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Dyslexia in higher education – 
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The experience of dyslexic students is influenced by the beliefs, knowledge, 
attitudes, and practices of their teachers at all levels of education, including the 
university. The purpose of this review is to explore the empirical knowledge of 
dyslexic university students from the point of view of their teachers. Following 
the PRISMA guidelines, 12 studies (out of the 771 retrieved from 5 main relevant 
databases) met the inclusion criteria. Reflexive thematic analysis was used to 
analyze the included studies. Three main themes were identified: dyslexia  =  gray 
area; “inclusive university”; and practical training is necessary. In conclusion, 
awareness of dyslexia among university teachers is sufficient, and their attitudes 
toward dyslexic students are mostly positive, while expressing some concerns, 
which would deserve closer examination directly in practice. Higher education 
teachers would appreciate practical training to acquire skills to work with 
students with dyslexia. These trainings have the potential to increase the self-
efficacy of teachers and thus overall support the well-being not only of teachers 
but also of dyslexic students. This study advances the existing literature on 
dyslexia in higher education by adding the point of view of higher education 
teachers. Based on the results of this study, it is clear that universities should 
provide more support to their teaching staff, including guidance and practical 
training, so that their courses could become inclusive and welcoming for all 
students (including students with dyslexia).
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1 Introduction

The manifestations of dyslexia vary among individuals; however, common characteristics 
include difficulties with phonological skills: low accuracy and fluency of reading and poor 
spelling; and/or difficulties with rapid visual-verbal response: difficulties with associating 
sounds with letters, reading dysfluencies, spelling difficulties, challenges with written 
expression and poor handwriting (Roitsch and Watson, 2019). Dyslexia is a 
neurodevelopmental disorder, with an estimated prevalence of 5–10% of the general 
population (Roitsch and Watson, 2019), while it is hard to estimate the number of dyslexic 
university students, as the data vary strongly from country to country or even depending on 
the specific institution (Sokolová and Lemešová, 2022). In addition, frequent comorbidities 
prevail, as dyslexia often occurs mainly with another neurodevelopmental disorder (Moll et al., 
2020), like ADHD (Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder). They are both complex 
neurodevelopmental disorders with a high prevalence and mutual comorbidity (Boada et al., 
2012; Kocurová, 2019). Other studies indicate that certain symptoms occur in various 
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neurodevelopmental disorders., e.g., difficulties with switching 
attention (dyslexia and ADHD; Lonergan et al., 2019) or phonological 
deficits (dyslexia and stuttering; Elsherif et al., 2021). On the contrary, 
at the same time we can talk about the concept of neurodiversity (as 
an umbrella term, including dyslexia, ADHD, autism spectrum 
disorder, etc., which are perceived as a naturally occurring difference, 
rather than a deficit). Unlike the medical model of dyslexia, which 
talks about deficits, the concept of neurodiversity questions the 
assumption that all humans must conform to the same expectations 
to flourish. Within this concept, neurodivergent individuals have 
valuable human differences in behavior and brain function, which are 
not perceived only as deficit, dysfunction, or impairment (Elsherif 
et  al., 2022; Manalili et  al., 2023). This approach is becoming 
increasingly prevalent in the context of higher education (Clouder 
et  al., 2020; Hamilton and Petty, 2023). Studies focused on the 
experiences of dyslexic university students (Mullins and Preyde, 2013; 
Shaw et al., 2016; Serry et al., 2017; Shaw and Anderson, 2018; Stagg 
et al., 2018; Norris et al., 2019), indicate that their experience is highly 
dependent on university teachers and their own knowledge and beliefs 
about dyslexia, attitudes, and practices toward them as students with 
dyslexia. Although some studies indicate that neurodivergent 
community in general prefers identity, first language over a person, first 
language (Botha et al., 2021; Taboas et al., 2022), other studies draw 
attention to individual preferences within the community (Evans, 
2013; Best et al., 2022). The discussion is also influenced by the specific 
context, which reflects linguistic and cultural differences. In this work, 
we decided to refer to dyslexic students and students with dyslexia 
interchangeably, hence, to alternate between identity first and person 
first language to reflect different preferences within the neurodivergent 
community and different linguistic and cultural differences, since this 
study is written in an international context.

University communities are becoming more diverse than 
we experienced in the past (Černickaja and Sokolová, 2022), with 
an increasing number of students with disabilities, incl. Dyslexic 
students entering higher education (Richardson, 2021). The 
relevance of this issue in the context of higher education is 
supported by recently published documents reflecting this 
increasing diversity (American Psychological Association, 2021; 
Mena, 2022) and reviews already conducted. However, many of 
these reviews issuing dyslexia do not reflect the latest research data, 
as they were published nine or more years ago (e.g., Murphy, 2009; 
Majumder et al., 2010; MacCullagh, 2014; Pino and Mortari, 2014), 
some focus on dyslexic students only in the context of a specific 
region (e.g., Asia: Majumder et al., 2010; Australia: MacCullagh, 
2014), a specific field (Murphy, 2009; Majumder et al., 2010), or 
integration into the university environment (Pino and Mortari, 
2014). During the past five years, we have identified two review 
studies (Clouder et al., 2020; Dobson Waters and Torgerson, 2020) 
on the topic of dyslexia in the context of higher education in the 
Web of Science Core Collection database. Dobson Waters and 
Torgerson (2020) focused on the effectiveness of higher education 
interventions for students with dyslexia, and Clouder et al. (2020) 
in their narrative synthesis pointed out the experience of students 
with various disorders, including dyslexic students, within the 
university environment. The experiences of neurodiverse students 
show that higher education institutions remain “neurodiversity cold 
spots” as Clouder et al. (2020) called them, with low levels of staff 
awareness, ambivalence, and inflexible teaching and assessment 

approaches. By a manual search on Google Scholar, we identified a 
synthetic review by Boileau et al. (2017) with the goal of helping 
mainly clinical teachers in their daily tasks of supervising struggling 
learners; and the study by Hamilton and Petty (2023) proposing 
compassionate pedagogy for neurodiverse students in higher 
education. They argued that the concept of compassion can be used 
as a template for educators working with neurodiverse students, for 
example, by harnessing individual strengths to increase students’ 
sense of competence. To our knowledge, no review has been 
conducted specifically focusing on the topic of dyslexia in higher 
education from the point of view of higher education teachers.

The aim of this scoping review is to explore how university 
teachers reflect on their knowledge and beliefs about studying with 
dyslexia in higher education and what their attitudes and practices are 
when working with dyslexic students. The authors set two 
research questions:

 (a) What knowledge and beliefs do higher education teachers have 
about students with dyslexia and about dyslexia in general?

 (b) What attitudes and practices do higher education teachers use 
when working with students with dyslexia?

2 Method

Since the focus of this study is on exploring and understanding 
the topic, deviating from the more typical objective of establishing 
one, as commonly seen in systematic reviews (Gutierrez-Bucheli et al., 
2022), the scoping review approach was considered the most suitable. 
To be able to assess which literature is relevant for this review, we first 
set inclusive and exclusive criteria.

Inclusion criteria:

 (a) formal criteria: peer reviewed articles, written in English and 
published between 2013 and 2022;

 (b) type of study: research-based studies using a qualitative, 
quantitative or mixed methods approach;

 (c) participants: university teaching staff, including higher 
education teachers, PhD students, and others who teach higher 
education students;

 (d) research questions and research problem: The study focused on 
the practices, attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge of dyslexia in 
the context of higher education and included university 
teaching staff as a primary source of information.

Exclusion criteria:

 (a) articles were not published in peer reviewed journals and/ or 
not written in English and/ or published outside the time frame 
between 2013 and 2022;

 (b) reviews, editorial commentaries, opinion pieces or duplicated 
articles across databases;

 (c) Participants: teachers from other levels of education (e.g., 
primary/secondary teachers, …) or non-pedagogical 
university staff;

 (d) and articles which research questions and problems did not 
meet the inclusion criteria.
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2.1 Search strategy

Subsequently, to locate relevant studies and clearly report the 
search strategy, the PRISMA guidelines for scoping reviews (PRISMA 
Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-SCR), Tricco et al., 2018) 
were followed. An overview of the process (identification, screening, 
eligibility, and inclusion) can be seen in Figure 1.

We conducted a search for peer-reviewed articles in five major 
relevant electronic databases in March 2023, including Web of Science 
Core Collection, Scopus, ProQuest Education Database, Eric, and 
APA PsycNET. Both authors identified the search terms through the 
process of hand-searching of the databases. The search terms, 
including combinations and derivates used in the electronic database 

search, were: (teacher* OR educator* OR “university teacher*"OR 
“university teaching staff ” OR professor* OR “PhD student*” OR 
“PhD candidate*” OR doctor*), (college OR “higher education” OR 
university), (dyslexia OR “learning disorder*”) and (knowledge OR 
perception* OR perspective* OR attitude* OR practice* OR approach* 
OR belie*). These terms were combined using the Boolean operators 
“AND”. + Publication date: 1.1.2013–31.12.2022.

2.2 Scoping review results

Based on keywords, 771 potentially relevant articles were retrieved 
from the mentioned databases in March 2023. After removing 
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Records identified by database search

Web of Science Core Collection  n = 547

Scopus                                           n = 81

Proquest Education database         n = 76

Eric                                                n = 44

APA Psych net                               n = 23

TOTAL      n = 771
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Records excluded after full-text review 

(articles which research questions/ 

problem/ participants did not meet 

inclusion criteria)

Total excluded
n = 50

In
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n

Records screened (full records including the title, 

abstract, formal specifics)

n = 719

Records, which did not meet formal 

criteria.

n = 153

(non-English/ editorials/ reviews/ 

proceedings papers/ conference reviews/ 

notes/ book reviews/ books/ comments)

Records deemed irrelevant by reading 

the titles and abstracts.

n = 506

Total excluded
n = 659

Studies included to the review, i. e., studies 
which met all the inclusive criteria

n = 10 + 2

TOTAL n = 12

Full texts assessed for eligibility

n = 60

Records after duplicates removed

n = 719

Additional references identified 

by manual search in the reference 

lists from the retrieved articles.

n = 2

n = 60

FIGURE 1

Overview of the search based on PRISMA guidelines.
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duplicates, the first author evaluated all records (N = 719) and excluded 
659 of them, as they did not meet the formal inclusion criteria 
(N = 153) and/ or were deemed irrelevant by reading titles and 
abstracts (N = 506). After the screening phase, the full texts of the 
remaining articles (N = 60) were assessed considering their research 
questions, research problem, and participants. According to the 
scoping review methodology, the second author reviewed the process, 
examining the various stages and outcomes (Gutierrez-Bucheli et al., 
2022). In case of disagreement (N = 3; incl. = 0), concrete records or 
complete texts were discussed with an emphasis on the inclusive and 
exclusive criteria mentioned above.

2.3 Data analysis

As the next step, the authors proceeded with a qualitative analysis 
of the studies, which were found eligible (N = 12; main reasons for 
rejection: research questions/ problem/ participants did not meet 
inclusion criteria) with the goal of identifying and synthesizing the 
findings, as well as identifying themes to reflect the knowledge, beliefs, 
attitudes and practices of higher education teachers working with 
students with dyslexia. Reflexive thematic analysis with an inductive-
deductive approach (Braun and Clarke, 2019; Finlay, 2021) was found 
to be the most suitable, considering the objective of the review and the 
different methodological approaches of the included studies 
(qualitative, quantitative and mixed-method approaches). The authors 
followed six steps of thematic reflexive analysis: 1. Data familiarization 
2. Systematic data coding 3. Generating initial themes from coded and 
collected data 4. Developing and reviewing themes 5. Refining, 
defining, and naming themes and writing up 6. Writing report (Braun 
and Clarke, 2019). Each included study was initially read at least twice. 
Subsequent readings were used to produce codes. In the next step, the 
sections: results, discussion and conclusions; of each included study 
were coded by the first author using a thematic analysis approach 
(Braun and Clarke, 2019). The first author then sorted the codes into 
categories, and the second author reviewed the categories and checked 
if those initial codes fit each category. Within the 34 codes, nine 
categories were identified (Table 1). The authors then discussed the 
relationships between codes and categories, and the final themes 
were developed.

2.4 Epistemological positionality

The themes were extracted and reconstructed by the authors with 
a “constructivist epistemological position, which recognizes that any 
knowing is produced by the researcher, who is actively (co-)
constructing meanings with participants.” (Finlay, 2021, p.105). 
However, the data were analyzed systematically by coding and 
categorizing, while the final themes were validated by co-researchers 
(coauthors). At the same time, researchers’ own reflexivity and 
subjectivity are perceived as a resource, rather than as a threat to 
validity (Finlay, 2021). Both authors are higher education teachers and 
researchers (first author as a junior researcher, second author as a 
senior researcher and educator) with an interest in the topic of 
inclusion. They brought their own ideas and opinions (which cannot 
be avoided within the constructivist position), but they confronted 
these predispositions with each other, the data, and the previous 
literature. Consistent with participatory research, we would like to 

mention that the first author of this article is neurodivergent, which is 
considered a contribution to the study, especially in the field of 
research on neurodevelopmental diversity research (Fletcher-Watson 
et al., 2021; Gourdon-Kanhukamwe et al., 2023). Critical evaluation 
of individual sources of evidence was not undertaken as it is not a 
requirement for scoping reviews (Peters et al., 2020; Gutierrez-Bucheli 
et al., 2022).

3 Results

3.1 Demographic results

Twelve out of 771 studies met all the inclusion criteria. The 
total number of participants, higher education teaching staff, who 
participated in the included studies was 743 (in four studies, other 
participants also participated, for example, students; those are not 
included in the number of all participants in our review, as 
we focused on the higher education teachers’ point of view). The 
research was carried out primarily in the United Kingdom (n = 4) 
and the United States of America (n = 3), but also in Japan, Greece, 
France, Germany, and the Republic of Ireland. Four studies were 
quantitative, four qualitative, and four with a mixed methods 
approach. The summary of the articles included is shown in 
Table 2.

3.2 Thematic analysis results

Three themes were identified that represent the knowledge and 
beliefs of teachers of higher education about dyslexia, as well as their 
attitudes and practices toward dyslexic students: dyslexia = gray area; 
“inclusive university”; and practical training is necessary (see 
Figure 2).

3.2.1 Dyslexia  =  gray area
In higher education, we can see a pull between the two concepts 

of dyslexia: seeing it as a deficit (the medical model of dyslexia) or as 
neurodiversity, a natural difference. Although the study by Mortimore 
(2012, p. 42) suggests that teachers from medically focused faculties 
in particular have the potential” to use medical deficit definitions, 
locating dyslexia as a difficulty or deficit within the learner, using 
“medical” language such as “symptoms” and commonly citing 
problems with literacy,” most other studies show that some teachers 
try to challenge this medical model of dyslexia (Mortimore, 2012; 
Gallardo et al., 2015; Glazzard and Dale, 2015; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; 
Worthy et al., 2018). They focus more on strength and view dyslexia 
as a difference rather than a deficit (Mortimore, 2012; Gallardo et al., 
2015; Glazzard and Dale, 2015) with other studies outlining generally 
positive attitudes toward dyslexic students (Mortimore, 2012; Glazzard 
and Dale, 2015; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Ryder and Norwich, 2019; 
Yphantides, 2022):

“the majority was prepared, at least in theory, to be positive and 
sympathetic toward the difficulties of dyslexic students. A very 
high 83% of the participants agreed (63% of them “strongly”) that 
problems with reading and writing should not be a restriction on 
an individual from a higher education study.” (No. of participants 
= 164; Ryder and Norwich, 2019, p. 166).
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But despite these largely positive attitudes, participants in many 
studies (Mortimore, 2012; Evans, 2014; Worthy et al., 2018; Ryder and 
Norwich, 2019; Schabmann et  al., 2020; Magnin et  al., 2021; 
Yphantides, 2022) also mentioned the lack of clarity in policy and 
practice on dyslexia, which ultimately means that they are not sure 
how to manage the teaching of students with dyslexia according to the 
law and in a didactically effective manner. Without clear guidelines 
comes confusion about how to stay “fair” to all students in their 
classes; while thinking about the impact on future clients and pupils 
of these students (Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Worthy et al., 2018; Ryder 
and Norwich, 2019). Higher education teachers with a medical 

background disclosed considering ethical issues surrounding patient 
safety – e.g. the potential risk to future patients treated by these 
students in case of misorientation and lack of adaptation (Evans, 2014; 
Magnin et al., 2021):

“I think the difficulty is that in practice, the student is not the most 
important person” (participant; Magnin et al., 2021, p. 44).

Teachers also reflected the discrepancy between the school 
environment and the “real world,” questioning the compatibility of the 
dyslexic student with professional expectations and competency 

TABLE 1 Themes, subthemes and codes.

Themes Subthemes Codes

Dyslexia = gray area

Lack of information

HT do not know how to handle teaching DS legally and didactically at the same time

HT disclose feeling of exclusion from policy decision making

legal pressure (to follow law)

“Being fair” (to other students/

patients)

HT thinking – dyslexia can privilege some groups of students

HT disclosing ethical issues

“In real world” will not be any accommodations

Deficit/ difference

HT questioning medical model of dyslexia

Medical model of dyslexia – symptom/ disorder

Student without “problems” is the best student

HT think that students should be screened for dyslexia

(theoretically) positive attitudes toward DS

Younger staff more positive views about the academic progress of DS

“Inclusive university”

Providing/ not providing 

accommodations

HT providing modifications as a part of their practices

Prepared to adapt their teaching to dyslexic students

Dyslexia (inclusion) have a significant impact on HT

HT do not provide almost any support/ accommodations to students with dyslexia

Mainly exam related support - more time / not grading spelling/ grammatical errors

Stigma
Disclosure of dyslexia - dilemma

Labeling dilemma

Practical training is necessary

Experience Higher education teacher (HT) personal experience shaping their knowledge and 

believes

HT personal experience shaping their attitudes and practices.

HT is dyslexic

Feeling of unpreparedness; low 

self-efficacy

HT have low perceived knowledge about dyslexia

HT do not know what the best support for DS is

Feeling of unpreparedness

Problems with recognizing dyslexia/ severity of dyslexia

Need for more support Concerns about rising numbers of D students

University should provide/initiate training for HT (institution does not provide any 

training)

Lack of communication between HT and other university (supporting) staff

interest in training

Not interested in already provided training

Knowledge about dyslexia HT good basic knowledge about dyslexia

HT think dyslexia have a significant impact on student

Reading/spelling problems in dyslexia is the only/ main perceived symptom by HT
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TABLE 2 Summary of included articles.

References Country Research 
methods

Purpose of the 
study

Main results Comments

Participants  +  settings Design Strengths/
limitations

Chang et al. (2022) United States of America

1 large research university

101 college instructors

Quantitative

Online survey

Descriptive analysis 

+ path analysis; 

coding

To explore the relationship 

between the theories of 

intelligence of college 

instructors and the 

feedback they provided 

based on a student’s writing 

sample under two 

conditions: student dyslexia 

was mentioned versus not.

The instructors who were 

informed of the student’s 

dyslexia gave significantly 

higher grades but did not 

differ from the instructors 

who were not informed 

about the student’s dyslexia 

in the number of 

encouraging comments 

made, weaknesses pointed 

out and specific suggestions 

provided. No interaction 

was found between 

intelligence theory and the 

experimental condition.

While the sample of 101 

participants was not 

small, in terms of 

percentage, they only 

obtained completed 

surveys from 3.5% 

(101/2856) of the 

instructors invited to 

participate in this study.

Evans (2014) Republic of Ireland

2 higher education institutions

12 nurse lecturers

Qualitative

Narrative interviews.

Discourse analysis

To explore how student 

nurses with dyslexic 

identities were discursively 

constructed by nurse 

lecturers in nurse 

education.

The nurse lecturers 

identified “Getting work 

done” as a critical 

component to becoming a 

nurse, where expectations 

associated with efficiency 

and independence 

superseded students’ rights 

to accommodation. An 

implicit mild–severe binary 

existed among lecturers 

while categorizing students 

with dyslexia, with those 

placed in the latter 

considered professionally 

unsuitable.

Gallardo et al. (2015) United Kingdom

The Department of Languages at the 

Open University UK

12 language teachers, 3 academic staff 

developers, and 1 accessibility and 

disability adviser

Mixed

Case study - project

(via Moodle 

platform)

survey (teachers’ 

feedback and self-

evaluation of their 

interactions and task 

production in online 

tools)

Small number of 

structured 

interviews

To develop an 

understanding of key issues 

in relation to modern 

language learning and 

dyslexia; to develop 

confident practitioners, 

and, by extension, to 

support students in 

achieving their learning 

goals.

This case study represents 

an example of 

institutionally led 

professional development 

for part-time teachers of 

modern languages in 

higher education. 

Participants identified the 

difficulties faced by 

students with dyslexia and 

their teachers; they 

gathered and shared their 

new knowledge through 

the forum and repository 

and explored how online 

tools could be turned to an 

advantage to support 

students with SpLD, for 

example, the ready 

availability of recordings.

(Continued)
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

References Country Research 
methods

Purpose of the 
study

Main results Comments

Participants  +  settings Design Strengths/
limitations

Gallego and Busch 

(2015)

United States of America

Universities across the country

75 HE Teaching Assistants (out of 111

Participants)

Quantitative

3 types of survey for 

3 groups of 

participants 

(teaching assistants, 

language program 

directors, and 

disability services 

office staff)

To investigate the 

perceptions of teaching 

assistants (TA), language 

program directors, and 

Disability Services Office 

staff on their experiences 

implementing 

accommodations and 

providing equal access. 

Explore TA readiness with 

respect to accommodating 

students with SLDs.

The results indicate a mixed 

pattern; and, while 

accommodating language 

students with learning 

disabilities is happening, 

there is still a significant 

need for ongoing awareness 

and training.

The generalizability of 

the results and 

recommendations is 

further limited by the 

low number of 

participants.

Glazzard and Dale 

(2015)

United Kingdom

1 university

1 HE teacher (with dyslexia)

Qualitative

3 interviews

Life history 

approach

To explore the personal 

experiences of a higher 

education lecturer with 

dyslexia and its impact on 

her professional identity.

However, the account 

illustrates the positive 

impact of the disability 

social model for the 

informant and her students 

who had been identified as 

dyslexic during their initial 

training as teachers.

HE teacher with dyslexia

! the data are not 

generalizable

Magnin et al. (2021) France

2 universities

67 medical teachers

Mixed

Survey

Quantitative 

descriptive statistics 

and qualitative 

analysis of free text

To describe the opinions of 

medical teachers about 

students with 

neurodevelopmental 

disorders and their 

treatment of these students.

Medical teachers feel 

unprepared to handle 

students with 

neurodevelopmental 

disorders. They would 

be interested in specific 

training and procedures on 

the pedagogic management 

of these students.

The response rate of 38% 

was sufficient to interpret 

the results.! may not 

be representative of the 

entire French population 

of medical teachers.

Mortimore (2012) United Kingdom

1 university

25 HE lecturers (plus students and 

non-pedagogical staff)

Mixed

Case study – 

institution

Policy documents, 

focus group, 

interviews, and 

questionnaire

To explore attitudes and 

practices at each institution 

level to establish the extent 

to which Fuller’s model 

could enable the 

identification and 

elimination of “disablist 

institutional practice” and 

the development of a fully 

inclusive ethos.

Participants demonstrated 

the existence of examples of 

inclusive culture at all levels 

in University X, along with 

a need for strengthened 

and clarified systems that 

cement links between 

management policy and the 

work of facilitators and 

lecturers.

The absence of the voice 

of dyslexic students 

within University X and 

the potential bias arising 

from the location of 

student/lecturer 

participants within a 

School of Education.

Ryder and Norwich 

(2019)

United Kingdom

12 universities

164 HE lectures

Mixed

Online 

questionnaire (chi-

square test, cross-

tabulation analyses)

Qualitative textual 

data were 

thematically 

analyzed.

To explore the nature and 

extent of the awareness and 

attitudes of UK lecturers 

about dyslexia and dyslexic 

students.

The results show a high 

degree of positivity toward 

dyslexic students and 

academic accommodations 

such as reasonable 

adjustments. However, 

positivity was generally 

underpinned by inadequate 

awareness of current 

knowledge of dyslexia 

research.

Analysis of cross- and 

inter-institutional 

differences

(Continued)
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standards (Mortimore, 2012; Evans, 2014; Glazzard and Dale, 2015; 
Ryder and Norwich, 2019). University teachers are informed about 
legal requirements that should lead to an inclusive approach. But 

without support and without specific guidelines, they might end up 
feeling lost and pressured to meet these requirements (Mortimore, 
2012; Gallego and Busch, 2015; Worthy et al., 2018; Yphantides, 2022):

TABLE 2 (Continued)

References Country Research 
methods

Purpose of the 
study

Main results Comments

Participants  +  settings Design Strengths/
limitations

Schabmann et al. (2020) Germany

1 large university

234 university instructors (+ 134 

students)

Quantitative

Online survey 

(socio-demographic 

information, self- 

evaluation of one’s 

own knowledge, 

perspective on your 

own and student 

problems, need for 

support for 

instructors and 

students, willingness 

to support StD, and 

kind of support 

given)

To provide data on 

university instructors’ 

knowledge of dyslexia, their 

awareness of students’ 

problems, the problems 

they themselves face when 

teaching StD, the help they 

need themselves, and the 

help they provide for 

students with dyslexia.

The results showed that 

while instructors are 

informed about dyslexia 

itself to some extent, they 

lack basic information on 

certain aspects, particularly 

diagnostics and dealing 

with StD in an appropriate 

way.

The response rate is low, 

and some faculties (e.g., 

math/ natural sciences) 

are underrepresented, 

others (e.g., humanities) 

are overrepresented.

Stampoltzis et al. (2017) Greece

1 small size university

19 members of academic and teaching 

staff

Quantitative

pilot study

questionnaire

Descriptive and 

non-parametric 

inferential statistics

To explore the knowledge, 

beliefs, and attitudes of 

academic staff toward 

dyslexia.

The results indicated that 

the lectures have mainly 

positive attitudes and 

genuine interest for 

dyslexic students, but they 

also have concerns about 

the “fairness” of teaching 

and other accommodations 

for students with dyslexia.

Response rate 10% 

(probably those with 

more positive attitude 

responded more)

Worthy et al. (2018) United States of America (Texas)

16 universities

25 HE teachers (elementary literacy, 

teacher preparation)

Qualitative

semi structured 

interviews

A priori categories + 

inductive approach

To get an idea of the 

perspectives and 

experiences of teachers and 

how people teach about 

dyslexia in Texas 

universities.

The power of authoritative 

discourse on dyslexia was 

evident, as expert teacher 

educators questioned their 

own preparation for 

working with and teaching 

students identified as 

dyslexic, despite their 

experience and knowledge 

in teaching reading.

No questions (answers) 

about higher education 

students with dyslexia.

Yphantides (2022) Japan

Post-secondary institutions

8 HE teachers

Qualitative

narrative interviews

coded based on 

Bandura’s construct 

of self-efficacy 

development

To explore the experiences 

of English foreign language 

teachers with neurodiverse 

students (those with 

dyslexia, ADHD, and 

autism) at the tertiary level 

in Japan and their reported 

levels of self-efficacy for 

inclusive practice.

Findings indicate that 

English language teachers 

at the tertiary level in Japan 

lack training for working 

with neurodiverse students, 

their self-efficacy for 

creating inclusive 

classrooms is relatively low, 

and they lack 

communication with other 

institutionally based 

professionals who could 

support them.
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“Most teachers reported private discussions with their colleagues 
about student difficulties and remarked how these discussions 
quickly took on a negative tone. For example, one teacher 
recounted that whenever she spoke to colleagues about a certain 
“problematic” student they shared in class, the teachers “lamented 
that nothing significant could really be done to help him because 
no one knew what to do.” Other teachers mentioned that their 
conversations with colleagues were not fruitful because there was 
no protocol in place to reach out for help.” (Yphantides, 2022, 
p. 132).

3.2.2 Inclusive university
Following from the previous theme, where we started discussing 

the attitudes of university teaching staff toward students with dyslexia, 
several studies (Mortimore, 2012; Gallardo et al., 2015; Gallego and 
Busch, 2015; Glazzard and Dale, 2015; Magnin et al., 2021) suggest a 
shift toward more inclusive universities. Some of the teachers who 
participated in these studies are already incorporating 
accommodations as a natural part of their teaching practices. But 
despite theoretically positive attitudes toward dyslexic students, other 
studies show that there are many higher education teachers who 
provide almost no accommodations or support to dyslexic students 
(Evans, 2014; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Schabmann et al., 2020; Magnin 
et al., 2021) and if they do, these are mainly exam-related: extra time 
or not grading spelling or grammar errors (Mortimore, 2012; 
Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Schabmann et al., 2020).

In addition, there is a disclosure dilemma related to stigmatization 
of disorders. Students are not required to disclose their dyslexia to 
teachers or other university staff, but to receive any form of legally 
recognized, but also effective support or accommodations, they must 
inform at least someone from their university. The study by Chang 
et al. (2022, p.14) shows that disclosure of student dyslexia can have a 
significant impact on the grades of dyslexic students: “The instructors 
who were informed of the student’s dyslexia gave significantly higher 
grades than those who were not informed..” In the study by Ryder and 
Norwich (2019), 85% of lecturers (out of 164) expected to be informed 
about students’ dyslexia by the students themselves or by the Disability 
Service acting on their behalf. On the other hand, Yphantides (2022) 
points to cultural differences, as in the Japanese context students are 
afraid to share important information, and teachers also fear talking 
to students about their differences due to pressure to conform to 
others. Other studies (Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Worthy et al., 2018; 
Magnin et al., 2021) show conflicting views of educators considering 
the benefits of releasing the diagnosis, but also the social burden 
associated with it. Here, we  have the disclosure dilemma while 
considering how beneficial the label of a student with specific needs 
actually is:

“… although the majority of the participants (90%) felt that the 
label of dyslexia is a useful one, it expressed skepticism about the 
usefulness of the disclosure of dyslexia at the university (58% of 
the staff believes that students should declare their dyslexia on 
entry, while the rest 42% disagrees)” (No. of participants = 12; 
Stampoltzis et al., 2017, p. 600).

3.2.3 Practical training is necessary
Although educators seem to have some basic knowledge of 

dyslexia (Mortimore, 2012; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Schabmann et al., 

2020) and are aware of the impact of dyslexia on students (Mortimore, 
2012; Evans, 2014; Gallardo et  al., 2015; Stampoltzis et  al., 2017; 
Worthy et al., 2018; Ryder and Norwich, 2019; Schabmann et al., 2020; 
Magnin et al., 2021; Yphantides, 2022) studies revealed a strong sense 
of unpreparedness in teaching staff, as they perceive their knowledge 
of dyslexia as low, they are not sure what is the best support for 
dyslexic students, and they have trouble recognizing dyslexia in 
general (Mortimore, 2012; Evans, 2014; Gallego and Busch, 2015; 
Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Worthy et al., 2018; Ryder and Norwich, 2019; 
Schabmann et al., 2020; Magnin et al., 2021; Yphantides, 2022):

“.. the results suggest that among the participants there was much 
confusion as to what the construct actually was (dyslexia) and 
how it affected their diagnosed students. Despite 70% being aware 
of dyslexia’s effects, only 50% felt confident recognizing their 
students’ dyslexic difficulties: ‘it is difficult to judge sloppiness 
versus genuinely untidy handwriting or spelling.’” (No. of 
participants = 164; Ryder and Norwich, 2019, p. 166).

Furthermore, they are concerned about the increase in the 
number of dyslexic students (Mortimore, 2012; Worthy et al., 2018; 
Yphantides, 2022), while there is evidence of a lack of communication 
between teachers and other university (supporting) staff members 
(Mortimore, 2012; Gallego and Busch, 2015; Yphantides, 2022), who 
are typically present at the institution not only to support students 
with additional needs, but also to communicate with teaching staff. 
They can help navigate concerns and reduce confusion.

Personal experience (including some teachers who are dyslexic 
themselves) has been shown to be one of the factors shaping teachers’ 
knowledge, beliefs, and their practices and attitudes toward dyslexic 
students (Glazzard and Dale, 2015; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Worthy 
et al., 2018; Ryder and Norwich, 2019; Magnin et al., 2021). Practical 
training for university teachers is undoubtedly a necessity. Training 
also turns out to be desired from the point of view of higher education 
teachers (Mortimore, 2012; Magnin et al., 2021; Yphantides, 2022):

“Nineteen of twenty-five endorsed training as developing 
lecturers’ confidence in their awareness, suggesting that the 
content must match individual course demands, raise awareness, 
and share knowledge and good practice in dealing with dyslexic 
differences.” (Mortimore, 2012, p. 44).

Expanding on the initial theme of dyslexia = gray area, it is 
evident that teachers perceive dyslexia as a complex subject due to 
the numerous reasons discussed earlier. However, contrary to this 
perception, it becomes apparent that educators do not lack 
knowledge about this diagnosis and its impact on their students. 
What they require is practical guidance in teaching dyslexic 
students. Unfortunately, studies indicate a lack of opportunities for 
teachers, which should be  provided by universities as their 
employers (Gallardo et  al., 2015; Gallego and Busch, 2015; 
Yphantides, 2022).

4 Discussion

It is important to mention that university requirements for 
students are often more demanding than those at lower levels of 
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school education, while the university settings have mostly been 
non-inclusive based on the student’s experience (Hopkins, 2011; 
Kendall, 2016). We  draw attention to the fact that a university 
teacher can act as a facilitating factor in this mostly non-inclusive 
environment (Shaw et  al., 2016; Stagg et  al., 2018) but research 
warns us that the lack of awareness of teachers about the diagnosis 
of dyslexia and the implementation of various forms of inclusion 
based on the subjective preferences of the teacher are often barriers 
in the educational process of university students with dyslexia 
(Mullins and Preyde, 2013; Serry et al., 2017; Norris et al., 2019). 
The need for training turned out to be one of the strongest themes 
of the analysis, as it was identified not only in the teachers’ 
statements but also as a logical outcome of their experience and 
needs. However, we  must emphasize that this training should 
be practical, it should not take only the form of passive transfer of 
basic knowledge about dyslexia to university teachers, as it seems 
that although teachers are knowledgeable about the topic of 
dyslexia, they lack skills regarding teaching dyslexic students, which 
they would be  confident about (Mortimore, 2012; Evans, 2014; 
Gallego and Busch, 2015; Stampoltzis et al., 2017; Worthy et al., 
2018; Ryder and Norwich, 2019; Schabmann et al., 2020; Magnin 
et al., 2021; Yphantides, 2022).

Within the specific practices (that could be  taught during 
trainings) we recommend that ideally the goal would be not to 
accommodate every student individually, but the format of 

university courses should be inclusive. So, speaking about dyslexic 
students, we lean toward the concept of neurodiversity, as well as 
Clouder et  al. (2020) and Hamilton and Petty (2023) in their 
review of the literature, perceiving dyslexia more as a difference 
than a deficit in the university environment (while not dismissing 
the lived experience of people with these disorders, who may 
perceive it as a deficit). We are talking about different types of 
assessment (e.g., not canceling a written test for a student who 
must be proven to be a student with specific needs, but allowing 
students to be evaluated by a test, oral exam, or other form, based 
on the student’s preference, without reducing the requirements to 
pass a particular course) or the form of lectures and seminars, 
which would be available to all students (use of on-line platforms, 
technical aids, inclusive language, creating safe space). Students 
are not obligated to report disorders (Brunswick, 2012) and many 
choose not to (Hanafin et al., 2006; Doikou-Avlidou, 2015; Serry 
et  al., 2017; Jacobs et  al., 2020) for different reasons. With an 
inclusive format, the need to disclose the student’s disability, 
differences, or deficit is minimized if the student does not feel 
comfortable telling it. It also includes help for students who are 
“borderline” with their symptoms that need support, but are not 
officially diagnosed with any disability. There is a need to adjust 
the practices for all.

To be able to create guidelines and trainings, future research 
should not only focus on “what could be potentially helpful” for 
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FIGURE 2

Thematic map of the identified themes and subthemes.
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students (incl. Dyslexic students), but also on what is effective and 
actually doable in higher education settings. Transforming 
universities into inclusive environments is a challenge that cannot 
be overcome without an interdisciplinary approach. Worthy et al. 
(2018, p. 140) pointed out that some educators “bristled at the way 
information about dyslexia is presented as scientifically and 
medically objective, often by people without teaching experience.” 
The educators (incl. Higher education teachers) must be brought 
to these discussions.

Recommendations for universities (faculty) and educators:

 1. Universities (faculties) should provide specific guidelines and 
opportunities for training their pedagogical staff on 
inclusive practices.

 2. These guidelines and trainings should be  designed with 
educators within the context of a specific institution.

 3. Subsequently, educators should reflect on their own beliefs, 
knowledge, attitudes toward students, and specific situations. 
Reflect on those shaping and reshaping their daily teaching 
practices (see Figure 3).

We acknowledge that stress, loneliness, and burnout are well-
known phenomena in the teaching profession (Tabancali, 2016; 
Ortega-Jiménez et al., 2021), so again we emphasize the need for 
support from individual universities and faculties. In an ideal 
world, every higher education teacher would have much more 
(paid) time to prepare their course and sufficient support from 
their faculty, so their courses could become inclusive and 
welcoming for all students (not only for those with dyslexia). 
Although we are not yet there, each individual in the teaching staff 
has the potential to contribute to the building of an inclusive 
environment in universities. Meanwhile, when as educators 

we  face challenges in building an inclusive atmosphere in our 
courses, we emphasize the persistent importance of individual 
support for students who need it, including dyslexic students (as 
well as Tobias-Green, 2014; Serry et al., 2017; Sumner et al., 2020). 
As educators, we must reflect on our own beliefs, knowledge, and 
attitudes toward students and reflect on those shaping and 
reshaping our daily teaching practices.

4.1 Limitations

Although this review has a strong potential to spark a debate 
about the nature of the university environment, most of the 
included studies have smaller sample sizes, and there is a lack of 
studies from a broader spectrum of countries (cultural and 
linguistic dependency). We also acknowledge that our search string 
could have been broader (e.g., including term lecturer), which 
would likely have resulted in the inclusion of more studies. 
Considering that, we would like to highlight that the results of this 
review should be  taken as an insight into the issue, and it is 
important to continue researching this area, so the results could 
be more generalizable.

5 Conclusion

The purpose of this scoping review was to explore how 
university teachers reflect knowledge and beliefs about studying 
with dyslexia in higher education and what their attitudes and 
practices are when working with dyslexic students. This review 
showed that university teachers have a basic knowledge of 
dyslexia, are aware of the specifics of studying with dyslexia and, 
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Recommendations for universities (faculties) and educators.
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in general, their attitudes toward students with dyslexia are largely 
positive. However, dyslexia remains a gray area for them, 
associated with lack of information, confusion and some concerns, 
a feeling of unpreparedness and lack of support. Faculties should 
provide more support to their pedagogical staff so that these 
teachers can support their students to a greater extent.
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