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Abstract

Social inclusion, particularly in the cultural domain, is a fundamental pillar for ensuring
the full participation of all individuals in community life, fostering equity, well-being, and
the recognition of diversity. This article has two objectives. Firstly, it aims to conduct a
systematic review to diagnose the factors that exclude vulnerable groups from cultural
access. Secondly, the aim is to understand how a group of young people with disabilities
perceive the role of culture as a tool for social and labour inclusion. In October 2023, a
systematic review was conducted in the Web of Science and Scopus electronic databases. A
total of 37 articles were included in the review and classified into the following five areas of
interest. The categories were as follows: (1) the relationship between cultural participation
and physical and emotional well-being; (2) universal accessibility as a right to guarantee
equitable access to culture; (3) the ability of people with disabilities to participate in culture;
(4) the role of cultural policies as facilitators or barriers to inclusion; and (5) participation
in contexts of cultural diversity as a means of social integration. These categories guided
discussions with two focus groups comprising 15 young people. The positive impact of
cultural participation, especially in its social dimension, was highlighted. The data point to
the value of technology as a facilitator of access to culture, particularly for young people.
Policies should focus on diverse cultural expressions and promote cognitive accessibility.

Keywords: inclusion; culture; participation; systematic review; focus group

1. Introduction
Social inclusion is the process by which people gain access to the resources, rela-

tionships and opportunities that allow them to participate fully in the social, economic,
political, and cultural life of their community. This enables them to overcome situations
of marginalisation and exclusion [1,2]. The concept of ‘culture’ is complex and multi-
faceted [3]. According to the European Parliament’s Research Service, it can be understood
as a multidimensional phenomenon integrating creative expression, the consumption of
others’ work, the development of creative skills, and the acquisition of critical competencies
for cultural decision-making [4]. In a cultural context, social inclusion means ensuring
that everyone has the right to participate in cultural life, enjoy its expressions and actively
contribute to its creation, regardless of their origin, circumstances or abilities [5]. Indeed,
participation in cultural activities can act as a protective factor against exclusion, fostering
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resilience, psychosocial well-being, and self-esteem development [6]. Accordingly, access
to culture is an essential element in the free development of all citizens’ personalities [7].

The Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities [8] establishes that states
parties must adopt appropriate measures to ensure that persons with disabilities have
access to the physical environment, transportation, information and communications on
an equal basis with others. These measures also include access to culture. In the case of
people with disabilities, cultural participation has evolved towards a vindication of culture
and art, becoming cultural creators through various expressive modes (literature, cinema,
“freak show” etc.) and giving visibility to previously marginalised voices [9]. However,
despite efforts to promote measures aimed at increasing accessibility in cultural spaces and
services, numerous barriers still prevent social inclusion with regard to access to education
and culture [10]. Cultural exclusion of persons with disabilities remains a structural form
of invisibility linked to a lack of representation and participation in cultural spaces.

Some authors suggest that, although research on cultural participation among people
with disabilities has increased, it remains scarce [11]. Official data from the European
Union (EU) for 2024 highlights the extent of social exclusion in relation to access to culture.
Specifically, it is estimated that 21% of people in the EU are at risk of poverty or social
exclusion [12]. The Survey on Disability, Personal Autonomy, and Dependency Situations
revealed that in 2008, 17.96% of people with disabilities in Spain had experienced dis-
crimination when participating in cultural, leisure or entertainment activities [13]. The
same report states that 25.74% of these individuals have experienced discrimination in
social situations. In this context, cultural participation should be understood as both a
fundamental right and an essential mechanism for social inclusion and empowerment,
particularly for people with disabilities. To be truly involved in dominant social structures
and ensure that culture is not a platform for social oppression, people with disabilities must
move away from being passive recipients. This involves legitimising their narratives and
allowing them to play a leading role in cultural construction [14]. In academia, including
people with disabilities in research processes is a significant step towards epistemological
justice and methodological transformation.

Traditionally, the medical-individual model [15] has treated people with disabilities as
objects of observation, analysis and evaluation without taking their perspectives or personal
experiences into account [16]. However, the influence of the principle of normalisation and
the transition from the medical model to the social model during the 1980s and 1990s led to a
substantial transformation in the conception of intellectual disability. This promoted a new
paradigm that encouraged the active participation of people with Intellectual Disabilities
(ID) in research processes [17] and involved them in decision-making about their lives and
support systems [18].

In this sense, focus groups are a relevant research technique that enables people with
ID to participate directly [19]. They provide a non-intimidating discussion environment
that helps participants gain confidence and receive support from others, while enabling the
comparison of voices and experiences. Additionally, they enable individuals with limited
literacy skills to actively participate in research processes [15].

This study has two objectives. Firstly, we will conduct a systematic review of social
inclusion in access to culture to understand which groups are most at risk of social exclusion,
which factors are related to exclusion in access to culture and to identify good practices
that promote social inclusion in this area. Secondly, based on the literature review, we will
seek to understand how culture is perceived as a tool for social and labour inclusion by a
group of young disabled people participating in a training programme to become cultural
agents in a university setting.
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The information obtained from analysing literature on social inclusion in cultural
access can be contrasted with the actual situation of people in discussion groups, and can
inform the planning and implementation of policies and programmes that promote social
inclusion in this area.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design

The work takes the form of a case study [20] incorporating two methodological
strategies: a systematic review [21] and two focus groups [22,23]. The systematic review
contributes to the development of knowledge and analysis of the case study, while the
focus groups help to identify the key aspects of the experience of people with disabilities
with culture. The study is primarily based on a systematic literature review to synthesise
existing knowledge, critically evaluate various perspectives and identify opportunities and
challenges related to cultural inclusion for intellectually and socially vulnerable groups.
The systematic review adopts the criteria established by the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement, which is internationally
recognised as the standard for preparing and presenting systematic reviews in the social
and health sciences [24].

Subsequently, based on the emerging qualitative bibliographic analysis, two discussion
groups were formed to clarify and delve deeper into the meanings and interpretations
of culture and the opportunities it offers as a means of inclusion. Therefore, participants
were deliberately selected to include university students with disabilities who participate
in a professional training programme as cultural agents. There is a consolidated socio-
educational relationship between these students and the researchers, and a shared training
field [25].

2.2. Ethical Considerations

This study was approved by the Bioethics Committee of the University of Burgos in
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki guidelines. The researchers obtained written
informed consent from the participants before they took part in the study. To protect
the confidentiality of the participants, they were all given unique identifiers in the focus
group transcripts.

2.3. Participants

The study comprises 15 students (9 women and 6 men) aged between 18 and 30. This
is a non-probability sampling in which the participating were selected for being part of
a training programme for cultural agents at the Faculty of Education at the University
of Burgos. Therefore, it is a convenience sampling. The programme forms part of an
Erasmus+ project running from 2023 to 2025, with the aim of promoting social inclusion
and encouraging the active participation of vulnerable groups in cultural activities. All
participants are affiliated with a social entity in the city of Burgos (Spain) and have a
recognised disability of some kind. Most participants have an ID, although there is also
one person with a physical disability and one deaf person. All participants have oral
communication skills except the deaf participant, who attends sessions with a Spanish sign
language interpreter.

2.4. Data Collection and Management
2.4.1. Phase 1: Systematic Review

Articles were searched for and collected in October 2023 using the Web of Science and
Scopus databases, in line with prior agreements to narrow down the search. It was agreed
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that parallel searches would be carried out in both databases: ‘social inclusion’ OR ‘social
integration’ OR ‘community inclusion’ OR ‘social participation’ AND ‘cultural accessibility’
OR ‘cultural inclusivity’ OR ‘cultural inclusiveness’ OR ‘cultural participation’. As shown
in Figure 1, this extensive search yielded 109 records.

Figure 1. Flowchart of the bibliographic analysis.

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied as agreed by the three reviewers [26].
Specific filters were applied based on defined areas of research. Only studies published
in English, Portuguese or Spanish were considered. Only works published in open access
or available through institutional databases have been included, and duplicate articles
have been excluded to avoid redundancy. Additionally, the search was limited to articles
and reviews. This resulted in a collection of 37 unique works, each of which underwent
a thorough selection process during the eligibility phase to assess alignment with the
pre-established inclusion criteria based on Population, Intervention, Comparison and
Outcomes (PICO) [27]. It should be noted that all of the records successfully passed this
stage, as the purpose of the systematic review is exploratory and aims to incorporate all
experiences of social inclusion linked to culture. The scarcity of literature indicates a niche
for scientific exploration.

2.4.2. Phase 2: Areas of Interest and Focus Groups

As the number of participants on the training course was too high to form a single
focus group, the participants were divided into two random groups. Both groups met
simultaneously, with eight and seven young people, respectively, and followed the same
script. Two professionals assigned to the project attended each group as moderators. The
two groups held an initial meeting in early 2024 in separate classrooms at the Faculty
of Education of the University of Burgos. Participants were reminded at the beginning
that they were being recorded and asked to respect the speaking order. One moderator
facilitated the conversation while the other took notes. Interactions from the fieldwork
were recorded during the sessions and expanded upon with interpretive notes in the
field diary [28]. Concurrent and cyclical analysis of the training dynamics [29]. enables
the creation of a final focus group script that interprets the observations. The literature
analysis in the systematic review reveals emerging core areas of interest, enabling the focus
group script to be structured around predominantly open-ended questions [29]. These core
areas of interest are: (1) the relationship between cultural participation and physical and
emotional well-being; (2) universal accessibility as a right to guarantee equitable access to
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culture; (3) the ability of disabled people to participate in culture; (4) the role of cultural
policies in facilitating or hindering inclusion; and (5) participation in contexts of cultural
diversity as a means of social integration.

2.5. Data Analysis

A reflective thematic analysis is carried out to process the articles selected in the
literature review, grouping the works into various content categories. These categories are
configured into a script that structures focus group conversations and serves as a nucleus
of interest when structuring discussion groups. This script is shared with participants [30].
For focus groups, qualitative analysis was chosen as it enables shared ideas to be collected
by creating a space for group discussion and reflection [31]. This means that the results are
not just opinions [32] but are reinforced by group discussion. In this context, the researcher
acts as a facilitator, whose role is to encourage interaction between group members to
generate deep reflection through discussion [33,34]. After transcribing the group discussion
sessions, the information was processed using Atlas.ti software version 9.1.7 due to its
ability to organise data and search for patterns [35]. To ensure the rigour of the analysis,
researcher triangulation was carried out. In an initial phase, a professor participating in
each focus group analysed the data independently, taking into account the interpretive
notes collected previously. A thematic analysis was then performed to identify recurring
arguments and explore their relationships with the categories found in the literature review.
Subsequently, the two professors compared their results until they agreed on the definition
of themes and their inclusion in the categories [36].

3. Results
The 37 selected articles were grouped into five categories for analysis: (a) Health

and/or well-being and cultural participation; (b) Access to culture for all; (c) Access to
culture for people with disabilities; (d) Cultural policies and participation (barriers and
facilitators); and (e) Cultural diversity and participation.

The results section contains reviews of the articles and brief reflective summaries of
the most relevant ideas in each category, as well as participants’ stories and perceptions
regarding each category. These are presented in the order shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Articles selected for systematic review and their grouping into categories of analysis.

Categories Records Included

Health and/or Well-Being and Cultural Participation [6,37–49]

Access to culture for all [50–52]

Access to culture for people with disabilities [53–56]

Cultural policies and participation (barriers and facilitators) [57–64]

Cultural diversity and participation [65–71]

3.1. Category 1: Health, Well-Being and Cultural Participation

Articles and stories in this category discuss the impact of cultural participation on
physical and mental health and well-being.

Taking part in cultural activities can help to solve environmental problems, reduce
anxiety and depression, and lower the need for medication [47]. It also has the poten-
tial to prevent the loss of identity, social isolation and memory problems [6,44]. It has
also been shown to be a protective factor that promotes resilience and self-esteem [45].
The positive effects of cultural participation resonate in various areas, from improving
people’s subjective well-being to positively influencing physical health and promoting
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social integration. Empirical research has also revealed a reduction in the consumption of
over-the-counter medicines and drugs among those who actively participate in cultural
activities [43]. Although most research is conducted with adults, studies focusing on older
people are beginning to emerge. Some studies have examined cultural differences between
immigrants and natives, as well as the importance of acculturation for indigenous peoples
and people with physical disabilities, as these groups are more vulnerable within the domi-
nant culture [37,38,48]. This comprehensive review of the literature highlights the profound
impact of cultural engagement on various facets of individual and community well-being.

Several accounts from focus group participants stand out, in which young people
expressed feeling capable of successfully facing challenging situations after completing the
training programme.

S1: “We have been able to do everything, and we know how to do it just like
everyone else.”

S3: “We have learned how to explain a monument. I thought it was going to be
more difficult, but in the end I found it easy.”

S8: “When I was preparing the summary, I was nervous at first, but I memorised it
by reading it over and over again. It’s almost like I have a photographic memory,
which helps me. It went well. I know I left out a lot of things I should have said,
but it went well.”

In this qualitative study, several participants highlighted the social dimension of group
participation as one of the most enriching aspects of the training programme.

S2: “At first, I was a little embarrassed because I didn’t know what the situation
would be like or who I would be with, even though I already knew some people.
But now it’s like a gang, a normal group.”

3.2. Category 2: Access to Culture for All

In this category, works and testimonies are grouped together based on the principle
that everyone should have equal opportunities to participate in culture.

Although they approach the issue from different perspectives, Narciso et al. [52],
Fornasari [50] and Gilroy and Emerson [51] all share a concern for cultural heritage and
inclusivity. Narciso et al. [52] argue that virtual reconstructions can make cultural heritage
more accessible and immersive for a wider audience, including people with disabilities and
those living in remote areas. Fornasari [50] emphasises the need to design cultural spaces
so that they are welcoming and inclusive for all visitors, regardless of their background
or abilities. Gilroy and Emerson [51] highlight the importance of cultural heritage for the
well-being of indigenous communities. Together, these articles offer a valuable overview of
the various ways in which cultural heritage can be used to promote inclusion. By making
cultural heritage more accessible, inclusive and relevant to everyone, we can create a fairer
and more equitable society.

The young participants have suggested some improvements that could be made
to make culture more accessible, such as making content easier to read and presenting
information in a summarised form.

S5: “Make it easy to read so that we can all see it. This is because a person with a
disability does not understand in the same way as someone without a disability.
What you put...”

It is therefore very important that, apart from being easy to read, the information on a
website is brief.
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3.3. Category: Access to Culture for Persons with Disabilities

The articles and narratives in this category explore the factors affecting the participa-
tion of disabled people in cultural activities, including barriers and facilitators.

People with disabilities encounter daily obstacles when it comes to accessing physical
spaces, education, employment, transport and civic participation [56]. Sabatini et al. [54]
highlight that individuals from lower socioeconomic backgrounds have lower levels of
cultural participation and economic capital than those from higher socioeconomic back-
grounds. Collaboration with socio-educational institutions is essential for developing
inclusive artistic projects and teams with high accessibility awareness [55]. Remote culture
can also increase accessibility, but it requires digital literacy and access to technology. The
literature identifies digital exclusion, or the ‘digital divide’, as a challenge to making re-
mote culture accessible, although the authors point out some factors that could address it.
However, remote participation lacks tactile and bodily experiences, which limits the depth
of engagement. It also blurs the boundary between private and public space [53].

Participants in the training programme have expressed that they use technology, in
addition to entertainment, as a means of approaching culture.

S6: “This summer, I went out with my parents and helped my sister look for
things. My sister was searching for things and I was looking on TikTok for the
most famous places to visit in Andalusia.”

Given the characteristics of the group of participants, the use of technology is partic-
ularly relevant as an indispensable tool for their social integration, as the young woman
with a hearing impairment indicated.

S4: “I use my mobile phone a lot because it’s a way for me to communicate via
video calls and WhatsApp, and to get the news. I mean, it’s essential for me. I
need it. Without my mobile phone, I couldn’t live—I’d have to do.”

In this regard, a participant diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) points
out an app she uses to navigate the city:

S1: “Moovit, which I can use to navigate. I pay an annual subscription so it can
tell me where the bus is in real time.”

Although the advantages of new technologies are obvious, young people are also
aware of some of the risks involved, such as scams, harassment, cyberbullying and technol-
ogy addiction.

S7: “But I think what people should learn is how to stick around for a while and
then leave. That’s what I’d like to learn. But it’s as if it hooks you...”

3.4. Category 4: Cultural Policies and Participation (Barriers and Facilitators)

This category includes works and narratives that reflect on how cultural policies can
affect people’s participation in culture, including the obstacles and facilitators involved.

Cultural policies aimed at inclusion promote equitable access to cultural heritage and
institutions through physical, regulatory and educational interventions [57]. The active
participation of people with disabilities in cultural activities, professional training and em-
ployment in the arts sector is emphasised, as well as communicative accessibility through
assistive technologies, sign language and disseminating accessible information [58]. So-
cioeconomic, ethnic and territorial inequalities influence cultural participation, particularly
within educational and community settings. This necessitates an intersectional and con-
textualised approach to policy design [60,64]. Theoretical frameworks on participation
advocate considering its various dimensions and implementing measures to reduce struc-
tural, attitudinal and communicative barriers [58,64]. Policies show varying degrees of
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effectiveness in groups such as migrants and women, although non-formal education is as-
sociated with significant improvements in cultural and social engagement [61,62]. Cultural
participation is also promoted by inclusive sports activities [63] and digital technologies,
which can empower individuals and promote media literacy and active citizenship, partic-
ularly among young people [59].

Having a deaf person in the focus group raises awareness of this disability, which is
why using sign language in cultural content has been highlighted as another accessibil-
ity tool.

S4: “The minimum requirement would be subtitles; if an interpreter were also
provided, that would be even better. There is always something missing.”

In terms of facilitators for access to culture, one participant broadens the focus beyond
cultural spaces themselves, extending accessibility to restaurants.

S1: “you can make it more accessible so that everyone can access it as easily as
possible in all environments. I mean, even a place to eat that is accessible. So,
maybe we can talk about a restaurant that is not currently accessible, and discuss
how we can make it accessible so that everyone can enjoy it, because it’s also part
of tourism. It’s also part of culture, right?”

For the young people participating in the focus group, the concept of culture encom-
passes a variety of expressions. In this sense, they mention concerts, dancing, food and
drink, parties, museums, the cinema and, on several occasions, sports.

3.5. Category 5: Cultural Diversity and Participation

This category includes works and testimonials analysing how cultural participation
can help people to learn about and appreciate different cultures.

Cultural participation contributes to the development of civic skills and attitudes. Tak-
ing part in cultural activities can enhance people’s knowledge, critical thinking, empathy
and sense of social responsibility, potentially leading to increased civic engagement [66].
As noted in the literature on research conducted with immigrants, the data indicated that
a strong sense of identification with the host society moderates the relationship between
an immigrant’s level of education and their level of cultural participation [67]. Cultural
inclusion was significantly related to greater quantities and qualities of intercultural contact,
as well as to more intercultural friendships [69]. Historically, racial marginalisation has
restricted market opportunities for Black artists in the artistic expression of Black minori-
ties. Consequently, middle-class Black individuals interviewed commonly describe Black
participation in the arts as a means of supporting Black artists [71]. Participation of women
at social, economic and cultural levels was analysed [70], as was religiosity and cultural
participation [58], as well as conditions such as ASD [68].

One of the main motivations for young people to participate in the training programme
as cultural agents is the opportunity to travel and meet new people.

S9: “Meeting people and their ideas, and learning how they approach issues
such as accessibility. Getting to know a new place and meeting new people at the
university and through the project is a gift.”

The young participants have highlighted this dimension of approaching other realities,
pointing out the heterogeneity of the group in which they have been immersed. This has
given them new perspectives on diversity and how to relate to others.

S1: “Working with people with disabilities, with whom I had not worked before,
has made me realise that we are all valuable, that we must be very inclusive, and
that places should be more accessible. I notice this every time I go somewhere.”
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Among the young people in the focus group, some pointed out that the training
programme had helped them to appreciate their local cultural heritage.

S7: “Because we are so involved in technology, we walk past the cathedral, for
example, and don’t appreciate it.”

4. Findings and Discussion
Reviewing the scientific literature on social inclusion and access to culture has pro-

vided us with a comprehensive understanding of the key elements of the exclusion of
vulnerable groups from cultural activities. Additionally, we have gained insight into the
perspectives of a group of young people with disabilities who participated in a social and
occupational training programme in the cultural sector by comparing their views with
those presented in scientific literature.

Regarding the characteristics of vulnerable groups in terms of access to culture, most of
the analysed studies refer to adults, with a growing focus on older people [6], undoubtedly
due to increased life expectancy. Specifically, several studies have focused on older people
with memory problems and dementia [44,54]. Attention has also been paid to Black
people [71], cultural differences between immigrants and natives, and the importance of
the enculturation of indigenous peoples [37,48]. Another group that has been analysed is
women with low cultural levels [62]. Overall, people with disabilities have generated the
most literature as a vulnerable group within the dominant culture [53,56,68].

The reviewed literature has highlighted the positive impact of cultural participation
on the community. Participation in cultural activities can contribute to the development
of skills, critical thinking, empathy and a sense of social responsibility in individuals,
which can lead to greater civic engagement [40,47]. Similarly, the profound impact of
cultural engagement on various aspects of individual and community well-being has been
emphasised [46,49].

Regarding cultural participation and its physical and mental health consequences,
young people participating in the Isa Culture project identified being part of a group as
one of the most enriching aspects of their experience. Previous studies of the Spanish popu-
lation [72] have revealed that young people with disabilities suffer the most discrimination
in contexts involving social interaction and recreation. Belonging to a group can mitigate
the lack of relationships or peer groups experienced by this population, thereby increasing
subjective well-being, physical health, and social integration [73,74].

Some testimonials from young people indicate that working as tour guides in the pro-
gramme provided them an opportunity to practise their communication and self-regulation
skills (e.g., public speaking or learning a text) in a controlled and successful environment.
This can be interpreted as a way of enhancing their sense of self-efficacy and, consequently,
their well-being.

Based on the analysed literature, we can conclude that barriers to accessing culture
are more related to acquired status, such as employment status and income, than to char-
acteristics such as gender and age. In this sense, unemployment and physical limitations
seem to be factors that contribute to social exclusion in culture [54]. In line with authors
such as Leahy and Ferri [58], young participants highlight barriers to accessing cultural
content, particularly with regard to communication and limited access to information.
This may be related to the fact that most of the group analysed consists of people with ID.
The importance of disseminating accessible information, particularly in support of sign
language through legislative protection, has already been emphasised by Šubic & Ferri [57].

The so-called ‘digital divide’ has been identified in the literature as a challenge to
making remote culture accessible [53]. Focus group participants highlight risks such as
scams, cyberbullying and addiction when using new technologies. It is encouraging that
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young people are aware of these dangers themselves, although this may be because all
of the young people in the focus group come from social organisations. Being part of
associations for people with disabilities has helped several young people acquire resources,
skills and knowledge about the safe use of information and communication technologies,
which may be lacking in those not linked to an associative-educational network.

The focus group participants are familiar with technology, such as smartphones and
social media, which they primarily use for entertainment and socialising. Some of the
young people with disabilities in this study have identified this use of social media as a
channel for accessing culture. In this regard, the results confirm the findings of Narciso
et al. [52] who emphasised the importance of technology in making cultural heritage more
accessible and immersive for a broader audience, including people with disabilities and
those living in remote areas.

The systematic review results have identified some good practices for promoting
inclusion. These include the virtualisation of cultural spaces, designing more inclusive
environments in museums and cultural facilities, and programming that caters for diverse
audiences [50,52]. Other facilitators of inclusion identified in the literature include universal
design, cultural materials in accessible formats, the use of sign language and collaboration
with educational institutions [55], which aligns with the experiences of the young people
participating in the programme. According to the literature, cultural policy strategies
prioritise improving physical access to heritage and cultural institutions by proposing
measures such as rehabilitation and regulatory standards. However, the lack of physical
accessibility continues to be a barrier to cultural participation [56].

This study has shown that solutions to make culture more inclusive must consider
multifaceted aspects such as the economy, health, access to technology and education. From
a practical perspective, the findings suggest that public policies should facilitate access to
a variety of cultural activities at minimal cost. This is because sociocultural integration
is an effective way of creating inclusive, safe and happy communities. The data indicate
that an effective way to make culture more accessible to groups with limited access is to
promote digital literacy and provide the entire population with access to new technologies.
If the aim is to reach a more diverse audience, policies should focus on diverse cultural
expressions such as concerts, dance, gastronomy, festivals and sports.

A key strength of this study is the direct participation of young disabled people,
providing a realistic view of cultural inclusion. Participation in the focus groups has
increased the agency and participation opportunities of people with disabilities, facilitated
by a non-intimidating environment and an approachable setting.

To generalise the results of this study, future research could improve our overall
understanding of the phenomenon by broadening the scope of the analysis to include
participants of different ages, levels of support, life trajectories, and geographic origins.
Considering the intersection between disability and other axes of inequality is essential to
better understanding the structural barriers that condition access to and participation in
cultural life.
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