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Abstract 

 The transfer of global education policies occurs unevenly across 

contexts and fails to consider local identity and characteristics. 

These policy practices are wrapped up in political interests, power 

relations and ideological implications. Transferring global policies 

of inclusion in education to national education systems is a relevant 

example of this. Drawing on empirical data from 39 semi-structured 

interviews conducted with policymakers and bureaucrats from 17 

regions in Spain, this article examines the transfer of UNESCO 

guidelines for inclusive education in favour of cultural diversity to 

national contexts. The analysis reveals that policymakers and 

bureaucrats recognise international guidelines and highlight 

education policies aimed at promoting access and participation for 

all in schools, in line with the UNESCO Framework for Action. 

However, they also consider local traditions based on compensation 

through policy structures that favour segregation. The analysis 

suggests that the transfer of international discourses to national 

contexts wrapped up in political interests, power relations and 

ideological implications and reinforce structures of inequality.  



Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

276 | P a g e  
 

Keywords: UNESCO, policy transfer, policy making, inclusive education, 

cultural diversity 

 

Introduction 

The requirements of educational reforms under conditions of global 

interconnectivity and interdependence means that educational purposes 

previously established in specific countries have become international and 

subject to analyses and stipulations provided by international agencies. As the 

focus of educational policymaking appears to have shifted, the question now is 

how some international policies are establishing their own 

priorities―considering cultural and historical traditions―and whether the 

national and local systems are overwhelmed by policy dictates from agencies 

operating across and beyond nation-states (Rizvi, 2017). 
 

The transfer of educational policies is one aspect of a growing 

internationalisation of education (Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018) in 

terms of common policy approaches that are known to materialise unevenly 

across contexts and that fail to consider re-contextualisation (Mikelatou and 

Arvanitis, 2021). These common policy approaches can focus on meaning or 

action and have political interests, power relationships and ideological 

implications (Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021). Inclusive education is a 

relevant example of this (Slee, 2019).  
 

Inclusion is recognised in the education policies of all countries (UNESCO, 

2018). More specifically, in the 2030 Agenda (UNESCO, 2015), inclusion is 

proposed alongside equity and sustainable development as a basis for 

addressing the social, cultural and economic barriers limiting quality education 

and learning for all students rather than only for students with special 

educational needs. Inclusive education reflects values and principles and 
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focuses on challenging the ways in which education systems reproduce and 

perpetuate social inequalities concerning marginalised and excluded groups of 

students across a range of abilities, characteristics, developmental trajectories 

and socioeconomic circumstances. Hence, inclusion is inexorably linked with 

the principles of equality and social justice in both educational and social 

domains (Artiles, Harris-Murri and Rostenberg, 2006). Extensive research on 

inclusive education highlights that it benefits children (e.g. Arnaiz and Guirao, 

2015; Ramberg and Watkins, 2020; Szumski and Karwowski, 2012). However, 

developing inclusion and equity within education systems should be based on 

an analysis of specific contexts (Ainscow, 2020). 
 

In this article, we will highlight how policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ discourses 

transfer and manage international guidelines of inclusive education in line with 

the UNESCO Framework for Action in particular contexts and, more 

specifically, those focused on the inclusion of cultural diversity in education. 

Although international declarations represent important inclusion commitments, 

they require support from within national frameworks. In fact, several studies 

have demonstrated how inclusive education is widely misunderstood. A lack of 

consistency could impact negatively on the desired policy and school practice 

by generating wrong meanings of inclusive education based on assimilation and 

integration (D’Alessio, Farrell, and Cologon, 2018). 
 

A perspective on inclusive education from UNESCO Framework has brought 

significant changes to education policy and school management and 

organisation (Diem, Browning and Sampson, 2020). Teachers are to act in new 

ways and form new partnerships with parents and other social actors to improve 

and safeguard the quality of learning, and pupils and parents have to ‘assume 

responsibility’ for taking individual control over the learning process in school. 

This means policies for educational change should become imperative, given 



Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

278 | P a g e  
 

current conditions of inequality, injustice and marginalisation in schools, 

education systems and society (Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021; Verger, 

Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). However, we need to reflect on how to do this 

(Beach, 2017; Matthews, 2018), which, by the way, is our research problem. As 

different authors (e.g. Lakoff, 2002) have pointed out, the way in which policies 

are framed and constructed affects policy creation and implementation. 

From 2017 to 2021, we conducted a project on cultural diversity discourses and 

practices in Spain and we structured it in three phases: (1) policy analysis; (2) 

exploration of schools with a high population of foreigners; and (3) 

ethnographic studies in several schools. 

 

Using an analysis that includes the discourses of policymakers and bureaucrats 

in education about how they frame guidelines of inclusive education in line with 

the UNESCO Framework for Action in a particular context, the aim in this 

article is to investigate how policymakers and bureaucrats from a particular 

country transfer these guidelines to ensure the inclusion of cultural diversity in 

education. Two research questions have guided this analysis: 

• How international guidelines for inclusive education from the UNESCO 

Framework for Action are adapted by policymakers and bureaucrats of 

education in the national arena? 

• How do national policymakers and bureaucrats in charge of education 

manage guidelines for inclusive education in line with the UNESCO in 

their context to construct inclusion of cultural diversity policies? 

 
Our aim is to learn how international orientations for inclusive education in line 

with the UNESCO Framework for Action are managed and framed by 

policymakers and bureaucrats in charge of education in Spain to promote the 

inclusion of cultural diversity in education. 
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Inclusive education policies as a global framework 

In 1994, the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994), signed by 92 countries, 

presented inclusion as a guiding principle in the development of education for 

all. This changed the course of the global agenda by focusing on inclusion 

policies. These countries committed to transferring this global agenda to their 

national contexts. 
 

Recently, in the Incheon Declaration adopted at the World Education Forum, 

inclusion became a principle and a process: ‘Inclusion and equity in and through 

education is the cornerstone of a transformative education agenda. No education 

target should be considered met unless met by all’ (UNESCO, 2015:2). In the 

same vein, UNESCO (2016) identified this cornerstone as a reference for 

developing guided education policy in a context of diversity and democracy. 

The essence of strategic features such as identification and removal of barriers, 

while considering the presence, participation and achievement of all students, is 

a statement of political aspiration in a context where competitive societies and 

educational systems focused on the results accept the inequality as natural for 

pupils from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and ethnic minorities (Slee, 

2019). More specifically, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and 

the Global Education Monitoring Report (UNESCO, 2016) in SDG 4 aim to 

‘ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning 

opportunities for all’.  

 

Currently, international guidelines for inclusive education —with terms such as 

‘inclusive education’ and ‘equity’—and policy purposes of prevention and 

intervention are considered to achieve specific policy goals that meet the 

educational needs and raise the achievements of all learners (Ramberg and 

Watkins, 2020). Nevertheless, studies from several countries show some 
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limitations and contradictions in policymakers’ transfer of inclusive education 

policy: 

• Inclusive education is used as an umbrella term for a variety of 

approaches characterising children’s participation or exclusion in schools 

(Alves, 2019; D’Alessio, Farrell, and Cologon, 2018).  

• New policies merge with old assumptions and new terms may replace old 

ones with little or no change in thinking behind the policy or subsequent 

practice, thus creating confusion as to policy purposes (Matthews, 2018; 

Ramberg and Watkins, 2020).  

• Some countries independently of their cultural and local knowledge and 

experiences construct policies based on international guidelines of 

inclusive education (Duke et al., 2016; Ronning Haugen, 2011). 

• Education policies designed to help disadvantaged students have the 

perverse effect of harming them by exacerbating the very problems they 

were intended to solve (Gottfried and Conchas, 2016; Liasidou, 2014; 

Matthews, 2018). 

• A persistent focus on a narrow set of possible solutions to educational 

problems arises, in part because of the politics of distraction, which 

promote taken-for-granted ideas and notions to mask more troubling 

rhetoric. Thus, both problems and solutions relate to individual actors, 

symbolic gestures and practices that, while accepted, are rooted in white 

supremacy, cis-heteronormativity, or patriarchy, to name a few (Farley, 

Leonardi and Donnor, 2021). 

 

Any transfer of orientations for inclusive education to national arenas it depends 

on particular political discourses and the interpretation(s) of inclusion (Alves, 

2019) at both local and national education levels (Magnússon, Göransson and 

Lindqvist, 2019). Few studies, however, have highlighted the need to analyse 

the context of national education policy (Diem, Browning and Sampson, 2020; 
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Mizrav, 2021; Ronning Haugen, 2011). In this context, we are interested in 

investigating how guidelines for inclusive education in line with the UNESCO 

Framework for Action policy are framed in national arena through and by the 

voices of policymakers and bureaucrats by considering policies on inclusion of 

cultural diversity in education.  

 

Theoretical framework: transferring inclusive education policies 

According to Massey (2008), socio-spatial and material practices develop 

within the historical social-spatial relations of production, that is, within 

particular places. Thus, educational relationships are formed in specific spatial 

and temporal contexts. In this regard, places comprise stakeholders with local 

and global action space horizons (Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018) and 

policymakers and bureaucrats transfer orientations to policies into a particular 

context. This way of viewing the ‘global’ as local and specific is important as it 

emphasises locality and place as a meeting point for complex networks, social 

relations (Massey, 2008) and ideology. Ideology is pervasive and ‘material’. In 

other words, governments and policies represent an essential and important 

contested space for reproducing and/or challenging policies that can normalise 

the status quo and reproduce existing power relationships (Farley, Leonardi and 

Donnor, 2021; Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 2021). Governing classes exercise 

symbolic power through policies by supporting the idea that schools include the 

variety of cultures forming the broader society, but they do so by also generally 

disconfirming the value of their cultures, which they include mainly to promote 

subjugation (e. g. Beach, 2017; Matthews, 2018). Concerning the inclusion of 

students from migrant or minority backgrounds, research shows that cultural 

diversity has posed one of the major challenges for schools (e.g. Garreta, 2014; 

Faas, Hajisoteriou and Angelides, 2014). This rethinking has been underpinned 

by national and international education policies, resulting in calls for more 

inclusive and fairer education, as is the case in Europe (UNESCO, 2016). 
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In a critical sense, and in specific terms, ideology exists materially in policies 

through the meaning of discourses, but it also reflects the dynamics of the 

reproduction model structuring the unconscious of policymakers, researchers, 

teachers, students and families (Ocampo, 2014). Using the terms introduced by 

Gramsci (1971), understanding discourses on inclusive education is part of 

culturally hegemonic forces turning the ideology of the dominant class into an 

active force to mold and incorporate the needs and interests of subordinate 

groups. Even countries that do legally acknowledge inclusive education can 

maintain structures that differentiate between population groups. The colonial 

past of European countries has often made its presence felt (Grosfoguel, 2013; 

Quijano, 2000), even in countries where inclusion has been recognised 

historically (Beach and Dyson, 2016; Beach, 2018). However, Spain has been a 

clearer example of this colonialism. A pattern of colonial power has affected all 

social spheres, and, therefore, education, thus perpetuating situations of 

oppression that continue to this day (Quijano, 2000). 

 

Spain: research context 

This study has been conducted in the decentralised Spanish school system. 

Decentralisation began in 1979, when the state curriculum granted some 

autonomy to the regional communities (Catalonia, Galicia, Andalusia, etc.) for 

local content. However, the most recent general common education laws have 

reintroduced common exams, thereby re-emphasising state jurisdiction and 

control over official knowledge. Education is provided through preschools and 

primary, secondary, upper-secondary, vocational and special schools. Although 

schools are generally public owned, private institutions now account for 32.9 %; 

of these, 25.5% are partially funded by the state (Ministerio de Educación y 

Formación Profesional, 2019) and education expenditure depends on regional 

regulations. While education is compulsory from the age of 6 to 16, our focus in 

this study is on state primary education for children aged 6 to 12. However, 
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knowing the whole structure of the education system is important to understand 

the state of education. 
 

Since the Spanish Civil War and Francoism, Spain’s education system has been 

extremely traditional, emphasising direct teacher instruction, strong subject 

guidance and a low degree of pupil differentiation; all pupils are given the same 

material and they mostly work individually (Ronning Haugen, 2011). The 

country has developed education systems embodying various ways of dealing 

with disadvantaged children. In 1970, a law on general education considered 

that children with disabilities in the education system should be in special 

schools or in special classrooms in regular schools.  

 

Concerning cultural diversity, Roma’s illiteracy rate was about 55% in 1978. As 

a result, an agreement between the National Secretariat of Roma Apostolate, 

dependent on the Catholic Church, and the Ministry of Education and Science 

agreed to create ‘bridging’ schools for the vulnerable population. In the same 

vein, educational policy in the 1980s tried to alleviate the educational 

disadvantages of some students caused by their social or economic 

circumstances, which especially affected Roma children (Salinas, 2009). This 

covenant lasted until 1986, when the decision was finally made to enrol Roma 

children in ordinary schools (Llevot and Garreta, 2006). This mainstreaming 

process began in Spain with the 1983 Compensatory Education Decree, which 

established the right of pupils to receive help to compensate for possible family-

related deficiencies if they were disadvantaged by ‘their economic capacity, 

social level or place of residence’. 

 

The 1990 Constitutional Law of the General Organisation of the Education 

System (LOGSE), based on a comprehensive school model, underscored respect 

for cultures and education in solidarity and cooperation. In line with the Council 



Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

284 | P a g e  
 

of Europe’s directives, it opened the door to intercultural education programs 

from the perspective of an education system that compensates for inequalities 

without parallel action. The international scenario began to exert considerable 

influence on Spanish policies after the Warnock Report (1978) in its original 

sense, which focused on the conceptualisations of special educational needs 

attending interaction between the individual and the context in which he/she 

lives. More specifically, in 1995, a decree on special educational needs 

recognised pupils’ social and cultural context as a possible cause of special 

needs. This document reinforced the interactive meaning of the needs and 

promoted curricular adaptations for children with special support requirements. 

Later, the 2006 Education Act (LOE) and the 2013 Education Act (LOMCE), 

factoring in the Salamanca Statement (1994), made an important contribution to 

inclusion. Currently, according to UNESCO (2015), Spanish legislation, 

through the 2020 Education Act (LOMLOE), underlines the idea of ‘a school 

for all’, embracing diversity, inclusive education, human rights, pluralism and 

democracy. However, they all keep the term ‘specific educational support 

needs’ to identify children with special educational needs, that is, children with 

various forms of disability, learning difficulties, sociocultural disadvantages and 

an ethnic minority background, as well as gifted learners. Other decrees 

reinforce curricular adaptation only for labelled children and a common 

programme for other pupils, thus favouring homogenisation.  

Spain, as other European nations, has experienced a migrant movement from 

other countries since the end of the 1990s (Portes and Aparicio, 2013). 

According to official statistics of 2020, up to 13.2% of students have foreign 

background, although figures vary enormously within and across different 

regions. Up to 80% of these students are currently in state education, placing 

new demands on the system and requiring changes in management and 

professionalism. Concerning management, these education policies and school 

practices are at an intersection between inclusion and equity policies on the one 
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hand, and competitiveness and excellence on the other (Verger, Fontdevila and 

Zancajo, 2017). In this vein, while quantitative data about results in schools and 

institutional practices are based on competence and efficiency (OECD, 2020), 

ideas about equity and inclusion tend to be secondary for educational 

administrators.  

 

Despite the influx of these new ideas about inclusion into official philosophy, 

several indicators show that schools resist fundamental changes, as they 

continue with traditional teaching and curricula and restrict inclusion processes 

(e.g. Domingo, Pérez-García and Domingo, 2019; Echeita, 2013). Thus, the 

OECD-2019 report (2020) pointed out that the Spanish education system 

perpetuates a structural pattern of student exclusion and segregation that hinders 

access to inclusive education. In fact, a high percentage of children whose 

parents did not complete upper-secondary education do not reach this level 

either (Murillo and Martínez, 2019), which points to an extremely low 

intergenerational mobility in the education system for this group of students. In 

this context, the UNESCO (2015) idea of inclusion is really a standard category 

of laws and education policies for Spanish regions from 2017 to 2021, but they 

understand inclusion as assimilation and integration. This is a failure and 

misunderstanding of ‘inclusion’. 

 

This research maps policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ discourses about how they 

transfer and frame one of the current global perspectives of including cultural 

diversity in education. The goal is to learn how international guidelines for 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework are managed in a national 

context. Our purpose is to open up areas to critically analyse the power implicit 

in political and institutional discourses. 
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This article examines whether analysing the transfer of international guidelines 

for national policy discourses on inclusive education and cultural diversity in 

Spain is valuable in other countries. We attempt to investigate this point with a 

study of the discourses of policymakers and bureaucrats in charge of education. 

Our aim is to learn how international guidelines for inclusive education from 

UNESCO Framework are considered in a national context attending to cultural 

diversity. Actions stemming from this theoretical position are not purely 

voluntary and there are close connections between space, place and the 

construction of social relations, practices, meaning and spatial identities. 

 

Methodology 

This research is based on a critical perspective with a dynamic view of change 

in which the dialectics between social structures and agency interplay in 

everyday educational action, language and practice (Banfield, 2015; Massey, 

2008). 
 

As global documents form the official discourse on inclusive education (OECD, 

2020; UNESCO, 2016, 2018, 2020), policymakers and bureaucrats could 

construct particular meanings to foster commitment to the notion of universal 

public interest in their countries. We look at how policymakers and bureaucrats’ 

discourses transfer global guidelines of inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework in a particular country. Our interest lies in analysing the transfer 

policy on the inclusion of cultural diversity in education, underpinning that 

concern with questions on policies of participation in and access to educational 

practices for disadvantaged groups.  

 

The research is part of a national research project in Spain on ‘Cultural diversity 

in schools. Discourses, policies and practices’ (CSO2017-84872-R) involving 

17 researchers from the universities of Granada, Zaragoza, Cantabria, Lleida, 
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Girona, Balearic Islands, La Rioja and Alcalá de Henares that will conclude in 

2021. Its aim is to explore how curricula and educational policy stakeholders 

balance and address inclusion and cultural diversity in educational 

policymaking. The first phase began by analysing legislation on the inclusion of 

cultural diversity in education in the 17 regional communities and two 

autonomous towns and conducting interviews with policymakers 

(policymakers) and bureaucrats. Surveys and ethnographies in schools 

completed the second phase. A deep analysis of different schools will allow to 

understand the interpretations that they make of legal guidelines. 

 

Based on the first project phase, the focus in this article concerns the discourses 

of policymakers and bureaucrats of education from all regions in Spain on how 

they re-contextualise global guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework in terms of cultural diversity. In Spain, policymakers represent the 

Ministry of Education in each region and bureaucrats are permanent 

professional education staff (of the state) representing a branch of the Ministry 

of Education (i.e. supervisor; educational resource centre manager). They can 

be employed in two ways: a) some are chosen by the government; b) others 

access by curriculum. 

This study is based on a design of semi-structured individual interviews (Kvale 

and Brinkmann, 2009) that comprised 40 policy interviews: 14 for policymakers 

and 26 for bureaucrats. The policymakers mainly work for the directorate-

general or provincial directorate for education in several regions. The 

bureaucrats are permanent professional education personnel (of the state) that 

are appointed by politicians to represent a branch in the Ministry of Education 

(i.e. supervision manager, manager at an educational resources centre). They 

can obtain their positions in two ways: a) some are chosen by the government; 

b) others access based on professional experience. They were selected using 

snowball sampling (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2015). 
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Table 1. Participants. 

REGIONS POLICYMAKERS 
(P) 

BUREAUCRATS 
(B) 

TOTAL 

REGION 
1 (A) 

 1 Minors Area Technician          1 

REGION 
2 (AR) 

1 Managing Director 1 Head of Service 
1 Resource Center Director 

         3 

REGION 
3 (CAN) 

1 Managing Director 1 Head of technical unit          2 

REGION 
4 (CLM) 

1 Managing Director           1 

REGION 
5 (CyL) 

1 Provincial Director 1 Head of Service          2 

REGION 
6 (CAT) 

 1 Resource Center Director 
2 Head of Service 

         3 

REGION 
7 (CCE) 

1 Provincial Director 1 Advisory technique          2 

REGION 
8 (CME) 

1 Provincial Director 1 Head of Service          2 

REGION 
9 (CM) 

1 Deputy general 
manager 

2 Advisory technique          3 

REGION 
10 (CFN) 

1 Managing Director 
1 Service Director 

1 Section chief          3 

REGION 
11 (CV) 

1 Managing Director 
1 Deputy general 
manager 

 
4 Head of Service 

         6 

REGION 
12 (PV) 

 1 Innovation Manager          1 

REGION 
13 (EX) 

 1 Head of Service          1 

REGION 
14 (IB) 

1 Managing Director 1 Head of Service          2 

REGION 
15 (LR) 

1 Deputy general 
manager 

1 Head of Service 
1 General coordinator 

         3 

REGION 
16 (AS) 

1 Managing Director 1 Education Counseling 
Technician 

         2 

REGION 
17 (RMU) 

 1 Head of Service 
1 Area Manager 

         2 

TOTAL 14 25          39 
 

The interviews were conducted by education researchers participating in the 

project from the different regions; one is the first author in this article. The 

interviewers established a rapport with their interviewees by phone first, and 

then in their institutional office when they were in the same region, or by phone 

again when the interviewees were in a different location. Interviews lasted 
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around 90 minutes. The interviews with key policymakers contained questions 

addressing the provision of inclusion of cultural diversity in education and its 

current implementation. We explored how policymakers and bureaucrats 

address policies to include cultural diversity in education based on the following 

aspects: 

• The educational administration’s theoretical approach to addressing and 

implementing inclusive education in primary schools 

• Current objectives of cultural diversity policies in primary schools 

• The evolution of discourses on education inclusion policies 

• Actions performed (general programs, projects and actions) to address the 

inclusion of cultural diversity in education 

 
All interviews were recorded, transcribed and then analysed. The identities of 

all respondents were protected using initials. 

 

While this article draws heavily on the specific policy discourses of 

policymakers and bureaucrats to better understand how policies are transferred, 

it does so by elaborating on links to the broader socio-political context in which 

inclusion principles are adopted in country settings. 

 

Given the interviewees’ knowledge and years of experience, we listened to them 

carefully and respectfully. They contributed their perspective as key figures in 

educational policy. The interviews provided them with an opportunity to 

comment on their observations, experiences and perceptions of their world 

freely and in context with subjectivity gained from a long career. In 

ethnographic interviews, informants provide details on the issues initially raised 

and they also discover new topics (Spradley, 1979). 
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According to Spradley (1979, 59), an ethical attitude towards the context and 

the interviewee was essential during the process. We highlight three major 

aspects for ethnographic interviews: a) explicit purpose, whereby the 

interviewee and interviewer know the reason for the conversation, where it is 

heading; b) ethnographic explanations, whereby the interviewee is given the 

necessary information; and c) project explanations covering general research 

aspects. In this sense the role of the interviewer was important to facilitate the 

expression and the reflection in the interviewees.  

 

Information analysis 

Three researchers performed the analyses using content from transcribed 

interviews (Charmaz, 2006). Each researcher initially analysed the information 

collected based on the interview questions. Then, we discussed the extracted 

data, the main concepts we considered emerged from them and their interpreted 

meanings. We read each other’s analyses and we then recoded and regrouped 

the data depending on how the policymakers and bureaucrats generally 

constructed their discourses on how they use international guidelines for 

inclusive education of cultural diversity in education. Next, we organised the 

information by coding it in terms of concepts, professionals, objectives, 

theoretical frameworks and actions. Categories emerged from deconstructing 

the multiple meanings in the responses. As the analysis was cyclical and 

continuously moved between the coding cycles, we recoded, re-categorised and 

returned to the data to follow new leads (Charmaz, 2006) using the Programme 

NVivo-12. 
 

Results 

When we analysed how policymakers and bureaucrats manage guidelines of 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework, the discourses surrounding 

issues relating to the inclusion of cultural diversity in education in the 
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regional/state arena are varied and sometimes shared similarities. Policymakers 

and bureaucrats recognize the guidelines for inclusion expressed within 

UNESCO Policy Guidelines for Inclusive education (2009, 2018) as a reference 

for local inclusion policy on their discourses. However, more guidelines for 

inclusive education advocating and valuing cultural diversity are combined with 

local policy perspectives based on segregated approaches based on the 

compensation of special needs. 
 

This combination of international guidelines of inclusive education from 

UNESCO Framework and local perspectives in local contexts could reflect how 

broader neoliberal influences on education have been interpreted (Beach, 2017; 

Liasidou, 2012; Matthews, 2018; Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). In 

this context, aspects such as a closed curriculum do not allow everyone to 

participate. While more substantive references to manage guidelines for 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework are evident for policymakers 

and bureaucrats, the transfer of international inclusion-related policies to the 

local culture is not obvious. A high-profile policy focused on recognising 

international educational guidelines from UNESCO Framework and failing to 

refer to carry out policies leading to inclusion for all (see Figure 1).  

 

(1) Recognising the guidelines of inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework as a reference to manage policy on inclusive education.  

(2) Leading the transfer from inclusion guidelines of inclusive education 

from UNESCO Framework. 

(3) Using superficial policy inclusion on local tradition focused on the 

integration and assimilation. Using policy inclusion from diversity as a 

category based on local tradition. A high number of iterations built on 

earlier policy work can be seen, through discourses managing the policy 
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of inclusive education from a local perspective based on diversity as a 

deficit. 

(4) Combining international guidelines and local perspectives on inclusive 

education. 

 
Figure 1. Spanish transfer of guidelines of inclusive education to national contexts (1). 

 
 

In the next Figure we can again see how all the interviewees recognise the 

inclusive education guidelines in the UNESCO Framework as a reference for 

managing inclusive education policy. Nevertheless, all the participants bar one 

consider diversity as a deficit at the same time (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Spanish transfer of guidelines of inclusive education to national 

contexts (2). 
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Principles of equity and quality are usually assumed 

Guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO Framework are a standard 

category of regional policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices. They consider this 

international perspective by transferring and recognising ideas such as diversity 

and equity, inclusive teaching practices and teacher education. There was a 

strong sense that guidelines for inclusion from UNESCO Framework influenced 

the voices of officials in all the regions. 
 

Diversity and equity are considered common terms in the discourses of regional 

policymakers and bureaucrats and a reference to manage inclusive education 

guidelines (Assarson, Andreasson and Ohlsson, 2016). As one bureaucrat says, 

the ‘principles of equity and quality are usually assumed’ (CMB1). In 

accordance with the guidelines for Inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework, these terms are considered to achieve given policy goals meeting 

all learners’ educational needs and raising their achievements (Ramberg and 

Watkins, 2020). In this context, by transferring inclusive education guidelines, 

policymakers and bureaucrats use the term ‘diversity’ as a common aspect. One 

policymaker comments ‘we do not use the term cultural diversity anymore’ 

(ARP1). Following this idea, one bureaucrat expresses that, as far as he is 
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concerned, there is not a ‘classified diversity’ (CFNAB1), and another says that 

‘diversity is the normal state of life’ (CMEB1). 

 

Policymakers and bureaucrats also acknowledge that schools should respond to 

pupils’ cultural diversity needs, recognise their identities and promote the 

participation of everyone when they say: 

 
/…/ I can teach with the best will in the world, but I have to teach Manuel, Pepe 

... and Manuel, Pepe, Antonio, Mohamed, Mahathir and Yasmina are six different 

realities I come across in my classroom /…/. (MEP) 

 

They underline the potential and value of cultural diversity in the classroom. In 

this sense a bureaucrat said ‘[the] classroom is endlessly diverse ... you take 

advantage of this potential and if you have pupils of three different nationalities, 

there are three diversities /…/’. (CANB1). 

 

Moreover, they highlight the relevance of incorporating other cultures into the 

curriculum. 

 
/…/ It is important for pupils to feel they identify with the curriculum being 

taught ... For example, when we talk about history, our only focus is Eurocentric 

and the history taught is only based on what has happened to us, and the other 

continents form part of history when Europe is involved with them /…/. 

(CATB1). 

 

To address the identities of everyone, policymakers and bureaucrats point out 

how to manage them in the classrooms. 

 
/…/ This requires work in the classroom. The school tries to perform activities 

through methodologies that respond to diversity, that get everyone to participate, 

those that have lots of ability to progress in their studies and those that don’t, 
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whether this is for personal, contextual, family or cultural reasons, etc. /…/ 

 (IBP1). 

 

Policymakers and bureaucrats emphasise policies connected with the need to 

recognise everyone, to listen to them, to incorporate their experiences in the 

classroom and to manage teaching practice from an interactive perspective. 

Policymakers and bureaucrats acknowledge that these policies mean teachers 

need to work in a different way and that education is key to achieving this 

purpose. They highlight the relevance of initial and continuing teacher 

education as a main line in their educational policy. Policymakers and 

bureaucrats recognise that teachers need to change how they work in the 

classroom. /…/ [Initial] and continuing teacher training is one of the priorities 

promoted to transition towards a shift in outlook on diversity. (ASP1) 

 

Transforming to a neoliberal context and global inclusion policies has now 

significantly changed the way the educational policy and school management 

and organisation are viewed (Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). Ideology 

has shifted toward teaching practice goals. Politicians have incorporated official 

global policy considerations addressing problems of the excluded groups in a 

homogenous school with a common curriculum created from a Western 

standard (Beach, 2018; Torres, 2009). Thus, teachers have to consider all 

students and their identity and culture. Consequently, policies related to 

teaching practices should provide knowledge and skills that are relevant and 

meaningful for each student’s sociocultural context and future life (Jaffe-Walter 

and Villavicencio, 2021).  

 

All the regulations we have designed stem from the United Nations 

As well as recognising guidelines related to ideas such as diversity and equity, 

inclusive teaching practices and teacher education, policymakers and 
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bureaucrats consider other more specific actions. They underscore the 

importance of re-contextualising the perspective of inclusive education from 

UNESCO Framework to create legislation, achieved by considering the 

relevance of listening to society. One policymaker tells us that ‘the first thing 

educational authorities must do, and I think we have done this, is to listen to 

society’s needs’ (ARB1). This should entail discussion and debate in which 

policymakers and society learn to listen to and respect one another. In this 

debate, policymakers and bureaucrats draw attention to UNESCO references in 

this educational legislation. Some examples are as follows. 
 

/…/ How do educational authorities make the society for which they are 

responsible work? … with regulations responding to an inclusive 

education…UNESCO points out the direction we should take and gives us some 

parameters. (ARB1) 

 

As in other countries, legislation is interpreted by policymakers and bureaucrats 

as an important support to manage guidelines for inclusive education from 

UNESCO Framework (i.e. Alves 2019). Along these lines, one bureaucrat 

states. 

 
/…/All the regulations we have designed stem from the United Nations and 

signed agreements. These are regulations we comply with. They help you gain a 

different outlook on the education system and pupils. I believe this is the major 

challenge we now face in this region /…/. (ASP1) 

 

The challenges of achieving universal inclusive education policies are stressed 

by official voices from several regions in Spain. 

When policymakers and bureaucrats discuss how to consider guidelines for 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework in the regions, besides 
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legislation, they highlight professional development and innovative projects as 

ways to achieve this. 

 

They mention several policy actions related to training teachers. ‘/…/ It is one 

of the challenges we have’ (CATB2). They put the emphasis on professional 

development in teacher training schools addressing methodology and from a 

reflective perspective 

 
/…/Teacher training in active methodologies to respond to everyone’s needs and 

overcome mechanical textbook-based teaching practices and to know more about 

how to assess using these active methods /…/. (ARP1) 

/…/At teacher training schools, educational requirements focus on new methods, 

cooperative working, project-based work or how to work with skills /…/. 

(CATB1) 

 

A reflective perspective is present for policymakers and bureaucrats as a 

relevant means of training (Jaffe-Walter and Villavicencio, 2021). 

 
/…/ I’m not signing up for a mindfulness or coaching course. That’s different ... I 

have to reassess my educational practice because I can’t teach a textbook, a 

curriculum, when that’s not my situation in my class /…/. (AB1) 

 

And they perform several policy actions related to this education of practicing 

teachers. 

 
/…/ This change of perspective in the teaching staff is the axis of the permanent 

training of teachers, so it is one of the priority lines that are promoted by the 

Ministry each year through work groups, seminars, courses /…/. (ASP1 ASB1). 

Policymakers and bureaucrats also consider innovative projects. 
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/…/ The regional Ministry of Education often prioritises projects contributing to 

inclusive education at schools ... We foster innovative projects on cultural 

diversity while integrating all kinds of pupils /…/. (ARB2) 

 

Transferring guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO Framework has 

now significantly conditioned local education policy. Policymakers and 

bureaucrats consider a variety of actions to provide teaching practices that are 

relevant and meaningful for each student (Jaffe-Walter and Villavicencio, 

2021). 

 

The Integra2 programme is a success 

We can see how the guidelines for inclusive education from UNECO 

framework has been understood in the local setting of Spain and what 

guidelines are like in several regions. However, policymakers and bureaucrats 

superficially established UNESCO discourses on inclusion by combining the 

preventive discourse on inclusive education with a compensatory perspective 

focused on diversity as integration and assimilation (Ramberg and Watkins, 

2020). In Spain, there has traditionally been an overemphasized idea about 

cultural homogeneity.  
 

The tendency is to promote individual educational solutions and teaching 

practices for some students (Jaffe-Walter and Villavicencio, 2021). A great 

number of policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices highlight policies to address 

diversity based on deficit or integration and assimilation education solutions. 

They demonstrate their responsibility in considering policies for inclusive 

education by underscoring special measures for special children. Politicians 

have incorporated official global policy considerations addressing the excluded 

groups’ problems, rather than the systems they were being excluded from, or the 

processes and mechanisms of their exclusion (Beach, 2018). Thus, their voices 
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on policies for inclusive education are based on compensation. They stress 

structures like the special classroom, special human resources and special 

programs for foreign children and minorities, taking the homogenous level in 

regular classrooms as a reference (Ramberg and Watkins, 2020). However, as 

none are inclusive, they essentially demonstrate misunderstandings of inclusion. 

The role of policies related to special classrooms to meet foreign and minority 

children’s needs is a common element in policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ 

discourses. Different kinds of classrooms are considered. Some receive children 

when they arrive in the country. Students in these classrooms are given the 

opportunity to acquire the Spanish language. The following excerpt shows the 

purpose of these classrooms. 

 
/…/ Language support classes for newcomers are for language immersion and 

attention to diversity... they manage to iron out the imbalance when the pupil 

arrives in the Spanish education system without knowing the language /…/. 

(CMEP1) 

 

In other cases, policymakers and bureaucrats consider ‘link classrooms’ to 

compensate children’s low academic level in various subjects. In the words of a 

policymaker ‘the purpose of these classrooms―focused on facilitating access to 

curricular classes―is to help foreign pupils catch up with curricular 

competency ... and to provide curricular support’ (ASTP1). 

 

Sometimes, these special classrooms are justified to meet Spanish language and 

curricular support requirements. 

 
/…/ They are language and curricular support classrooms. They have two parts: 

on the one hand, the language immersion we mentioned and, on the other, 

curricular support. These make it possible for them to fully integrate in an 

ordinary classroom /…/. (ASP1, ASB1) 
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Similarly, policymakers and bureaucrats highlight special human resources to 

support these pupils. Professionals are present in their discourses to respond to 

children’s requirements, individually or as a class group. 

 
/…/ There has been an increase in the number of people with a specialized 

professional profile addressing diversity out of all the teachers. In recent years, 

we have gone from having no guidance department or education specialists, nor 

counsellors or guidance units, to rolling out specialised educational guidance 

services /…/. (ASB1) 

 

Policymakers and bureaucrats point out educational requirements related to 

addressing cultural diversity based on one curriculum for all in the local 

language. Consequently, to meet these children’s requirements, they consider 

the need for special programs that are both part of the school’s timetable and 

extracurricular. In some cases, these programs consolidate curricular support. 

Although these kinds of programs might be viewed as transitional, this is not 

usually the case. These programs tend to keep the same children in the same 

groups (Murillo and Martínez, 2019) 

 
/…/ The Educational Support Programme (PAE) mainly targets children with the 

worst results but who are also those we would describe ... as in a lower 

socioeconomic situation and who possibly joined our system a bit later /…/. 

(CMP1) 

 

In other cases, these programs highlight the attention paid to these children in 

their free time. 

 
/…/ The Integra2 programme is a success. Its aim is to organise leisure time. 

University graduates in educational guidance, physical education and community 
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service teaching assistants perform activities with these children outside school 

hours /…/. (CyLP1) 

 

Despite a shift in ideology towards teaching practice goals for all, we can see 

how Spanish policymakers and bureaucrats maintain an overemphasised idea of 

teaching practices for some population groups (Arnaiz, 2019). This leads to the 

tendency to maintain policies on cultural diversity based on categorisation as a 

common thread in policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices. Several population 

categories and definitions pervade the discourses of policymakers and 

bureaucrats in the way Barton (1997/2006) mentioned decades ago. 

 
/…/ They are all the immigrants that don’t know the language and with an 

achievement gap, Spaniards with an achievement gap and disadvantaged due to 

geographical, social and cultural conditions, minorities, unfavourable 

environments, social exclusion, seasonal fairground workers /…/. (CLP1) 

 

They consider some foreign pupils as a diversity category, especially those with 

problems. A special reference in this respect is a tourist community in which a 

high percentage of the population is from other countries. In this tourism 

context, cultural diversity is interpreted as poverty. 

 
/…/ When we talk about cultural diversity at school, we have immigrants or 

foreigners or ethnic minorities ... all those pupils with social, educational, 

economic and cultural problems /…/. (IBP1) 

 

/…/ Cultural diversity is understood in a broad sense of the term and includes 

both ethnic minorities with their own culture, such as minorities and Roma. 

Immigrants with other cultures or languages /…/. (CANB1) 
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Therefore, policymakers and bureaucrats manage guidelines for inclusive 

education from UNESCO Framework but keeping ‘others’ as a category of 

children with special needs, thus reinforcing an underclass (Kramarczuk and 

Tefera, 2017) and special education solutions, which implies a 

misunderstanding and misapplication of the concept of inclusion itself. 

 

Diagnosing in order to get more resources for inclusion 

This article aims to render an account of policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices 

on the transference of guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework in certain countries. It has progressed by describing and analysing 

how policymakers and bureaucrats managed guidelines for inclusive education 

in education in particular contexts. We can see two perspectives in this 

category. The first concerns accepting UNESCO discourse on inclusive 

education and the second, a local historic understanding of inclusive education 

policies by transferring guidelines from UNESCO Framework. 
 

Inclusive education becomes the core value of democracy and an ideal of 

human values (Biesta, 2015), motivated by a globalised world (Armstrong, 

Armstrong and Spandagou, 2011), and it is transferred to policies almost 

uniformly without knowledge of the local context (Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 

2021; Slee, 2019). It seems that when it is applied misunderstandings arise 

about what inclusion actually is. Examples show how some global discourses on 

inclusive education guidelines from UNESCO are present in both the voices of 

regional policymakers and bureaucrats in Spain. However, there is hardly any 

critical reflection. Instead, following UNESCO (2015, 2020), policymakers and 

bureaucrats highlight inclusive education guidelines as a reference with only a 

partial connection to inclusion policies between international and national 

spaces. Consequently, emphasis on the most comprehensive dimension on 

ordinary education responses to children was muted (Verger, Altinyelken and 
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Novelli, 2018). Policymakers and bureaucrats from different regions seem to 

misunderstand inclusive education. These discourses on policies of inclusion are 

often accompanied by mainstreaming ideas involving special actions and 

segregation (Arnaiz, 2019; Barton, 1997/2006; Liasidou, 2012; Slee, 2019). 

 
/…/ We need to identify and diagnose in order to get more resources for 

inclusion. (IBB1) 

 

/…/ Special classrooms include rather than exclude because the style of teaching 

with children outside the ordinary classroom is a style that works /…/. (AB1) 

 

Despite international support for inclusion, stemming from work on the 

UNESCO Salamanca Statement, and the recent revalidation of this agreement, 

there is still considerable discrepancy in policy support for inclusive education 

in the voices of national/state education policymakers and bureaucrats.  

 

Arguably, the OECD’s more neoliberal logic has contributed to these 

discrepancies at an international level (Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 2021). 

Policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices have genuinely embraced policies on 

inclusion based on UNESCO guidelines for diversity and equity and inclusive 

teaching practices while considering the relevance of teacher education. 

However, they lead to policies based on organisational and teaching practices 

resulting from differentiation as exclusion. Consequently, policies on inclusive 

education are considered partially and with contradictions. 

 
…The ONU tells us where we have to go, it sets parameters. We make 

regulations, we say what specific measures teachers have to apply, we train 

them... we give them specialised resources... and we teach them how to use them. 

(ARP1). 
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According to Massey (2008), local situations need to be understood in relation 

to a more general history and traditions of law and hegemony. Places comprise 

stakeholders with local and global action space horizons (Verger, Altinyenken 

and Novelli, 2018). The transfer of guidelines for inclusive education produces 

and contextualises the historical social relations of production, and also their 

connections to local identities and actions, related to a background of special 

education mainstreaming in Spain. From this perspective, the transfer of 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework is a result of connections 

between space, place, time and the construction of social relations, practices, 

meaning and spatial identities. No such connections are present in the data.  

Places are concrete, lived and experienced realities formed by spatial and 

material practices. Policies based on a cultural homogenisation perspective in 

Spain are present when policymakers and bureaucrats talk about policies on the 

organisation of inclusion. 

 
/…/ Primary schools are working intensively with educational measures and 

attention to diversity that are usually included in their educational project for the 

school. And they do not deviate from the inclusive regulatory framework. In 

other words, there are resources in the form of specific professionals, such as 

therapeutic pedagogy teachers, there are early intervention teams, etc. /…/ 

(CMEP1). 

 

Although Spanish policymakers and bureaucrats discuss guidelines for inclusive 

education from UNESCO Framework, their response also stems from a 

perspective of unawareness by mentioning policies for differentiated practices 

for some groups of children. According to Gramsci (1971), this kind of 

differentiation seems to be normalised. Policies based on special classrooms 

differentiate teaching practices for diversity as an excluded category and as a 

culturally and historically constructed metaphor for agency, representation, 
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identity and power (Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). It has been a 

strong aim in the past (Arnaiz, 2019). 

 

Discussion 

By transferring inclusive education guidelines from UNESCO Framework, 

policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices denote a confluence of institutional 

routines and structures within a historical culture. Originating from capitalist 

modes of production and their inherent hegemony, they will most likely hinder 

empowerment and change by reproducing patterns of injustice, through consent 

to the status quo (Gramsci, 1971). Thus, the way in which policies are framed 

and constructed affects policy creation and implementation (Lakoff, 2002). This 

has long-term economic and social consequences, not only for those individuals 

and groups, but also for the rest of society (Kramarczuk and Tefera, 2017; 

Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 2021; Verger, Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). 

As in other studies (see, e.g. Mikelatou and Arvanitis [2021]; Ramberg and 

Watkins [2020]), this article enables us to see how governments and policies 

represent essential and important spaces for reproducing capitalist production 

relations (also Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977). Educational policies normalise 

the status quo and reproduce its existing power relations (Gramsci, 1971). We 

can see how some orientations for inclusive education still depend on special 

neo-traditional educational knowledge reproducing exclusion. Despite language 

and terminology changes, the meanings are similar to others. New and old 

policy discourses have merged (Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 2021). 
 

Concerning the transfer of guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework, data suggest the local policy frameworks associated with inclusive 

education of cultural diversity have catalysed some connections of both global 

educational objective and associated terms (Massey, 2008). Firstly, by 

transferring guidelines for inclusive education to local contexts, policymakers 
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and bureaucrats assume the perspectives of international and global objectives 

(Alves, 2019; Duke et al., 2016; Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021). Secondly, 

policymakers and bureaucrats use international orientations to lead local 

policies (Alves, 2019; Ramberg and Watkins, 2020; Ronning Haugen, 2011) 

without considering conditions of the local contexts. Thirdly, when they have to 

make a proposal to structure it, policymakers and bureaucrats underline policies 

based on their experiences accomplishing the exact opposite (Gottfried and 

Conchas, 2016; Slee, 2019). Fourthly, there are contradictions and ambiguities 

in their discourses that can often be traced to formal relationships and 

‘normalised’ educational policies based on performativity (Farley, Leonardi and 

Donnor, 2021; Mikelatou and Arvanitis, 2021). In this way, the hegemonic 

system seems to limit the ways of thinking and talking about global policies of 

diversity. 

 

Though policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices about educational policies are 

dominated by the rhetoric of inclusive education, exclusion persists in their 

discourses due to entrenched exclusion policies (Alves, 2019; Armstrong, 

Armstrong and Spandagou, 2011; Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021). Policies 

that accept and reinforce homogenisation in the education system place some 

individuals and groups at risk of becoming part of a social underclass. Social 

power relationships are at play here, without overcoming the division of labour 

that has developed in societies with a strong differentiation between 

policymakers and professionals, families, communities and between policies of 

education for all in global and national spaces.  

 

The results show that the hegemonic structure (Gramsci, 1971) is common in 

policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ discourses when transferring guidelines for 

inclusive education from UNESCO Framework. They are unconscious of the 

reproduction and they reproduce the unconscious as a component part of the 
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cultural hegemonic forces that, in order to shape and integrate the needs and 

interest of subordinate groups, transform the ideology of the dominant class into 

an active force. 

 

This article explores how guidelines for inclusive education from UNESCO 

Framework are managed in a regional context, in a fashion that makes it 

difficult to address policies connecting education, cultural diversity and equality 

without critical reflection. To what extent does this stem from a failure to take 

the procedural reflection from a global to a local level? In our view, these 

difficulties are linked to policies and structures in schools and society, 

hierarchy, and power relationships that: (a) position an education discourse 

developed by an organisation of economic development for their own interest at 

the local point of education policy; and (b) badly equip education leaders with 

contextualisation policy skills. They do not build on skills such as reflection, 

action and research to address the problems of education systems in which some 

groups of children are being excluded, nor do they address the processes and 

mechanisms of their exclusion (Beach, 2018).  

 

Recognising conflicting perspectives in policymakers’ and bureaucrats’ voices 

when transferring guidelines for inclusive education does not have to involve 

relinquishing hope for change. It is evident across regions that what was 

actually transferred was a deeply contradictory idea of inclusion, and when they 

have to explain how to achieve this through local policies, they combine this 

perspective with old ones (Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021). 

Understanding what is happening with interactions in global and local places is 

crucial. We argue that, while research and debate on inclusive education are 

important, both are insufficient without analysing the context of national 

education policy (Farley, Leonardi and Donnor, 2021; Rizvi, 2017; Verger, 

Altinyenken and Novelli, 2018). Any interpretation of inclusive education is 
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necessarily situated within a general education policy. However, it is worth 

recognising that misunderstandings of inclusion need to be addressed and 

‘segregation’ should not be misinterpreted as inclusion. Political 

interpretation(s) of inclusive education, resource allocation and political 

discourse on both local and national educational levels are important to 

understand the concretisation of global discourses (Magnússon, Göransson and 

Lindqvist, 2019). 

 

Concluding remarks 

The argument is often made that global frameworks are re-contextualised in 

national settings, sometimes following global directives and sometimes 

diverging from them (Cowen, 2006; Rizvi, 2017), by placing the data from the 

different regions side-by-side we can see a particular kind of engagement. The 

value of having an in-depth discussion and listening to varying positions with 

respect and an open mind should be promoted to consider local history and 

meaning. It might contribute to considering how global hegemonic discourses 

on education purposes and governance should be interpreted, resisted and 

negotiated. The global mobility of policies, people, ideas and media has 

developed in ways that are uneven and unequal. While inclusivity is seen as one 

of the precepts of participatory school management reforms, some elements of 

these policies on how to ensure equitable participation of children from 

different cultures are unclear in their policy local context. In the same sense, 

this research study conducted in Spain has some limitations arising from the fact 

that different regions with particular context must follow the same legislative 

guidelines, which are common for the whole country. We could talk about 

institutional pressures to conform to discourses, to certain expressions and 

ideological markers when regions have to adhere to the policy agendas of the 

country.  
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Studies such as the one proposed in this article are important as they investigate 

how international orientations for inclusive education are conveyed in local 

contexts. Such analyses have become part of a global trend in the field of 

education, and the research presented here may offer some insights and valuable 

empirical evidence for other countries to reflect on the transfer process of these 

education policy changes in their local contexts. 

 

Funding 

This work was supported by the Ministry of Competitiveness in Spain. ‘Cultural 

Diversity. Discourses, policies and practices’ (CSO2017-84872 ) 2015-2020.  

Sub-programme. Fundamental Research Projects MEC. 

 

References 
Ainscow, M. (2020) “Promoting inclusion and equity in education: Lessons from 

international experiences”, Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy  6(1), pp. 
7-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2020.1729587 

Alves, I. (2019) “International inspiration and national aspirations. Inclusive education in 
Portugal”, International Journal of Inclusive Education, 23(7-8), pp. 862-875. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2019.1624846 

Armstrong, D., Armstrong, A.C. and Spandagou I. (2011) “Inclusion: By choice or by 
chance?”, International Journal of Inclusive Education, 15(1), pp. 29-39. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2010.496192 

Arnaiz, P. (2019) “La educación inclusiva: Mejora escolar y retos para el siglo XXI 
[Inclusive education: School improvement and challenges for the 21st century]”, 
Participación educativa, 6(9), pp. 41-54. 

Arnáiz, P., and Guirao, J. M. (2015) “La autoevaluación de centros en España para la 
atención a la diversidad desde una perspectiva inclusiva: ACADI [School self-
assessment in Spain for dealing  with diversity from an inclusive perspective:    
ACADI]”, Revista electrónica interuniversitaria de formación del profesorado 18(1), 
pp. 45-101. https://doi.org/10.6018/reifop.18.1.214341 

Artiles, A. J., Harris-Murri, N., and Rostenberg, D. (2006) “Inclusion as social justice: 
Critical notes on discourses, assumptions, and the road ahead”, Theory into practice 
45(3), pp. 260-268. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4503_8 

Assarson, I., Andreasson, I. and Ohlsson, L. (2016) “Formation of fundamental values in the 
Swedish education system: a discursive analysis of policy texts”. In: Beach, D. and 
Dyson, A. Dir. Equity and education in cold climates in Sweden and England. 
London: The Tufnell Press, pp. 97-115. 



Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

310 | P a g e  
 

Banfield, G. (2015) Critical realism for marxist sociology of education, London:  Routledge. 
Barton, L. (1997/2006) “Inclusive education: romantic, subversive or realistic?”, 

International journal of inclusive education, 1(3), pp.231-242. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360311970010301  

Beach, D. (2017) “Whose justice is this! Capitalism, class and education justice and inclusion 
in the Nordic countries: race, space and class history”, Educational Review, 69(5), 
pp.620-637. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1288609  

Beach, D. (2018) Structural inequalities in Swedish education. Singapore: Palgrave. 
Beach, D., & Dyson, A. (2016) Equity and Education in Cold Climates, in Sweden and 

England. London: Tufnell Press. 
Biesta, G.J.J. (2015) Good education in an age of measurement: Ethics, politics, democracy. 

New York: Routledge. 
Bourdieu, P. and Passeron, J.C. (1977/1990) Reproduction in education, society and culture. 

London:Sage.  
Charmaz, K. (2006) Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through qualitative 

analysis. London: Sage. 
Cowen, R. (2006) “Acting comparatively upon the educational world: Puzzles and 

possibilities”, Oxford Review of Education, 32(5), pp. 561-573. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054980600976155 

D’Alessio, S., Grima-Farrell, C., and Cologon, K. (2018) Inclusive education in Italy and in 
Australia: Embracing radical epistemological stances to develop inclusive policies 
and practices. In M. Best, T. Corocran, and R. Slee (Eds.) Who’s in? Who’s out? 
What to do about inclusive education (pp. 15–32). Leiden, The Netherland: Brill. 

Diem, S., Browning, L. G. and Sampson, C. (2020) “In/exclusive engagement of school 
communities through school district decentralization”. In: Winton, S. and Parekh, G. 
Eds. Critical perspectives on education policy and schools, families and communities 
Information. USA: Age Publishing, pp. 1-22. 

Domingo, L., Pérez-García, P. and Domingo, J. (2019) “Critical views of education 
professionals in the face of educational responses to the challenge of inclusion in 
Andalusian schools”, Archivos analíticos de políticas educativas, 27(118), pp. 1-25. 
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.4185  

Duke, J., Pillay, H., Tones, M., Nickerson, J., Carrington, S. and Loelu, A. (2016) “A case for 
rethinking inclusive education policy creation in developing countries”, Compare: A 
Journal of Comparative and International Education, 46(6), pp. 906-928. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057925.2016.1204226  

Echeita, G. (2013) “Inclusión y exclusión educativa: de nuevo: Voz y Quebranto". 
[Educational inclusion and exclusion: Voice and Quebranto]”, REICE. Revista 
electrónica iberoamericana sobre calidad, eficacia y cambio en educación, 2, pp. 
100-118. http://hdl.handle.net/10486/661466  

Faas, D., Hajisoteriou, C., and Angelides, P. (2014) “Intercultural education in Europe: 
policies, practices and trends”, British Educational Research Journal, 40(2), pp. 300-
318. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3080 

http://hdl.handle.net/10486/661466


María Begoña Vigo-Arrazola, Belén Dieste and Ana Cristina Blasco-Serrano 

311 | P a g e  
 

Farley, A. N., Leonardi, B. and Donnor, J. K. (2021) “Perpetuating Inequalities: The Role of 
Political Distraction in Education Policy”, Educational Policy, 35(2), pp. 163-179. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904820987992 

Garreta, J. (2014) “La interculturalidad en el sistema educativo, logros y retos 
[Interculturality in the educational system, achievements and challenges]”, Gazeta de 
Antropología, 30(2), pp. 3-26. http://hdl.handle.net/10481/33422 

Gottfried, M. A. and Conchas, G. Q. (2016) When School Policies Backfire: How Well-
Intended Measures Can Harm Our Most Vulnerable Students, Cambridge: Harvard 
Education Press 

Gramsci, A. (1971) Selections from the Prison Notebooks, Translated and edited by Quintin 
Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith. New York: International Publishers. 

Grosfoguel, R. (2013). “Racismo/sexismo epistémico, universidades occidentalizadas y los 
cuatro genocidios/ epistemicidios del largo siglo X [Epistemic Racism/Sexism, 
Westernized Universities and the Four Genocides/Epistemicides of the Long 16th 
Century]”, Tabula Rasa, 19, pp. 31-58. 

Jaffe-Walter, R. and Villavicencio, A. (2021) “Leaders’ Negotiation of Teacher Evaluation 
Policy in Immigrant-Serving Schools”, Educational Policy, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048211015614 

Kramarczuk, C. and Tefera, A. (2017) “Reframing the racialization of disabilities in policy”, 
Theory into practice, 56(3), pp. 161-168. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2017.1336037 

Kvale, S. and Brinkmann, S. (2009) “Interview quality”. In: Kvale, S., Brinkmann, S. Eds. 
Interviews: Learning the craft of qualitative research interviewing. London: Sage, pp. 
161-175. 

Lakoff, G. (2002) Moral politics: How liberals and conservatives think. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

Liasidou, A. (2012) “Inclusive education and critical pedagogy at the intersections of 
disability, race, gender and class”, Journal for Critical Education Policy Studies 
(JCEPS), 10(1), pp. 168-184. 

Llevot, N. and Garreta, J. (2006) La educación intercultural: discursos y prácticas 
[Intercultural education: discourses and practices]. Lleida: Universitat de Lleida. 

Magnússon, G., Göransson, K. and Lindqvist, G. (2019) “Contextualizing inclusive education 
in educational policy”, Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy, 5(2), pp. 67-
77. https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2019.1586512 

Massey, D. (2008) A global sense of place. London: Routledge. 
Matthews, M. (2018) “The conflicted other in policy making: focusing on art education”, 

Journal for Critical Education Policy Studies, 16(1), pp. 175-206. 
Mikelatou, A. and Arvanitis, E. (2021) “Pluralistic and equitable education in the neoliberal 

era: paradoxes and contradictions”, International Journal of Inclusive Education, 1-
16, https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2021.1904018  

Mizrav, E. (2021) “Segregate, Discriminate, Signal: A Model for Understanding Policy 
Drivers of Educational Inequality”, Educational Policy, 08959048211029026. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048211029026 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904820987992
https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048211015614
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2017.1336037
https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2019.1586512
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2021.1904018


Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

312 | P a g e  
 

Ministerio de Educación y Formación Profesional (2019) Datos y cifras curso escolar 
2019/2020 [Facts and figures school year 2019/2020]. Madrid: Ministerio de 
Educación y Formación Profesional. 

Murillo, F.J. and Martínez, C. (2019) “Profiles of school segregation by socioeconomic status 
in Spain and its Autonomous Communities”, RELIEVE, 25(1), pp. 1-21. 
http://doi.org/10.7203/relieve.25.1.12917  

Ocampo González, A. (2014) “Consideraciones epistemológicas para una educación 
inclusiva [Epistemological considerations for an inclusive education]”, Investigación 
y Postgrado, 29(2), pp. 83-111. 

OECD (2020) Panorama de la Educación 2019. Indicadores de la OCDE. Informe español 
[Education at a glance 2019. OECD Indicators. Spanish report]. Madrid: Ministerio 
de Educación. 

Portes, A. and Aparicio, R. (2013) Investigación longitudinal sobre la segunda generación en 
España [Longitudinal research on the second generation in Spain]. Madrid: 
Fundación Ortega-Marañón. 

Quijano, A. (2019) “Colonialidad del poder, eurocentrismo y América Latina [Coloniality of 
power, Eurocentrism and Latin America]”, Espacio Abierto, 28(1), pp. 255-301. 

Ramberg, J. and Watkins, A. (2020) “Exploring inclusive education across Europe: some 
insights from the European Agency Statistics on Inclusive Education”, FIRE, 6(1), pp. 
85-101. https://doi.org/10.32865/fire202061172 

Rizvi, F. (2017) “Globalization and the neoliberal imaginary of educational reform”, 
Education research and foresight: working papers, 20. Paris: UNESCO. Education 
2030. https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000247328  

Ronning Haugen, C. (2011) “Educational equity in Spain and Norway: a comparative 
analysis of two OECD country notes”, Educational Policy, 25(4), pp. 688-715. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904810374850 

Salinas, J. (2009) “Un viaje a través de la historia de la escolarización de las gitanas y gitanos 
españoles [A journey through the history of the schooling of Spanish gypsies and 
gypsies]", Anales de historia contemporánea, 25, pp. 167-188. 

Slee, R. (2019) “Belonging in an age of exclusion”, International Journal of Inclusive 
Education, 23(9), pp. 909-922. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2019.1602366  

Spradley, J. (1979) The ethnographic Interview. Illinois: Waveland Press. 
Spain (1990) “Education Act 1/1990, de 3 de octubre, de Ordenación General del Sistema 

Educativo”, Boletín Oficial del Estado, 4 de octubre de 1990(238). 
https://www.boe.es/buscar/doc.php?id=BOE-A-1990-24172  

Spain (2006) “Education Act 2/2006, de 3 de mayo, de Educación”, Boletín Oficial del 
Estado, 4 de mayo de 2006(106). https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2006/BOE-A-2006-
7899-consolidado.pdf 

Spain (2013) “Education Act 8/2013, de 9 de diciembre, para la mejora de la calidad 
educativa”, Boletín Oficial del Estado, 10 de diciembre de 2013(295). 
https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2013/BOE-A-2013-12886-consolidado.pdf 

Spain (2020) “Education Act 3/2020, de 29 de diciembre, por la que se modifica la Ley 
Orgánica 2/2006, de 3 de mayo, de Educación”, Boletín Oficial del Estado, 30 de 

https://doi.org/10.32865/fire202061172
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000247328


María Begoña Vigo-Arrazola, Belén Dieste and Ana Cristina Blasco-Serrano 

313 | P a g e  
 

diciembre de 2020(340). https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2020-
17264 

Szumski, G., and Karwowski, M. (2012) “School achievement of children with intellectual 
disability: The role of socioeconomic status, placement, and parents’ engagement”, 
Research in developmental disabilities 33(5), pp. 1615-1625. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2012.03.030 

Taylor, S. J., Bogdan, R. and DeVault, M. (2015) Introduction to qualitative research 
methods: A guidebook and resource. John Wiley & Sons. 

Torres, J. (2009) Educación en tiempos de neoliberalismo [Education in times of 
neoliberalism]. Madrid: Ediciones Morata. 

UNESCO (1994) The Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs 
Education (ED-94/WS/18). https://www.european-
agency.org/sites/default/files/salamanca-statement-and-framework.pdf  

UNESCO (2009) Policy guidelines for inclusive education. Paris: UNESCO 
https://sid.usal.es/idocs/F8/FDO23187/directrices_politicas_inclusion.pdf  

UNESCO (2015) World Education Forum 2015. Final report. Paris: UNESCO. 
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/ED_new/pdf/WEF_re
port_E.pdf  

UNESCO (2016) Education 2030: Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action for the 
implementation of Sustainable Development Goal 4. Ensure inclusive and equitable 
quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all. Paris: 
UNESCO. http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/education-2030-
incheon-framework-for-action-implementation-of-sdg4-2016-en_2.pdf 

UNESCO (2017) A Guide for Ensuring Inclusion and Equity in Education. Paris: UNESCO. 
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000248254. 

UNESCO (2020) Global Education Monitoring Report (GEM). Inclusion and education: all 
means all. Paris: UNESCO. 
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000373718/PDF/373718eng.pdf.multi 

Verger, A., Altinyelken, H.K. and Novelli, M. Eds. (2018) Global education policy and 
international development: New agendas, issues and policies. London: Bloomsbury. 

Verger, A., Fontdevila, C. and Zancajo, A. (2017) Multiple paths towards education 
privatization in a globalizing world: A cultural political economy review, Journal of 
Education Policy, 32(6), pp. 757-787. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1318453  

Warnock Report (1978) Special Educational Needs. Report of the Committee of Enquiry into 
the Education of Handicapped Children and Young People. London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2020-17264
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2020-17264
https://www.european-agency.org/sites/default/files/salamanca-statement-and-framework.pdf
https://www.european-agency.org/sites/default/files/salamanca-statement-and-framework.pdf
https://sid.usal.es/idocs/F8/FDO23187/directrices_politicas_inclusion.pdf
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/ED_new/pdf/WEF_report_E.pdf
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/ED_new/pdf/WEF_report_E.pdf
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000248254
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000373718/PDF/373718eng.pdf.multi
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1318453


Education Recommendations for Inclusive Education from the National Arena in Spain 

314 | P a g e  
 

Author Details 

María Begoña Vigo-Arrazola, PhD. is an Associate Professor at the University 

of Zaragoza in Spain. She has been researching and teaching in Higher 

Education for 30 years. Her background is in education, with a focus on 

diversity, inclusion, teacher education and ethnography. She is the lead 

researcher for the Education and Diversity group in Aragón and for the action 

group Inclusive Education, Campus Iberus. She is co-convenor at the Network 

19 of ECER. 

Faculty of Education. University of Zaragoza. C/ Pedro Cerbuna 12. 50009 

Zaragoza (Spain). 

Email: mbvigo@unizar.es 

Belén Dieste, PhD. She works as an Assistant Professor in the Department of 

Educational Sciences at the University of Zaragoza. She is a member of the EDI 

Research Group "Education and Diversity" and a member of the Advisory 

Council of the Cooperation Chair of the University of Zaragoza. She researches 

on the following topics: Inclusive School, Ethnographic Research, Initial 

Teacher Training and Education for Global Citizenship. 

Email: bdieste@unizar.es 

Ana Cris Blasco-Serrano, PhD. She works as Assistant Professor in the 

Department of Educational Sciences at the University of Zaragoza. She is 

member of the EDI Research Group "Education and Diversity" and a member 

of the Advisory Council of the Cooperation Chair of the University of 

Zaragoza. She researches on the following topics: Inclusive School, Technology 

and Education, Counselling, Initial Teacher Training and Education for Global 

Citizenship. 

Email: anablas@unizar.es 

 

 

mailto:mbvigo@unizar.es

	Introduction
	Inclusive education policies as a global framework
	Theoretical framework: transferring inclusive education policies
	Spain: research context
	Methodology
	Information analysis

	Results
	Principles of equity and quality are usually assumed
	All the regulations we have designed stem from the United Nations
	The Integra2 programme is a success
	Diagnosing in order to get more resources for inclusion

	Discussion
	Concluding remarks
	Funding

	References

