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Abstract: This contribution aims to explore educational co-design as an essential method-

ology for building life plans for students with disabilities and, more generally, for creating 

inclusive school environments. It aims to highlight the importance of training the members of 

the Operational Working Group for Inclusion (OWG), which must take an active role in 

shared planning, acting as a reflective and generative device for inclusive processes. With a 

view to hybridization between different disciplinary areas, the intervention focuses on the 

dialogue between special pedagogy and the sciences of education and training on the one 

hand, and technologies on the other, to promote educational alliances involving families, 

school professionals, and members of local communities. Educational technologies and ar-

tificial intelligence, when critically integrated into co-design processes, can foster active par-

ticipation and cooperation among OWG members, fostering shared educational responsi-

bility. The use of digital tools (such as Google Workspace and Padlet), augmentative and al-

ternative communication platforms (e.g., Mind Express and Symwriter), and educational ar-

tificial intelligence systems (such as adaptive tutors or chatbots) helps to renew educational 

relationships and develop transmedia skills within the OWG. This calls for reflection on how 

the OWG can be reorganized as a generative space of collective responsibility, moving be-

yond the concept of simple bureaucratic compliance. In this context, digital technologies and 

artificial intelligence can become an integral part of a knowledge ecology capable of navigating 

complexity and supporting a democratic and authentically inclusive school. 

Keywords: Operational Working Group; School Inclusion; Digital Co-design; Artificial In-
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, the issue of inclusive education has become increasingly im-
portant in the international debate on education and personal development, emerging 
as one of the key indicators of the quality and fairness of education systems (Ca-
nevaro, 2013; European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2022; 
Holmes et al., 2022). Inclusion is not exclusively a pedagogical issue, but also an 
ethical and political one, as it concerns the possibility for every person to participate 
fully in social and cultural life. From this perspective, schools are called upon to act as 
social contexts capable of embracing diversity and valuing differences, promoting 
processes of active participation for every pupil and student. However, despite reg-
ulatory and cultural developments in many countries, the creation of a truly inclusive 
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system remains a complex challenge, involving the organisational, professional and 
relational dimensions of school life (Ainscow, 2020; Florian, 2015; Slee, 2018). 

In Italy, the tradition of inclusion has its roots in Law 517/1977 and was sub-
sequently developed mainly in Law 104/1992 and Legislative Decree 66/2017, 
amended by Legislative Decree 96/2019, which reinforced the principle of shared 
educational responsibility between schools, families and local communities. A further 
decisive step on the issue of inclusion was taken with the Ministerial Directive of 27 
December 2012, which extended pedagogical attention to Special Educational Needs 
(SEN), recognising that every pupil, at certain points in their school career, may need 
personalised support measures. This directive has helped to consolidate an inclusive 
vision of the system, based on the idea that diversity is the norm in schools and not an 
exception to be managed. 

These regulations establish the right of every pupil and student to a personalised 
educational and training path: a Personalised Education Plan (PDP) for pupils with 
other types of special educational needs; and an Individualised Education Plan (PEI) 
for pupils with disabilities, which is developed collectively within the Operational 
Working Group for Inclusion (OWG). 

The OWG is a crucial tool for the shared design of inclusive pathways, but it is 
also an area where tensions, critical issues and opportunities for innovation arise, as 
has already been highlighted by investigations conducted in some Italian regions 
(Muscarà, 2024). Often, in fact, the complexity of procedures risks reducing the 
OWG to a formal requirement rather than a place for genuine reflection and profes-
sional cooperation (Cottini, 2019; Canevaro, Ciambrone & Nocera, 2021). 

In an educational context increasingly characterised by the hybridisation of 
languages, the use of digital technologies and the spread of Artificial Intelligence (AI), 
the work of the OWG can be a key laboratory for exploring new forms of participa-
tion and educational and teaching design. The contemporary challenge is to combine 
the Italian tradition of inclusive pedagogy with the emerging perspectives of digital 
education and personalised learning, promoting a culture of collaboration and pro-
fessional reflection (Mulè, 2024). 

In light of these reflections, the question arises as to whether the Italian model of 
inclusion can effectively dialogue with international trends, taking the OWG as a key 
device for building a truly inclusive, reflective school oriented towards “educational 
democracy”. 

2. Towards inclusive hybridisation: between pedagogical tradition and digital 
innovation 

In recent decades, the international debate on disability and education has 
gradually shifted its focus from the concept of integration – centred on the adaptation 
of the pupil to the context – to that of inclusion, understood as the transformation of 
the education system as a whole (SipeS, 2024; Slee, 2018; Booth & Ainscow, 2011). 
Inclusion is now conceived as a process that redefines the very nature of school and 
its ethical and pedagogical mandate. As Florian argues, teaching in a way that allows 
everyone to learn means overcoming the distinction between “ordinary” and special 
education, valuing differences as resources for collective learning (2015). Diversity is a 
structural and generative condition of the educational process. Each student brings 
with them a wealth of experiences and languages which, if welcomed and brought into 
dialogue, broaden the cognitive and relational horizons of the class group. Booth and 
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Ainscow emphasise that inclusion involves a constant review of school cultures, 
policies and practices to reduce barriers to learning and participation (2011). 

In the Italian context, scholars and experts in special education emphasise that 
difference is not a limitation to be compensated for, but a resource from which to 
rethink practices and relationships (Canevaro & Ianes, 2022). This perspective is 
linked to Dewey's concept of democracy (1916), which sees the school as an ethical 
community and a laboratory for participation and democracy. 

Recent research in inclusive education highlights the need for a systemic ap-
proach based on interdependent cultures, policies and practices (Ainscow, 2020; 
Mitchell & Sutherland, 2020). The Index for Inclusion remains one of the most ef-
fective reference models for the continuous improvement of educational institutions 
(Booth & Ainscow, 2011). 

At the national level, Italian legislation – from Law 517/1977 to Law 104/1992, 
Legislative Decree 66/2017, Legislative Decree 96/2019 and Ministerial Decree 
182/2020 – has consolidated the right to inclusion as a structural dimension of the 
education system. However, as noted by Cottini (2019), D'Alonzo (2015), Dell'Anna, 
Bellacicco and Ianes (2023), there remains a risk that tools such as the PEI and the 
OWG will be seen as formal requirements, losing their reflective and planning func-
tion. For the OWG to truly become a space for shared educational responsibility, it 
needs to be rethought as a community of practice (Wenger, 1998), in which teachers, 
families and specialists collaborate to make shared decisions. This approach echoes 
Morin's (2001) complex vision and Bateson's (1976) ecology of mind, according to 
which knowledge arises from the interaction between people and contexts. 

From this perspective, educational technology and artificial intelligence (AI) can 
be seen as cultural mediators capable of expanding opportunities for participation. 
According to Cuban, technology alone does not automatically produce innovation, 
but only does so when integrated into conscious pedagogical frameworks (2001). The 
effectiveness of digital tools depends on intentional and reflective use, supported by 
adequate training (Cottini & Morganti, 2015). 

Contemporary applications of AI in education – from adaptive learning systems 
to chatbots – open up new opportunities, but also raise ethical and methodological 
questions. Holmes et al. highlight the need to ensure algorithmic transparency and 
safeguard the complexity of educational processes (2021). 

Building an inclusive school therefore means intertwining cultural, pedagogical 
and technological dimensions within a framework of shared educational responsibil-
ity. The hybridisation of knowledge, tools and relationships can guide the school 
community towards a renewed culture of participation, in which inclusion is not only 
a goal to be achieved, but a daily practice that is regenerated through reflection and 
cooperation. From this perspective, the OWG can become the ideal place to translate 
this vision into concrete processes of pedagogical co-design. 

3. OWG as a reflective community: digital co-design and pedagogical 
co-responsibility 

Interpreting OWG as a community of pedagogical practices involves a decisive 
methodological shift: from principles to shared construction processes. OWG is not 
merely a place for synthesising information, but a complex methodological device that 
integrates different professional and cultural perspectives, generating meanings and 
decisions through cooperation between different actors. On an epistemological level, 
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it is based on a processual and systemic logic that considers educational design as a 
situated investigative activity. In this perspective, the co-design methodology draws 
on models of collaborative and reflective research (Schön, 1983; Mortari, 2007), in 
which knowledge emerges from dialogue and negotiation between subjects with dif-
ferent skills and roles. 

The latest perspectives on cooperative inquiry reinforce this view, emphasising 
how participants become active co-researchers and how knowledge is generated 
through successive cycles of action and shared reflection (Green, 2025; Russ, 2025). 
In Italy, experiences of participatory school-university research (Pentucci, 2021) and 
studies on transformative and collaborative methodology (Fabbri, Bracci, & Romano, 
2021) confirm that educational design cannot be built on those who learn, but with 
those who learn, in a dialogical context that recognises the plurality of knowledge as 
an epistemic resource. This shifts the focus from standardised procedures to the di-
alogical quality of decision-making processes, understood as a condition for the 
transformation of educational practices. 

The methodological approach of the OWG is rooted in professional reflexivity 
and the ability to learn from experience. Educational decisions are not merely tech-
nical acts, but the result of an interpretative process in which the perspectives of 
curriculum and support teachers, school administrators, families, students, health and 
social specialists, and representatives of local institutions converge. This intertwining 
of knowledge configures the OWG as a device for epistemic and organisational me-
diation, capable of translating the plurality of demands into shared guidelines. 

The participation of local members – social, health and education service oper-
ators – plays a crucial role: they broaden the scope of planning, connecting schools to 
welfare systems and community resources. In this way, the OWG establishes itself as 
a network interface, capable of connecting the educational dimension with the social, 
health and cultural dimensions, avoiding the fragmentation of interventions and 
promoting continuity between school and the local area. 

The co-design methodology is implemented through iterative dynamics, i.e. cy-
clical and reflective processes of analysis, planning, action and review. These steps do 
not constitute a rigid sequence, but a continuous pedagogical cycle that is renewed 
every time educational needs and/or contextual conditions change. 

The practices that characterise this approach include: 

 listening to and interpreting training needs from multiple perspectives, built 
through discussion between the different professionals in the OWG and 
the evaluation of family and student narratives; 

 co-defining educational and social objectives, taking into account not only 
teaching aspects, but also overall well-being and participation in com-
munity life; 

 integrated planning of teaching and educational strategies, including the 
choice of teaching mediators, technological tools and support actions 
coordinated with local services; 

 documentation and shared reflection, in which the production of minutes, 
observation grids and digital portfolios becomes a common asset and a 
basis for improvement; 

 formative and dialogic assessment, aimed at reworking the educational 
project and capitalising on the knowledge produced by the group. 
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The methodological quality of co-design is therefore measured by the OWG's 
ability to transform each operational phase into an opportunity for collective learning 
and educational and didactic co-design. The value of the process lies not only in the 
results achieved, but also in the possibility of critically re-examining the experience, 
generating new shared meanings and consolidating a culture of shared responsibility. 
For this to happen, the group must maintain the centrality of the educational rela-
tionship and the awareness that the technical dimension – however important – al-
ways remains at the service of the pedagogical one. Only in this balance can co-design 
become a truly transformative device, capable of combining methodological rigour 
and reflective openness. 

In this perspective, digital tools and artificial intelligence can act as mediators of 
cognitive cooperation, facilitating information sharing, decision traceability and 
content accessibility. However, their use requires conscious pedagogical guidance, 
capable of governing their use in a critical and transparent manner. The integration of 
AI systems into educational contexts requires reflection on the relationship between 
data, interpretation and educational responsibility, as every technical choice has ep-
istemic and ethical implications that affect the very concept of knowledge, participa-
tion and personal care. 

As evidence of the intense debate on this topic in Italy, the Giornale Italiano di 
Pedagogia Speciale (Italian Journal of Special Education) has dedicated a specific issue 
to the topic, with contributions such as Pedagogia speciale e intelligenza artificiale: 
tecnologie e formazione per un’inclusione consapevole (Special Education and Arti-
ficial Intelligence: Technologies and Training for Conscious Inclusion) (Lo Piccolo et 
al., 2025), which highlight the urgency of conscious training and digital humanism. A 
recent study on Artificial Intelligence and Inclusion conducted by Bruni and Murgia 
(2025) highlighted how, among trainee teachers, there is a coexistence of the per-
ception of the inclusive potential of AI and the fear of a loss of educational control in 
the absence of a solid digital culture. 

At the international level, some scholars have put forward the need to ensure 
transparency, fairness and human-in-the-loop in AI-based education systems, in order 
to avoid biases and algorithmic reductionism that would compromise the ethi-
cal-pedagogical dimension (Memorian & Doleck, 2024; Porayska-Pomsta & Holmes, 
2022). 

The OWG's methodological approach is therefore underpinned by a strong 
ethical dimension, which recognises interprofessional dialogue not only as an organ-
isational necessity but also as a pedagogical principle. Every decision taken within the 
group entails a collective epistemic responsibility: that of building knowledge without 
exclusion, embracing complexity as a value and keeping the whole person at the 
centre. Reflectiveness thus becomes an exercise in awareness and mutual care, aimed 
at balancing innovation, equity and the protection of rights. Artificial intelligence and 
digital technologies, if used critically, can strengthen the transparency and fairness of 
decision-making processes; if, on the other hand, they are used automatically or re-
ductively, they risk emptying pedagogical mediation of meaning. The task of the 
OWG becomes that of managing complexity, keeping technology at the service of the 
educational relationship and shared responsibility. 
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4. Digital mediation and inclusive co-design 

The dialogue between special education and educational technologies opens up a 
space for reflection that could allow the OWG to become a dynamic laboratory, in 
which the digital experience becomes an integral part of the educational alliance. 

Far from being mere operational tools, digital technologies are relational and 
cultural environments that profoundly influence modes of communication, learning 
times and forms of educational cooperation. They do not merely support existing 
practices, but contribute to redefining them, generating new spaces for interaction 
and shared knowledge construction. As Selwyn observes, “educational technology is 
not simply a neutral tool; it is deeply intertwined with social, cultural, political and 
economic contexts” (2020, p. 26), highlighting how digital technology participates in 
the very construction of educational practices and relationships. 

From this perspective, the introduction of digital technology into inclusive 
co-design processes cannot be understood as a simple technical update, but as a real 
ecological change, capable of redefining the very meanings of participation, shared 
responsibility and educational reflexivity (Postman, 1992). 

In the context of OWG, digital tools could be a resource for expanding oppor-
tunities for collaboration. Platforms such as Google Workspace for Education or 
Microsoft Teams could enable shared and transparent working, facilitating the crea-
tion of common documents and the sharing of materials. This way of working, in 
addition to making information more accessible, could encourage continuous par-
ticipation processes, even outside formal meetings. 

Digital tools such as Padlet or Miro, which allow for the collective visualisation of 
ideas and pathways, could facilitate the representation of each participant's thoughts 
and the construction of a shared space for reflection. As Rashid, Yunus and Wahi 
observe, “Padlet motivates students to participate, encourages interaction and im-
proves mutual learning” (2019, p. 618), while, according to Van Leeuwen and Janssen, 
“collaborative learning technologies can support democratic and shared knowledge 
construction through ICT” (2019, p. 85). In this sense, digital technology would take 
the form of shared writing of the educational project, capable of giving visibility to the 
contributions of all those involved. 

Augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) is a particularly significant 
area for promoting inclusion in co-design processes (Galdieri, 2022). Tools such as 
Mind Express, Symwriter and The Grid 3 offer expressive possibilities to students 
with complex communication needs, allowing them to actively participate in building 
their own life project. The inclusion of AAC in the OWG could represent not only 
operational support, but also an ethical and cultural act. The use of multimodal lan-
guages allows diversity to be valued as a source of mutual learning and redefines the 
boundaries of educational communication. In this sense, AAC, rather than a set of 
techniques, could be interpreted as a “pedagogy of the voice”, capable of restoring 
communicative dignity to each individual and generating a culture of listening within 
the group. 

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has begun to be tested in various edu-
cational contexts, offering tools for analysis and decision-making support. Adaptive 
learning systems, digital tutors and educational chatbots can provide valuable infor-
mation on learning paths, enabling greater personalisation of interventions. However, 
the use of such resources requires critical analysis. As repeatedly argued by several 
scholars, AI cannot replace pedagogical mediation, but it can become an ally if used 
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with awareness and transparency (Porayska-Pomsta, Holmes & Nemorin, 2024). 
Data, in fact, only make sense when interpreted in the light of experience and context. 
It is possible to imagine that, within the OWG, digital analysis tools could support 
collective reflection, providing elements for discussion and shared evaluation of ed-
ucational pathways. From this perspective, artificial intelligence could help to pro-
mote a more dialogical and documented approach to design, in which quantitative 
information is intertwined with the qualitative dimension of the educational experi-
ence (Mulè, 2025). 

The integration of technologies into inclusive co-design processes, while offering 
new opportunities, continues to present significant challenges. Inequalities in access, 
differences in digital skills and a risk of technicisation of educational practice persist. 
These critical issues invite us to consider technology not as an automatic solution, but 
as a field of research and pedagogical negotiation (Lo Piccolo et al., 2025). It may be 
useful to think of the training of teachers and OWG members as a continuous pro-
cess, aimed not only at acquiring technical skills, but also at building a reflective and 
dialogical attitude. In this perspective, digital competence is intertwined with rela-
tional competence, giving shape to a pedagogical knowledge capable of critically 
reading technologies and orienting them towards educational ends. 

Similarly, artificial intelligence could be considered not as a substitute agent, but 
as a tool for amplifying collective reflexivity (Mulè, 2025). The critical use of digital 
technologies can, in fact, support the transition from a culture of procedure to a 
culture of participation, in which co-design is realised as a practice of educational 
co-responsibility. In this direction, it could be hypothesised that digital technology, if 
integrated with pedagogical sensitivity, could contribute to regenerating the culture of 
the OWG as an ecology of cooperative learning, in which relationships between 
people, knowledge and tools become opportunities to build a school capable of in-
habiting the complexity of the present and generating inclusion. 

5. Conclusion and future prospects for a reflective and digital OWG 

The analysis conducted has attempted to demonstrate how the OWG can be 
rethought as a reflective, ethical and digital community, capable of combining the 
Italian pedagogical tradition of inclusion with the challenges posed by technological 
innovation and artificial intelligence. From a place of bureaucratic compliance, it can 
be transformed into a space for generative educational co-responsibility, where the 
plurality of knowledge and experiences translates into a permanent laboratory for 
research and co-design. 

The transition from a prescriptive to a dialogical model involves a profound 
cultural and methodological reorganisation. Professional reflexivity emerges as a core 
competence for supporting the quality of decision-making processes, while tech-
nology is configured as a mediating environment and not as an end in itself. The 
challenge is therefore to hybridise knowledge, relationships and tools, preserving the 
human and relational dimension of educational action within complex digital eco-
systems. 

In this context, digital technologies and artificial intelligence can offer new op-
portunities for participation, documentation and shared assessment, provided they are 
integrated into an ethical and pedagogical framework that guides their use towards 
transparency, fairness and personal care. The adoption of collaborative digital tools, 
augmentative communication practices and intelligent systems for analysing educa-
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tional pathways can broaden the forms of cooperation between teachers, families and 
local services, strengthening the educational network. 

Future prospects require significant investment in the initial and in-service 
training of OWG members, understood not only as the acquisition of technical skills, 
but also as the development of a reflective and inclusive digital culture. It is necessary 
to promote training courses based on collaborative research practices, in which the 
use of technology becomes an opportunity to explore new ways of thinking about and 
implementing inclusion. In this sense, interdisciplinary training and school-university 
action research can provide fertile ground for consolidating pedagogical knowledge 
capable of embracing complexity and critically interpreting innovation. 

In terms of research, promising avenues are opening up for the empirical analysis 
of digital co-design experiences and for assessing the impact of artificial intelligence 
on the quality of inclusive processes. Future studies could investigate how AI tools, if 
integrated in a participatory and transparent manner, can enhance collective reflex-
ivity, supporting a culture of pedagogical co-design. 

Finally, the prospect of a digital humanism of inclusion invites us to think of the 
OWG not only as an organisational device, but as an ethical community capable of 
generating new educational meanings and building bridges between schools, local 
communities and technologies. In an age marked by technological acceleration, the 
task of special pedagogy and inclusive education is to keep alive the link between 
technology and responsibility, between innovation and humanity, so that digitalisation 
becomes a tool for emancipation and not exclusion. 

As Morin reminds us, “knowledge is always an uncertain adventure [...] the task 
of knowledge is to navigate an ocean of uncertainties through archipelagos of cer-
tainties” (2000, p. 21). With this in mind, the OWG can become a laboratory for 
pedagogical hybridisation, where the encounter between people, technologies and 
knowledge generates new forms of co-responsibility and educational participation, 
keeping alive the link between innovation and humanity. 
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