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e A bstract

Social and educational inclusion of people with disabilities is an objective for all
developed countries. This paper examines the perception of economics and business
students regarding the sensitivity of higher education institutions to students with
disabilities and the commitment and the role played by those institutions. Two typical
universities, one in Spain and one in Romania, were considered for this study. Results
indicate that there are no significant differences between countries, but also some
elements that should be taken into account by the European policy makers in order to
create socially and educationally successful policies for the integration and inclusion of
students with disabilities in higher education and increasing their possibilities of getting
a job and, as a consequence, promoting social sustainability.
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d. Introduction

The United Nations acknowledges that poverty eradication and social development are
among the most important building blocks for sustainable development. The ways to
achieve this complex goal are:
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“sustained, inclusive and equitable economic growth, creating greater opportunities for
all, reducing inequalities, raising basic standards of living, fostering equitable social
development and inclusion, and promoting integrated and sustainable management of
natural resources and ecosystems that supports, inter alia, economic, social and human
development while facilitating ecosystem conservation, regeneration and restoration
and resilience in the face of new and emerging challenges” (United Nations 2012, p. 2).

Therefore, social sustainability is a goal as important as environmental sustainability.
Particularly on point 6, the Report of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable
Development (Rio +20) states: “We recognize that people are at the center of
sustainable development and in this regard we strive for a world that is just, equitable
and inclusive, and we commit to work together to promote sustained and inclusive
economic growth, social development and environmental protection and thereby to
benefit all.”

When the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the other international
instruments pertaining to human rights and international law are considered, addressing
the issues related to disabilities and other exclusion risk factors become the key to
achieving social sustainability. In compliance with the Charter of the United Nations,
each state has the responsibility to respect, protect and promote human rights and
fundamental freedoms (no matter the race, color, sex, language, religion, political or
other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth, disability or other status of the
person considered). As a result, allowing equal opportunities for all is vital. The United
Nations Millennium Development Goals (2010) — the product of a worldwide expert effort
— promote inclusive societies. Similarly, the European Union reshaped its social concern
as the commitment to fight against social exclusion; this goal, assumed since the
earliest treaties, is reflected in the design of Cohesion Funds, as well as in the proposed
2020 strategies (COM 2010).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section Il introduces the concepts of ‘triple
bottom line’, ‘social sustainability’, and ‘inclusion’ versus ‘integration’; Section llI
discusses the access of young people with disabilities to higher education as a means
of social inclusion; Section IV presents the design and the method of this study; Section
V discusses the results. Section VI concludes and formulates some policy
recommendations.

s ||, The triple bottom line

The so-called ‘triple bottom line’ has quickly become a common way to cover
environmental, social as well as economic matters:

“The sustainability agenda, long understood as an attempt to harmonize the traditional
financial bottom line with emerging thinking about the environmental bottom line, is
turning out to be much more complicated than some early business enthusiasts
imagined. Increasingly, we think in terms of a ‘triple bottom line’, focusing on economic
prosperity, environmental quality, and — the element which business has tended to
overlook — social justice.” (Elkington 1997, p. 2)

Despite its inclusion in the triple bottom line, the role played by social concerns is rarely
equal to that of economic and environmental concerns (McKenzie, 2004). In this paper,
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social sustainability is understood in a wider sense as a condition sine qua non for
achieving sustainability as a whole. Accordingly, considering the suggestions advanced
by the UN, the EU, and other international institutions, achieving equal opportunities is
a necessary step towards social sustainability. Access to all levels of education,
including higher education, should not be more difficult for people belonging to certain
social groups, because this could be a source of inequalities. People with disabilities
represent one of the social groups at risk of social exclusion; in order to have access to
all levels of education, its members have to overcome various difficulties.

Even though the words ‘include’ and ‘integrate’ have very similar meanings, it should be
emphasized that, in social movements, inclusion and integration represent totally
different philosophies, even if they seem to have a similar objective: the inclusion of
people with disabilities in society. ‘Inclusion’ is focused specifically on those
modifications of their surroundings that are necessary for the full integration of
individuals with disabilities (that is to say change the houses, buildings or whatever
would be needed to change to allow disabled people to manage by their own, that is to
say, without help) while ‘integration’ is focused on helping people to participate, but no
necessary by themselves. For example, for inclusion, a person with a physical disability
will require a wheelchair ramp, while her integration requires someone to help her
access a location. Both of them (inclusion and integration) are trying to boost the
participation in society of people with disabilities.

For students with any type of disability, most European countries have promoted access
to education, even to higher education. Although for primary and secondary education
the main inclusive matters are solved quite well; however, at the university level this is
not always the case since most students with disabilities are attending open universities.
But, as Sen (1999) said, everybody should have the capability and freedom to do the
things that they really want to do, to be the person they want to be, because this is the
goal of human development. The main aspects of social sustainability — equity, diversity,
social connections (interconnection), quality of life, democracy and governance and
maturity — all point towards the same direction: inclusive societies are necessary to
achieve social sustainability. On a very fundamental level, human development is what
sustainability proponents want to sustain and without sustainability, human
development is not true human development (Neumayer, 2010).

mmmmm 1], Social Sustainability and Young People with
Disabilities: Access to Typical Higher Education

In achieving social sustainability, the level of education is a potent tool for successful
labor market integration, particularly for young people. Although, some young people
do not have the same opportunities as others and this is the case for people with
disabilities; they hardly enrol in higher education institutions, and if they do it, they are
at open universities. This situation implies a double discrimination, because it lowers
their access to universities and it deprives them of social contact with peers. Sustainable
development must be inclusive and people-centred, benefiting and involving all people,
including youth and children (UN: Rio+20, 2012). Consequently, social sustainability
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related to disability (onwards SSRD) is a very important matter if human resources are
not to be wasted and the quality of live improved.
In this research, we address the importance of access to higher education at ‘typical’

(non-open) institutions for people with disabilities, and we focus on students’ appraisal
of their feelings concerning SSRD and the role played by institutions and social groups.

Figure 1
Employment Rate by Highest Level of Education Attained in EU27, Spain and

Romania (% of Age Group 20-64 Years, 2012)
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Source: Own elaboration from Eurostat data.

It is well known that with a higher education level, the opportunities to get a job are
higher. Figure 1 shows a comparison for EU27, Spain and Romania. There is a clear
upwards tendency in employment; for example, people that have reached levels 3 and
4 have 34%, 24% and 21%, respectively, more chances of getting a job than those with
levels 0 to 2; these percentages are 18%, 25% and 27% when the education increases
to levels 5 and 6.

According to a eport by Applica & CESEP & Alphametrics (2007) and from data from
the Labor Force Survey (LFS) ad hoc module and from EU-Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions (EU-SILC), compared to peers who have no limitation, restriction or
impairment, young people under the age of 25 with some restriction in their mobility or
in work are less likely to remain in education or training (Table 1); it is regretful the
results for participation of young people in education or training by degree of restriction
have not been updated since.
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Table 1
Participation in Education or Training by Gender, Age and Degree of Restriction
for People Aged 16-24 (%, 2002)

Sex/Age/Restriction Spain | Romania EU Difference EU | Difference EU
(Exc FR) |(Exc FR) - Spain (Exc FR) -
Romania
Men & Women

16-19 76.2 69.3 82.4 6.2 13.1
Considerably restricted 39.3 10.6 63.0 23.7 52.4
To some extent restricted | 57.5 81.5 74.8 17.3 -6.7

Not restricted 76.7 69.5 82.8 6.1 13.3
20-24 42.9 27.6 42.1 -8,0 14.5
Considerably restricted 19.7 3.6 23.2 3.5 19.6
To some extent restricted | 24.4 13.8 35.8 11.4 22,0
Not restricted 43.3 27.9 42.6 -7,0 14.7

Men
16-19 71.8 68.3 81.3 9.5 13,0
Considerably restricted 45.0 0.0 64.4 194 64.4
To some extent restricted | 49.5 100.0 71.0 215 -29,0
Not restricted 72.3 68.6 81.7 9.4 13.1
20-24 38.5 25.5 39.9 1.4 14.4
Considerably restricted 18.9 0.0 20.5 1.6 20.5
To some extent restricted | 23.6 19.3 31.9 8.3 12.6
Not restricted 38.9 25.8 40.5 1.6 14.7
Women

16-19 80.8 70.4 83.6 2.8 13.2
Considerably restricted 26.7 30.7 60.8 34.1 30.1
To some extent restricted | 71.3 78.2 78.6 7.3 0.4

Not restricted 81.2 70.5 84.0 2.8 13.5
20-24 47.5 29.6 44.4 -3.1 14.8
Considerably restricted 21.1 7.4 26.3 5.2 18.9
To some extent restricted | 25.4 11.7 39.9 14.5 28.2
Not restricted 47.9 29.9 44.8 -3.1 14.9

Source: Own elaboration from LFS ad hoc module 2002 and first data collection of the EUSILC
2004, and Applica & CESEP & Alphametrics, Eurostat (2007).

In effect, in the EU (excluding France, where the distinction between those who are
considerably restricted and those who are restricted to some extent is not made) only
63% of young people with considerable restrictions (aged 16-19) attend education
beyond compulsory schooling, compared to 75% of those who are limited to some
extent and 83% of young people not restricted at all. At the European level, students
aged 20-24 attending educational or training programs represent 43%, 36% and 22%,
depending on their belonging to the ‘non-restricted’ group, ‘to some extent restricted’
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group or ‘considerably restricted’ group. Obviously, this is not the best scenario for
SSRD.

Both Romania and Spain are below the education attainment levels of the EU for non-
compulsory education, for all groups except the group of women without disabilities
aged 20 to 24 in Spain and the group of men aged 16 tol19 with some restriction in
Romania. These differences increase with disability; the higher the disability degree, the
higher the difference. The data show that the group of youth considerably restricted
participate in lower level education or training, and some restricted youth are in the
same situation. As mentioned above, Romanian men aged 16-19 are the exception; an
important gap in their participation is possible to appreciate depending on the disability
level.

Figure 2
Participation in Education or Training by Age Group and Degree of Restriction
for Youth in the EU (excluding FR), Spain and Romania (%, 2002)
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Source: Authors’ own computations, based on LFS ad hoc module 2002 and first data collection
of the EUSILC 2004 and Applica & CESEP & Alphametrics, Eurostat (2007).

Youth participation in education or training by age and degree of restriction in EU
(excluding France), Romania and Spain is presented in Figure 2. Itis obvious that young
people without restrictions (dotted black line), people with restrictions (dark line) and
those with slight disabilities (gray line) are differently involved in education and training
programs. In general, their participation is inversely proportional to the degree of
disability suffered; the larger the area within the line, the greater the number of people
attending education or training.

Since each of the vertices represents a combination age group-geographical area it is
clear that closer to the center the level of education received is lower; for young people
with disabilities the probability of attending educational programs is decreasing with
increasing age. In general, on average, in the EU (except France) participation is higher
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than in Spain or in Romania (except for the 16 t019 years old with a slight disability).
According to the data, for not compulsory schooling, on average, it is clear the lower
participation of young people with disabilities as compared to those without restrictions.

Applica & CESEP & Alphametrics (2007) data indicate a clear inverse relationship
between a long-standing health problem or disability (LSHPD) and the education level
attained (Table 2 for Spain, Romania and the EU excluding France).

Table 2

People Aged 25-64 with at Least One Restriction by Degree of Restriction, Type
of Disability and Education Attainment Level for the EU (Excluding FR), Spain
and Romania (%, 2002)

Restriction Considerably To some extent
Type Mental Other LSHPD Mental Other LSHPD

Education 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
EUexcFR | 61.4|29.1| 9.5 |55.7 |349| 94 |49.2|34.2|16.5| 45.8 | 40.3 | 13.8
SP 87.7| 6.7 | 56 |86 | 78| 66 | 719|156 |125| 80.3 | 10.1 | 9.5
RO 62.5|34.1| 3.4 | 453 |50.8| 3.9 | 58.0| 42.0 : 40.1 | 55.7 | 4.2
- Not available; 1.Low, 2. Medium & 3. High
Source: Own elaboration from LFS ad hoc module 2002 and first data collection of the EUSILC
2004, and Applica & CESEP & Alphametrics, Eurostat (2007).

If this is the case, a great number of people with disabilities are in a disadvantageous
situation, because they have a relatively low education level, and thus, a lower
possibility of getting a job; only few of them complete tertiary-level — or university —
education. At the same time, for all the EU countries studied in 2002 the proportion of
considerably restricted young people aged 25-64 who had tertiary-level education was
significantly smaller than for those without any restriction. The situation is different from
country to country: a high 30 percent of people with disabilities attending tertiary
education or more in Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Finland, around
15 percent in Estonia, Ireland and Spain and 9 percent or little less in Austria, the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Romania.

Mullins and Preyde (2013) studied Canadian university students with invisible
disabilities and found that although several accommodation services were available,
several barriers to accessing services were still present, which included: a lack of funds,
staff, and resources, campus accessibility, procedures for identifying individuals with
disabilities, and the attitudes of faculty and staff towards individuals with disabilities, as
it was already underlined by Hill (1992). In the study by Mullins and Preyde (2013), the
participants reported that they experienced social barriers related to negative social
attitudes (negative perceptions and comments about disabilities). They also confirmed
a general lack of understanding related to disabilities, which they felt was heightened
since the invisible disability could be attributed to a psychological component. Although
the university was accommodating to the needs of students with invisible disabilities, it
was reported the presence of social and organizational barriers that made university
experiences difficult for these students.

In such a situation, the attitude towards disability must be changed and improved to
ensure Member States promote sustainable development awareness among youth,
inter alia by promoting programs for non-formal education in accordance with the goals
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of the United Nations Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (2005-2014).
One easy way to get this result would be to introduce in the curricula a specific subject
related to diversity in general and, in particular, to all types of disabilities, visible and
invisible.

"\ Experimental Design and Method of Analysis

Evaluating the perceptions and attitudes of students towards the inclusion of peers with
disabilities requires asking them directly. Consequently, it is necessary to use a
validated questionnaire and a group of students large enough to achieve confident
results. The reference questionnaire is the one introduced by Novo-Corti (2010),
adapted by Novo-Corti et al. (2011), and revised by Mufioz-Cantero et al. (2013).

The target groups of students were selected for their Western and South East European
background, respectively, namely from Spain and Romania. Spain became a European
Union member in 1982 and it is integrated in the Euro Zone; Spanish socio-economic
development took place in the capitalist world. Differently, Romania comes from a
communist tradition and has joined the EU in 2007; it is not yet in the Euro Zone. The
students (respondents) have been chosen from similar faculties of economics and
business at universities of La Coruna (Spain) and ‘Constantin Brancusi’ in Targu-Jiu
(Romania).

The two universities considered are representative for small-medium sized universities
in Spain and Romania and given the sample source, the results are representative.
These results are important as a first assessment for both countries of student’s feelings
and perceptions regarding students with disabilities. Without any doubt, the results
could improve if more universities would be considered, though in this regard the
authors would like to point out the difficulties they encountered in their effort to get a
larger sample.

The questionnaire administered was the one proposed by Novo Corti et al. (2012) and
Mufioz-Cantero et al. (2013) for faculties of economics and business and educational
sciences. Students were asked about their level of agreement with several statements
using a Likert scale, where 1 was ‘absolutely disagree’ and 5 ‘completely agree’.

Prior to answering the survey, the students were informed about the purpose of the
research and the confidentiality of their responses. They were also told that there are
no good or bad responses, only their “own” responses, so they answered freely.

Table 3 presents the structure of the sample.
This study has two main goals:

1. To evaluate the main factors determining the perception of higher education
institutions commitment to social sustainability.

2. Evaluate the differences between the Spanish and Romanian groups in this study.
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Table 3

Structure of the Sample
The Sample Number %
Gender Male 69 28.16
Female 176 71.84
Age 1810 20 80 32.70
211023 117 47.80
24 10 26 37 15.10
26 t030 7 2.90
31 and up 4 1.60
Nationality Romanian 83 33.88
Spanish 162 66.12
Suffering disability Yes 2 0.82
No 243 99.18
Disability on close environment No 163 66.53
Yes 82 33.47
Studies Business and Firm Administration 147 60.00
Economics 93 37.96
Master 5 2.04

Factor analysis was conducted to sort items with similar characteristics. This analysis
allowed finding the latent variables (factors) that could explain the areas of interest for
this study: personal values, attitudes, influence of social groups, evaluation of
institutional actions and educational environment. When the main areas were
determined, in order to explain the institutional factors in terms of the items asked on
the survey, a regression analysis on two levels was conducted for the whole group and
for each country separately. Finally, for evaluating the possible differences, a Student t
test to perform a comparison of means for students in both countries was conducted.

s \/ . Results

V.1. Key Factors of Social Sustainability Related to Students with
Disabilities

Factor analysis shows how social values, individual values and the self-perception of

capability are key factors for intention or willingness to take part in actions associated

with social sustainability related to students with disabilities. The results are in

agreement with the theoretical studies of Novo-Corti (2010) and Novo-Corti et al. (2013).

The items constructing each factor, or latent variable, are shown in Table 4. In addition
to previous studies, two more factors were identified: the general institutional behaviour
and the commitment of higher education institutions.
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Table 4
Matrix of Rotated Components (Varimax)
Matrix of rotated components Factors
Iltem F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

F1 |Since childhood, my parents thought me that | should| 0.90| 0.22| 0.09| 0.10| -0.05
help those who need me
In school we have been taught that we should help| 0.90| 0.12| 0.02] 0.12] 0.01
those who need us
In high school we have been taught that we should| 0.89| 0.11| -0.08] 0.07| 0.12
help those who need us
If the university promotes support programs for| 0.73| 0.09] 0.09| -0.03] 0.16
people with disabilities, | would participate
| would study with people with disabilities 0.69| 0.39] 0.26/ 0.09| 0.00
F2 |My desire is to participate in organizations to support| 0.20| 0.81| 0.25| -0.07| 0.01
people at risk of exclusion
| like to participate in programs to help social inclusion| 0.11| 0.81] 0.32] 0.13] 0.01
| have the intention to help the inclusion of people with|  0.26] 0.79| 0.24| 0.21] -0.07
disabilities
| feel happier helping people with disabilities 0.12| 0.65| 0.31] 0.18| -0.09
| want educational institutions to promote programs| 0.09| 0.64| 0.14| 0.47| 0.01
for the inclusion of people with disabilities

| try to help people with disabilities 0.39] 0.53] 0.38] 0.13| -0.04
F3 |l think | would be able to help someone with physical| 0.02| 0.28| 0.82| 0.09| 0.02
disabilities

| think | am able to perceive the special needs of| 0.09| 0.25| 0.82| 0.10] 0.02
people with disabilitities
| think | would be able to help someone with mental| 0.01| 0.20| 0.78| 0.02| 0.04
or sensorial disabilities
| feel qualified to support and assist anyone with| 0.10| 0.24| 0.76| 0.12| -0.06
disabilities
F4 |Inclusion programs should be promoted by the state 0.17] 0.26] 0.07] 0.76] 0.06
Inclusion programs should be promoted by| 0.22| 0.22| 0.10] 0.72] -0.01
international institutions
Institutions boost the number of programs enough to| 0.10| 0.01| -0.07| -0.66] 0.14
support people with disabilities
F5 |In college, students show a real concern about| 0.09| -0.12| 0.03| -0.04| 0.88

disabilities
In college, teachers show a real concern about| 0.19| -0.06] 0.05] 0.02] 0.87
disabilities
In college there seems to be a real concern for| -0.34| 0.23]| -0.17| -0.30] 0.49
disabilities

Table 5 presents the list of the five factors resulted from factor analysis.
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Table 5
Description of Identified Factors
Factor |Area
F1 Social values about sustainability
F2 Individual behavior towards social sustainability
F3 Self-perception of capability to participate in social sustainability
F4 Institutional behavior towards social sustainability
F5 Perception of higher education institutions commitment to social sustainability

V.2. Commitment of Higher Education Institutions to Social
Sustainability

Once the perception of commitment of higher education institutions for SSRD was
determined as a factor, a regression analysis was conducted taking F5 as dependent
variable and the items composing that factor as independent variables to determine the
weight of each item as explicative variable. Specifically, to know which of the university
groups (teachers, students or the collectivity) have a larger weight. Three regressions
were conducted: one for the whole group and one for each sub-group. The two
individual regressions were then analyzed to determine the differences between them.

Results of those analyses are shown in Tables 6, 7 and 8, respectively.

The results show that the most relevant item, for the whole group, is the one related to
students, then the one related to teachers and finally that for the whole institution (Table
6). Also, the sub-group results show that Spanish students evaluate more the aspects
related to teachers than to students. Here is an important reference in terms of policy
intervention: it is not the same for both countries.

Table 6

Regression Analysis for the Whole Group
Dependent Variable Standard | t Student | Signif. R-  |Durbin-
The perception of higher coefficients Squared|Watson
education institutions Fitted
commitment to social
sustainability
Constant -4.104 -92.291 il 0.977 | 1.832
In college, teachers show a real 0.487 35.154 bl
concern about disabilities
In college, students show a real 0.470 33.907 bl
concern about the disabilities
In college there seems to be a 0.285 28.453 kk

real concern for disabilities
***significance level: a<0.001
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Table 7
Regression Analysis for the Spanish Group
Dependent Variable Standard |t Student| Signif. R- Durbin-
The perception of higher education | coefficients Squared | Watson
institutions commitment to social Fitted
sustainability
Constant -3.981| -42.104 ok 0.947 1.849
In college, teachers show a real 0.580| 24.183 Fkk
concern about disabilities
In college, students show a real 0.532| 21.562 Fkk
concern about disabilities
In college there seems to be a real 0.323| 16.990 rkk
concern for disabilities
***significance level: a<0.001
Table 8
Regression Analysis for the Romanian Group
Dependent Variable Standard t Student | Signif. R- Durbin-
The perception of higher education | coefficients Squared | Watson
institutions commitment to social Fitted
sustainability
Constant -4.141 -98.038 ok 0.993 1.600
In college, teachers show a real 0.413 25.409 Fkk
concern about disabilities
In college, students show a real 0.469 28.921 rkk
concern about disabilities
In college there seems to be a real 0.215 14.872 rkk
concern for disabilities

***significance level: a<0.001

For all three situations and for all independent variables the significance level is very
good and the fit is also very good (R squared fitted >0.9). The signs of the standard
coefficients are the expected ones according to the theory (all positives). They indicate
that the higher the real concern about disabilities of teachers (both professors and
lecturers), students and whole institution, the higher the perception about institutions’
commitment to social sustainability. Moreover, since the values of the Durbin Watson
statistics are close to 2 (1,832 for the whole group, 1,849 for the Spanish group and
1,600 for the Romanian group), it can be stated that the relation is not spurious.

In all three regression analyses — for the whole group and, separately, for the two
universities — results show that the university as a whole has a lower importance as
compared to any of the groups of teachers or students. In addition, there are some
differences between the Spanish and Romanian universities regarding the weights of
those groups (teachers and students). The Spanish students, similar to the Romanian
students, feel the groups of people are more important in explaining institution’s
commitment than the institution itself as a whole. However, the young Spanish students
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guestioned in this survey see the group of professors and lecturers as more relevant as
compared to the group of students. Differently, Romanian students felt the influence of
the students’ group is more important than the teachers’ group.

V.3. Do Spanish and Romanian Students Really Feel The Same Way?

The differences due to the nationality of students were analyzed. First, for the two
groups of students, a Levene test for equality of variances was conducted and, then,
the means were compared based on the Student's t test. The results indicated that
statistically there were significant mean differences for a great number of questions in
the questionnaire organized as factors. Table 9 shows the values for those differences.
The positive values of differences indicate that Spanish students value those issues
higher, while negative values indicate just the opposite.

Table 9
Mean Differences Analysis
Factor Levene Test T test
F Signif. t Degrees of| Signif. Mean Standard

freedom (two differences deviation of

tailed) difference
F1@ 16.19 0.000| -21.65 198.34 ok -1.67 0.08
F2 @ 0.01 0.943 -5.16 238.00 ok -0.68 0.13
F3@ 3.93 0.049 -3.75 182.25 ok -0.47 0.12
F4 @ 1.04 0.309 -2.55 238.00 0.01 -0.35 0.14
F5 @ 46.22 0.000 1.53 91.60 0.13 0.27 0.17

MEqual variances assumed @ Different variances assumed ***significance level: a<0.001.

In Romania, the perception of students toward their peers with disabilities and, in
general, toward all persons in such situations is similar. Students do not have a clear
understanding of what disabilities represent because the legislation in this area has
appeared quite recently (2006). Social inclusion and integration of people with
disabilities is also difficult because Romanian mentalities and cultural perceptions
represent barriers. Also, it is considered that physical and/or mental problems prevent
their integration, while in Spain there is much more institutional support. Acceptance in
Spanish society is also much higher. Unfortunately, in Romania the media encourages
compassion for those affected and not social inclusion and integration.

s \/ |, Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

Regression analysis was conducted to find relations among the evaluation of
institutional commitment to social sustainability and the other factors influencing the
inclusion of students with disabilities into typical universities.

There are two main conclusions derived from this research. First, the importance of
universities as institutions engaged in social sustainability through the support for
people with disabilities. Second, evidence for this importance is weaker than for the role
played by the groups it includes (teachers and students); the results show the
university—institution itself is less valuated than those groups.
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This research also achieved some stimulating results related to the differences between
Spanish and Romanian students: the Spanish students believe the role of teachers in
that university is more important for social sustainability than the role of students, while
the Romanian students value the role of students more.

It was shown how the university institution is important as an engine to promote social
sustainability. At the same time, it was not as visible as the groups (teachers and
students) belonging to it. Consequently, it encourages the design of inclusive university
policies and, simultaneously, their announcement through reports addressed to
students, teachers and general society. Information should be provided about the
actions undertaken to boost educative and social inclusion of students with disabilities.
This is a general recommendation for all countries. Due to possible differences among
countries, it is suggested to design different policies for diverse countries, when those
policies are intended for teachers or students, because it was shown that there are
dissimilar feelings regarding the role of these groups.

The recommendations derived from this study are in accordance with the United
Nations’ proposal indicating that policies must address the concern about inequalities
and to promote social inclusion, including social protection floors, and that social policies
are vital to promoting sustainable development, encouraging initiatives aimed at
enhancing social protection for all people. The United Nations suggests promoting
sustainable development policies that support social services, a safe and healthy living
environment for all, particularly children, youth, women and the elderly and disabled.
Accordingly, this research indicates the inclusion of younger people with disabilities
increases with their level of education.

Another outcome of this research is to show that efforts to encourage the access to
quality education at all levels for students with disabilities through the social participation
of institutions in general, and universities in particular, for promoting inclusive policies
as a way to promote social sustainability is highly valued by students. As a result, this
paper has presented important findings that policy-makers can use to integrate people
with a disability with the rest of society in order to obtain a true social sustainability.
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