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Abstract: Equal opportunities is an objective to be achieved in a sustainable society, as formulated
by various sustainable development objectives. Inclusive education refers to the right of all people
to education, guaranteeing the presence, participation, and progress of all students and, above all,
equal opportunities. However, today, it is a dual and controversial issue, as it appears among the
strategies and objectives planned at international and European levels, but its application and real
development is still far from being a right with guarantees. Moreover, the concept of integration
remains in most areas and many education policies. Therefore, the objective of this work is to
establish which integration and inclusion measures favor equal opportunities. The study offers,
as a major novelty, the results of empirical research, which provides a scientific framework to
this process of equal opportunities. It is approached from the perspective of teaching staff with
a sample of 133 professionals. The results are analyzed through factorial analysis and multiple
linear regression. The results show that the aspects related to inclusion (measures of attention to
diversity, high knowledge about inclusion, and adapting the system to inclusion) have a significant
positive effect. The integration of students reduces equal opportunities in a statistically significant
way. The results are of interest for educational policies and for decision-making and strategies to
achieve sustainability and inclusion in the school environment.

Keywords: inclusion; integration; sustainability; equal opportunities; teachers; education systems;
disability

1. Introduction

When analyzing the aspects that the international community gathers regarding the right to
education, we can verify that they not only contemplate or are limited to the formal aspects referred
to educational centers, teachers and students, but they also offer content and regulations concerning
equal opportunities [1]. These are reflected in documents of international community (United Nations
Human Rights and United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), such as the
International Convention on the Rights of the Child [2], the International Convention on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities [3] and its subsequent 2016 report, and even in Sustainable Development
Goal 4 (SDG 4), which supports the guiding principles of the World Education Agenda 2030.

When we talk about equal opportunities in education, it does not mean that everyone should
learn the same thing, at the same time and in the same way. It means that everyone has the same
opportunities to learn without ranking the students. Thus, when we speak of equal opportunities,
we refer to the confluence of and respect for differences [4]. It is therefore necessary for the education
system to offer equal opportunities to all children, no matter what the differences between them are.
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For inclusive education, equal opportunities are a major challenge [5]. At the heart of the idea of
inclusive education lie serious issues concerning human rights and equal opportunities [6].

UNESCO [7] states that inclusion is a movement to transform education systems to respond to the
diversity of students to realize the right to education with equal opportunities. The implementation
of educational inclusion involves working on issues such as social justice and equal opportunities;
aspects that are not covered by integration [8].

It is on this premise that we will focus the central proposal of our work: to justify that the model
of integration is still insufficient to guarantee equal opportunities and, therefore, does not favor or
promote inclusion. This is reaffirmed in the definition of educational integration, which is characterized
by a number of fundamental issues. On the one hand, research links it to the medical model of
disability [9], which assumes that in disability, the difficulty is in the person and not in the environment,
which does not generate the environmental or methodological conditions to guarantee the right to
education with equal opportunities. On the other hand, the model of integration proposes that children
in isolated facilities are transferred to regular school buildings, but are put in special classes [10],
only attending regular classes at variable periods of the school day. In short, the idea is to rehabilitate
students with special needs by placing them in environments according to their capacity. This is
reflected in its basic approaches, its theoretical foundations, philosophy, or law, centered on justice and
equality, which are also echoed in the principles [11] and objectives of educational inclusion [12–15].

In this context, the main objective of this research was to analyze which aspects related to inclusion
and integration favor equal opportunities. A quantitative perspective was adopted as a new aspect,
using causal regression models to find out which aspects were or were not significant in favor of equal
opportunities. To achieve this objective, a survey was conducted among 133 primary and secondary
school teachers and therapeutic pedagogy professionals in Spain.

2. Inclusive Education and Sustainability

Agenda 2030 [16] considers education a fundamental basis and a privileged tool for making
sustainability, inclusion, social justice, equity, and cohesion effective. Education is widely recognized
as the essential tool for development, as a means of achieving social welfare, sustainable development,
and good governance. Ultimately, education is an essential catalyst for achieving broader development
goals and should be at the heart of the global development agenda [16]. There is no more powerful
transformative force than education to promote human rights, achieve sustainability, and build a better
future for all, based on social justice, international solidarity, and shared responsibility [17].

Despite all of these references linking education to the promotion and development of sustainability,
the document that first linked the idea of sustainable development to education was the Delors Report
(1996) [18], which placed education as a key vehicle for achieving sustainability goals.

In this sense, the ideals and principles that constitute sustainability include concepts such as
equity, peace, tolerance, poverty reduction, and social justice [19]. We can therefore say that equity
becomes the core of building an inclusive society [20,21].

In order to carry out any kind of social project based on equity, we must focus on two fundamental
concepts: inclusive education and sustainability. Without a guarantee of sustainability, educational
inclusion, as with any other principle or value, is meaningless [22]. In this sense, we cannot forget
that “a fundamental objective of education is to prepare students and young people for sustainable
lifestyles, within sustainable communities and environments locally and globally. Commitment to
inclusive values implies a commitment to the well-being of future generations.” [23]

The issue of inclusive education continues to generate interest and controversy in general among
educational professionals, researchers, and politicians, since it ultimately has to do with ideological and
political issues that are fundamentally related to the type of world we want and how we understand the
terms justice and democracy, among others [22]. In short, the process of educational inclusion is closely
related to the general approach from the Sustainable Development Goals, understood as 17 goals
to transform the world, to achieve a sustainable future for all, and not to leave anyone behind [17].
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Booth and Ainscow [23] argue that all of the values are necessary for the development of inclusive
education, yet with sustainability is at the core.

In short, it is necessary to move towards public policies where the promotion of human capital
formation can help and assist in the achievement of sustainable development purposes, equality of
opportunity, and equity sustained by a state that assumes the role of guarantor of the right to learning
opportunities [24]. Moreover, in this horizon, education for sustainability and for inclusion is necessary
and even urgent [21,22].

Equal Opportunities: Differences between Integration and Inclusion

The movements of pedagogical renovation, the advances in educational psychology, and, in short,
the evolution of the educational system pay attention for the first time to the diversity of the student
body and its schooling, putting the objective of integration through the model of special education [25].
It was not until the publication of the Warnock Report [26], one of the first norm-related texts, that the
principle of integration in the school environment was considered. In this way, we directly connected
the integration of children with special educational needs into ordinary schools and classrooms.

In truth, the evolution of educational models in western countries has its origin in the global
movement of people with disabilities in the 60s and 70s. They recognized the right to education as
a key aspect for the achievement of other rights. This aspect goes from gaining strength with the
development of key documents, such as the convention against the discrimination of this right (1960),
to the evolution of social, historical, and cultural events and the position of the international community
on inclusive education policies [27].

Specifically, the evolution towards the integration model in western countries was due to three
fundamental changes:

The rethinking of special education because of investigations that considered the effectiveness of
special classes, the philosophical attacks on special classes, specifically the labeling and classification
of students, and the criticism of minority groups.

Court cases breaking down some of the established practices in special education.
Normative development beginning to contemplate that special education should not be the only

system to serve students with disabilities in a way that considered their education in the least restrictive
environment that, for many, meant the regular class [28].

Integration thus became one of the most important and transcendent phenomena in society and for
the development of its individuals [29,30]. Obviously, integration implied a great change in educational
practice [31] with advances in the field of learning, as shown by studies such as those carried out by
Arnáiz [32] and Echeita [33], which state that social integration is considered an active process for the
construction of knowledge. However, the truth is that this educational model was not achieved with
total guarantees because discriminatory practices and attitudes towards students were not eradicated.
Their capacities continued to be questioned and the results were judged in advance with negative
prejudices. This situation contributed to the fact that the panorama towards the integration of students
into the general curriculum did not change [34,35].

Educational integration suffers from having been based much more on personal prejudices
and ideological assumptions than on study and research results [36]. The problems in many of
the studies that have advocated integration are found in the methodology, with serious design
problems, sample bias, and insufficient and poorly analyzed instrumentation. In addition, this lack of
scientific basis possibly explains the difficulties still encountered after four decades of experimentation,
without a definitive close to the debate [37].

Currently, integration is outdated and insufficient, as stated in the normative documents,
international conventions and recommendations, as well as the most current bibliography. Following the
Salamanca declaration [38], educational inclusion has been accepted as orthodoxy in many parts
of the world and political responses are evident throughout Europe (e.g., European Agency for the
Development of Education for Special Needs). Thus, despite difficulties in interpreting the term
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“inclusion”, all activities must become inclusive [39]. This approach recognizes differences and
eliminates barriers to achieving a more egalitarian society in a changing world, thus establishing the
basis of the social model [25] which, according to Palacios [40], Shakespeare [41], and Oliver [42],
is one that considers that the causes of disability are neither religious nor scientific, but are largely
social. The inclusive model is based on the intrinsic foundations and values of human rights in terms
of freedom, equality, non-discrimination, etc.

This is the background to the need for a new pedagogical model based on normative precepts,
such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights [43] or the Convention on the Rights of the
Child [2], among others. Nevertheless, these were reinforced at the UNESCO International Forum
in Thailand [44], together with the World Conference on Special Needs Education: Access and
Quality [38], which adopted the Salamanca declaration, where we began to speak timidly of inclusion
and of education for all. This aspect is currently reinforced by UNESCO [17] with the development
of Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development, the main objectives of which are the creation of more
inclusive and equitable societies (SDG 16), starting with inclusive education systems, an aspect that is
stated in SDG 4.

Despite this, the implementation of inclusion is problematic within and between educational
systems, as well as in northern and southern countries. In northern countries, despite the differences
in their definition, their effectiveness is closely related to student management. In southern countries,
the meaning of inclusive education is located in the social and political identities of economic
development. These issues recognize the controversial nature of inclusive education policies and
practices in the international context [45].

Inclusive education has become a ’global-minded movement’ [27], at the forefront of the
international education policy agenda. There is, therefore, a paradigm shift, a transition from
integration to inclusion, as it is the latter that can guarantee the equality of opportunity.

Ainscow [46] understands that inclusion means inserting the student in a space of socialization
and learning, propitiating educational interaction and participation in the process of the construction
of knowledge; from difference to propitiate learning.

Essentially, inclusion is the realization that every child, adolescent, and young person is of equal
concern to the education system. This concern has to do with guaranteeing equitable and quality
learning conditions, processes, and results for all [24].

In short, inclusive education is based on the idea of student diversity in all its aspects and considers
that the education system should be adapted to each student [47]. Therefore, it is necessary to avoid
falling into the widespread error that inclusion only refers to the education of students with disabilities.
Inclusive education and attention to diversity does not refer to how a special group of students is
educated, but how all of them are educated [48].

The model of inclusion is beginning to take hold at the expense of the integrator, with some lines of
argument of various kinds, such as those cited below. For Gento [49], the term “inclusion” has a broader
scope and goes beyond integration, because, in addition to encompassing curricular and pedagogical
aspects, it incorporates those of a social and physical nature. According to Bello and Sánchez-Teruel [50],
“inclusion” is a term that is intended to replace the concept of integration, since they consider that
inclusion also refers to basic human rights issues that were not covered by integration. On the other
hand, inclusion is considered for all students and members of the community, so it has been superseded
by integration and goes beyond that, changing the attitude and conception [51]. However, authors such
as Torres [52] understand that the new model of inclusive school is related to integration, although it
presents differences with respect to this and therefore understands that integration can be considered a
stretch on the road to inclusion. If we focus on the approach based on addressing needs, Parrilla [8]
considers that, in integration, the needs are those of the students and a set of actions is adopted to
address them and thus ensure that they are adapted to an ordinary school, quite the opposite of the
inclusive approach. As Arnáiz [53] and Moriña-Díez [54] rightly point out, the differences between



Sustainability 2020, 12, 4626 5 of 20

inclusion and integration lie in aspects such as the fact that the integrative school focuses on diagnosis,
while the inclusive school focuses on collaborative problem-solving.

In short, the inclusion movement introduces a strong critique of the deficit approach implicit
in school integration practices, considering that, in educational practice, integration, in turn,
generates processes of segregation even when these may have been considered more subtle.
Undoubtedly, with the emergence of the inclusive model, we are facing a new transformation
in the school reality—a process of the ideological and conceptual rearmament of the approaches to
school integration [52].

In recent years, it has become necessary to address diversity in order to make one of its basic
principles a reality: opportunity and equality for all—that is, a school for all [55]. Inclusive education
is education that is based on the paradigm of offering equal educational opportunities to all those
involved in the educational process [56].

Given this analysis, we can conclude that the right to education encompasses the right
to an inclusive education, since it is established as a mechanism to guarantee human rights,
equal opportunities, and justice [57]. The implementation of educational inclusion involves working
on issues such as social justice and equal opportunities [58–60]. This aspect is reinforced in the PISA
2015 report, which refers to two fundamental pillars for responding to equity: equal opportunities and
educational inclusion.

In summary, we must affirm that the educational model, which makes it possible to manage with
equity and to really attend to the diversity of the student body and where the student body with
disabilities has real equal opportunities, must be inclusive. Therefore, implementing and practicing
an inclusive model in schools requires a global rethinking of the education system, since is based on
and justified by some antagonistic principles, typical of a selective model [12] and, in our opinion,
still focused on the integration model.

Based on the review and previous literature to date, the following research questions are intended
to be answered:

Q1: Do inclusion measures, policies, and knowledge favor equal opportunities?
Q2: Do integration measures and policies have a negative effect on ensuring equal opportunities?

3. Related Works

Inclusive education has become the cornerstone of many government policies in a growing number
of countries, yet teachers have been found to have conflicting attitudes towards its implementation and
usefulness [61]. Therefore, tools must be available to facilitate the improvement and implementation
of an inclusive education system [62].

The results of the research by Duhan and Devarakonda [63] demonstrated a change in the
conceptualization of inclusion in different areas, one of them being related to equal opportunities
and rights, although in a lesser percentage and importance. Likewise, other works, such as Qu [63],
highlight the need for teachers, in this case in China, to analyze and reflect on what educational equality
really means in terms of inclusion, beyond equal treatment.

Teachers are considered key elements in implementing inclusive education [64]. They are
concerned about their training and their ability to deal with more inclusive practices [65,66].

Cochran [67] conducted a comparative study between regular and special education teachers in the
application of the scale called STATIC (Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Classroom), finding four
components of inclusive education: advantages and disadvantages, training, philosophical aspects,
and logistical aspects (resources).

Horne and Timmons [65] conducted both a qualitative and quantitative study on teacher attitudes
where they concluded that one of the main concerns of teachers was the continuous professional
development needed to respond effectively to the increasingly diverse needs of students in the classroom.
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Vaz et al. [68] applied the ORI scale (Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities),
developed by Antonak [69], and found an important finding demonstrating the importance of teachers’
knowledge to improve inclusion.

The study by Vanderpuye, Obosu and Nishimuko [70] investigated the attitudes of teachers and
their perceptions of the resources they need for the effective implementation of inclusive education.
Their findings recommended, among other things, that to sustain the practice of inclusive education,
teachers’ needs must be met. These include information on special needs and disabilities, training on
how to effectively teach students with special educational needs, training on the adaptation of materials,
and guidance and recommendations on how to promote social interaction. Ultimately, teachers must
be educated, trained, and informed about all aspects of educational inclusion.

In relation to the knowledge of disability and inclusion of teachers, the results provided by
Kamenopoulou and Dukpa [71] expose these aspects as deficient and contrary to inclusion, showing a
lack of knowledge and teacher training as an obstacle for the implementation of educational inclusion.

If we focus on teachers’ disability knowledge, the results reveal the need for more training and
education in the subject [72,73]. This is also the case for teachers at specific stages, such as the early
childhood stage [74], as teacher training on disability is low, as opposed to knowledge on inclusive
teaching methods, which is acceptable [75] but not sufficient or appropriate as it translates into a
barrier to their development [76]. Although research, such as that of Thomas and Uthaman [77],
has shown that there is a significant correlation between teachers’ knowledge and their attitudes
towards inclusion.

The effective teaching profession is considered a priority in education policy. A teacher who
understands diversity, is inclusive, and continues to be trained demonstrates some of the basic
components that all teachers must incorporate to be promoters of inclusive, equitable, and quality
education for all. This is an important element within the new education agenda of 2015–2030 [20].

However, no studies have been found in the literature that validate scales of what components
should make up an inclusive system; that is, which aspects should be established and developed to
guarantee inclusive education from the point of view of teachers, such as, their opinions or assessments
of the components that currently make up the system [78]. Moreover, this aspect has not received
special attention in the literature. In this sense, therefore, a measure of the dimensions that make up
inclusive education has not been validated. No attempt has been made to measure all the components
of inclusive education and, above all, to carry out causal studies to determine which ones are more
important for achieving inclusive education.

Based on this, the following research questions were established:

Q3: Does the training and knowledge of teachers influence the promotion of equal opportunities?
Q4: What are the real measures to promote equal opportunities from the point of view of teachers?

4. Method

4.1. Sample and Field Work

For the development of this study, we took the teachers of Obligatory Secondary Education and
professionals of therapeutic pedagogy in the Autonomous Community of Andalusia as a population.
To obtain the sample, we used a non-probabilistic snowball sample. The fieldwork was carried out
during January 2016.

Thus, we were faced with a population of nearly 9000 teachers in the target region of analysis
from which we finally obtained a sample of 133 subjects with a sampling error of 3.7% with a
95% confidence rate. A total of 142 responses were obtained, but after a debugging process,
responses that were completed in less than five minutes were eliminated (the average time was
10 min). Likewise, those responses in which response patterns were found and those with the same
response in all questions were deleted. The characteristics of the sample are detailed below, where it
stands out that 60% of the respondents claimed to have medium/high knowledge about the field of
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disability, while 20.2% claimed to know hardly anything about this field. On the other hand, almost
65% of the sample was made up of women and almost 65% of the sample were professionals who
worked in public education centers (see Table 1).

Table 1. Characterization of the sample.

Variable Category
Sample

N %

Gender
Man 47 35.3

Woman 86 64.7

You have knowledge of disability
Yes 86 64.7
No 27 20.2

N/A 20 15.0

Years of teaching experience (years)

1–5 28 21.1
6–10 32 24.1
11–15 18 13.5

16–20 9 6.8
More than 20 45 33.8

N/A 1 0.8

Type of school

Public school 86 64.7
Private school 16 12.0

Arranged school 24 18.0
N/A 7 5.3

Age

21–30 23 17.3
31–40 39 29.3
41–50 37 27.8
51–60 30 22.6
N/A 4 3.0

Source: own elaboration.

4.2. Instrument

To carry out our study we used a questionnaire as a data collection technique with a total of
53 items. This was a self-administered online questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of two
parts: (1) classification of the surveyed persons and sociodemographic variables (sex, age, center, etc.);
(2) a total of 40 Likert-type scale questions (from 1 to 5) regarding three fundamental aspects: knowledge
about disability, consideration, and the effectiveness of measures of attention to diversity, opinion, and
information on inclusion (see Appendix A).

As for the measures of the variables, no scales for measuring the inclusion of the education systems
have been found recently, which is an important novelty of this work. Some studies, such as those of
Wilczenski [79], Sharma, Forlin, and Loreman [80], or Humphrey and Symes [81] measured teachers’
attitudes towards students with disabilities, an objective that differs from our aim of developing a
broad vision of all the components of inclusion.

For this reason, an ad-hoc scale was developed which included various aspects related to
inclusion in relation to previous literature. To validate the content of the scale, a group of experts,
specifically 10 teachers of Didactics and School Organization from several Andalusian universities
with extensive experience in the evaluation of questionnaires, were consulted. As a novelty, the scale
included the assessment of educational transit programs for people with disabilities in order to prevent
them from dropping out of school.

A pre-test was carried out during the year 2015. The results of the survey were analyzed by
26 teachers with more than 20 years of experience working in public schools. With the results found,
the correct elaboration and understanding was again verified, correcting the errors detected. In addition,
content validity and reliability were checked with a Crohnbach’s alpha value of more than 0.7 (0.803).
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It was also checked through the method of the two halves obtained—for the first part a value of 0.887,
and for the second part a value of 0.801, which confirms the results obtained previously.

5. Procedure

Firstly, a factorial analysis was performed, an interdependence method (it does not distinguish
between independent and dependent variables) that starts from a large number of variables (in our
case, the 40 Likert-items of the questionnaire) to treat whether they have a small number of factors
in common that explain and summarize the starting information, thus simplifying the relationship
between the items. In summary, it groups observable variables to form new so-called factors from the
combinations of the previous ones [82].

Secondly, a confirmatory factor analysis was carried out, the objective of which was to validate
the results found regarding the constructs of the exploratory analysis to confirm the dimensions.
Confirmatory factor analysis is a tool used to confirm or reject measurement theory [83]; in our case,
the values.

In third and last place, multiple regression models were carried out. The regression deals with
the study of the dependency of a variable to be explained with respect to some explanatory variables,
trying to determine the structure or form of the relationship; that is, the mathematical equation that
relates the independent variables to the dependent one [82]. In this way, we wanted to check how
the relationship of the dimensions of inclusion and integration is with the dependent variable to be
analyzed, equal opportunities.

6. Results

6.1. Exploration and Reduction in Dimensions

In order to understand and compare how the dimensions included in the questionnaire were
structured, an exploratory factorial analysis was carried out to understand how the items related to
educational inclusion behaved (40 total). The analysis offered adequate values of KMO (0.71) and
Barlett’s sphericity test (p = 0.00) was favorable for the analysis. The communities, that is to say,
the representation of the different items of the questionnaire within the factorial analysis exceeded, in
all cases, the minimum value of 0.5, with the exception of the item referred to the “specific classroom
schooling modality” (0.459). However, it was decided that the value should be maintained since it was
close to 0.5 and would not affect the factorial solution given the very good results achieved in both the
goodness of fit and communality analyses.

A total number of eight factors was selected, given the criterion of choosing self-values greater
than 1 and according to the Kaiser test. These factors accounted for 64.8% of the total variance explained.
Then, a rotation phase was carried out using the Varimax procedure to find out the structure of the
eight factors. This rotation was used because it is an orthogonal method and because it is one of the
most widely used approaches, as highlighted by Luque-Martínez [83]. The results do not vary when
other orthogonal rotation methods are used, such as Quartimax or Equimax.

A total of eight dimensions were obtainedm which were as follows: (1) measures for attention to
diversity; (2) measures of integration; (3) adaptation to an inclusive system; (4) curricular modifications;
(5) teaching training; (6) knowledge of disability; (7) knowledge of inclusion; (8) student integration.
This scale offers a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.90, which confirms the first previous reliability of the
dimensions achieved.

6.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

A confirmatory factorial analysis was then performed through the PLS program [84] for the
possible debugging of the scale. In order to check the validity and reliability of the constructs, a
second-order confirmatory model was made, consisting of all the items that make up the proposed
dimensional scale.
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After measuring the proposed eight-factor scale, five of the items did not have the appropriate
psychometric properties: the first item referred to disability knowledge (the modality of schooling
in a specific classroom at an ordinary center encourages integration), another item related to student
integration measures (the existing measures for attention to diversity really do respond to student
diversity), another one related to teachers (the establishment of measures of attention to diversity is
the consequence of the lack of integration of our students), and two related to the adaptation to an
inclusive system (students with special educational needs do not have to attend school in a specific
classroom; assessment of Special Educational Needs (SEN) implies the access of the student with SEN
to a special education center). For the remaining items, loads were significant (p < 0.01) and higher than
0.7 [85]. Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability (CR), and mean extracted variance (AVE) values were
above acceptable cut-off levels (0.7, 0.8, and 0.5, respectively) [86,87]. It can therefore be concluded that
the scales used had good psychometric properties in all cases, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability.

Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

Measures for attention to diversity 0.872 0.894 0.593

Student integration measures 0.730 0.834 0.622

Adaptation of the educational system
with respect to inclusion 0.780 0.822 0.516

Knowledge of disability 0.758 0.811 0.592

Knowledge of inclusion 0.761 0.801 0.567

Curricular changes 0.737 0.849 0.739

Student integration 0.793 0.906 0.828

Teaching training 0.701 0.802 0.597

Table 3. Discriminant validity.

Adapt.
System

Attention
Measures

Curricular
Changes

Disability
Know.

Inclusion
Know.

Integration
Measures

Student
Integration

Teaching
Training

Adapt.
system 0.601

Attention
measures 0.047 0.663

Curricular
changes 0.208 0.497 0.860

Disability
know. 0.241 0.071 −0.091 0.769

Inclusion
know. 0.097 0.432 0.308 0.157 0.753

Integration
measures −0.050 −0.497 0.450 0.153 0.369 0.631

Student
integration −0.317 −0.140 0.061 −0.351 −0.146 −0.089 0.910

Teaching
training 0.006 0.029 0.007 0.205 0.073 0.180 0.115 0.630

On the other hand, discriminant validity was tested by applying the procedure proposed by
Fornell and Lacker [88] by which the square root of the variances extracted must be greater than the
correlations between the constructs, shown in Table 3. The criterion suggested by Henseler et al. [87]
was also applied through the heterotrait–monotrait ratio of the correlations (HTMT). The HTMT is
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an estimate of the correlation of the factors (more precisely, of an upper limit). In order to clearly
discriminate between two factors, the HTMT must be significantly smaller than 1, as shown in Table 4.

Finally, the adjustment model had adequate indices and the mean residual standardized square
root (SRMR) was 0.08; an adequate value as it was lower than 0.10 [87]. The NFI value was 0.67 (less
than 0.90).

Table 4. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

Adapt.
System

Attention
Measures

Curricular
Changes

Disability
Know.

Inclusion
Know.

Integration
Measures

Student
Integration

Teaching
Training

Adapt.
system

Attention
measures 0.397

Curricular
changes 0.444 0.637

Disability
know. 0.632 0.210 0.237

Inclusion
know. 0.424 0.535 0.422 0.286

Integration
measures 0.685 0.720 0.682 0.420 0.647

Student
integration 0.500 0.214 0.092 0.512 0.170 0.196

Teaching
training 0.440 0.247 0.169 0.299 0.173 0.455 0.262

6.3. Explanatory Model for Equal Opportunities Through Inclusion

The factors obtained in the previous section allowed us the possibility of carrying out a causal
model that explains different aspects related to inclusion. This allowed us to know in a parsimonious
and clear way which were those dimensions that correlated in a stronger way with certain key points of
the equality of opportunities. Such an explanatory model is carried out through the multiple regression
technique that, in our case, was carried out through the linear regression method.

Therefore, the main objective was to establish an explanatory causal linear regression model
of equal opportunities. To this end, the eight dimensions obtained in the factorial solution after
debugging the scale when performing confirmatory factor analysis were included and are detailed
in Figure 1. The dependent variable was the item that measured the perception of how inclusive
education promotes equal opportunities (measured on a scale of 1 to 5). All factors included are related
to capacities and measures to improve inclusion in education. This is a complete and comprehensive
model of the explanatory or causal variables that lead to improved equality of opportunity.

Thus, the linear regression model explaining equal opportunities would be determined:

Equal opportunities
=β1+β2 Measures for attention to diversity
−β3 Integration measures+β4 Adaptation to an inclusive system
+β5 Curricular modification+β6 Training teaching
+β7 Knowledge of disability+β8 Knowledge of inclusion
−β9 Student integration+Ui

(1)

The linear regression model was significant through the ANOVA test (p = 0.000; F = 5.452) and in
this case the r-square obtained was 32%, so it had an acceptable and sufficient explanatory capacity.
In the model, the necessary conditions of normality of the residues, the existence of heteroscedasticity,
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as well as multicollinearity, achieved favorable results for the interpretation of the coefficients estimated
in the model.
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Observing Table 5, in the p-value column ((p = 0.000), it is indicated that, with a 95% confidence
level, it is possible to check which values are significant in our linear regression model and which
are not.

The order of importance of the explanatory or independent variables was deduced from the “Beta”
column. Thus, the explanatory variable that acquired less weight was the integration of students
(−0.189) while the one that explained more was the knowledge about inclusion (0.360).

In addition, in the column of parameters B, the coefficients of variation that occured in
the dependent variable when faced with the unitary variation of some of the variables can be
observed, assuming that the rest of the variables remained constant. Thus, according to the results,
any increase in certain explanatory variables would increase the equality of opportunity. For example,
improving knowledge about inclusion by one unit would increase it by 0.360. Some of the relationships
between independent variables and the dependent variable were negative (for example, carrying out
integration measures), so that any action in any of the aspects would reduce equal opportunities.

In a detailed analysis of each of the cause variables included in the regression model:

- Diversity measures had a positive and statistically significant effect ((p = 0.008). This contemplates
and includes reinforcement in areas, changes in methodology and modifications in the curriculum.
Flexible grouping, transition programs between different educational stages, diversification, and
educational compensation programs improve equal opportunities in an educational system.

- Integration measures were an aspect that has no significant impact ((p = 0.302) on improving
equal opportunities in the education system. However, the most relevant aspect was that it
has a negative impact (Beta = −0.093). This is a highly relevant result since it implies that
integration does not promote equal opportunities. It follows that the effective mechanism is
inclusion. Different schooling, according to the psycho–pedagogical evaluation of the student,
or the integration measures that are appropriate for students with disabilities are some of
these measures.

- Adapting the education system to inclusion was the second most important aspect. Eliminating
special education centers to promote ordinary centers, reducing specific centers or enrolling
students with disabilities in ordinary centers were fundamental measures for ensuring equal
opportunities in a significant way ((p = 0.000).
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- Curricular modifications did not have a statistically significant impact. However, it had a positive
effect on equality (0.042). In this case, the factor included two aspects: the psycho–pedagogical
evaluation, an element that benefits equality of opportunity, and the same referred to curricular
adaptations. This led to the conclusion that inclusion can be an objective where the agents
involved and awareness raising become more important than school measures.

- Nor did teaching training have a significant impact ((p = 0.109). Again, there was a positive
relationship. Having a prepared teaching staff, improving their training, and promoting equal
opportunities are aspects that increase equality in a positive way between students, whether they
have a disability or not.

- Knowledge of disability also had a positive, though not significant, effect ((p = 0.678).
- As might be expected, knowledge of inclusion was the main element in shaping an inclusive

education system (B = 0.360). Significantly ((p = 0.000), improving the information and knowledge
of all agents in the social and educational system would enable greater levels of equality of
opportunity to be achieved.

- Finally, favoring the integration of students was an aspect that had a negative impact on equal
opportunities (B = −0.189) in a significant way (with a confidence level of 90%) ((p = 0.052).
Specific or integrative classrooms and schools are measures that reduce equality. Thus, it is true
only inclusion that really allows it.

Table 5. Results of the inclusive system model.

Non-Standardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

B Desv. Error Beta t Sig.

(Constant) 4.008 0.063 44.239 0.000

Measures for attention to diversity 0.252 0.063 0.239 2.710 0.008
Integration measures −0.093 0.063 −0.088 −1.037 0.302

Adaptation to an inclusive system 0.349 0.063 0.347 3.952 0.000
Curricular modifications 0.042 0.063 0.042 0.439 0.661

Teaching training 0.178 0.063 0.129 1.689 0.109
Knowledge of disability 0.075 0.063 0.070 0.421 0.678
Knowledge of inclusion 0.360 0.063 0.377 3.461 0.000

Student integration −0.189 0.063 −0.222 −1.095 0.052

Source: Own elaboration.

Finally, the solution of the causal model obtained is offered below:

Equal opportunities
= 4.008 + 0.252 Measures for attention to diversity
− 0.093 Integration measures+ 0.349 Adaptation to an inclusive system
+ 0.042 Curricular modification+ 0.178 Training teaching
+ 0.075 Knowledge of disability+ 0.360 Knowledge of inclusion
− 0.189 Student integration+ 0.063

(2)

7. Discussion

The aim of this study was to find out what aspects shape and explain the promotion of and increase
in equal opportunities in education. To this end, we have answered the following research questions:

Firstly, we have answered our first research question about how inclusion promotes equal
opportunities. As the results of our research and the analyzed literature show, there is no doubt that
inclusion is the educational model based on the paradigm of offering equal educational opportunities
to all those involved in the educational process [55]. The implementation of educational inclusion
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implies working on issues such as social justice and equal opportunities [57–59]. UNESCO [7] states
that inclusion is a movement to transform education systems to realize the right to education with
equal opportunities.

The results of our research highlight the importance of adapting the education system to inclusion,
eliminating specific centers to ensure equal opportunities. This reaffirms the idea put forward by
Rodríguez [89], that special education has historically conceived of diversity as a counter-value and as a
division of society into categories. This idea of restricted and reductionist diversity being characteristic
of special education must be overcome to introduce a broader and more inclusive meaning [32].
Inclusive education questions the creation of specialized services or differentiated measures based on
previously defined categories [90]. Special education versus inclusive education approaches need to
address changes and modifications. Special education as a parallel educational system to that provided
to the majority has been challenged by ideas of inclusion, in which it is considered that all children
should be part of the same educational system [91].

Secondly, the following research question has also been answered in relation to the negative
effect of the integration model on ensuring equal opportunities. This is an aspect that can be seen in
the previous answers: in the results of our research; in what has been exposed by the international
community through its sustainable development goals [17]; in what is reaffirmed with the analysis of
the literature that understands in this sense that the term inclusion has a greater scope and goes beyond
integration [49] among other issues because it addresses the human rights issues that integration
does not include [50]. Educational integration and its measures suffer from having been based much
more on personal prejudices and ideological assumptions than on study and research results [36].
Research linking the medical model of disability with the integrative school model explains the
difficulties of the integrative model. This aspect refers to issues such as the definition it provides of
people with disabilities as unable to guarantee the needs of normal social life due to a deficiency [27].
The results of our study show that integration measures have a negative impact on improving equal
opportunities. The analyzed literature supports this issue by recognizing that integration is currently
outdated, and the objectives of education required are specified in the inclusion of all students to
achieve a more egalitarian society according to the bases of the social model [25]. Our quantitative
results extend the qualitative research carried out by Schmidt and Venet (2019) [92], which analyzed
the differences between inclusive education and the integration of students with learning needs.
The physical integration of students with learning disabilities into the regular classroom should be
extended to inclusive philosophy and practice, as integration is insufficient. In the end, the results
obtained assume that integration does not promote equality of opportunity and therefore derives
from these results, as supported by previous studies. The concept, practice, and attitudes that relate
to integration are overcome by inclusion [51]. It has pedagogical approaches that are contrary to
inclusion [8,52,53]. In short, the inclusive model involves a new transformation of the reality of
schooling and a process of ideological and the conceptual rearmament of the approaches to school
integration [9] in order to make the basic principles of opportunity and equality for all a reality.
In other words, a school for all [54]. Inclusive education is education that is based on the paradigm
of offering equal educational opportunities to all persons involved in the educational process [55].
Equal opportunities in an inclusive education system imply the elimination of barriers to learning,
accessible environments and universal accessibility. In short, inclusion is the possibility for each
student to reach his/her maximum potential in education.

Thirdly, if we focus on the third research question about teacher training and equal opportunities,
teachers are seen as key elements in the implementation of inclusive education [64]. According to
research by Schmidt and Venet [92], teachers are an element whose leadership style influences the
inclusion achieved in the center. Teachers whose leadership is “reculturing” change the paradigms
of integration towards inclusion, which validates the positive results of our study on the fact that
teachers can favor equal opportunities. The evidence in our work affirms, as does previous research,
that a profound change and reflection is needed in relation to the conceptualization of inclusion and
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equality of opportunity [62,63]. Research data from Horne and Timmons [65] and Jordan et al. [66]
conclude that there is a concern for their inclusive training and practical skills. They are aware of
the importance of training and knowledge as a fundamental aspect of inclusive education [67,68].
Specifically, the study by Vanderpuye, Obosu, and Nishimuko [70] highlighted the need for training on
special needs, disability, and ultimately training on capacity building and information on all aspects
necessary to address educational inclusion [72–74]. The importance of awareness of inclusion in the
education system supports the results of other studies in other sectors. Research by Greer and Egan [93]
showed that increasing knowledge about inclusion among managers in organizations favors human
and structural diversity and the career advancement of all employees. In other words, it favors equal
opportunity. Training deficiencies in this sense are an obstacle to the implementation of educational
inclusion [71].

Consequently, in response to the fourth research question on the main factors for achieving
inclusion from the point of view of teachers, they are, in order of relevance: to improve and increase
knowledge about what inclusion really is; to increase measures to address the diversity of the student
body in order to achieve equity; to adapt equipment, educational policies and learning, according to
the principles of inclusion.

8. Conclusions

The main objective of the present work was to establish the inclusive factors that allow for the
improvement and increase in the equality of opportunities through a causal linear regression model.

An important contribution and novelty of this work was the achievement of an empirical causal
model that explains the equality of opportunities through aspects related to inclusion, knowing in a
clear and concrete way which dimensions correlate in a stronger way with certain key points of an
equal opportunities system.

A factorial analysis was carried out in order to reduce the number of items in the questionnaire.
With this, a total of eight dimensions were found. The scale was validated and refined through
confirmatory factor analysis. From these factors it was deduced that three of them have a positive and
significant impact on equal opportunities. In order of importance they are the following:

The most important aspect is the factor to have knowledge about inclusion. This means that it is
important to really know what inclusion is, how it works, and how it should be applied correctly.

The second aspect is the factor to adapt the education system to a truly inclusive system. All people
should be included in ordinary schools, adaptations should be made for all students regardless of their
circumstances, and integration measures should be avoided.

Finally, the third aspect in order of relevance for achieving equality is the factor to take and
implement measures to address diversity. Changing assessment and learning methodologies or making
flexible groupings are aspects to be applied to achieve real equality of opportunity. A novel aspect
in our study is that it included the assessment of the importance of carrying out transition programs
between different educational stages to avoid the school dropout of people with disabilities.

Although they were not statistically significant, it has been shown adequately that the factors
about teaching training and adopting curricular modifications have a positive relationship with
equal opportunities.

It has also been shown that there are aspects that have a negative impact. The factor of the
integration of students, in a significant way, reduces equality. Although not significant, the factors
of school integration measures also have a negative impact. This is a result of notable relevance in
our study since it empirically demonstrated that integration is an exclusionary system that does not
guarantee equal opportunities. The real effective mechanism is inclusion.

The linear regression model demonstrates more than 30% of equal opportunities inclusion.
Therefore, a very high value of the reality explained in the area of Social Sciences is reached [94,95].

The results achieved have implications for various agents. In the first place, managers or
policy-makers must make changes in educational laws regarding inclusion, in accordance with the
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precepts of the Convention (2006) and the Consolidated Text (2013) [96] and, above all, with sustainable
development goal number 4, related to inclusive education. In line with the SDG, it has been
demonstrated that an inclusive education system, rather than an integration one, is one that truly
promotes equal opportunities.

9. Limitations

Among the limitations of this study are the fact that the sample reached is limited to the Spanish
context, as well as the fact that given the novelty, complexity, evolution, scope, and current situation of
inclusion, not all of the variables involved in the process and promotion of equal opportunities may
have been included.

Another limitation is that, despite the importance of inclusion in the educational field, the literature
is limited in two fundamental aspects: on the one hand, in comparative studies between the model of
integration and that of inclusion as guarantors of equal opportunities; on the other hand, in works that
relate inclusion as a key aspect to ensure and promote equal opportunities.

10. Future Research

As future lines of research, it would be of great interest to broaden the international and
geographical horizon by carrying out comparative studies, thus achieving a better extrapolation of the
results. Although we are aware of the difficulty involved, it is advisable to periodically analyze the
level of inclusion and equal opportunities in society in order to compare every year and check the
achievement of the objectives and examine the evolution and understanding of the term of inclusion
and its consequences.
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and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Items of the factorial analysis and their communalities.

Item Communality Asymmetry Kurtosis

MEASURES FOR
ATTENTION TO

DIVERSITY

Support measures for students with generalized
curricular delay promote integration 0.756 −0.811 −0.061

Reinforcement in areas provides benefits and
improvements for student development 0.616 −0.129 0.697

The adaptation of objectives contributes to
attention to diversity 0.701 −0.415 0.283

Curricular change benefits student integration 0.672 −0.559 0.571
Methodological changes favor student

integration 0.718 −0.663 0.710

Expansion and in-depth study measures are
elements that address diversity 0.684 −1.117 1.042

Flexible groupings favor inclusion 0.566 −0.955 0.950
Transit between stages is a mechanism that helps

student integration 0.765 −0.221 −0.443

Combined schooling helps the integration of the
student 0.684 −0.862 0.504

Curricular diversification programs provide
equal opportunities to students 0.754 −0.572 1.612

Educational compensation programs contribute
to equal opportunities 0.676 −0.364 0.489
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Table A1. Cont.

Item Communality Asymmetry Kurtosis

MEASURES FOR
STUDENT

INTEGRATION

The measures to assist students with special
educational needs are inclusive 0.677 −0.560 −0.407

Assessment of Special Educational Needs (SEN)
and psycho–pedagogical evaluations are

elements that work together for
student integration

0.679 −0.551 0.521

Our educational system is inclusive 0.707 −0.369 −0.525
Reinforcement activities for students promoted

to the next grade without having passed the
exams are effective

0.587 −0.195 −1.244

Students with special educational needs
have disabilities 0.572 0.689 0.360

The existing measures for attention to diversity
really do respond to student diversity 0.716 0.610 −0.535

ADAPTATION
OF THE

EDUCATIONAL
SYSTEM WITH
RESPECT TO
INCLUSION

The existence of two educational
alternatives—ordinary centers and special

education centers—does not favor attention
to diversity

0.766 −0.603 −0.641

Students with special educational needs do not
have to attend school in a specific classroom 0.579 −0.605 −0.456

Assessment of Special Educational Needs (SEN)
implies the access of the student with SEN to a

special education center
0.750 0.137 −0.134

Our educational system is inclusive 0.651 −0.168 −0.857
Schooling at a specific center constitutes an

element of integration 0.641 0.604 −0.471

The modality of schooling in a specific classroom
at an ordinary center encourages integration 0.459 −1.090 −0.943

KNOWLEDEGE
OF DISABILITY

Students with a specific need for educational
support have the possibility of leading

a normal life
0.630 −1.411 2.390

The terms disability and handicap refer to the
same thing 0.746 0.448 −0.132

The terms deficiency and disability are similar 0.806 0.580 −0.302
The therapeutic special educational needs
professional replaces the support teacher 0.570 0.628 −0.635

KNOWLEDGE
OF INCLUSION

The terms integration and inclusion are
complementary 0.664 −0.462 −0.450

Integration favors inclusion 0.726 −0.166 0.380
Inclusive education is an integration mechanism 0.794 −0.896 0.274

CURRICULAR
MODIFICATIONS

Psycho–pedagogical evaluation is an element
that benefits equal opportunities 0.722 −0.619 0.683

Significant curricular adaptations promote equal
opportunities 0.679 −0.081 −0.035

STUDENT
INTEGRATION

Inclusive classrooms are intended only for
students with special educational needs. 0.780 0.764 −0.355

Inclusion only refers to students with disabilities 0.705 1.151 0.806

TEACHING
TRAINING

There is a direct relationship between the lack of
equal opportunities for students and the training

that teachers receive
0.795 0.115 −0.090

Teacher training explains the integration
difficulties of our students 0.662 0.356 −0.352

There are deficiencies in teacher training that
affect attention to diversity 0.545 −0.712 0.404

The establishment of measures of attention to
diversity is the consequence of the lack of

integration of our students
0.716 −1.116 −0.319

Source: own elaboration.
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