The Impact of a Faculty Training Program on Inclusive Education and Disability

Abstract

This paper describes the knowledge gained by 20 faculty members following
their participation in a training program on inclusive education and disability. The
study, which was conducted at an university in Spain, aimed to design, implement and
evaluate a program for training faculty members to respond in an inclusive manner to
the needs of students with disabilities. An initial, formative and summative qualitative
evaluation was carried out and four instruments were used for collecting the data: group
and individual interviews, written open-ended questionnaires and observations. The data
were analyzed inductively, using a category and code system. The results reveal that,
after the training program, faculty considered what they had learned to be useful for
their professional practice and highlighted that they felt better-informed and better-
trained in relation to disability and were more aware of the needs of students with
disabilities. Finally, in the conclusions section, the paper discusses the results in relation
to those reported by other studies, and offers some recommendations for universities
planning to implement training policies designed to build more inclusive learning
environments.
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Introduction

The helps and hindrances that students with disabilities experience at university
have been widely documented in scientific literature (Bell, Devecchi, Guckin, &
Shevlin, 2017; Fuller, Healey, Bradley, & Hall, 2004; Mullins & Preyde, 2013).
Universities have different support services and legislation which govern the rights of
people with disabilities and many have declared their intention to adhere to the
principles of inclusive education. However, there is still much work to be done, since
universities have been identified as one of the most exclusive institutions, in relation
both to access for people with disabilities and to students’ experience during their time
there (Bausela, 2002; Konur, 2006). Higher education is therefore faced with the
challenge of developing inclusive educational processes which will enable the learning
and participation of all students, while at the same time fostering a sense of belonging
(Morifia, 2017; Hardy & Woodcock, 2015; Messiou, Ainscow, Echeita, Goldrick, Hope
et al., 2016).

During their time at university, students with disabilities may encounter a
diverse range of difficulties (Clouder, Adefila, Jackson, Opie, & Odedra, 2016; Fuller,
et al., 2004; Holloway, 2001; Hopkins, 2011; Jarkestig-Berggren, Rowan, Bergbick, &
Blomberg, 2016; Shevlin, Kenny, & Mcneela, 2004). One particular aspect that is often
mentioned by students is that they feel rejected by faculty members, who evince a
negative attitude towards them (Jarkestig Berggren et al., 2016; Mullins & Preyde,
2013; Strnadové, Hajkova, & Kvétonova, 2015). Indeed, faculty members constitute
one of the principal barriers which appear during these students’ university careers
(Morifa et al., 2015). Research indicates that some of them are not willing to
implement the reasonable adjustments stipulated in the university rules and regulations
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cases, students recount how faculty is reluctant to provide teaching material in advance
or to ensure audio recordings of their lectures (Claiborne, Cornforth, Gibson, & Smith,
2011; Strnadova et al., 2015). In other cases, students report that faculty refuses to
modify the methodology or the evaluation method used (Bessant, 2012; Vickerman &
Blundell, 2010). The majority of studies which seek to give voice to students with
disabilities coincide in pointing out that faculty members need to have their awareness
raised and be properly informed and trained in relation to the specific needs of these
students (Milic & Dowling, 2015; Vickerman & Blundell, 2010). Albeit less frequently,
some other studies, such as the one by Yssel et al. (2016) have found that students with
disabilities report a very positive relationship with faculty, highlighting their willingness
to make reasonable adjustments to their classes.

In the majority of studies focusing on higher education and disability, the sample
group comprised only students with disabilities, with only a few studies including
faculty members. However, those that do include them highlight their limited
experience, minimal training working with students with disabilities and lack of
knowledge regarding inclusive instructional practices (Black, Weinberg, & Brodwin,
2014; Burgstahler & Doe, 2006; Cook, Rumrill, & Tankersley, 2009; Lombardi,
Vukovic, & Sala-Bars, 2015; Love, Kreiser, Camargo, Grubbs, Kim et al., 2015).
Nevertheless, some researchers report that faculty members express an interest in
making classroom accommodations and adopting more inclusive practices. They
recognize that they play a key role in relation to students with disabilities, even though
they often do not know just how to play that role (Becker & Palladino, 2016; Jensen,
McCrary, Krampe, & Cooper, 2004; Leyser, Greenberger, Sharoni, & Vogel, 2011).

Both in Spain and in other countries, faculty training is voluntary and mainly
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training on disability and inclusive education in the range of training courses on offer to
faculty members. Nevertheless, authors such as Hopkins (2011) insist on the need to
teach faculty how to be more inclusive in their approach to students with disabilities or
other non-traditional groups. And indeed, some universities have evinced an interest in
designing and developing training programs to help faculty members respond more
effectively to the needs of students with disabilities. For example, the “Teachability”
project (Simpson, 2000) is an initiative which aims to improve curriculum accessibility
for students with disabilities in Scotland. In the United States, the ASD curriculum has
been developed to train faculty members in inclusive education (Debrand & Salzberg,
2005). In Spain, a number of training programs have been developed for faculty, which
aim to teach them how to deal inclusively with students with disabilities (Dotras,
Llinares & Lopez, 2008). In Ireland, Griffiths (2010) has developed a guidebook for
inclusive teaching. In England, Hockings, Breet and Terentjevs (2012) have compiled a
set of online open resources for higher education faculty based on the principles of
Universal Design for Learning (UDL).

The majority of training initiatives never move past the design phase, with no
evaluation being carried out of their implementation and/or impact. The results of some
of those that have been evaluated seem to coincide in concluding that faculty training in
disability, inclusion and UDL has a positive impact on students, regardless of whether
or not they have a disability (Cunningham, 2013; Garrison-Wade, 2012; Getzel, 2008;
Madriaga, Hanson, Heaton, Kay, Newitt et al., 2010; Redpath, Kearney, Nicholl,
Mulvenna, Wallace et al., 2013). Several studies conclude that the training provided
helped improve faculty members’ knowledge of and sensitivity towards students with
disabilities, as well as their general attitude (Davies, Schelly, & Spooner, 2013;
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Davies, & Spooner, 2011). Moreover, students themselves were also found to benefit
from faculty receiving this training (Getzel, 2008).

Therefore, including the contents of this training into everyday teaching practice
is vital to creating an inclusive educational environment and raising awareness
regarding the specific needs of students with disabilities (Black, Weinberg, & Brodwin,
2014; Hockings et al., 2012). Moreover, it is necessary to design training programs that
can be both implemented and assessed, in order to ensure that they are indeed effective
and not only help faculty members understand the importance of providing an inclusive
response to students with disabilities, but also show them how to do this in practice.
This is the main contribution made by this paper, which analyzes the knowledge gained
by those faculty members! who participated in a training program on inclusive
education and disability. Following a qualitative evaluation of the implementation and
outcomes of the program, the paper provides evidence of its impact on participants.
Method

The study outlined in this paper forms part of a broader research project funded
by the Spanish Ministry of the Economy and Competitiveness: “Walking towards social
and educational inclusion in the university: design, development and evaluation of a
training program for university faculty”. Over the four years that the project lasted
(2014-2017) the aim was to train university faculty members to provide a more
inclusive response to the needs of students with disabilities.

Three qualitative evaluations were carried out at three different moments: prior
to the program design (training needs evaluation); half-way through its implementation
(training process evaluation); and after its completion (results and impact of the training

evaluation).

Ta range of different faculty members with different positions within the university participated in this
study.



This paper focuses specifically on the results of the evaluation conducted at the
end of the entire process, in which the aim was to ascertain what exactly participants
had learned during the program.

Training Program

“Moving towards social and educational inclusion in the university
environment” is a training program targeted at university faculty which aims to teach
them how to offer an inclusive educational response to students with disabilities. The
program, which was designed by the research team, was implemented using the
blended-learning method. The training program itself lasted six months (January-June
2016), with a total of 54 hours (12 hours of face-to-face training sessions and 42 online
hours).

The face-to-face training was divided into three four-hour sessions, one held at
the start, one half-way through and one at the end. The sessions were divided into two
parts. In one part, students with disabilities were invited to come and talk to participants
about their first-hand experiences in the university environment; and in the second part,
participants were given the opportunity of clarifying any doubts that had arisen during
the online sessions directly with their tutor.

The online training, which was provided through the Blackboard platform, was
based on a series of learning modules with both theoretical and practical contents and
activities designed to apply said contents and enable participants to interact in the
debate forums.

The program contents were organized around a series of eight modules focusing
on: disability, the social model of disability and inclusive education; the helps and

hindrances identified by university students with disabilities; university regulations and



disability support services; visual impairment; hearing impairment; mental disability;
physical and organic disability; and finally, universal design for learning.
Validity of the Training Program

Prior to its implementation, the training program was evaluated by a team of
experts. A written questionnaire with open-ended questions was designed in accordance
with the expert judgment method (involving respected experts in the field and university
students with disabilities). The results of this evaluation provided a series of suggestions
for improving the program design, prior to its implementation. After analyzing the
proposals made by the experts, the program was revised and the relevant changes were

made to its contents, methodology, timing and resources.

Participants in the Training Program

To make up the sample group, the course was advertised on the university's
training center website, with a total of 30 places being made available. Although 23
faculty members registered, in the end only 20 completed the whole course, since two
dropped out before the start and one failed to finish.

Adverts for the course specified its duration, methodology and contents.
Moreover, it was made clear that participants would be forming part of a research
project and would be required to engage in a training evaluation process. The adverts
also stated that all faculty members participating on the free course would be given a
54-hour training certificate by the training trainer, providing they successfully
completed the entire process.

The six criteria used to select the sample were published in all advertisements:
faculty members from all areas of knowledge (Health Sciences, Experimental Sciences,
Technical Fields, Humanities and Social and Legal Sciences); faculty members of both

genders; variety in relation to years of teaching experience; experience with students



with disabilities; commitment to introducing changes in the classroom; and availability
for active participation. All except two of the criteria were complied with. These two
were: experience with students with disabilities, since 6 participants had never taught
disabled students; and diversity in fields of knowledge, since no one from either the
Experimental Sciences or Technical subjects expressed any interest in participating in
the program.

Of the final sample group, 12 participants came from the Social and Legal
Sciences (8 from the Faculty of Education), 4 taught Health Sciences and the remaining
4 came from the field of Humanities. As regards gender, 12 were women and 8 were
men, and 14 claimed to have had a student or students with disabilities in their class at
some point in their career. Finally, regarding years of teaching experience, half of the
participants had 5 years or less experience at their university, whereas the other half had
more extensive teaching experience.

Evaluation Design and Instruments

A qualitative evaluation was conducted of the training program (Celik, Abma,
Klnge & Widdershoven, 2012; Skiles, Wilson, & McClintock, 2012).

This evaluation was based on the principles proposed by Stake in his responsive
evaluation model, which examines changes in participants’ attitudes, beliefs and
opinions through a qualitative evaluation process (Stake, 2010).

The instruments used to gather the data were semi-structured group and
individual interviews, open-ended written questionnaires and observations. Some of the
questions which guided the final evaluation of the program were: What have you
learned during the training course?; Of the things that you have learned, which would

you highlight as being most important?; What personal and professional benefits has the



course given you?; Do you think you have changed or could change the way in which
you organize and implement your syllabus? Why would that be?

During the final evaluation, three group interviews were held, lasting
approximately 1 hour 30 minutes each. Four faculty members were unable to participate
in the group interviews, so individual interviews lasting approximately 1 hour were
arranged. Moreover, each participant completed an open-ended questionnaire in which
they were asked to think and write about what they had learned during the course.
Finally, two members of the research team observed the classroom-based training
sessions. All the information was recorded and transcribed verbatim.

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using a system of categories and codes developed
inductively by the research team in accordance with the proposal made by Miles and
Huberman (1994). This was then used to conduct a comparative analysis of all the
information gathered, with the help of the computer program MaxQDA12.

Ethical Issues

All the information gathered was processed anonymously and confidentially.
Participants were informed that, if at any time they wished to withdraw from the study,
their data would be destroyed and excluded from the research report. No ethical
approval was necessary for this research project.

Results

The results section presents those aspects that participants highlighted as being
most relevant to and useful for their teaching practice. The section is divided into three
parts, which correspond to the threefold idea of well-informed, well-trained faculty

members who are aware of students’ needs.



Well-Informed Faculty: the Importance of Knowing about Disability Rights and
Resources

According to participants' comments, before starting the course they knew very
little about students with disabilities. They were unaware of the regulations that govern
students' rights in this area, and knew nothing about faculty members' obligations to
their students with disabilities and the reasonable adjustments they are expected to
make. Moreover, they were unaware of the fact that the university has a support office
for disability, aimed at both students and faculty members. After completing the
training course, participants stated that they felt more confident, since they now had
more information about these issues. For example, they appreciated knowing that the
regulations explicitly state that students with disabilities have the right to demand that
the necessary modifications be made to the curriculum. Being properly informed of this
reassured participants, since it helped them understand that their actions do not depend
on their good will, but are rather a response to students' legally-recognized rights.

"[ feel more confident now, since I know that if a situation occurs in which

certain adaptations are required, then this is stipulated in the regulations and

can be done." (Faculty 13).

It is worth mentioning that, for one faculty member in particular, the discovery
that the university offers resources such as 3D printers for designing materials adapted
to students with visual impairments was very important:

"But, for example, I learned something I didn't know before, that the university

has 3D printers. This makes it much easier to compile, say, a specific dossier for

those who read with their fingers, with the transcription already in Braille"

(Faculty 15).
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In general, participants attached a great deal of importance to the resources
offered by the university to faculty members wishing to become more inclusive in their
teaching practice. They particularly highlighted the knowledge they gained on the
course regarding the advice service and the help provided by the disability support
office (collaborating students, adaptation of materials, contact with other institutions,
etc.) and the existence of university regulations regarding disability:

"The regulations, the resources, the Disability Resource Unit, some

collaborators, etc. I don't think I'll forget all that" (Faculty 11).

Well-Trained Faculty: New Knowledge and Instruments for Including Students with
Disabilities

Participants also acquired new knowledge and a series of skills and instruments
which, in their opinion, will enable them to respond adequately in the future to the
needs and requirements of students with disabilities.

In this sense, learning about strategies for moving towards more inclusive
teaching was a key aspect highlighted by faculty members, who claimed to feel more
confident in their ability to deal with classroom situations which they found more
difficult before participating on the course, since they did not have the necessary
training.

One aspect they mentioned that they now felt able to cope with, and which in
many cases is overlooked or ignored, was the issue of modifying the curriculum. As
faculty members, many might think they are capable of doing this when in fact they are
not. Others claimed never to have felt capable of modifying the curriculum, and said
that before the course they believed there was really no need to provide this particular
response.

Given the complexity of modifying a course in order to adapt it to the specific
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needs of students with disabilities, participants concluded that this type of training was
vital. They even suggested that it should be made obligatory for all faculty members:

"In fact, I think ['ve said this before, the course should be made obligatory for

all teaching staff" (Faculty 5).

Participants also highlighted what they had learned in relation to developing
accessible materials. One of the program's aims was to teach faculty to design their own
teaching materials. To this end, a number of different practical activities were included
to give them the opportunity to create resources of this kind. For example, they learned
how to compile an accessible PowerPoint presentation. Participants valued this learning
experience very highly, commenting that the effort put into this task was an investment
for the future, since it taught them to produce materials that could be used in subsequent
academic years and would benefit not only students with disabilities, but everyone else
also:

“The PowerPoint. Why? Because I never knew that you should use a certain font

size, or certain colors... and now we have all these tools and what's more, if we

transform it... well we have a template we can use in the fairly likely event of

needing it, which is more than fairly likely actually" (Faculty 15).

Other types of material adaptation, such as increasing font size in texts, using
technological resources, transcribing the audio content of videos and verbalizing visual
resources, were all positively assessed by participants as extremely useful resources for
responding to the needs of students with disabilities.

There was also another area of activity included in the program that was
evaluated very positively by faculty members. Participants commented that, before the
training course, they were completely unaware of how many small details they could

change in their everyday practice which would have a major impact on the learning
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experience of disabled students. They were referring here to small measures that require
very little effort and which basically consist of avoiding or adopting certain habits: not
moving too far away from students with disabilities and not moving around too much in
general, not speaking with their backs to the class or while writing on the board,
speaking clearly and slowly, inviting student feedback in order to check they are
learning, and placing students in strategic locations within the classroom.

Rather than seeing them as specific tools, participants described these habits as
"common sense" measures. Their training helped them identify numerous aspects of
their teaching practice that would make it difficult for a student with disabilities to learn
effectively; it also helped them to come up with alternative, more inclusive habits and
methods:

"It's true that sometimes you don't realize, but then when you know you're going

to have a student with special needs in your class, then you have to think about

where they should sit, and you have to make an effort not to move around too
much, which is hard for some people, especially active people like me, but you
often simply don't realize. But then when you know, then you become more

aware of these things, and I think all this is really going to help me" (Faculty 5).

Participants also commented that, thanks to the training program, they
understood more clearly what steps to follow in order to respond to students with
special needs derived from a disability, and when to use all the different methods they
had learned.

"But it's all clearer for me now. It's like a complete process, from start to finish.

Before, I would have said something like: 'well maybe I'll do this during the

evaluation, or during tutorials I realize that I need...."" (Faculty 11).

Moreover, some faculty members commented that they came to understand that
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it cannot be a rigid, inflexible process that is the same for all students; rather, you have
to adapt to the individual characteristics of each person. They therefore came to
understand the need to offer customized attention to each student, taking their
characteristics and individual needs into account.

"I also thought there would be like a rigid, standard protocol: if this happens,

then this is what you do, etc. Now I see that while there are indeed specific

actions you can take to adapt the course to each kind of disability, at the end of
the day, and in practice, most adaptations are individual, and of course this
cannot be laid out in a protocol, it would impossible, because each student is

different"” (Faculty 17).

The impact of the program is clear also in relation to modifying a course to make
it more accessible to students with disabilities. Participants changed their attitude from
reactive to proactive. In other words, prior to the training program they thought that any
changes that had to be made to a course should be done so once the problem had been
detected and teaching had begun, while after the training program they believe it should
be the other way round. A course should take into account the potential diversity of the
student body before teaching commences and syllabuses should be accessible to all
students, and based on the principles of universal design for learning.

"[ think what best sums up what I learned on the course, and which can be

applied at a practical level, is the idea that students with disabilities are not a

mold to which I have to adapt my practice and my course. This is just a

temporary band aid, for a specific case, which is then useless for future

situations. It should actually be the other way round. My course should be
designed from the start to be such a versatile mold that it fits any student, no

matter what their circumstances" (Faculty 17).
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Faculty members understood UDL as a concept that rounded off the training
program and encompassed everything they had learned in previous modules. As such,
they understood the importance of being prepared to include any student, thus avoiding
(as one of the participants stated) the need for quick-fix, temporary solutions developed
in response to unforeseen student needs and demands.

Finally, the idea of making courses accessible beforehand can be practically
applied during the design phase of each course syllabus. Thus, participants attached a
great deal of importance to this planning tool, which is so vital for students with
disabilities. Once they had learned how to adapt their syllabuses in accordance with the
principles of UDL, participants highlighted the need to analyze each of the components
in their individual courses in order to identify those elements which may prove
problematic for students with disabilities.

"The need to develop a universal syllabus, as a first step. It taught me to observe

all the different sections of the course: contents, methodologies, evaluation

methods, tutorials, etc. and detect those elements that need to be adapted to

students with disabilities" (Faculty 17).

In short, reviewing the syllabus in accordance with the principles of universal
design for learning was considered a method which enabled participants to practically
apply everything they had learned on the training course. It is a practical step that
enables them to be prepared for any educational need before they even start teaching
their course. This in turn makes them feel more confident and helps them improve the
quality of their teaching for all students.

Aware Faculty: Being Aware of Students' Needs
Finally, participants highlighted the greater awareness they had gained regarding

the situation of students with disabilities, as well as the importance of offering an

15



inclusive educational and social response to these students. Although participants were
highly motivated to begin with, after the program they acknowledged that they were
even more aware of the need for training in disability and inclusive education. An area
of knowledge and action that had not been a particular priority for them before the
course became, in their opinion, a key area in the teaching practice of any faculty
member. As a result of being well-informed and well-trained, participants felt they were
more aware of disabilities and were more sensitive towards the needs of students with
disabilities. They commented that the program had helped them develop more empathy
and sensitivity than they already had, and motivated them to respond adequately to the
needs of students with disabilities:
"Perspective, sensitivity...for me this is important too, because I think everything
starts there, right? Becoming more aware of something you often think doesn't
concern you, or something you simply don't see and do nothing about. I really
think this aspect is very important. It's vital to get people thinking" (Faculty 10).
Something which helped foster this awareness-raising process was the first-hand
testimonies of students with disabilities, who attended the face-to-face training sessions
and talked with participants about the barriers they had come across while at university.
The obstacles many of them had had to overcome prompted participants to rethink their
teaching practice; some even talked of feeling guilty. In short, participants commented
that they now felt a greater commitment to improving the way they respond to these
students' needs:
"The fact that we were the main obstacle, when we should be the exact opposite,
right? As faculty members we should be there for our students, we should help
them learn, and then it turns out that we are the greatest obstacle in their path

due to our attitude, due to our ignorance. Of everything we learned on the
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course, this was the thing that most opened my eyes" (Faculty 10).

Participants also commented that prior to the training course they did not make
any special effort to provide any specific kind of help to these students, because they
did not really understand their real needs and had no idea how to respond to them. After
the training, they highlighted the fact that they had been given the opportunity to have
direct contact with something they knew nothing or very little about. This experience
aroused concern in them, along with a firm commitment to reach out to these students
and help eliminate the barriers in their path.

"One thing that was significant for me was that I realized just how much work

we still have to do in this sense at a university level; those of us in the group

need to say to the top management: what's going on? How come you have

students with disabilities and you're doing nothing to help them?" (Faculty 14).

In short, participants acknowledge that their attitudes had changed drastically in
relation to students with disabilities. According to their comments, participating in the
training program made them feel more confident and capable of responding
satisfactorily to the demands and needs of students with disabilities:

"I know that I am now more aware of this type of problem, [ understand the
needs that I should respond to better, and I understand the tools that are
available to me. In other words, I feel I am no longer a poorly-informed,

unaware faculty member"” (Faculty §8).

Conclusions and Discussion

As aresult of engaging in the training program entitled "Moving towards social
and educational inclusion in the university environment" participants felt they were
better informed, better trained and more aware. The experience evaluated helps provide

evidence that training in disability and inclusive education may have a positive impact
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on teaching practice. During the training course, participants report having incorporated
what they had learned into their teaching practice. Although at an international level
only a few studies have focused on the design, implementation and evaluation of
training for disability, those that have been conducted reported similar results
(Cunningham, 2013; Garrison-Wade, 2012; Getzel, 2008; Madriaga et al., 2010;
Redpath et al., 2013). One of the novel contributions made by this study is that faculty
members from different fields of knowledge participated in both the training and the
evaluation process. Another is that both the training itself and its impact on participating
faculty were evaluated. Also, the methodology used to evaluate the design,
implementation and outcomes was qualitative at all times (mainly interviews and
observations). And finally, another important contribution made by the study is the use
of the Blended-Learning methodology for faculty training in inclusive education, since
other experiences have focused either on short face-to-face courses or exclusively on-
line formats.

The present study also contributes to filling in a gap in the literature, since it
provides evidence of what faculty members actually learn when they engage in training
on how to respond to disability based on the principles of inclusive education.
Furthermore, it responds to a need expressed in studies on university students with
disabilities, which state that the main barrier encountered by these students in
postsecondary education was faculty members themselves, who should therefore be
better informed, better trained and more aware (Hopkins, 2011; Moswela &
Mukhopahdyay, 2011; Tinklin, Riddell, & Wilson, 2004).

Firstly, a well-informed faculty member should not engage in actions that rely
solely on their good will; rather, they should be aware that there is a regulation that

specifies the modifications that can be made to the curriculum and sets out the rights of
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students with disabilities. Therefore, being well-informed is the first step to tearing
down some of the barriers mentioned by students in other research studies (Fuller et al.,
2004; Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, Brulle, Sharoni et al., 2000).

Secondly, it is not enough just to be well-informed. Faculty members also need
to be well-trained. In this study, participants highlighted the fact that they had learned
how to modify the curriculum and how to design and develop syllabuses based on the
principles of UDL. Participants also stressed that after the course, they felt able to
review their existing syllabuses in order to ensure that they are inclusive and accessible
in the future. This in turn made them feel more confident, since they had been taught
how to respond adequately to the needs of students with disabilities.

With regard to training, participants also underscored the fact that the
improvements made (more accessible materials, syllabuses based on UDL) benefited all
students, not just those with disabilities. Other authors have also reached a similar
conclusion (Gorard, Smith, May, Thomas, Adnett et al., 2006, Pliner & Johnson, 2004).

These arguments give rise to the idea that training in disability and inclusive
education should be obligatory for all faculty members. Indeed, other authors
recommend that this training be mandatory for all staff (Morifa et al., 2015; Hurst,
2006). Nevertheless, in practice, a contradictory situation often arises, with those faculty
members most in need of training being the ones least likely to receive it. This can be
explained by the fact that, as stated in the introduction, training is currently voluntary,
not obligatory. In this study, for example, no faculty from the Experimental Sciences or
Technical degree courses showed any interest in participating in the training program.
Moreover, participation was fairly low, since of the 30 places available, only 20 were
filled. Therefore, we believe it is vital for universities to design strategies aimed at

attracting as many faculty members as possible to the program. One proposal is that
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disability and inclusive education be included in initial faculty training as mandatory
contents. Moreover, faculty training policies need to be rethought, and studies are
required that conduct a thorough, rigorous analysis of staff training needs and the
training courses offered by universities. As a result of the evaluation of the
implementation and impact of this training program, a second training course was run at
the University in which the research project was conducted during the 2016-2017
academic year. Moreover, other activities stemming from this initiative within the field
of inclusive education include the setting up of support groups for responding to the
needs of students with disabilities, in some of the faculties in which participants on the
training course habitually work.

Thirdly, being well-informed and well-trained inevitably leads to faculty
members being more aware. Several studies have concluded that training has an impact
on faculty members' sensitivity to students with disabilities and helps improve their
attitude (Davies et al., 2013; Lombardi et al., 2011; Murray et al., 2011; Schelly et al.,
2011). Moreover, students themselves were also found to benefit from faculty members
receiving this training (Getzel, 2008). Our study found similar results, with participants
claiming to feel more motivated and more sensitive towards the needs of students with
disabilities. This change in faculty attitudes is also one of the things called for most
urgently by students (Morina et al., 2015). Training, therefore, has an impact on faculty
members' professional and personal commitment to and attitudes towards disability.
This conclusion is particularly interesting when we take into account the fact that the
affective and emotional components of the faculty-student relationship is important to
students, who value the "human aspect". In the study conducted by Stein (2014) for
example, when asked what elements contributed to their academic achievement,

students identified (among others) the fact that faculty were concerned about them and
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had a positive attitude towards them. The responses demonstrated that students believe
that it is not just effective teaching methods that are necessary in order for them to learn,
but also positive interactions with faculty members and a sense that they are concerned
about them. Consequently, university policies should include informative and
awareness-raising campaigns designed to communicate to academic staff the needs of
students with disabilities.

Finally, the results of this study suggest that faculty training in disability and
inclusive education should be a key element in any university system that wishes to
design and implement inclusive education processes. It is therefore necessary to
articulate policies, processes and actions aimed at ensuring that responses to these
students’ needs do not rely on good intentions alone, and that faculty members are well-
informed, well-trained and aware of the issue and its implications for all involved.
Limitations and Lessons Learned

The study has a number of limitations. Firstly, it would have been better for the
sample group to include faculty members from all knowledge areas. However, no
representatives from the Experimental Sciences or Technical fields participated. Also in
relation to the sample, despite 30 places being available, only 20 faculty members
participated in the program. Future research should make an effort to include faculty
members from all fields of knowledge and to evaluate how the training impacts
professional practice in different areas.

Nevertheless, despite these limitations, we believe that the findings presented
here demonstrate how faculty training benefits both faculty members themselves and
students with disabilities. Moreover, other universities should also set up their own
training programs, in order to help build a fairer and more equal and accessible

educational and social environment.
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Finally, it is necessary to design, develop and evaluate training programs on
disability at universities. We believe that the use of a qualitative evaluation method may
provide valuable information to help improve training programs. It is also important to
take faculty training needs into account when designing a program. Half-way through
the development of a program it is a good idea to carry out a process evaluation in order
to determine what needs to be changed into order to improvement implementation.
Moreover, outcomes must also be evaluated in order to ascertain whether or not the
training has proven useful and what impact it has had on participants. In conclusion, we
believe that although different data collection instruments may be used at all stages of

the evaluation, interviews should always be conducted.
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