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1.  Need –  The existing UDL framework offers nine guidelines for supporting diverse 

learning needs; however, research evaluating the alignment of that framework with students’ 

perceptions of their learning needs is currently limited. 

2.  Purpose – This study qualitatively investigates whether the current UDL framework 

meets the needs of university students with disabilities in a traditional classroom setting.  

3.  Sample(s) – Ten Belgian university students (80% female) with a range of disabilities 

(physical, learning, et al.).  

4. Method – Researchers conducted individual, semi-structured interviews based on an 

existing inclusive instruction protocol, which grouped questions into themes (e.g., attributes 

of good instructors, negative learning experiences). Interviews were then coded within the 

nine established UDL guidelines. An external “UDL expert” (p.1634) reviewed coding for 

increased inter-rater reliability. 

5.  Results – Results suggest a positive alignment between the existing UDL framework and 

the perceived learning needs of students with disabilities. Results also underscore the 

growing belief that ad-hoc accommodations for student disabilities are inefficient, 

highlighting the wide-ranging need-perception differences, even among students with the 

same disability (e.g., four students in the sample are dyslexic).  



6.  Conclusions – Based on the reported high alignment, it can be inferred that 

implementation of UDL-aligned practices may ameliorate teaching practices perceived as 

ineffective by students with disabilities.    

7.  Limitations – This study was significantly limited by sample (size and demographic 

homogeneity). It is also limited by its methodology (single interview, from a pre-existing 

protocol unrelated to UDL) and self-report bias. Most significantly, the study is limited by 

measuring the potential effectiveness of the UDL framework without framework inclusion 

before the analysis phase. Such retroactive categorizing limits confidence in the results. 

8.  Implications – Future research is needed to determine whether larger samples (including 

students without disabilities) and more diverse methodologies dilute these findings; future 

research should also consider measuring the impact of the UDL framework in practice rather 

than retroactively. 
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