06) −.84 .27
17 In my classes, I implement different teaching‐learning methodologies to 3.64 (1.13) −.64 −.20

cater for the diversity of the students
18 I offer resources to respond to the needs of students and to address the 3.68 (1.12) −.79 −.09

development of inclusive education
19 In my subjects I include digital learning and/or cooperative activities to 3.66 (1.17) −.70 −.25

promote learning for students with different needs

Dimension average 3.41 (.92) −.34 −.29

think that they have a clear predisposition to get involved
in a process of attention to diversity.

We must note that most items—with the exception
of item 14—have a negative bias and a kurtosis with
mostly negative values—11 of the total 19—with all
but item 5 showing values under 3.0, which marks nor‐
mality criteria, according to Chou and Bentler (1995)
(see Table 2).

Regarding the correlation analysis, we must point
out that the connection between different items in the

questionnaire, according to De Vaus (2001), is between
moderate (0.303) and high (0.846), in most cases with
a significance level of p < 0.01. Even correlations under
the moderate score show significance levels of p < 0.01.
The highest correlations are found in items related to
inclusive practices (items 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, and 19)
and items related to policies and programmes (items
5, 6, 7, and 8), as well as between the items of those
two factors. This is indicative that there is a strong
link between the implementation of inclusive policies in
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higher education institutions and teaching practices that
address the diversity of the university students.

3.5.2. Qualitative Results

The analysis and interpretation of qualitative data was
carried out in an inductive thematic analysis (Braun &
Clarke, 2006), that made it possible to choose the cate‐
gories according to the main topics to be addressed in
this document. A total of 1574 segments were coded,
separated into 19 categories. The closest ones to our top‐
ics, which were also the most common, were analysed.

Results are presented combining academic commen‐
tary with diagrams and verbatim quotations from the
participants. Each piece of evidence points to the docu‐
ment it can be found in and the paragraph numberwhere
it can be located, according to the quality criteria mani‐
fested in Consolidated Criteria for Reporting Qualitative
Research (Tong et al., 2007).

Regarding the participants’ diversity concept and cul‐
ture, 239 segments were coded in the 17 interviews:
25.94% of them related to diversity in their work, 19.67%
to evidence of diversity, and 16.74% about whether they
feel prepared to work with diversity.

The perceptions of university faculty members
regarding inclusion are quite homogeneous among the
eight analysed universities. Most participants identify
themselves with a definition of diversity understood
as difference.

The balance found between two opposing percep‐
tions is certainly striking: There are facultymemberswho
are not prepared to address diversity in their university
classroom (57.9%) and require specific training beyond
the adaptations provided by existing university units, and
then there are thosewho do feel capable to do it (42.1%).
The following are some of the faculty’s ideas extracted
from the interviews:

No, we are not prepared....There is a need for better
faculty awareness, and… aids for the development of
teaching materials. (4 UCMW, 71)

We try, we do the best we can, but I don’t… I don’t…
I am not sure that I am perfectly prepared, but we do
what we can. (1 UCA M, 37)

In this section on inclusive policies and programmes,
the vision of institutional diversity and the degree of
coherence with the university’s understanding of it are
examined (there are a total of 410 segments on the
subject). Regarding the principles that govern the univer‐
sity’s approach to diversity, the principles of normalisa‐
tion and inclusion were mentioned. As to whether inclu‐
sion is a priority principle, there are those who perceive
it is, in contrast to critical views to the contrary.

The teaching staff’s perception of the evolution of
these policies has shown a quantitative and qualitative
evolution; there is clear progress and sensitivity.

On university social responsibility as a specific univer‐
sity policy linked to diversity and inclusion, all the fac‐
ultymembers interviewed express their views on it. They
explicitly define it as a social responsibility, even as a
right and an obligation to interactwith society and return
the investment made on it:

I think so,myunderstanding is that the policy of atten‐
tion to diversity that is developed within universities
is part of that commitment, of that social responsi‐
bility that the university should have towards society
(forgive the repetition). (7 UJA M, 18)

As for university policies related to attention to diversity,
there is evidence that it is considered to be fundamen‐
tal and a priority. However, it is worth noting that many
teachers say that they are unaware of the policies of their
institution regarding the attention to diversity.

Concerning the topic of inclusive teaching practices,
the participants paid particular attention to the moti‐
vation to carry out inclusive programmes and actions,
and they have questions regarding methodological pro‐
cesses, resources, etc., as well as the actions to respond
to diversity. More specifically, 254 segments were found
related to this issue.

Some faculty members do not address diversity in
any subject, although they do adapt them when nec‐
essary. Some consider that diversity is already present
in some specific degrees or even in a transversal way.
Others state that they integrate diversity in their subject,
and one of the respondents mentioned the challenge to
meet the needs of a student with Asperger’s syndrome
without the rest of the students noticing that he was
receiving special attention.

Concerning the methodologies they use, there is,
again, evidence of a variety of stances: some state that
they do not use any particular methodology to work on
diversity, and other do. Among the latter, some aspects
that professors mention are:

• The usefulness of working in heterogeneous
groups.

• The implementation of inclusion in the methodol‐
ogy of work projects, in cooperative work, etc.

• The possibility that the students themselves create
activities for a subject.

• Methodologies based on Freinet or Freire.
• Service‐learning methodology.

All of these methodologies are part of the UDL as dif‐
ferent ways of applying actions aimed at learning for all,
based on the inclusive perspective of Dyson (1999).

Finally, Figure 1 shows the main difficulties that the
interviewed faculty members identify. They focus on the
lack of training and strategies to address diversity, as well
as the lack of awareness action (associated with exces‐
sive workload).
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Figure 1.Main difficulties identified by the interviewed faculty members regarding the attention to diversity.

4. Discussion

As we indicated at the beginning of the article, our goal
is to address the current state of inclusion in higher edu‐
cation from the perspective of the teaching staff with
respect to three areas: diversity concept or culture, poli‐
cies and programmes of the institution, and transforma‐
tive practices carried out from teaching. The results allow
us to reach the following conclusions:

University faculty members have a positive predispo‐
sition to become involved in the process of attention to
diversity at the conceptual, practical, and policy levels.
As indicated by Ainscow et al. (2013) and Díaz‐Jiménez
(2019), teachers believe that the university should par‐
ticipate in the overall process of inclusion, as evidenced
by their perception of it.

Regarding the concept of diversity, most of the teach‐
ing staff who participated in the study understand it from
the perspective of inclusion and equity. They think it is an
essential part of education, both an institutional and an
individual responsibility, and they identify to a greater
extent with a definition based on functional and cogni‐
tive differences (Benet et al., 2019; Biewer et al., 2015;
Díaz‐Jiménez, 2019; Grant & Allweiss, 2014).

In terms of inclusive policies, at a quantitative level,
there is a very positive perception of the support for
the development of specific actions to address the diver‐
sity of the student body. Educators want universities to
include curricular subjects that respond to the needs of
protected groups (Benet et al., 2019; Moriña, 2017).

Regarding inclusive teaching practices, the teaching
staff note that research and innovation are developed to
a lesser extent from the commitment to diversity, high‐
lighting that such commitment is greater at the individ‐
ual level, as reflected in the teaching methodology and
resources used. The educators under study do not feel
well prepared to deal with diversity, nor do they feel
sufficiently aware of everything it entails. Therefore, as
Sharma andMullick (2020) indicate, a fundamental pillar
to be considered in the development of inclusive policies
is the adequate training of university teaching staff.

5. Conclusion

The value of working with heterogeneous groups to
enrich the classroom and, in general, the need to use
cooperative methodologies that promote values such as
solidarity and group cohesion is evident in the responses
(Booth & Ainscow, 2015; Rapanta et al., 2021). All these
methodologies used by faculty in the classroom are part
of the UDL (Benet et al., 2019; Kennette &Wilson, 2019;
Rapanta et al., 2021).

Therefore, the faculty’s proposals for inclusive action
in the university context revolve around the following
ideas: on the one hand, overcoming the concept of diver‐
sity associated onlywith functional and cognitive aspects
(Hardy & Woodcock, 2015), systematising policies that
promote research, innovation, and teaching to continue
promoting the commitment and social responsibility of
higher education institutions and thus enhance the pro‐
cess of educational inclusion (Ainscow, 2015; Ainscow
et al., 2013; Díaz‐Jiménez, 2019). On the other, analysing
and reflecting on the need for better teacher training,
as teachers express an interest in learning more about
methodologies for raising awareness and dealing with
diversity (Sharma&Mullick, 2020). Several authors (Alba
et al., 2014; Benet et al., 2019; Delaney & Hata, 2020;
Kennette & Wilson, 2019; Meyer et al., 2014; Rapanta
et al., 2021) indicate that UDL is one of the key method‐
ologies that can help educators in their attention to stu‐
dent diversity, so it would be necessary to establish train‐
ing plans in this regard. University faculty’s UDL training
is proposed as a universal learning approach for all stu‐
dents (Dyson, 1999). It will contribute to the develop‐
ment of inclusive principles through enhancing strategies
to improve the learning process and, therefore, to pro‐
mote social inclusion.

Clearly, governments must commit firmly through
university policies to invest in teacher training in inclu‐
sive practices and contribute to create the resources nec‐
essary to make it possible.
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