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Abstract 

This paper focuses on the legal concept of inclusive education, and the challenges 
that its current interpretation raises, especially for autistic children. Centring on 
European and international law, it first analyses the sources and genesis of the current 
interpretation of inclusive education as full mainstream inclusion. It then proceeds 
critically to examine the conceptual and legal limitations this interpretation involves, 
before developing arguments for a more neurodiverse and rights-based alternative. 
Under this new interpretation, states would be required not only to render mainstream 
education more inclusive, but also to provide alternative educational offers for when 
mainstream education is not able to provide a neurodiverse and rights-based inclusive 
education.
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1	 Introduction

1.1	 Context and Aims
International human rights law provides a strong recognition of the right to 
education (Lundy and O’Lynn, 2019). While being classified as an economic 
and social right, it carries crucial implications for the exercise of other civil 
and political rights due to its enabler effect (Courtis and Tobin, 2019). The 
extra importance of the right to education for disabled children, and among 
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them autistic children, is also commonly underlined in the literature (Cera, 
2015). Despite this, studies regularly report the poor enjoyment of their right 
to education by autistic children (Merry, 2020; Goodall, 2021). Autistic children 
indeed suffer from poorest educational outcomes (Roberts and Simpson, 2016) 
and higher bullying instances (Mavropoulou et al., 2020), even when com-
pared with other disabled populations. While this situation is documented 
through a growing body of literature from the educational sciences, few legal 
papers have so far focused on the legal and conceptual questions raised by the 
right to education (McCowan, 2010; de Beco et al., 2019), and even fewer have 
addressed the specific case of autistic children.

In international and European law, autistic children benefit from a triple 
protection of their right to education, through general, children-specific, and 
disability-specific texts and dispositions. Taken together, these texts provide 
for a right to availability and access to quality and inclusive education (Reyes, 
2019). The present paper focuses on the legal concept of inclusive education, 
and the challenges that its current interpretation raises, especially for autistic 
children. As Goodman and Jinks (2004) developed, even when lacking direct 
coercive power, international human rights law can strongly influence states 
through persuasion and acculturation processes. As such, the interpretation 
given to inclusive education at the international or European level will impact 
the national laws and policies and will ultimately affect the daily lived experi-
ence of their right to education by autistic children.

It is acknowledged that the legal framework of autistic children’s right to 
inclusive education is similar to that of other disabled children. As such, part 
of the reflections developed in this paper can apply to other disabled popula-
tions. However, as it will be further demonstrated throughout the paper, the 
specificities of autistic children allow better to highlight certain shortcomings 
within the current interpretation of inclusive education (Croydon et al., 2019). 
In addition, autism also entails reconsidering notions such as normality, func-
tionality, disability and intelligence (Barua et al., 2019). Because of this, and as 
noted by Jordan (2008), ‘getting it right for children with asd [autism spec-
trum disorder] can be a way of getting it right for everyone’ (14).

This paper therefore aims to provide a critical analysis of the current legal 
interpretation of inclusive education, as provided for in international and 
European law, by highlighting the conceptual and legal shortcomings it is 
faced with. To do so, it will use the specific case of autistic children and will 
adopt a neurodiverse and rights-based approach. After providing the neces-
sary definitions, this paper will present the legal framework and current legal 
interpretation of inclusive education, before critically analysing the issues it 
raises, and examining the legal grounds and potential outlines of an alterna-
tive interpretation.
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1.2	 Definitions and Terminologies
While acknowledging that there is no consensus on the preferred terminology 
(Lorcan et al., 2016), this paper will adopt an identity-first language (i.e., autis-
tic children; disabled children) and will use the term “autism” to encompass 
all shades of the autism spectrum. Autism is a neurodevelopmental condition 
characterised by differences in communication, social interactions, sensory 
processing and cognitive functioning (apa, 2013; Runswick-Cole et al., 2016; 
who, 2019). The manifestations of autism vary from one individual to another, 
also depending on potential co-occurring conditions, and can evolve over time 
(who, 2022). It is considered the most prevalent neurodevelopmental disorder 
(Goodall, 2021), with an estimated incidence rate ranging from 1 in 100 to 1 in 
44 children (cdc, 2022; who, 2022).

Autism is also at the core of the neurodiversity theory and movement 
(Lollini, 2018). Neurodiversity theory can be broadly defined as acknowledg-
ing the existence of non-pathological, neuro-cognitive variations among the 
human species (Chapman, 2020a). In other words, the neurodiverse approach 
considers autism – and other conditions such as adhd or Tourette syndrome – 
simply as different neurological functioning (Jaarsma and Welin, 2012). These 
neurological differences are also sometimes compared to those of gender or 
race (Singer, 2017). In addition, or sometimes instead of, being disabled, neu-
rodivergent people are then considered as a type of minority, in opposition 
to the neurotypical majority (Milton, 2017; Chown, 2020). As such, they are 
marginalised by neurocentric or neuronormative structures and institutions 
(Chapman, 2020b; Huijg, 2020). As legal feminism has fostered the contesta-
tion of patriarchal structures and the production of feminist counter-narra-
tives, neurodiversity allows us to challenge neurocentric assumptions and to 
provide neurodiverse interpretations (Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al., 2020). In 
this paper, neurodiversity theory will therefore be used as an analytical and 
critical lens applied to the current interpretation of inclusive education.

Regarding the terminologies of the different forms of schools and education, 
this paper acknowledges the power that language has in shaping worldviews 
and understandings. It also recognises that terms such as mainstream or special 
can be problematic and contested (Runswick-Cole and Hodge, 2009; Graham 
2020). However, both for intelligibility reasons and to facilitate the discussion 
with the current literature, the present paper will make use of these terminol-
ogies. For the purpose of the paper, mainstream education refers to the regular 
education provided to children by their state. It covers both notions of settings 
(e.g., mainstream schools and classrooms) and teaching (e.g., national curricu-
lum, etc.). Special education refers to the education specially provided to some 
children by their state, whether based on their diagnostics, educational needs 
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or other criteria. It also covers both notions of settings (e.g., special schools and 
classrooms) and teaching (e.g., special curriculum, etc.).

2	 Legal Framework and Current Interpretation of Inclusive 
Education

2.1	 Legal Texts and Mechanisms
Several international institutions have contributed to develop the notion of 
inclusive education for disabled persons/children. This endeavour has been 
realised both through soft law (e.g., the unesco Salamanca statement [1994]) 
and hard law. For example, the European Social Charter (R) (1996) contains a 
specific disposition (Article 15 §1) recognising the right of persons with disabil-
ities to education ‘in the framework of general schemes wherever possible or, 
where this is not possible, through specialised bodies, public or private’. At the 
UN level, the Convention on the Rights of the Child ([crc] 1989) also recog-
nises the right of children with disabilities to special assistance, including for 
effectively accessing and receiving education (Article 23 §3).

However, the main explicit and legally binding requirement for inclu-
sive education is found in the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities ([crpd] 2006). Article 24 of the crpd emphasises that the right 
to education of persons with disabilities should be realised, ‘without discrimi-
nation and on the basis of equal opportunity’ through ‘an inclusive education 
system’ (Article 24 §1). It is also the first legally binding text expressly to define 
the notion of discrimination on the basis of disability (Article 2).

In addition to formally recognising inclusive education, the crpd has also 
been instrumental in enabling its realisation by expressly providing for the 
following legal mechanisms: support measures and reasonable accommoda-
tions. Support measures are general measures, that aim at adapting the edu-
cation system so it can deliver substantial equality and inclusion. They can 
be very large (e.g., reorganisation of the whole educational system or curric-
ulum) or focused (e.g., individual educational plans) in their target but apply 
to the whole of the system and therefore have a collective dimension (Cera, 
2015). They can be viewed as a concrete translation and implementation of 
the right to inclusive education and are part of the accessibility requirement 
(de Beco, 2014). As such, they are subject to a progressive realisation obliga-
tion, which requires states to take all the measures necessary, to the maximum 
of their available resources, progressively to achieve the full realisation of the 
rights concerned (Article 4 §2 crpd; CtRPD, 2016a, §29). As detailed by the 
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literature (de Beco, 2014; Cera, 2015), the Committee on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities1 (CtRPD) in its General Comments Nos. 2 (2014) and 6 (2018) 
has indeed explained that the general principle of accessibility (Article 3 §6) is 
to be realised gradually within the maximum of available resources. It is, how-
ever, an ex ante duty and does not depend on the demand of any individual 
(Lawson, 2018).

The notion of reasonable accommodations is defined in Article 2 of the 
crpd and is explicitly repeated in Article 24, which highlights its relevance to 
inclusive education (Quinlivan, 2019). Contrary to support measures, which 
can have an individualised target but operate on a systemic, organisational 
level, reasonable accommodations are directed to the individuals and their 
specific requirements in order to provide them with substantial equality 
(CtRPD, 2016a, §31; Equinet, 2021). They constitute an ex nunc duty (CtRPD, 
2018, §24), existing upon the needs of an individual (de Beco, 2019b) and are 
of immediate application. Therefore, a denial of reasonable accommodations 
is constitutive of discrimination (CtRPD, 2018, §17–19). However, they are not 
unconditional.

Indeed, to be legally required, the accommodation has first to be reason-
able. This characteristic is evaluated with regard to the relevance and effec-
tiveness of the accommodation requested in ensuring substantive equality to 
the individual (ibid., §25). In addition, the right to reasonable accommoda-
tions is legally limited by the notion of disproportionate or undue burden, and 
an accommodation that would create such a burden can therefore be legally 
denied (ibid.). On which basis to evaluate both the reasonableness and dis-
proportionate or undue characteristics is not thoroughly detailed in the text 
of the crpd, nor in its General Comments. Both the CtRPD and the European 
Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) have nonetheless started to provide addi-
tional precisions on this matter through their recent case law. For example, 
both have recognised the concept of indirect discrimination and the relevance 
of reasonable accommodations to combat those (H.M. v. Sweden no. 3/2011, 
§8.3 [CtRPD, 2012]; G. L. v. Italy no. 59751/15, §64–70 [ECtHR, 2020]). When 
evaluating a request for a reasonable accommodation, duty-bearers therefore 
have to take into account the particular circumstances and needs of the appli-
cant in relation to the national legislation involved. However, states do enjoy 
a margin of appreciation in their evaluation (Jungelin v. Sweden no. 5/2011, 

1	 Both the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, the Committee on the Rights 
of the Child and the European Committee of Social Rights are quasi-judicial bodies in charge 
of the interpretation and the monitoring of their respective conventions. They regularly 
review the national implementation of these conventions, provide general interpretation 
guidance, and receive individual communications or collective complaints.
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§10.5 [CtRPD, 2014]; Dupin v. France no. 2282/17, §26 [ECtHR, 2019]) and, as 
expressly mentioned in the field of inclusive education (CtRPD, 2016a, §28), 
financial costs can justify a denial of reasonable accommodations. An undue 
or disproportionate burden can also stem from organisational or structural 
issues (Quinlivan, 2019), and the advantages or disadvantages that would be 
generated for third parties must also be considered in the evaluation (de Beco, 
2019b). Thus, while reinforced by the crpd, the legal mechanisms supporting 
inclusive education are nonetheless not illimited.

2.2	 Current Legal Interpretation of Inclusive Education
While inclusive education has become a common concept in the education, 
disability and rights discourse over the last decades, there is yet no agree-
ment on what it entails (Foreman, 2021; Winter, 2020). To date, debates are 
still ongoing both in social, educational and legal sciences mainly between the 
full inclusionists and the moderate inclusionists. Briefly described, the former 
defend the full-time inclusion of all children in the same settings, age-based 
peer groups and curriculum – for example based on universal design for learn-
ing (udl) (Kauffman and Hornby, 2020; Boyle and Anderson, 2021), while the 
later advocate for the inclusion of disabled children in and within diverse set-
tings, peer groups and curricula (Hyatt and Hornby, 2017; Boyle and Anderson, 
2021; Goodall, 2021).

The drafting process of Article 24 already reflected these debates. Indeed, 
the original version of the text provided not only for a right to mainstream 
inclusion, but also required that:

Where the general education system does not adequately meet the needs 
of persons with disabilities, special and alternative forms of learning 
should be made available.

Working Group on the crpd, 2004

This reflected the initial intention of offering the choice between mainstream 
and/or special education to children with disabilities and their parents. As 
the daily summaries of discussion and statements submitted by ngo s attest 
(see Ad Hoc Committee, 2005a, 2005b, 2006; Global Deaf Connection, 2006; 
Rescare, 2006), providing a possibility of choice was indeed strongly supported 
both by some state parties, deaf and/or blind people’s organisations, and at 
least one association for autistic persons. However, throughout the sessions 
and discussions, other state parties and ngo s advocated for removing this pos-
sibility of choice and focusing only on inclusive education in mainstream set-
tings (see Ad Hoc Committee, 2005a, 2005b, 2006; csie, 2006). Their argument 
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was that keeping a choice between special and mainstream education, even 
though intended for children and parents, would allow states to disengage 
from their commitment to render mainstream settings inclusive.

In the end, the article refrained from formulating a right to choose, anchor-
ing inclusive education in an anti-discrimination and non-exclusion logic 
(Anastasiou et al., 2018; de Beco, 2019b). It is to be noted that this final ver-
sion of the article was reached with difficulty, only after private negotiations 
(Kanter, 2019), and that even proponents of a full inclusion, such as the Centre 
for Studies on Inclusive Education, had already identified that this approach 
would be more challenging for some disabled children, and especially for 
autistic children (Shaw, 2013).

While debates on the interpretation of inclusive education appear to have 
been going on since its first legal formulation, the current position of the 
CtRPD seems clearly in favour of full mainstream inclusion, as seen in its 
related General Comment No.4 (2016a). Indeed, although no mention of spe-
cial or mainstream education is made when defining inclusion (§11), the com-
ment still strongly supports full mainstream inclusion as shown through the 
definition of segregation (§11) or in the budgetary considerations (§40, §70). 
As noted by Byrne (2022), throughout its Concluding observations, the CtRPD 
has also retained mainstream inclusion as the only proper form of inclusive 
education. For example, in its last monitoring of the crpd implementation 
by the UK, it criticised, ‘the persistence of a dual education system that segre-
gates children with disabilities in special schools, including based on parental 
choice’ (CtRPD, 2017, §52 (a)). It also considered the establishment by Portugal 
of ‘“model schools” for deaf, blind, deaf-blind and visually impaired students, 
as well as for students with autism [as] a form of segregation and discrimi-
nation’ (CtRPD, 2016b, §44). More recently, it has also urged both Spain and 
Albania to ‘grant all students with disabilities, regardless of their personal 
characteristics, the same right to access inclusive learning opportunities in 
the mainstream education system …’ (CtRPD, 2019a, §46; CtRPD, 2019b, §40 
– emphasis added). The current interpretation of the crpd therefore clearly 
relates inclusive education to full mainstream inclusion. Availability and 
access to special education is at best not required, sometimes even considered 
as in contravention of inclusive education, this without consideration for the 
quality – or lack thereof – of the education provided. Similarly, the Committee 
on the Rights of the Child (CtRC), which was originally in favour of a moderate 
inclusion realised through a continuum of offers (CtRC, 2006, §66), seems to 
have recently aligned its interpretation with this of the CtRPD, now privileging 
full mainstream inclusion (Besson and Kleber, 2019; Veerman, 2022).

On the European front, the European Committee on Social Rights (ecsr) 
seems to follow a similar interpretation, although its formulation appears 
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rather confusing, or even contradictory (e.g., in A.E.H. v. France no. 81/2012 
[2014]). Similarly, the ECtHR in turn has expressed a strong support to main-
stream inclusion in the case G.L. v. Italy ([no. 59751/15] 2020) considering it 
as ‘the most appropriate way’ (§53 – author’s translation) to ensure the fun-
damental principles of non-discrimination and universality in the exercise of 
their right to education for children with disabilities. The Court interpretation 
was, however, strongly criticised in a concurring opinion of Judge Wojtyczek, 
as can be read below:

Mainstream inclusion2 is without doubt the best solution for many dis-
abilities. However, it does not always allow taking into account the spe-
cific needs of children with certain disabilities … Some autistic children 
in particular have a specific need for safety, tranquillity and acceptance. 
Scientific studies show that for these children mainstream inclusion2 
can create heavy suffering and hinder their development and well-be-
ing, while special schools give way better results and allow a reduction of 
their suffering. Consequently, prescribing mainstream inclusion2 by pre-
senting it as the most appropriate education in general raises questions 
and reservations (§5 – author’s translation).

The interpretation of inclusive education only as full mainstream inclusion 
has also been highly criticised both by scholars (Hornby, 2015, 2021; Kauffman 
et al., 2018; Chennat, 2019; Veerman, 2022) and organisations of persons with 
disabilities (wfd, 2018; National Autistic Society, 2021), particularly when con-
cerning autistic children (Ravet, 2011; Goodall, 2018; Merry, 2020; Acevedo and 
Nussbaum, 2021). As it will be developed below, the full mainstream inclusion 
doctrine indeed appears to rely on a number of conceptual and legal short-
comings, rendered particularly apparent in the case of autistic children, and 
highlighting the need for a more neurodiverse and rights-based approach.

3	 Critical Analysis of the Current Interpretation of Inclusive 
Education

3.1	 Conceptual Shortcomings and the Need for a Neurodiverse Approach
3.1.1	 Disability as a Homogenous Category
A first conceptual shortcoming found in the current interpretation of Article 
24 is that it appears to rely on the conception of disability as a homogenous 

2	 Here the literal translation would have been inclusive education, but mainstream inclusion 
was retained instead as it was more in line with the semantic translation.
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category (Chennat, 2019). It is not a matter here to question the relevance of 
viewing disabled people as a specific marginalised and discriminated popu-
lation, nor to question the adoption of a dedicated human rights convention. 
However, while a homogenous, categorial approach at the level of disability 
in general might be appropriate to conceptualise some human rights – such 
as the right to life or freedom from torture – it appears less founded when it 
comes to the right to education. Indeed, some disabilities – whether in their 
nature or severity – will have inherent bearings on education and learning, 
while others will not (Kauffman et al., 2016).

The crpd provides a rather incomplete recognition of this diversity. On 
one hand, it does acknowledge the diversity of persons with disabilities in its 
Preamble (i), leading scholars to conclude that, ‘identifying and dismantling 
barriers does not allow for a uniformity of approach’ (Lord, 2018: 18). However, 
when it comes to education, it currently fails fully to recognise and match this 
diversity of disabilities with a diversity of approaches (Anastasiou et al., 2018). 
Indeed, with the exception of deaf and/or blind children, the current inter-
pretation of Article 24 does not allow for this diversity to be fully considered. 
Instead, it relies on a homogenous approach to disability and thus a homog-
enous conception of disabled children’s right to inclusive education, largely 
based on a body-related disability model at the expense of mind-related dis-
abilities (Anastasiou et al., 2018). The lack of acknowledgement of (neuro-) 
diversity, and its bearing on education and learning, then leads to an inter-
pretation that greatly fails children whose disabilities are not physical, such as 
autistic children (Anastasiou and Kauffman, 2011).

As Arduin (2019) explains, this is reinforced by the fact that, although Article 
24 has been written as an anti-discrimination right, it is currently interpreted 
as a universal right. Indeed, contrary to other articles such as Article 4 or 5, 
Article 24 does not refer to all people with disabilities. An anti-discrimination 
right will by nature benefit some members of the population covered but not 
all. Thus, applying a universal interpretation to such an article appears incon-
sistent with its nature and aim. Article 24 should therefore not be interpreted 
as establishing a duty to educate all disabled children in mainstream schools 
(ibid.) but should allow for the diversity of disabilities to be matched with a 
diversity of educational alternatives (Low, 2006; Chennat, 2019).

3.1.2	 A Narrow and Neurocentric Conception of Inclusion
Another conceptual shortcoming attached to the current interpretation of 
inclusive education is the narrow and neurocentric conception of inclusion 
that it implies. Indeed, overall, the crpd emphasises the importance of disa-
bled people’s inclusion in their community and in wider society (crpd, Article 
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3 §3). This can be described as a holistic inclusion, both in different areas of 
life, and in present and future times (Friedel, 2015; Arduin, 2018). However, 
when it comes to education, this holistic understanding seems to be reduced 
to the narrow conception of inclusion as immediate inclusion in mainstream 
schools (Norwich and Koutsouris, 2021; Schwab, 2021). However, while some-
times supporting and allowing holistic inclusion, mainstream education can 
also hinder it. Indeed, for some disabled children, the best way to secure 
inclusion in the wider community after leaving school lies in receiving special 
education in separate settings (Hornby, 2011, 2015). Therefore, many scholars 
advocate for re-situating inclusion in a context of diversity (Chennat, 2019), 
underlining that inclusive education can and should be practised through a 
variety of educational settings and options (Winter, 2020; Boyle et al., 2021; 
Forlin and Chambers, 2021).

On this note, it appears important to address the question of so-called 
segregated settings. Indeed, the current interpretation of Article 24 equals 
the education of disabled children in special settings to segregation (CtRPD, 
2016a, §11). However, while there is no denying that special schools can be – 
and have been – vectors of poor-quality education and segregation, these char-
acteristics should not be interpreted as inherent to those settings but rather as 
contextual (Cigman, 2007). It seems here necessary to clarify that the adage 
“separate is not equal” (derived from the US Supreme Court decision Brown 
v. Board of Education [1954]) does not apply similarly to the questions of race 
and of disability (Kauffman et al., 2016). This is because, while race does not 
bear any direct implications on education and learning, as previously men-
tioned, disability can. Therefore, for some disabled children, being educated 
in separate settings might be the best option to be provided with an educa-
tion of equivalent quality to that of non-disabled children, or of other disabled 
children (Slee, 2008; Byrne, 2022). What is more, as both disabled children and 
their families report, especially in the case of autistic or deaf and/or blind chil-
dren, special schools can be experienced as the most inclusive option (Banks, 
2021; Foreman, 2021; Byrne, 2022). Attributing an inherent segregationist char-
acteristic to special settings then denies the experience of all these children 
(Cigman, 2007; Norwich and Koutsouris, 2021). This is not to say that system-
atic placements of disabled children – or children with a specific disability –  
in separate settings would not amount to segregation. However, a decision 
to educate a disabled child in separate settings, taken through the considera-
tion of their disability, needs and interests in light of the current possibility of 
accommodations in mainstream schools (Chennat, 2019; Veerman, 2022), does 
not amount to segregation.

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351



336

Over-focusing on full mainstream inclusion also carries the neurocentric 
assumption that inclusion and socialisation can only happen in contact with 
non-disabled children. However, as Kauffman and Badar (2016) explain, ‘chil-
dren in special schools and classes can have an active, meaningful social life’ 
(56). Asserting otherwise is not only neurocentric but also at odds with some 
of the fundamental principles of the crpd (e.g., Article 3 §4). In addition, as 
Hornby (2015) underlined, ‘for many children with send [special educational 
needs or disability] it may be more important to be with peers with shared 
interests and similar abilities or disabilities to themselves, than peers of the 
same chronological age’ (241). Regarding autistic children, studies of their lived 
experience report that they define inclusion as belonging and being accepted, 
rather than being included in any specific type of schools (Goodall 2021; 
Lüddeckens, 2021). They also express a marked preference for socialising with 
similar peers (e.g., autistic, send) rather than neurotypical peers (Rainsberry, 
2017; Warren et al., 2021), even when given equal opportunity to do so (Chen 
et al., 2021).

Inclusive education should therefore focus on providing the best education 
possible to disabled children in order to foster their holistic inclusion. While 
not irrelevant, the questions of where and with whom this happens should not 
be determinant.

3.2	 Legal Shortcomings and The Need for a Rights-Based Approach
3.2.1	 Internal Dichotomy of Article 24
In parallel of conceptual issues, the current interpretation of inclusive edu-
cation faces legal limitations that appear to hinder its relevance, especially 
when it comes to certain disabled children such as autistic children. Indeed, 
one of the issues with the current interpretation of inclusive education as full 
mainstream inclusion is that, while the inclusion required is absolute, the legal 
mechanisms allowing its realisation are not. As developed previously, both 
support measures and reasonable accommodations are limited, respectively 
by the notions of progressive realisation and of disproportionate or undue 
burden. This dichotomy between the current absolute goal and the limited 
means of inclusive education has been noted with concern by legal scholars. 
For example, Byrne and Lundy (2011) have described the mechanism of rea-
sonable accommodations as a ‘double-edged sword’ (12) that could turn out 
to be the ‘“Achilles” heel of the crpd’ (16). This dichotomy between goal and 
means also underlines the failure of the current interpretation of inclusive 
education to recognise the diversity of and differences between and within 
disabilities. The risks and issues that it raises are especially marked for children 
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with mind-related disabilities, including autism, for whom accessibility and 
reasonable accommodations are harder to identify and provide (Anastasiou  
et al., 2018). As developed below, this legal limitation is indeed highlighted by 
the case of autistic children and their sensory specificities.

A major and specific challenge for autistic children’s inclusion, especially 
in mainstream settings, is linked to their sensory specificities. Sensory specif-
icities are a common feature of autism, which is more and more described as 
a sensory disability (Donellan et al., 2010; Bogdashina, 2016). Sensory related 
anxiety in (mainstream) school settings are commonly reported in studies of 
autistic children’s lived experience. Noisy, crowded and chaotic spaces like 
corridors, cafeterias, playgrounds or even classrooms are often cited as trigger-
ing (Rainsberry, 2017; Goodall and MacKenzie, 2019; Aubineau and Blicharska, 
2020; Tomlinson et al., 2021). In response to these sensory specificities, autis-
tic children are often left to resort to avoidance strategies, such as hiding in 
the toilets (Goodall, 2019), avoiding collective areas (Hill, 2014; Goodall and 
MacKenzie, 2019; Aubineau and Blicharska, 2020), or temporarily withdraw-
ing from classrooms (Goodall, 2018; Tomlinson et al., 2021; Warren et al., 2021). 
However, answering autistic children’s sensory specificities with reasonable 
accommodations is particularly difficult (Moore, 2007; Wing, 2007; Croydon 
et al., 2019) since, as Symes and Humphrey (2010) explain, their ‘preference for 
… low sensory stimulation is at odd with the noisy, bustling and often chaotic 
environment of mainstream schools’ (479). The few reasonable accommoda-
tions that have been developed so far, such as the use of noise cancelling head-
phones or withdrawal rooms, cannot be seen as inclusive, since they rely on 
autistic children coping with their environment rather than the environment 
adapting to their specificities (Graham, 2020). Contrariwise, special schools 
designed for autistic children primarily aim at providing a sensory-friendly 
educational environment (Merry, 2020). In this regard, the two main adjust-
ments commonly identified as responding to autistic children’s sensory spe-
cificities in school environment are class size reduction and sensory stimuli 
reduction (Goodall, 2021; Warren et al., 2021). However, and while there has not 
been international jurisprudence on this yet, these adjustments seem unlikely 
to be granted as reasonable accommodations in mainstream settings. Indeed, 
it appears that they would qualify as creating an undue and disproportionate 
burden, either due to their financial and organisational costs – class size reduc-
tion – or due to their impact on other children’s needs – sensory stimulation 
reduction. It could be argued that such adjustments represent systemic sup-
port measures rather than reasonable accommodations and could therefore 
still be granted through the legal framework of inclusive education and imple-
mented through the concept of udl (Article 2 crpd; Alchin, 2014; Winter, 
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2020). However, support measures are covered by the principle of progressive 
realisation which, as its name implies, is not immediate and is dependent 
on available resources. In addition, udl does not adequately answer a series 
of issues, including that of conflicting needs (de Beco, 2016; Ptacek, 2021). 
Therefore, even when applied to their full extent, the legal mechanisms of 
Article 24 might not allow realising the right to education of all autistic chil-
dren in mainstream settings. As such, the dichotomy between the current goal 
and mechanisms of inclusive education leaves at least some autistic children 
with no solution.

3.2.2	 Lack of a Rights-Based Approach
In addition to internal inconsistencies between its goal and means, the current 
interpretation of Article 24 also carries potential conflicts with other human 
rights, including the right to education itself. Indeed, inclusion is only one 
facet of the right to education. Whether in Article 24 itself or in other human 
rights provisions, such as Article 29 §1 of the crc, the quality or aims of edu-
cation are also an inherent component of the right to education (Reyes, 2019; 
Gillett-Swan et al., 2022). However, by over-focusing on inclusive education, 
understood as full mainstream inclusion, the current interpretation of Article 
24 leads to the undermining of the right to quality education (Anastasiou  
et al., 2018; Foreman, 2021), especially for children for whom reasonable accom-
modations are not easily identifiable or implementable. That is why scholars 
have underlined the necessity to re-centre the focus from inclusion to quality, 
to make sure that the quality of the education provided to disabled children is 
prioritised over the questions of settings and location (Schwab, 2021; Hornby, 
2011, 2015).

Human rights are also indivisible and interdependent (Cera, 2015; Tobin, 
2019). Thus, besides its plural requirements, the right to education of autistic 
children has to be conceptualised and operated in accordance with their other 
rights. Which rights are involved and how will depend on each individual sit-
uation, and a full analysis of the interdependence of the right to education 
and other human rights would be out of the scope of this paper. Nonetheless, 
the following rights appear particularly important to consider in the case of 
autistic children.

First, education should concur to the realisation of the holistic develop-
ment of children. In addition to being one of the aims of education (Article 29 
§1 crc; Article 24 §1 crpd), the right to development is also one of the general 
principles of the crc (Article 6 §2 crc) and the interconnection between the 
right to education and the right to development is well established (Peleg, 2019; 
Peleg and Tobin, 2019). This also requires that children are protected from all 
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forms of violence, including bullying, harassment or the denial of their educa-
tional needs (Article 19 crc; Tobin and Cashmore, 2019). Besides, when decid-
ing on the educational placement of a child, their best interest should be a 
primary consideration. This is recognised both by the crpd (Article 7 §2) and 
the crc (Article 3 §1) and requires taking into account the individual develop-
mental needs, and the social and cultural context of the child (Eekelaar and 
Tobin, 2019). To do so, any presumptions – such as the prioritisation of main-
stream inclusion – should be examined against the specific situation of each 
child (ibid.). Both the crpd (Article 7 §3) and the crc (Article 12) also provide 
for children to be allowed and supported to express their opinion and have it 
duly taken into account during the decision process. This is indeed required 
not only as an independent right, but also as a contributing element of the 
realisation of their right to education (Lundy et al., 2019). Finally, both con-
ventions also protect the right of (disabled) children to preserve their identity 
(Article 8 §1 crc; Article 3 §8 crpd).

However, in the case of autistic children, it appears that full mainstream 
inclusion does not necessarily align with the respect of these rights. Indeed, 
there has been growing evidence that such inclusion does not represent the 
best option for all autistic children and can result in a denial of their rights 
(Low, 2006; Cigman, 2007; Merry, 2020; Goodall, 2021). The study of their 
lived educational experience consistently reports a lack of understanding and 
acceptance of autism, higher instances of bullying – both compared to other 
disabled populations and compared to special schools – and school-related 
anxiety (see for example Danker et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2019; Mavropoulou 
et al., 2020; Lüddeckens, 2021) leading to poor participation and outcomes 
(Roberts and Simpson, 2016). Studies also show that mainstream inclusion 
often leads to autistic students being ostracised, which increases their risks 
of developing low self-esteem and mental health issues (Williams et al., 2019; 
Foreman, 2021). Some authors also denounce the objectifying and normalis-
ing tendency of mainstream inclusion towards autistic children (Acevedo and 
Nusbaum, 2021). These accounts of mainstream educational experience there-
fore appear rather contradictory to an education that would allow autistic chil-
dren to enjoy and exercise their rights and attain and benefit from a holistic 
inclusion.

On this note, it appears important to underline that it is not enough to 
answer that instances of failed mainstream inclusion are not real inclusion, 
but only integration (de Beco, 2016; CtRPD, 2016, §11; Graham, 2020). This is not 
to say that this assertion might not be founded in some cases, but it is not, and 
cannot be, systematically valid. First, because such an assertion would contra-
dict a basic feature of scientific hypothesis, namely falsifiability (Low, 2006: 9).  
Secondly, and more importantly, because as developed in this paper, there 

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351



340

are limits to the reasonable accommodations that can be provided and to the 
extent to which support measures such as udl can be applied in a single set-
ting (de Beco, 2016). Therefore, even though mainstream education would be 
made inclusive to the full extent required by Article 24, full mainstream inclu-
sion, in that it requires the sameness of settings, age-based peer groups and 
curriculum, might nonetheless remain a hindrance to the realisation of the 
right to education of at least some autistic children. As a result, many schol-
ars have deplored that the current interpretation of inclusive education is nei-
ther evidence- nor rights-based but supported by philosophical constructions 
and dogma (Kauffman and Hornby, 2020; Foreman, 2021). Thus, an alternative 
interpretation of inclusive education which would adopt a neurodiverse and 
rights-based approach appears needed, and the sections below will present its 
legal grounds and possible outline.

4	 Towards a Neurodiverse and Rights-Based Interpretation of 
Inclusive Education

4.1	 Legal Grounds for An Alternative Interpretation of Article 24
As seen through the travaux préparatoires, the question of special educational 
alternatives was one of the most debated topics during the draft of Article 24 
(Kanter, 2019). Starting from mentioning an express right to choose between 
mainstream and special education, the text of the article strenuously evolved 
towards a final version seemingly excluding alternative educational options. 
However, as de Beco (2019b) explains, while the goal of inclusion was agreed 
upon, neither its scope nor its location are specified in the article. In addi-
tion, the formulation of the text is actually less assertive than it first seems 
(Anastasiou et al., 2018).

First, as regularly reaffirmed by scholars, while there is no express duty to 
provide special education, there is also nothing in Article 24 that would pro-
scribe it (Shaw, 2013; Broderick, 2015; Friedel, 2015; de Beco, 2016; Arduin, 2019; 
Kanter, 2019). In addition, while prohibiting the exclusion of disabled persons 
from the ‘general education system’ based on their disability (§2 (a)), no men-
tions of mainstream or regular education are made in the text. Instead, the 
first paragraph refers to the notion of an ‘inclusive education system’ without 
defining any of these terms. As it was expressly noted during the daily discus-
sions, a system does not have to be homogenous (Anastasiou et al., 2018) and 
can therefore consist of diverse educational alternatives.

The article also refers twice to the notion of “environments that maxim-
ise academic and social development”, which has been described as a highly 
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confusing formulation and has given rise to diverse interpretations (de Beco, 
2019a). The first mention of this notion is made in reference to the general 
disabled population (in §2 (e)) and is accompanied by the additional require-
ment that these environments are ‘consistent with the goal of full inclusion’. 
However, as developed previously in this paper, full inclusion might refer to a 
holistic inclusion rather than inclusion in mainstream education. Authors have 
also pointed out that this mention appears as the replacement of a previous 
version providing for a right to alternative education, therefore interpreting it 
as an opening to a plurality of educational options, compatible with a holistic 
inclusion (de Beco, 2019a). Its second mention appears in a sub-paragraph (§3 
(c)) dedicated to ‘persons, and in particular children, who are blind, deaf or 
deafblind’ and this time without the express requirement of consistency with 
full inclusion. Although debated, this has been interpreted as securing a right 
to special or alternative education for deaf and/or blind children, including in 
separate settings (de Beco, 2014). Some authors have also extended the cover-
ing of this paragraph to children with sensory or communication disabilities 
in general (de Beco, 2014; Cera, 2015). Autism has for long been formally rec-
ognised as, in part, a communication disability (apa, 2013; who, 2019), and 
has also progressively started to be acknowledged as a sensory disability (e.g., 
Bogdashina, 2016). Furthermore, the CtRPD itself does mention autistic per-
sons in its interpretation of Article 24 §3 (2016a, §35), which could therefore 
indicate that they are covered by this disposition. Under such an interpreta-
tion, autistic children would then, as deaf and/or blind children, have a right to 
special or alternative education in separate settings. Thus, while Article 24 of 
the crpd has been used as a reference to promote the full inclusion doctrine, 
it seems that a more nuanced reading could lead to a different interpretation.

It is apparent that the CtRPD has so far been prioritising the interpretation 
of inclusive education as full mainstream inclusion, partly joined in this by 
the CtRC, the ecsr and the ECtHR. However, as developed in this paper, dis-
sident voices have also been raised, calling for a more cautious interpretation 
that would respect the diversity of disabled children and the limits of legal 
prescription on non-legal matters. In addition, these institutions have also 
acknowledged that the interpretation of their texts is evolutive and must be 
contextual and preserve their internal coherence (Broderick, 2015; Friedel, 
2015; see also Articles 31 and 32 of the Vienna Convention [UN, 1969]). Indeed, 
although human rights determine universal standards and aims, their inter-
pretation and application need to be contextualised (de Beco, 2016). As devel-
oped previously, human rights are also interdependent and indivisible, and the 
right to inclusive education must therefore be consistent with other children’s 
rights. As such, there seems to be strong legal grounds for a more nuanced 
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interpretation of Article 24 that would focus on developing a neurodiverse 
and rights-based inclusive education system, rather than systematic full main-
stream inclusion.

4.2	 A Neurodiverse and Rights-Based Inclusive Education System
A more nuanced reading of Article 24 would indeed allow the development of 
an alternative conception of inclusive education that would rely on a diversity 
and continuity of educational alternatives throughout the national education 
system. Such a system would account for the previously identified conceptual 
and legal issues currently found with the full (mainstream) inclusion doctrine. 
By offering a variety of educational options in diverse settings, peer groups and 
curricula, it would address the question of diversity, holistic inclusion, (un)
reasonable accommodations and conflicting needs. It would also integrate the 
need of a neurodiverse and rights-based approach within the conception and 
implementation of a quality inclusive education. In the case of autistic chil-
dren, this would allow better consideration of their sensory, communication 
and social specificities, on an evolutive and case-by-case basis.

The concrete forms such an inclusive system could take are diverse and will 
depend on the national context. The social and educational sciences literature, 
however, provides some illustrations of what it could resemble. To bypass a 
binary opposition and to allow for consideration of budgetary constraints, spe-
cial and mainstream education should first be conceived jointly rather than 
separately (Ravet, 2011; Veerman, 2022), thus becoming essential elements of 
a quality inclusive education system (Hornby, 2021). Special education could 
then be not only an alternative to, but a facilitator of mainstream inclusion 
(Ainscow, 2006; Cera, 2015). In addition, quality, diversity and rights should 
be primordial considerations and requirements in any educational alterna-
tives (Kauffman et al., 2018; Hornby, 2021; Veerman, 2022) which should also be 
child-centred (Goodall, 2018, 2021). As such, while the priority might be given 
to mainstream inclusion – and rendering mainstream education inclusive 
– states should still be required to provide alternative educational offers for 
when mainstream education is not able to support a neurodiverse and rights-
based inclusive education.

5	 Conclusion

The current interpretation of inclusive education as full mainstream inclusion 
is faced with serious conceptual and legal limitations, which turn out to be 
particularly acute in the case of autistic children. While this paper recognises 
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the value of mainstream inclusion, and the constant efforts needed in this 
direction, it however highlights the shortcomings found in the full mainstream 
inclusion doctrine, and advocates for alternative forms of inclusive education. 
Indeed, although Article 24 of the crpd has been used to promote full main-
stream inclusion, it seems that a more nuanced reading of its text allows – 
if not calls for – a different interpretation. Inclusive education could then be 
conceived as education in a neurodiverse and rights-based inclusive system 
that would cater for the diversity and complexity of disabilities by offering a 
range of diverse educational options with diverse settings, peer groups and 
curricula. Such a conception will, however, raise new questions, as it will nec-
essarily imply judgment and decisions to be made (Kauffman et al., 2016). It 
will also have to be consistent with quality education (Kauffman et al., 2018) 
and with the wider environment of children’s rights (Veerman, 2022). Thus, 
further research and discussions appear to be needed on how to best conceive, 
develop and operationalise such neurodiverse and rights-based inclusive edu-
cation systems.

Acknowledgements

This paper is part of an individual PhD project funded by the University of 
Bergen, Faculty of Law. Thank you to Professor Linda Gröning and Associate 
Professor Ingun Fornes for their supervision and support, and to Professor 
Laura Lundy for her guidance and input.

References

Acevedo, S.M. and Nusbaum, E.A., “Autism, Neurodiversity and Inclusive Education”, 
in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special 
Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 68–81.

Ad hoc Committee, 2005a, “Daily summary of discussion at the sixth session 2 August 
2005”. Available at: https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary 
.htm.

Ad hoc Committee, 2005b, “Daily summary of discussion at the sixth session 3 August 
2005”. Available at: https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary 
.htm.

Ad hoc Committee, 2006, “Daily summary of discussion at the seventh session 24  
January 2006”. Available at: https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc7 
summary.htm.

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc6summary.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc7summary.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc7summary.htm


344

Ainscow, M., “Towards a More Inclusive Education System: Where next for Special 
Schools”, in R. Cigman (ed.), Included or Excluded? (Abingdon: Routledge, 2006), 
128–139.

Alchin, G., “Is Reasonable Adjustment a Deficit Ideology?”, Special Education Perspec-
tives 2014 (23(1)), 3–6.

Anastasiou, D. and Kauffman, J.M., “A Social Constructionist Approach to Disability: 
Implications for Special Education”, Exceptional Children 2011 (77(3)), 367–84.  
Doi.org/10.1177/001440291107700307.

Anastasiou, D., Michael, G. and Kauffman, J.K., “Article 24: Education”, in I. Bantekas, 
M.A. Stein and D. Anastasiou (eds.), The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities. A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2018), 656–704.

apa (American Psychiatry Association), Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders – dsm-5 (5th edn.) (Washington D.C.: apa, 2013).

Arduin, S., “Article 3: General Principles”, in I. Bantekas, M.A. Stein and D. Anastasiou 
(eds.), The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. A Commentary 
(Oxford: oup, 2018), 84–106.

Arduin, S., “The Expressive Dimension of the Right to Inclusive Education”, in G. de 
Beco, S. Quinlivan, and J.E. Lord (eds.), The Right to Inclusive Education in Interna-
tional Human Rights Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 141–66.

Aubineau, M. and Blicharska, T., “High-Functioning Autistic Students Speak about 
Their Experience of Inclusion in Mainstream Secondary Schools”, School Mental 
Health 2020 (12(3)), 537–55. Doi.org/10.1007/s12310-020-09364-z.

Banks, J., “Examining the Cost of Special Education”, in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), 
The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 
650–663.

Barua, M., Bharti, B. and Shubhangi, V., “Inclusive Education for Children with Autism: 
Issues and Strategies”, in S. Chennat (ed.), Disability Inclusion and Inclusive Educa-
tion (Singapore: Springer, 2019), 83–108.

Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist H., Chown N. and Stenning A., “Introduction”, in H. Bertilsdotter 
Rosqvist, N. Chown and A. Stenning (eds.), Neurodiversity Studies. A New Critical 
Paradigm (Abingdon: Routledge, 2020), 1–11.

Besson, S. and Kleber, E., “Article 2: The Right to Non-Discrimination”, in J. Tobin (ed.), 
The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2019), 
21–40.

Bogdashina, O., Sensory Perceptual Issues in Autism and Asperger Syndrome: Different 
Sensory Experiences Different Perceptual Worlds (London: jkp, 2016).

Boyle, C. and Anderson, J., “Inclusive Education and the Progressive Inclusionists”, in 
U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special 
Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 883–894.

ducarre

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351



345

Boyle, C., Koutsouris, G., Mateu, A.S. and Anderson, H., “The Matter of ‘Evidence’ in the 
Inclusive Education Debate” in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclo-
pedia of Inclusive and Special Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 1041–1054.

Broderick, A., The Long and Winding Road to Equality and Inclusion for Persons with 
Disabilities: The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
(Cambridge: Intersentia, 2015).

Byrne, B., “How Inclusive Is the Right to Inclusive Education? An Assessment of the UN 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities’ Concluding Observations”, 
International Journal of Inclusive Education 2022 (26(3)), 301–318. Doi.org/10.1080/1
3603116.2019.1651411.

Byrne, B. and Lundy, L., “Introduction – Protection for Students with Disabilities in 
International Law”, in C.J. Russo (ed.), The Legal Rights of Students with Disabilities: 
International Perspectives (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Pub, 2011).

cdc (Centers for Disease Controle and Prevention), Data & Statistics on Autism Spec-
trum Disorder, 2022.

Cera R., “National Legislations on Inclusive Education and Special Educational Needs 
of People with Autism in the Perspective of Article 24 of the crpd”, in V. Della Fina 
and R. Cera (eds.), Protecting the Rights of People with Autism in the Fields of Edu-
cation and Employment. International, European and National Perspectives (Cham: 
Springer, 2015) 79–108.

Chapman R., “Defining Neurodiversity for Research and Practice”, in H. Bertilsdot-
ter-Rosqvist, N. Chown and A. Stenning (eds.), Neurodiversity Studies. A New Critical 
Paradigm (Abingdon: Routledge, 2020a), 218–220.

Chapman R., “Neurodiversity, Disability, Wellbeing”, in H. Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist,  
N. Chown and A. Stenning (eds.), Neurodiversity Studies. A New Critical Paradigm 
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2020b), 57–72.

Chen Y.L., Senande L.L., Thorsen M. and Patten K., “Peer preferences and character-
istics of same-group and cross-group social interactions among autistic and non- 
autistic adolescents”, Autism 2021 (25(7)), 1885–1900. Doi: 10.1177/13623613211005918.

Chennat, S., “Conceptualizing Disability Inclusion”, in S. Chennat (ed.), Disability  
Inclusion and Inclusive Education (Cham: Springer, 2019), 39–62.

Chown N., “Neurodiversity”, in F. Volkmar (eds), Encyclopedia of Autism Spectrum  
Disorders (Springer Reference Live, 2020). Available at: shorturl.at/hFJY6.

Cigman, R., “A Question of Universality: Inclusive Education and the Prin-
ciple of Respect”, Journal of Philosophy of Education 2007 (41(4)), 775–93.  
Doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.2007.00577.x.

Council of Europe, European Social Charter (Revised), 1996, ets, 163.
Courtis. C and Tobin J., “Article 28: The Right to Education”, in J. Tobin (ed.), The UN 

Convention on the Rights of the Child. A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2019), 1056–1115.

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/hFJY6


346

Croydon, A., Remington, A., Kenny, L. and Pellicano. E., “‘This Is What We’ve Always 
Wanted’: Perspectives on Young Autistic People’s Transition from Special School to 
Mainstream Satellite Classes”, Autism & Developmental Language Impairments 2019 
(4), 1–16. Doi.org/10.1177/239694151988647.

csie (Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education), “Briefing on Education Article 24 
from the csie”. 2006. Available at: shorturl.at/ksuzV.

CtRC (UN Committee on the Rights of the Child), General comment No. 9: The rights 
of children with disabilities, 2006, crc/c/gc/9.

CtRPD (UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities), hm v. Sweden, 2012, 
Communication 3/2011, crpd/c/7/d/3.

CtRPD, Jungelin v. Sweden, 2014, Communication 5/2011, crpd/c/12/d/5.
CtRPD, Concluding observations on Portugal, 2016b, crpd/c/prt/co/1.
CtRPD, Concluding observations on the UK, 2017, crpd/c/gbr/co/1.
CtRPD, Concluding observations on Spain, 2019a, crpd/c/esp/co/2-3.
CtRPD, Concluding observations on Albania, 2019b, crpd/c/alb/co/1.
CtRPD, General Comment No. 2., Article 9: Accessibility, 2014, crpd/c/gc/2.
CtRPD, General comment No. 4., Article 24: Right to inclusive education, 2016a,  

crpd/c/gc/4.
CtRPD, General Comment No. 6. Article 5: Equality and Non-discrimination, 2018, 

crpd/c/gc/6.
Danker J., Strnadova I. and Cumming T.M., “School Experiences of Students with 

Autism Spectrum Disorder Within the Context of Student Wellbeing: A Review 
and Analysis of the Literature”, Australian Journal of Special Education 2016 (40(1)), 
59–78.

de Beco G., “The Right to Inclusive Education According to Article 24 of the UN Con-
vention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities: Background, Requirements and 
Remaining Questions”, Netherlands Quarterly Human Rights 2014 (32(3)), 263–287.

de Beco, G., “Transition to Inclusive Education Systems According to the Convention 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities”, Nordic Journal of Human Rights 2016 
(34(1)) 40–59. Doi.org/10.1080/18918131.2016.1153183.

de Beco, G., “Progressive Realisation and the Right to Inclusive Education”, in G. de 
Beco, S. Quinlivan, and J.E. Lord (eds.), The Right to Inclusive Education in Interna-
tional Human Rights Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019a), 190–212.

de Beco, G., “Comprehensive Legal Analysis of Article 24 of the Convention on the 
Rights of Persons with Disabilities”, in G. de Beco, S. Quinlivan, and J.E. Lord (eds.), 
The Right to Inclusive Education in International Human Rights Law (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2019b), 58–92.

de Beco, G., Quinlivan, S. and Lord, J.E., “Introduction”, in G. de Beco, S. Quinlivan, and 
J.E. Lord (eds.), The Right to Inclusive Education in International Human Rights Law 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 1–12.

ducarre

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/ksuzV


347

Donnellan, A.M., Hill, D.A. and Larry, M.R., “Rethinking Autism: Implications of  
Sensory and Movements Differences”, Disability Studies Quarterly 2010 (30(1)).

ecsr (European Committee on Social Rights), aeh (European Action of the Disabled) v. 
France, 2014, Complaint no. 81/2012.

ECtHR (European Court of Human Rights), Dupin c. France, 2019, Requête no. 2282/17.
ECtHR, G.L. c. Italie, 2020, Requête no. 59751/15.
Eekelaar, J. and Tobin, J., “Article 3: The Best Interests of the Child”, in J. Tobin (ed.), The 

UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2019), 73–107.
Equinet, Reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities. Discussion paper. 

2021. Available at: shorturl.at/HJKS9.
Foreman, P., “Historical and Philosophical Foundations of Inclusive Education”, in  

U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special 
Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 720–735.

Forlin C. and Chambers. D., “Diversity and Inclusion and Special Education”,  
in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special 
Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 251–266.

Friedel E., “Introductory Remarks on the Rights of People with Autism to Education 
and Employment”, in V. Della Fina and R. Cera (eds.), Protecting the Rights of People 
with Autism in the Fields of Education and Employment. International, European and 
National Perspectives (Cham: Springer, 2015), 1–10.

Gillett-Swan, J.K. and Lundy, L., “Children, Classrooms and Challenging Behaviour: Do 
the Rights of the Many Outweigh the Rights of the Few?”, Oxford Review of Educa-
tion 2022 (48(1)), 95–111. Doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2021.1924653.

Global Deaf Connection, “Article 24 of the Charter”. 2006. Available at: shorturl.at 
/enL28.

Goodall, C., “‘I Felt Closed in and Like I Couldn’t Breathe’: A Qualitative Study Exploring 
the Mainstream Educational Experiences of Autistic Young People”, Autism & Devel-
opmental Language Impairments 2018 (3), 1–16. Doi.org/10.1177/2396941518804407.

Goodall, C., ‘“There Is More Flexibility to Meet My Needs’: Educational Experiences of 
Autistic Young People in Mainstream and Alternative Education Provision”, Support 
for Learning 2019 (34 (1)), 4–33. Doi.org/10.1111/1467-9604.12236.

Goodall C., Understanding the Voices and Educational Experiences of Autistic Young  
People (Abingdon: Routledge, 2021).

Goodall, C. and MacKenzie, A., “What About My Voice? Autistic Young Girls’ Expe-
riences of Mainstream School”, European Journal of Special Needs Education 2019 
(34(4)), 499–513. Doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2018.1553138.

Goodman, R. and Jinks, D., “How to Influence States: Socialization and International 
Human Rights Law”, Duke Law Journal 2004 (54(3)), 621–703.

Graham L.J. (ed.), Inclusive education for the 21st century: Theory, policy and practice 
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2020).

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/HJKS9
shorturl.at/enL28
shorturl.at/enL28


348

Hill, L., ‘“Some of It I Haven’t Told Anybody Else’: Using Photo Elicitation to Explore the 
Experiences of Secondary School Education from the Perspective of Young People 
with a Diagnosis of Autistic Spectrum Disorder”, Educational and Child Psychology 
2014 (31(1)), 79–89.

Hornby, G., “Inclusive Education for Children with Special Educational Needs: A Cri-
tique”, International Journal of Disability, Development and Education 2011 (58(3)), 
321–29.

Hornby, G., “Inclusive Special Education: Development of a New Theory for the Educa-
tion of Children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities”, British Journal of 
Special Education 2015 (42(3)), 234–256.

Hornby, G., “The Necessity of Coexistence of Equity and Excellence in Inclusive and 
Special Education”, in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of 
Inclusive and Special Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 1079–1091.

Huijg D.D., “Neuronormativity in Theorizing Agency”, in H. Bertilsdotter Rosqvist, 
N. Chown, and A. Stenning (eds.), Neurodiversity Studies. A New Critical Paradigm 
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2020), 213–217.

Hyatt, C. and Hornby, G., “Will UN Article 24 Lead to the Demise of Special Education 
or to Its Re-Affirmation?”, Support for Learning 2017 (32(3)), 288–304.

Jaarsma P. and Welin S., “Autism as a Natural Human Variation: Reflections on the 
Claims of the Neurodiversity Movement”. Health Care Anal 2012 (20(1)), 20–30.

Jordan R., “Autistic Spectrum Disorders: A Challenge and a Model for Inclusion in  
Education”. The Gulliford Lecture, British Journal of Special Education 2008 (35(1)).

Kanter, A., “The Right to Inclusive Education for Students with Disabilities under 
International Human Rights Law”, in G. de Beco, S. Quinlivan, and J.E. Lord (eds.),  
The Right to Inclusive Education in International Human Rights Law (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2019), 15–57.

Kauffman, J.M. and Badar, J., “It’s Instruction over Place – Not the Other Way Around!”, 
Phi Delta Kappan 2016 (98(4)), 55–59. Doi.org/10.1177/0031721716681778.

Kauffman, J.M., Ward, D.M. and Badar, J., “The Delusion of Full Inclusion”, in R.M. Foxx 
and J.A. Mulick (eds.), Controversial Therapies for Autism and Intellectual Disabili-
ties: Fad, Fashion, and Science in Professional Practice (New York: Routledge, 2016), 
71–86.

Kauffman, J.M. and Hornby, G., “Inclusive Vision Versus Special Education Reality”, 
Education Sciences 2020 (10(9)), 258. Doi.org/10.3390/educsci10090258.

Kauffman, J.M., Felder, M., Ahrbeck, B., Badar, J. and Schneiders, K., “Inclusion of 
All Students in General Education? International Appeal for A More Temperate 
Approach to Inclusion”, Journal International Special Needs Education 2018 (21(2)), 
1–10.

Lawson, A., “Article 9: Accessibility”, in I. Bantekas, M.A. Stein, and D. Anastasiou (eds.), 
The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. A Commentary (Oxford: 
oup, 2018), 258–286.

ducarre

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351



349

Lollini, A., “Brain equality: Legal Implications of Neurodiversity in a Comparative  
Perspective”, nyu Journal of International Law and Politics 2018 (51(19)), 69–134.

Lorcan, K., Hattersley, C., Molins, B., Buckley, C., Povey, C. and Pellicano, E., “Which 
Terms Should Be Used to Describe Autism? Perspectives From the UK Autism  
Community”, Autism 2016 (20(4)), 442–462. Doi.org/10.1177/1362361315588200.

Lord, J.E., “Preamble”, in I. Bantekas, M.A. Stein, and D. Anastasiou (eds.), The UN Con-
vention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2018), 
1–34.

Low, C., “A Defence of Moderate Inclusion and the End of Ideology”, in R. Cigman (ed.), 
Included or Excluded? (Abingdon: Routledge, 2006), 3–14.

Lundy L. and O’Lynn, P., “The Education Rights of children”, in U. Kilkelly and T. 
Liefaard (eds.), International Human Rights of Children (Singapore: Springer, 2019), 
259–275.

Lundy, L., Tobin, J. and Parkes, A., “Article 12: The Right to Respect for the Views of the 
Child”, in J. Tobin (ed.), The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Commentary 
(Oxford: oup, 2019), 397–434.

Lüddeckens, J., “Approaches to Inclusion and Social Participation in School for Ado-
lescents with Autism Spectrum Conditions (asc) – a Systematic Research Review”, 
Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders 2021 (8), 37–50.

Mavropoulou, S., Jindal-Snape, D. and Boyle, C., “Peers as Influential Agents of The 
Inclusion of Learners with Autism”, in C. Boyle, J. Anderson, A. Page and S. Mav-
ropoulou (eds.), Inclusive Education: Global Issues and Controversies (Boston: Brill, 
2020), 179–201.

McCowan, T., “Reframing the Universal Right to Education”, Comparative Education 
2010 (46(4)), 509–525.

Merry, M.S., “Do Inclusion Policies Deliver Educational Justice for Children with 
Autism? An Ethical Analysis”, Journal of School Choice 2020 (14(1)), 9–25.

Milton, D., “Difference versus Disability: Implications of Characterization of Autism 
for Education and Support”, in R. Jordan (ed.), The Sage Handbook of Autism and 
Education (London: Sage, 2017).

Moore, C., “Speaking as a Parent: Thoughts about Educational Inclusion for Autistic 
Children”, in R. Cigman (ed.), Included or excluded? The Challenge of Mainstream for 
Some sen Children (London: Routledge, 2007), 34–41.

National Autistic Society, School report 2021, 2021. Available at: shorturl.at/zABM2.
Norwich, B. and Koutsouris, G., “Addressing Dilemmas and Tensions in Inclusive Edu-

cation”, in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend (eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and 
Special Education (Oxford: oup, 2021), 1–20.

Peleg, N., “International Children’s Rights Law: General Principles”, in U. Kilkelly and  
T. Liefaard (eds.), International Human Rights of Children (Singapore: Springer, 
2019), 135–158.

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/zABM2


350

Peleg, N. and Tobin, J., “Article 6: The Right to Life, Survival, and Development”,  
in J. Tobin (ed.), The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Commentary 
(Oxford: oup, 2019), 186–236.

Ptacek, M., “Accommodating Autism: The University and Its Practices of Inclusion” at 
parc Critical Autism Studies – Winter Workshops, 2021 (7 December 2021).

Quinlivan, S., “Reasonable Accommodation: An Integral Part of the Right to Educa-
tion for Persons with Disabilities”, in G. de Beco, S. Quinlivan and J.E. Lord (eds.),  
The Right to Inclusive Education in International Human Rights Law (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2019), 169–189.

Rainsberry, T., “An Exploration of the Positive and Negative Experiences of Teenage 
Girls with Autism Attending Mainstream Secondary School”, Good Autism Practice 
2017 (18(2)), 15–31.

Ravet. J., “Inclusive/Exclusive? Contradictory Perspectives on Autism and Inclusion: 
The Case for an Integrative Position”, International Journal of Inclusive Education 
2011 (15(6)), 667–682. Doi.org/10.1080/13603110903294347.

Rescare, “Letter to the Ad Hoc Committee”. 2006. Available at: shorturl.at/hEIR1.
Reyes, M.S.C., “Inclusive Education: Perspectives from the UN Committee on the 

Rights of Persons with Disabilities”, in G. de Beco, S. Quinlivan, and J.E. Lord (eds.), 
The Right to Inclusive Education in International Human Rights Law (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2019), 403–423.

Roberts, J. and Simpson, K., “A Review of Research into Stakeholder Perspectives on 
Inclusion of Students with Autism in Mainstream Schools”, International Journal of 
Inclusive Education 2016 (20(10)), 1084–1096.

Runswick-Cole, K., Mallett, R. and Timimi, S., Re-Thinking Autism (London: Jessica 
Kingsley Publishers, 2016).

Runswick-Cole, K. and Hodge, N., “Needs or Rights? A Challenge to the Discourse of 
Special Education”, British Journal of Special Education 2009 (36 (4)), 198–203.

Schwab, S., “Inclusive and Special Education in Europe”, in U. Sharma and S.J. Salend 
(eds.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Inclusive and Special Education (Oxford: oup, 
2021), 807–819.

Shaw B., “Inclusion or Choice? Securing the Right to Inclusive Education for All” in M. 
Sabatello and M. Schulze (eds), Human Rights and Disability Advocacy (University 
of Pennsylvania Press, 2013), 58–69.

Singer, J., NeuroDiversity. The Birth of an Idea (J. Singer, 2017).
Slee, R., “Beyond Special and Regular Schooling? An Inclusive Education Reform 

Agenda”, International Studies in Sociology of Education 2008 (18(2)), 99–116.  
Doi.org/10.1080/09620210802351342.

Symes, W. and Humphrey, N., “Peer-Group Indicators of Social Inclusion among Pupils 
with Autistic Spectrum Disorders (asd) in Mainstream Secondary Schools: A Com-
parative Study’, School Psychology International 2010 (31(5)), 478–94.

ducarre

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/hEIR1


351

Tobin, J., “Article 4: A State’s General Obligation of Implementation”, in J. Tobin (ed.), 
The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Commentary (Oxford: oup, 2019), 
108–158.

Tobin, J. and Cashmore, J., “Article 19: The Right to Protection Against All Forms of  
Violence”, in J. Tobin (ed.), The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Commen-
tary (Oxford: oup, 2019), 687–724.

Tomlinson, C., Bond, C. and Hebron, J., “The Mainstream School Experiences of  
Adolescent Autistic Girls”, European Journal of Special Needs Education 2021.

UN, General Assembly, Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, United Nations, 1969, 
Treaty Series, vol. 1155, 331.

UN, General Assembly, Convention on the Rights of the Child, United Nations, 1989, 
Treaty Series, vol. 1577, 3.

UN, General Assembly, Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and its 
Optional protocol, 2006, a/res/61/106.

unesco and World Conference on Special Needs Education, The Salamanca state-
ment and framework for action on special needs education, 1994.

US Supreme Court, Brown v. Board of Education, 1954, 347 U.S. 483.
Veerman, P., “The Best Interests of the Child and the Right to Inclusive Education”, The 

International Journal of Children’s Rights 2022. Doi.org/10.1163/15718182-30010012.
Warren, A., Buckingham, K. and Parsons, S., “Everyday Experiences of Inclusion in Pri-

mary Resourced Provision: The Voices of Autistic Pupils and Their Teachers”, Euro-
pean Journal of Special Needs Education 2021 (36(5)), 803–818.

Williams E.I., Gleeson K. and Jones B.E., “How Pupils on the Autism Spectrum Make 
Sense of Themselves in the Context of Their Experiences in a Mainstream School 
Setting. A Qualitative Metasynthesis”, Autism 2019 (23(1)), 8–28.

Wing, L., “Children with Autistic Spectrum Disorders”, in R. Cigman (ed.), Included or 
excluded? The Challenge of Mainstream for Some sen Children (London: Routledge, 
2007), 23–33.

Winter, S., “Inclusive and Exclusive Education for Diverse Learning Needs”, in W. Leal 
Filho, A.M. Azul, L. Brandli, P.G. Özuyar, and T. Wall (eds.), Quality Education. Ency-
clopedia of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (Cham: Springer, 2020).

who (World Health Organization), International Classification of Diseases – icd-10. 
2019.

who, Autism – Key facts, 2022. Available at: shorturl.at/fior1.
Working Group on the crpd, Report of the Working Group on a Comprehensive and Inte-

gral International Convention on Protection and Promotion of the Rights and Dignity 
of Persons with Disabilities to the Ad Hoc Committee, 2004, a/ac.265/wg/1, Annex 1.

World Federation of the Deaf, Position paper on inclusive education, 2018. Available at: 
https://wfdeaf.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/WFD-Position-Paper-on-Inclu-
sive-Education-5-June-2018-FINAL-without-IS.pdf.

redefining inclusive education for autistic children

The International Journal of Children’s Rights 31 (2023) 326–351

shorturl.at/fior1
https://wfdeaf.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/WFD-Position-Paper-on-Inclusive-Education-5-June-2018-FINAL-without-IS.pdf
https://wfdeaf.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/WFD-Position-Paper-on-Inclusive-Education-5-June-2018-FINAL-without-IS.pdf

