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Abstract: Over the last 30 years, international education policies have emphasised the need for more
inclusive environments, especially for previously marginalised and excluded populations. This article
explores the status of culturally and linguistically diverse students with special educational needs
in Spain between 2009 and 2019. Disaggregating the data by gender and origin (Spanish, EU, and
non-EU), we compare the relative risk ratio (RRI) of ending up in a special education pathway for each
group and relate it to the poverty risk index. The results reveal that male students from non-European
backgrounds are more likely to attend a special school and that poverty has a different impact on
the schooling of students depending on their origin. Therefore, while all Spanish laws support the
rights-based anti-discrimination principle of equitable education, international and national policy
objectives do not appear to be confirmed by educational practices. We conclude that the findings
indicate a Eurocentric perspective that reads ‘difference’ as a form of deficit and propose to begin to
question the role that colonial culture can play in developing inclusive policies and practices.
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1. Introduction

The Salamanca Statement and the Salamanca Framework for Action [1] have been
a source of inspiration around the world, having a significant impact on how education
systems respond to student diversity [2–4]. Subsequently, the 2030 Agenda [5] broadened
the horizon by reinforcing the role that inclusion, together with equity and sustainable
development, has in addressing the social, cultural, and economic barriers that limit quality
education and learning. Sustainable Development Goal 4 emphasises the need for more
inclusive environments not only for learners with SEN (special educational needs) but for
everybody, especially previously marginalised and excluded populations [5].

Consequently, over decades, inclusion has developed as a field of constantly open
tensions [6], the resolution of which is always partial because it is propaedeutic to the
emergence of new tensions and challenges in an increasingly inclusive vision of social
justice. One of these tensions relates to the question of who the groups of included students
are and which students continue to be referred to special education, based on decisions
made by guidance teams. In line with international guidelines, Spain’s recent Organic Law
3/2020 on Education states that the education administration is committed to developing
a plan to ‘reduce’ the number of special schools, with a view to improving resources and
conditions in ordinary schools and promoting inclusive education [7].

Currently, in Spain, students with special educational needs (SEN) can be classified
into seven categories: hearing impairment, visual impairment, motor disability, intellectual
disability, pervasive developmental disorders, severe behaviour/personality disorders,
and multiple disabilities.

These students can be placed in mainstream schools, in an alternative classroom
within the mainstream school or, in cases of greater severity and after a psycho-pedagogical
assessment, in special schools until the age of 21 at the latest.
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According to the current Spanish law [7], schooling in special schools will only be
carried out when measures for attention to diversity in mainstream schools are insufficient
to attend to these students’ needs. This schooling, aimed at students with different types of
disabilities, is carried out during the daytime and includes a flexible curriculum focusing
mainly on the acquisition of communication and motor skills.

Together with other authors [8–11], we share the conviction that the debate on inclusive
education should not be reduced to the issue of the placement or allocation of students
in certain spaces. We also believe it is necessary to look deeper into the dimensions of
presence, learning, and participation in order to evaluate the progress of educational
inclusion. However, we consider presence to be above all a necessary, although not
sufficient, condition that can provide us with information on the institutional mechanisms
of schooling and help us explore the subordinate and subaltern positions of those who
remain on the margins of inclusion processes.

In this regard, one dimension of the growing concern for educational equity is dispro-
portionality in special education, specifically with regard to culturally and linguistically
diverse groups of students (CLD). Over the last 50 years, especially in the US, studies
have flourished on the incorporation of CLD students in special education on the basis
of dubious labels such as language, behavioural, or emotional disorders [12–18]. Some
studies [19,20] found that the placement of students of colour in special education is related
to low academic achievement, involvement in the juvenile justice system, and high dropout
rates. In the European context, students from Mediterranean countries such as Italy, Portu-
gal, Turkey, Greece, and Spain are overrepresented in German special schools [21], as are
Afro-Caribbean students in the UK [22,23] and Romany students in the Czech Republic [24],
Bulgaria, and Hungary [25,26]. In Israel, Palestinian students have higher rates of disability
than Jewish Israelis [27] but lower rates of receiving special education services [28].

A key concern with disproportionality—the overrepresentation or underrepresentation
of student groups in special education—is whether these trends mean certain students are
misidentified for services [18,29]. In this regard, disproportionality has policy implications
for schools seeking to provide appropriate educational services for all students [30]. Indeed,
inappropriately placing students who do not need such support in special education
pathways as well as failing to provide support to students who would benefit from such
support means reducing students’ educational opportunities [23,31].

Therefore, the misplacement of students in special education is problematic as it is
not only stigmatising, but it can also deny individuals the high quality and life-enhancing
education to which they are entitled [32].

Among the causes of this inequality affecting CLD students, researchers highlight a
form of institutional selection based mainly on the perception of language deficits as learning
disabilities [33,34], misidentification due to the cultural biases of professionals [18,35–37], and
the historical legacy of a deficit view of difference [38–40].

In Spain, there is no research on this subject to date. Therefore, this is a pioneering
study that was carried out with the aim of opening a debate on the situation of CLD
students in special education and the educational opportunities they are guaranteed in
Spain. To this end, we use, on the one hand, temporality as a key dimension of our
approach, situating ourselves at specific points in time to detect the historical nature of
inequalities affecting culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) and SEN students. On
the other hand, by recognising the culturally situated and historically produced nature
of difference, we see disability policies as an expression of power relations that affect
students, families, and communities [41]. In this regard, we use Quijano’s [42] notion of
the coloniality of power as an analytical category to explore the nature of intersubjective
relations and to investigate the practices of exclusion and oppression. This pattern of power,
originating with European colonialism in the early sixteenth century, creates a universe of
intersubjective relations of domination under Eurocentric hegemony [43] in which some
social groupings exercise control over the behaviour of others. This produces subaltern
subjectivities [44] that are not only subject to forms of political–economic domination,
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but also a Western cultural hegemony that places non-European culture in a structure of
asymmetrical and hierarchical relations. Despite the end of historical colonialism, this
dimension of cultural and intellectual domination of Western hegemonic power continues
to operate and perpetuate situations of oppression that affect all social spheres, including
education [42]. Thus, we consider that it is fundamental to adopt this perspective in order
to investigate whether subalterns such as CLD students with SENs are being marginalised
or excluded by ordinary schools.

At the same time, firmly believing that identities are not one-dimensional, we draw on
intersectional theory [45] to describe how different axes of identity (gender, origin, income)
intersect in subaltern subjectivities and what kind of experiences they produce.

Intersectionality has proved to be a productive concept for examining the dynamics of
difference [46]. Therefore, we use it to understand how the interaction of multiple systems
of oppression shapes opportunities.

This type of analysis allows us to avoid abstract and decontextualised narratives about
CLD students and helps us to capture the impacts of different social constructions on
their schooling.

Therefore, from these perspectives, our study aims to map the human geography of
special education, exploring the complex relationships between educational inequalities,
the role of special education, and culturally and linguistically diverse students (CLD).
Specifically, our research aims to: (a) assess whether the linguistic and cultural origin of
students, in combination with gender, is a factor that is related to a higher probability of
being enrolled in special schools with regard to Spanish students, (b) establish the change
in rates of the presence of CLD students in special schools during the period 2009–2019,
according to their origin and gender, and (c) verify whether there is a link between the
risk of poverty and social exclusion of families and the risk of enrolment in special schools
according to their linguistic and cultural origin.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Experimental Design

This study is an ex post facto, longitudinal, and descriptive investigation. The data are
taken from the official Spanish database of infant, primary, secondary and baccalaureate educa-
tion and vocational training, which is compiled by the Sub-directorate General of Statistics and
Studies of the Ministry of Education and Vocational Training “https://lc.cx/FFiyyz (accessed
on 5 May 2021)”. As descriptive indicators of the data, we used the absolute frequencies of
students in special schools compared to students in ordinary schools, percentages and two
types of statistical indices capable of clearly reflecting the proportionality of the study data.

First, students were disaggregated according to whether they were from the European
Union or outside the EU. The relative risk index (RRI) was used to compare the risk of
ending up in a special education route for each minority group (students from EU and
outside the EU) versus the risk for the majority group (Spanish students). The RRI is
expressed as the coefficient between the risk of being enrolled in a special education school
and the risk of being enrolled in an ordinary school for each analysis group (RRI = 1 when
the RRI is the same in the group of analysis as in the reference group). Next, the variable of
origin was interacted with the gender variable to see if this interaction led to a change in the
composition of students enrolled in special education. Finally, trend lines most appropriate
to the data were analysed using polynomial functions in order to define the change in rates
of special education students from 2009 to 2019 and also to understand possible changes in
the inclusion process.

Then, the poverty risk index or social exclusion of families according to their origin
(Spanish, EU, and outside EU) was used to relate it to the RRI and find out if they are
related through correlations. The poverty risk index is an external index used by the
Spanish National Statistics Institute (INE) which measures values in the range 0–1. With
respect to the calculation of the correlations between the RRI and the poverty risk index,
Spearman’s correlation has been used as a non-parametric test, since, as the data are of
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secondary origin, it is not known whether the population distribution meets the criteria
of normality.

2.2. Variables Included in This Study

The following variables were included in this study:

• Modality of student enrolment: Dichotomous nominal variable that reflects whether
the student has been enrolled in an ordinary or special education school. In addition,
the concept of students diagnosed with special educational needs (SEN) has been
taken into account as a mediating factor that usually determines the enrolment of
students in special schools.

• Year of enrolment: Ordinal longitudinal variable with 11 levels representing the years
from 2009 to 2019, which usually correspond to the years from 2009–2010 to 2019–2020.
It is used to show the longitudinal evolution of the results obtained in the rest of the
variables, thus enabling trend lines to be reflected through polynomial functions. It
has not been included from the academic year 2020–2021 onwards, since the outbreak
of the pandemic caused by COVID-19 completely halted face-to-face educational
activity and migratory flows between different countries, meaning that from this point
onwards, the data would be heavily biased.

• Origin of students: Nominal variable that represents the origin of students. For
some analyses, this variable will be treated as a dichotomous variable (Spanish/CLD
students), and for other analyses the category ‘CLD students’ will be broken down
into students from European Union (EU) countries and students from non-European
Union countries (non-EU).

• Gender: Nominal, attributive, dichotomous variable with two levels (female/male
student or boy/girl).

2.3. Study Population and Sample

The target population of this study is CLD students with SEN between 3 and 18 years of
age enrolled in ordinary and special schools between 2009 and 2019. The data used to define
the type of schooling, origin, and attributive characteristics of all CLD students with SEN in
Spain was taken from the official database of infant, primary, secondary, and baccalaureate
education and vocational Training, compiled by the Sub-Directorate General for Statistics
and Studies of the Ministry of Education and Vocational Training. Therefore, the sample
participating in this study is virtually equivalent to the same population. Regarding the
data extracted from the Spanish National Statistics Institute, these come from the report
conducted for the Europe 2020 Strategy (INE, 2022) and describe the risk of poverty or
social exclusion according to the nationality of the family of CLD students enrolled in
school between 2009 and 2019.

Since the change in the participating sample in each school year is largely repeated in
the following school years, it is not advisable to extract a sample number as the sum of the
students in each school year as the final reference. Thus, specifying the arithmetic mean
of the number of students for the school year period from 2009 to 2019 is recommended.
In this period, the average number of students in compulsory education in Spain was
M = 8,039,657, out of which an average of 2.2% (M = 176,815) were identified as students
with SEN, and within this group, 19.44% were enrolled in special schools (M = 34,382).
With respect to the nationality of students, 9.5% were CLD students (M = 763,416), while,
within the student population enrolled in special education, the average percentage of
CLD students was 11.82% (M = 4067.18). More specifically, within the CLD student body,
2.6% (M = 209,191.18) of the total number of students came from the European Union
(EU) and 6.9% (M = 554,160.36) from non-EU countries, while in special schools, 2.3%
(M = 801.91) come from the EU and 9.5% (M = 3263.45) come from non-EU countries.
Finally, with respect to the gender of CLD students, 52.48% of students attending ordinary
schools in Spain were girls (M = 3581,855) and 47.52% were boys (M = 3817,191), while
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in special schools the proportion was 58.24% boys (M = 19,812), compared to 41.76% girls
(M = 11,839).

3. Results

Our study reveals that the percentage comparison between the change in rates of all
students with SEN enrolled in special schools and the change in rates of CLD students with
SEN enrolled in special schools (Figure 1) clearly identifies two different trends. On the
one hand, the rate of SEN students enrolled in special schools continues to decrease over
the years, confirming a trend towards increasing inclusive education; on the other hand,
the rate of CLD students, especially those from non-EU countries, increases from 11.30%
to 13.12%. In contrast, the rate of EU students enrolled in special schools, remains stable
throughout the period, showing an almost flat evolutionary line.
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and 2019.

These data are particularly relevant, especially if we take into account the absolute
frequencies of CLD students which, throughout the decade analysed, do not display an
asymmetric flow, thus confirming that there were no major migratory waves that could
have significantly altered the evolution of the distribution of non-university CLD students
in Spain.

With respect to fulfilling the first research objective to assess whether the linguistic and
cultural background of students is a factor related to a higher probability of being enrolled
in special schools over the period 2009–2019, our study highlights two different trends
(Figure 2). The pattern of disproportionality is particularly striking in the case of non-EU
students, who show the highest RRI, with a tendency to increase until 2015, when the risk
of being enrolled in a special education school or route for students from a non-EU country
reaches an RRI = 1.52. On the other hand, although the RRI of students from the EU shows
a slight increase to the present day, the figure does not exceed that of Spanish students.
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In order to identify other possible gaps, gender and student origin were interacted
in a combined way in the configuration of the special education school student body in
the period 2009–2019. Taking into account the interactions between origin and gender
substantially increases the explanatory power of the model, as it highlights important
variations in RRIs, especially for males from non-EU countries (Figure 3). In fact, our study
reveals that, if we interact the data of these students with that of EU males and females
and with that of non-EU females, these students are the most overrepresented in special
education, reaching an RRI = 1.83 in 2015. Therefore, with an average RRI = 1.67, these
students are much more likely to attend a special school than Spanish male students. This
disproportion is particularly evident when considering the low RRIs of female students
from the EU, who, with an average RRI = 0.69, are three times less likely to receive special
education compared to male students coming from a non-EU country. It should also be
noted that the situation of EU male students shows an upward trend towards increasing
RRIs, although this is only slightly higher than the RRI of Spanish students (RRI = 1).
These students end the period outnumbering the RRIs of female students from outside
the EU. However, these female students continue to have higher RRIs (average RRI = 1.08)
of attending a special school compared to female students coming from an EU country
(average RRI = 0.69).
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With regard to the second research objective of establishing the trend lines generated
through the polynomial functions that best define the change in rates of CLD students
in special schools during this period according to their origin and gender, Table 1 below
shows the resulting coefficients of determination (R2) based on the polynomial regressions
of degrees 1–6 for the distributions over the period 2009–2019 of the RRI of CLD students
in special schools, taking into account their gender and origin.

Table 1. Resulting coefficients of determination (R2) according to polynomial regressions of grades 1–6.

RRI for female students from the EU R2

Polynomial of degree 1 (Lineal) 0.547
Polynomial of degree 2 0.820
Polynomial of degree 3 0.872
Polynomial of degree 4 0.872
Polynomial of degree 5 0.877
Polynomial of degree 6 0.885

RRI for male students from the EU R2

Polynomial of degree 1 (Lineal) 0.905
Polynomial of degree 2 0.937
Polynomial of degree 3 0.940
Polynomial of degree 4 0.942
Polynomial of degree 5 0.976
Polynomial of degree 6 0.978

RRI for female students from non-EU countries R2

Polynomial of degree 1 (Lineal) 0.148
Polynomial of degree 2 0.615
Polynomial of degree 3 0.733
Polynomial of degree 4 0.822
Polynomial of degree 5 0.822
Polynomial of degree 6 0.837

RRI for male students from non-EU countries R2

Polynomial of degree 1 (Lineal) 0.235
Polynomial of degree 2 0.532
Polynomial of degree 3 0.595

Polynomial of degree 4 0.671
Polynomial of degree 5 0.676
Polynomial of degree 6 0.783

The polynomial selected by the law of parsimony for each distribution is shown in bold type.

With reference to the results shown by the coefficients of determination (R2) in Table 1,
the degree of the polynomial that best defines the distribution of the data is decided based
on the increases in the coefficient of determination (R2), according to the degrees of the
polynomial increase. The objective is to select a polynomial degree in which R2 is close to 1
and which increases slightly with respect to the previous polynomial, making the decision
based on the principle of parsimony. Below Figure 4 shows the final resulting trend lines
for each of the six distributions, taking into account the polynomial regression selected
in Table 1.

The resulting polynomial equations shown in Figure 4 point out very slight in-
clines/declines, indicating little increase or decrease on the y-axis for each unit increase
on the x-axis, i.e., in each year of the period 2009–2019. This result indicates that the
status of CLD students remains constant over 10 years, with no significant changes in the
distribution of special education school students. Therefore, the condition of inequality
that affects especially male non-EU students does not change, as they have a higher RRI of
being placed in special schools.
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Regarding the third specific objective to assess the possible link between the risk
of poverty, social exclusion of families and a higher risk of enrolment in special schools
according to students’ linguistic and cultural background, the RRI and poverty risk index
correlations were calculated for each category, as shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Spearman’s correlations between relative risk index and poverty risk index according to the origin.

Correlations between RRI and Poverty Risk Index According to the Origin Spearman’s Rho

Spanish students and families −0.418
Students and families from EU countries 0.604 *

Students and families from non-EU countries 0.723 *

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

It should be highlighted that for students with a higher poverty risk index in families,
regardless of their European or non-European origin, there is a significant correlation with
a higher RRI of enrolment in special schools. Moreover, within this group students from
non-EU countries have the highest correlation (ρ = 0.723). In addition, since the effect size
of this link is very high, it is a relationship of great statistical significance. On the other
hand, it is striking that for Spanish students this correlation is negative.

4. Discussion

Our study makes it possible to reveal disparities in the levels of inclusion in the
Spanish school system and, therefore, identify areas of injustice. We have particularly
focused on those subjectivities associated with multiple identity markers (disability, origin,
gender, income) in order to assess how the Spanish education system responds to the
intersection of these multiple identities. By relating origin to the gender variable, it became
clear that, with respect to Spanish and EU students, male students of non-European origin
are more likely to attend a special school. We interpret these data as confirmation that
gender intensifies the effects of nationality [47] constituting an element of intersectional
oppression. In fact, in interaction with origin, it can be considered as a marker that can push
boys more towards special education schooling. Therefore, being male and coming from a
foreign country, especially a non-EU country, produces different educational opportunities.

These results reveal the complexity of intersectional analysis, which does not allow
us to essentialise the experience of DCL students (all DLC students have a higher risk of
attending a special school) but requires us to explore the different multiple factors that
determine inequalities and raise the question of why there is such a pronounced difference
in gender and origin.
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Furthermore, this unequal status experienced by this student body does not vary over
the years examined. In fact, the trend lines show that this situation remained constant
between the years 2009 and 2019, thus revealing the structural character of this inequality
and demonstrating that these students are exposed to exclusionary practices to a greater
extent than students from Spain or other EU countries.

Therefore, while all Spanish laws support the rights-based anti-discrimination princi-
ple of equitable education, international and national policy objectives do not appear to be
confirmed by educational practices.

These results are in line with studies demonstrating the role of the historical legacy
of inequalities and the limitations of technical approaches to equity-oriented education
policies [48]. In fact, the existence of a ‘differential’ inclusion model that focuses to a greater
extent on non-European learners in special schools reveals the inability of these policies
to question historically entrenched power relations and recognise the complex web of
contextual forces in which they are produced [49].

We believe the results of our study, which report the same risk status for both Spanish
and other EU students, are indicative of a Eurocentric perspective through which ‘differ-
ence’ is interpreted. By expelling those who most deviate from this cultural canon, this
perspective draws a disturbing geography of power within the space of special education
by revealing the colonial structure that reproduces social hierarchies [42], and marginalises
non-EU students’ bodies. In this regard, the disproportionate ‘placement’ of certain stu-
dents in special schools can be explained as the reproduction of existing power relations
whose origins can be traced back to a historical culture founded on a deficit perspective.

Consequently, the context of special education becomes not only a place where the
persistence of a pattern of relations [50,51] maintains the status quo and reproduces patterns
of injustice, but also a tool of exclusion [52] and a device for the control of difference that
contains those subjects whose differences are perceived as extreme and external to the
standardised norm [10]. Therefore, although over the last fifteen years Spanish education
policies have legally recognised inclusive education, by not considering the colonialist
dimension of special education [24] they run the risk of reproducing ‘selective’ [53] and
culturally homogeneous inclusion—that privileges Eurocentric values as universal—as
long as the existence of structures that differentiate between population groups is accepted.
In contrast, we agree with Sandoval et al. [54] in the conviction that inclusion does not arise
naturally from the current social order, but as a result of conscious, reflexive, and volun-
tary actions and practices that transform the structures [55] of the educational institution
and society.

The results also reveal a statistically significant relationship between the RRI of CLD
students and the poverty risk index, which can be viewed as resulting in a higher risk of
enrolment in special schools when faced with a higher poverty risk index. However, the
absence of the same relationship for Spanish students confirms that poverty cannot be
considered the explanatory variable for the disproportionate representation of certain CLD
students in special education and that other explanatory models need to be considered.
Therefore, our data reveal a contradiction regarding the role that poverty might play in the
placement of students in special schools. On the one hand, the correlation between poverty
and the risk of enrolling in a special school is recognised, but on the other, this correlation
is mediated by origin.

We believe the results of our study suggest that origin continues to significantly
influence the risk of ending up in a special school and that poverty amplifies the effects of
other variables such as origin and ethnicity.

These findings are in line with a body of literature contesting the relationship among
disproportionality and poverty [29,56]. Skiba et al. [56] argued that no reliable relationship
was found in their study. Other researches [57] point out that, when interaction with differ-
ent categories of disability is taken into account, a more complex relationship is evident.

It is clear that poverty is related to risks such as low birth weight or malnutrition and
thus tends to be more associated with disability [58]. However, the problem of assuming
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that poverty offers the most accurate explanation ignores possible systemic factors that may
have an impact on the higher placement rates of some CLD students in special education.

We believe that the nexus between poverty and disability produces a pathologi-
sation process which is the result of a deficit-oriented perspective on disability. This
pathologising gaze obscures the colonising structures of oppression [59] that construct an
ability-normative space that subordinates culturally different subjectivities.

We agree with Artiles et al. [60] that data on the impact of poverty on developmental
problems in some groups also support the assumption that the consequence of living in
particular conditions is the intrinsic defining characteristic of these groups. Historically, this
logic has evolved into an essentialist stance about the nature of students from historically
marginalised groups living in poverty.

On the other hand, by highlighting the different impact that poverty has on the
schooling of students depending on their origin, our results are in line with other studies
that have found that, despite equal economic conditions, CLD students are more likely to
be enrolled in a special school [56,58].

Therefore, assuming that the correlation between special education and poverty re-
flects a true difference in the abilities of students with a high poverty risk index and those
who do not have such a high index, allows us to continue without critically examining pos-
sible inequalities and the ways in which the school system may be creating or exacerbating
these differences.

Limitations

This research shows some limitations in data collection. Firstly, it was not possible
to distinguish between first- and second-generation students. This differentiation would
have allowed us to investigate the impact of origin on inclusion processes more precisely.
Secondly, as far as CLD students are concerned, the database used does not have data
classified according to age, type of disability, or social class. These data would have helped
us clarify under which conditions CLD students become especially vulnerable to the risk of
being enrolled at a special school. At the same time, we are aware that the homogeneity to
which the notion of ‘CLD students from EU and non-EU countries’ refers does not help
the process of making identities visible, thus making it necessary to look more deeply into
inter- and intra-group differences. The nature of the available variables makes it clear that
more analysis along these lines is needed to improve our conceptual understanding of the
disproportionate representation of this student body in special education.

However, despite the limitations of the dataset used in this analysis, we believe that our
study contributes to providing a useful quantitative strategy to unmask the sedimentation
of inequalities affecting subjectivities at the crossroads of different identity markers.

5. Conclusions

Our findings point to several important implications for inclusive policies and prac-
tices. First, in order to eliminate barriers to educational opportunities it is essential to
understand and recognise the role that the context, in its socio-historical, socio-cultural,
and socio-spatial dimensions, plays in the production of educational inequalities. This
implies shifting the emphasis from a perspective centred on the intervention on individuals,
the bearers of deficits, to institutional structures and the discursive order of educational
policies. In our view, this approach would recognise special education as a colonial tool
based on historical visions of deficit that affect some minorities and embedded in education
policy and practice.

Second, it is critical to focus on the processes of disability identification and psycho-
pedagogical assessments that determine the choice of schooling. Special educational
assessment relies on tools and processes that measure and interpret culturally sensitive
skills and behaviour. Therefore, we consider it necessary to explore these decision-making
processes and to implement training on disability identification that includes the consid-
eration of cultural and linguistic differences. This would help prevent practices that lead
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to patterns of inequality and avoid the potential harm that can come to a child who is
misdiagnosed or with an inadequate education.

Third, if we recognise the paradoxical nature of special education, which although
conceived with the intention of providing educational support has become a tool for social
exclusion, we must consider the permanent dismantling of special education as a necessary
condition for advancing educational equity.

To achieve this objective, we highlight the need to investigate special education prac-
tices at the micro level in order to discover the processes and structural effects of these
practices. On the one hand, we consider this critical analysis to be a decisive element in
moving towards the dismantling of special schools and, on the other hand, as a propaedeu-
tic reflection to improve the practices of ordinary schools so that they can be the best
alternative for families and guidance teams. This would consider inclusion not only as
the opportunity to place the entire student body in the general education classroom, but
as an environment whose practices can guarantee participation to all historically silenced
subjectivities and thus advance towards the construction of a plural and just society.
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