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Scopus, EBSCO, ERIC and British Education Index
were interrogated in a systematic review of pri-
mary research since 2014 addressing expert prac-
tice and outcomes in education and care for young
people with special educational needs and disabil-
ity in the UK. Grey literature and studies of medical
settings, preschool children, mainstream education
or professional education were excluded. Quality
was gauged by effect sizes, risk of bias and the
Critical Appraisal Skills Programme. The search
identified 7058 items. Twenty-eight studies were
included, with 1839 participants of 4–22 years.
Risk of bias was low, with effect sizes from small
to extremely large. The qualitative studies were
rigorous. Expert practice with positive outcomes
was evidenced in comprehensive assessment,
enhancing engagement and personalised interven-
tions. Correction of visual problems, use of huma-
noid robots, and tested models were generally
effective. There was rigorous evidence for efficacy
of frameworks and reasonable evidence for cre-
ative approaches to physical activity. Drama les-
sons were valued. Standing frame use improved
peer interaction or caused segregation. Disparity
between problem identification and planned sup-
port in education health and care plans, and
addressing personal and physical health factors
were problematic. The voice of young people was
lacking. More training was required in augmented
and alternative communication.

Introduction
This systematic review investigated the evidence for
expert practice and its outcomes in the United Kingdom
(UK) in the education and care of children and young

people with special educational needs and disability
(SEND). It was structured by the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analysis
(PRISMA) framework (Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff,
et al., 2009). The review was restricted to the UK
because of the significant differences internationally in
terminology, practices and structure of provision and also
in order to inform an associated study of expert practice
and outcomes specifically in the UK. It should be helpful
to practitioners in schools and care organisations as well
as to other researchers in the field.

Terminology
A disability is defined as ‘a physical or mental impair-
ment that has a substantial and long-term adverse effect
on your ability to carry out day-to-day activities’ (UK
Equality Act, 2010, Chapter 1 Section 6). The Interna-
tional Classification of Diseases 11 (ICD-11) defines
intellectual disability (previously referred to as learning
disability) as atypical cognitive development (World
Health Organisation, 2018, 6A00). There remains dispar-
ity in formal definition of terms such as learning disabil-
ity and learning difficulty. For example, in the USA,
there is a tendency to differentiate between a learning dif-
ficulty and a specific learning disorder (SLD) based on
general and specific academic impairments, respectively.
In the UK, it is not common to make this differentiation
unless the SLD is identifiable by standardised testing
(Foundation for People with Learning Disabilities, 2020).
However, there is a consensus these do not affect general
intelligence, representing instead an overall cognitive
impairment (Foundation for People with Learning Dis-
abilities, 2020; National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence, 2015). SLDs are often responsive to
classroom-based learning interventions such as those
implemented for dyslexia (Pumfrey, Pumfrey, and Rea-
son, 2013). When presenting results in this review, the
terminology used in the reported study was retained.This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License,
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Special education
A child’s physical and/or intellectual impairment may
necessitate special education provision such as state-
funded or self-maintained special school. The latest UK
government statistics estimated the number of children in
state-funded special schools at 128 100, with almost 3800
in non-maintained special schools; both increased from
the previous year (Department for Education
(DfE), 2020).

Mainstream schools pursue the same outcome goals for
all pupils. The focus on academic success is apparent in
academic and behavioural targets. Special schools are
often more individualistic, with academic achievement
tailored specifically to the individual child and their tal-
ents or interests. There is also an increased focus on life
skills and independence, with smaller class sizes to allow
for better interaction with teachers and learning support
assistants. The school setting itself is often more purpose-
built with facilities to cater to all of the needs of disabled
children and not just their educational needs (Birtenshaw
Group, 2020). Australian parents cited improved well-
being as a factor in the decision to move their children
from mainstream to special school. Exclusionary culture
in mainstream school aggravated existing emotional strain
(Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni, 2018).

Children with intellectual disability are more likely than
typically developing peers to develop psychiatric disor-
ders (Whitaker and Read, 2006). There may be comorbid
depression and anxiety (Simonoff, Pickles, Charman,
et al., 2008). For American adults with physical disabil-
ity, depression was the most common secondary condi-
tion (Kemp, 2006). With this in mind, allowing disabled
children to experience life at its fullest is of paramount
concern in order to reduce the development of psychiatric
disorder in childhood and beyond. To this end, special
education should be holistic, with well-being as a core
focus.

Expert practice and outcomes
The seminal work of Ericsson and associates (Ericsson,
Hoffman, Kozbelt, et al., 2018; Ericsson, Krampe, and
Tesch-Romer, 1993) prompted a new era of research into
the nature of ‘deliberate practice’, founded on the notion
that expertise could be achieved only through a prolonged
period of intensive practice; innate talent or inherited fac-
tors being discounted entirely. Deliberate practice was
characterised by reproducible and persistently superior
performance. This approach has been expanded to unpick
the component parts of expert practice as teachers’ tasks.
In the Netherlands, a systematic review by van Dijk, van
Tartwijk, van der Schaaf, et al. (2020) identified six such
tasks, together with a further three dimensions related to
university teachers’ development of these tasks. There
were performing tasks better, expanding performance to a
greater variety of tasks, and carrying out tasks in a wider

sphere of influence. Clearly, these proposals focus on pro-
cess rather than outcomes.

An alternative approach in educational psychology to
define expert practice has been to identify the differences
between experts and novices. Scandinavian researchers
used video recordings of problematic classroom events to
investigate differential responses between expert and
novice teachers. Novices focussed more on classroom
behaviour and discipline, while experts prioritised student
learning and the teacher’s role in influencing developing
events (Wolff, Jarodzka, and Boshuizen, 2017). A meta-
analysis by researchers from the UK and Turkey (Ander-
son and Taner, 2022) established that expert teachers
were more critically reflexive on their practice, sought to
support colleagues more often and demonstrated lifelong
learning activity more than other teachers. They were
flexible in classroom management, had strong pedagogi-
cal knowledge and engaged students in the choice of con-
tent and activities. The impact of such expertise was not
detailed, the focus remaining on process.

Hambrick, Oswald, Altmann, et al. (2014) suggested that
both the ‘deliberate practice’ and the ‘individual differ-
ences’ approaches to expert practice failed to address the
phenomenon adequately, and a much wider understanding
of factors and context was necessary. Such an attempt
was made by Maccrae (2018), identifying perception of
key issues in the classroom; the ability to predict the out-
comes of a range of actions; finesse in execution of
actions with deep thought of multiple factors; and the
ability to focus selectively on complex, chaotic environ-
ments as indicators of ‘expertise as actions’. Knowledge
of the curriculum as a learning journey; acknowledging
the impact on individual pupils; accessing extensive
knowledge of pedagogy; and engaging in effective self-
reflection were declared to be aspects of ‘mental models’
that were central to expert practice. These were all to be
effected while conserving the complexity of fluidity of
knowledge and context as well as personal values. Out-
comes were hinted at (in the impact on pupils), but pro-
cess remained the main focus.

A previous literature review suggested no clear indica-
tions of either special school or mainstream school having
better outcomes for disabled children (Shaw, 2017).
Within mainstream and special schools, provision for
children and subsequent impact are not homogenous. As
a result, it is possible that the quality of either source of
provision or the severity of impairment may be determin-
ing factors of individual outcomes. This review was
designed to assess the available evidence of expert prac-
tice in the education and care of children and young peo-
ple with special educational needs and disability in the
UK, together with associated outcomes. This will inform
an associated realist evaluation to identify expert practice
in SEND services, the factors that bring about positive
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outcomes, and the context in which achievement is made
possible.

Method

Search strategy and selection of studies
A comprehensive literature search was conducted using
relevant web-based databases (Scopus, EBSCO, ERIC,
British Education Index). Given the mixed nature of the
evidence, with some intervention studies and more obser-
vational or qualitative studies, a Population, Exposure,
Outcomes (PEO) approach was adopted to formulate the
review question and the search for evidence (Bettany-
Saltikov, 2012).

What evidence is there of expert practice in the educa-
tion and care (E) of children and young people with
special educational needs and disability in the UK (P),
and how might this provide more positive physical,
educational or behavioural outcomes (O)?

Terms. The search terms education, special, needs,
expert, practice, children, young, people, impairment,
physical, learning, disability, complex, health and autism
were applied to the title, abstract or full paper. The con-
junction ‘and’ together with the logical operators ‘in’,
‘with’ and ‘for’ were also used, along with the disjunc-
tion ‘or’ (Table 1).

At initial screening, titles were assessed to ensure that
they included at least one of the search terms. Duplicates
were removed. Following this, the abstracts of the
remaining returns were assessed for eligibility. If abstracts
were deemed relevant, then the full text of the paper was
acquired. If not relevant, they were excluded. Exclusion
criteria were applied in reviewing the full text. The

reference sections of eligible full-text papers were
screened to identify any further eligible items. Reference
lists from literature reviews and meta-analyses published
within the defined time frame were hand-searched for
other eligible studies. Unpublished and grey literature
were not included. Reports published in languages other
than English would have been excluded, but there were
none.

Inclusion criteria
Items had to be reports of primary studies in the UK
addressing the education and/or care of children and
young people (<25 years) with special educational needs
or disability (acknowledging international variation in
nomenclature). They had to report expert practice in edu-
cation and care for this population, and they were pub-
lished in English in peer-reviewed journals. The search
was limited to studies published after 2014 because of
changes in special needs education policy in the UK at
this time (DfE, 2014).

Reports detailing relevant influence of policy and practice
in special education on outcomes for children or young
people were included. Comparisons between typically
developing children and disabled children were included
if data were suitably disaggregated. Reports focused on
the impact of professional views and approaches to edu-
cating children with SEND were included to illuminate
the application of specific practices (Table 2).

Exclusion criteria
Unpublished studies, dissertations, theses and other grey
literature were excluded. Studies detailing care primarily
in medical settings rather than education and care were
excluded. Those focussed on preschool children, solely
mainstream education professional education (without

Table 1: Search terms with Boolean operators

Practice
Children and
Young people Disability

Not relevant
publication

Not
relevant terms

Expert Children Autism Health Hospital

AND OR OR OR OR

Practice Young Physical Medical Inpatient

IN AND OR OR OR

Education FOR People WITH Learning Policy Parent

OR OR OR OR

Care Special educational needs International

OR

Impairment

OR

Severe

OR

Difficulty
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details of outcomes for children and young people),
and mixed sample studies in which data about the tar-
get population could not be disaggregated were also
excluded.

Primary outcome measures
This review aimed to assess practice in the education and
care of children and young people with special educa-
tional needs and disability. The primary outcome measure
for empirical studies was efficacy of delivered interven-
tions.

Analyses of effect sizes
Where data were available, between-group and within-
group effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were calculated using the
difference between the pre-test and post-test results
(within-group effect size) or the difference between the
control and intervention group post-test results (between-
group effect size) and dividing by the pooled standard
deviation. Effect sizes of ≤0.2 were deemed to be small,
0.5 to be moderate, and 0.8≥ to be large (Cohen, 1988,
1992).

Quality assessment
The quality of empirical studies was assessed using
Cochrane’s Risk of Bias Assessment Tool (Higgins, Alt-
man, Gøtzsche, et al., 2011). However, the blinding crite-
rion was excluded since blinding was not possible when
participants and data were organised by disability status
or employment title. Cochrane’s risk of bias categorises
studies as high, medium, or low risk; unclear (no clear
risk indicator); or not applicable (Table 3). The quality of
other studies was assessed using the Critical Appraisal
Skills Programme Qualitative Research Checklist
(CASP, 2018; Table 4).

Results

Outcome of the selection process
In total, 7058 items were identified for inclusion. The ref-
erence lists of previous systematic reviews were hand-
searched for other eligible studies that met the inclusion
criteria; however, none were identified. After removal of
duplicates, 6173 records were considered for screening by
title only. Largely due to lack of inclusion of key terms
or lack of UK focus, 5288 items were excluded. The
abstracts of the remaining 885 items were then assessed
in detail for eligibility against inclusion and exclusion cri-
teria. This removed 755 items, especially because of inap-
plicable population (preschool or mainstream schooling),
or being conducted in other countries. The remaining 130
items were deemed eligible for full-text review using the
same criteria. A further 102 papers were excluded at this
stage due to inability to segregate data by applicable age
group, being economy- or policy-based reports, or not
being based on UK data. This left a total of 28 studies to
be included in the review (Figure 1). LC led on search-
ing, screening, data extraction and appraisal of papers. TL
and AW reviewed these processes independently. Consen-
sus was reached through discussion in the case of con-
flicting perspectives.

Characteristics of included study (Table 5)
There were 16 empirical studies, 10 qualitative studies,
and two mixed methods studies. The 28 studies included
a total of 1839 participants (inexact numbers were
reported in one qualitative study).

Risk of bias
All studies were deemed to be of low risk when assessed
against the Cochrane’s Risk of Bias tool (Higgins,
et al., 2011). However, some studies contained elements
of risk. Of the intervention studies in which effect size
for significant outcomes could be calculated, a range from
small to extremely large was seen (0.15–2.93). Details of
the outcomes of quality assessment of empirical studies
are displayed in Table 4.

All studies concerning behaviour and engagement
reported low sample sizes except for Black, McConnell,
McKerr, et al. (2019) who were successful in recruiting
over half the school population. Studies by Black,
et al. (2019) and McKerr, McConnell, Black,
et al. (2020) raised the concern of other sources of bias,
these being respectively unequal gender split and the pos-
sible introduction of demand characteristics. No data on
effect sizes were provided by McKerr, et al. (2020) or
Pilling and Little (2020). Young, Dagnan, and
Jahoda (2016) reported medium effect sizes, while Rud-
dick, Davies, Bacarese-Hamilton, et al. (2015) and
Lambert-Lee, Jones, O’Sullivan, et al. (2015) reported
small to large effect sizes across varied outcomes. When
exploring behaviour and engagement interventions in edu-
cation, Black, et al. (2019) reported consistently large

Table 2: Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria

Focused on children and young

people (<25 years) with special

educational needs and/or disability

Studies of typically

developing children and

disabled children, or of

childhood and adulthood, in

which disaggregation of data

is not possible.

Focused on special education and

care OR on expert practice in this

area

Focus primarily on medical

settings

Details outcomes for children or

young people

Primary research

Presented in English

Published after 2014

Focused on any part of the UK
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effect sizes for improvement in concentration. Hedgecock,
Standen, Beer, et al. (2014) also reported large effect
sizes when measuring engagement in classroom-based
tasks. From the quality assessment, it can be suggested
that Black, et al.’s (2019) study was of the highest quality
in the area of behaviour and engagement due to the large
sample size, large effect size and lack of other bias; while
McKerr, et al.’s (2020) study had a low sample size,
unreported effect sizes of outcome measures, and other
sources of bias.

The studies focussed on language and communication
raised no concerns regarding other bias. Herring, Grindle,
and Kovshoff (2019) did not report effect sizes. Pearlman
and Michaels (2019) reported medium effect sizes, and
both Ebbels, Wright, Brockbank, et al. (2017) and Tobin
and Ebbels (2019) reported large effect sizes. The opti-
mum study was by Tobin and Ebbels (2019), reporting
significant clinical effect sizes and providing substantial
evidence.

Neither of the two studies investigating professional
views and health outcomes (Place, Dickinson, and
Reynolds, 2015; Van Herwegen, Ashworth, and
Palikara, 2019) provided sufficient data for effect sizes to
be calculated. In the first of these, the possibility of bias
due to an unequal participant gender split was raised.
Despite this, both studies provided a valuable contribution
and direction for future research.

Four studies reported the efficacy of frameworks of provi-
sion (Castro, Grande, and Palikara, 2019; Gutman, Vor-
haus, Burrows, et al., 2018; Rees, Tully, and
Ferguson, 2017; Stelmaszczyk, 2018). The risk elements
related to lack of detail of the researcher’s relationship
with participants and of the recruitment strategy. The
Rees et al study produced large effect sizes of positive
outcomes and exploited different methods of data collec-
tion to enhance validity. One study produced overall low-
risk and good-quality evidence for practice (Castro,
et al., 2019), yet improved rigour could have been
achieved by collating evidence beyond a single city’s
local authorities. One study showed risk of other bias as
it was funded by the school from which the sample was
taken (Gutman, et al., 2018). However, the results of the
framework evidence were positive with moderate to large
effect sizes and could be influential for other organisa-
tions. Stelmaszczyk’s (2018) narrative case study was
deemed to be high-risk and lower-quality research as this
provided only a single viewpoint of the framework effec-
tiveness without providing quantifiable data as evidence
or opinions of those involved (students and staff of the
school).

Assessment of other studies
Appraisal of qualitative studies is summarised in Table 5.
Six studies did not detail the recruitment strategy fully
(Davis, Carter, Myers, et al., 2018; Franklin andT
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Goff, 2019; Loyd, 2015; Maher and Fitzgerald, 2020;
Pierce and Maher, 2020; Rees, e al., 2017). Four studies
failed to address researcher-participant relationship or
contingency planning to reduce researcher influence
(Downs, Knowles, Fairclough, et al., 2014; Pierce and
Maher, 2020; Rees, et al., 2017; Young, et al., 2016). A
clear statement of study aims was not discerned in the
report by Maher and Fitzgerald (2020).

Outcomes of intervention studies
The intervention studies reported overall positive results,
with improved outcomes for children. Several were aimed
at improvement of child behaviour or engagement in tasks,
and others included language interventions.

Behaviour and engagement. Three studies detailed vision
interventions (Black, et al., 2019; McKerr, et al., 2020;
Pilling and Little, 2020). Black, et al. (2019) investigated
the effects of in-school eyecare for children attending a
specialist setting. Significantly more visual needs were met
at follow-up than at baseline. The most common reason for
some needs remaining unmet was non-compliance with
wearing spectacles. For participants whose parents or
teachers had been given advice to alleviate the unmet need
identified at baseline, an improvement in engagement

(lower instances of off-task behaviour) was displayed at
follow-up. Though the primary aim was assessment of the
effects of in-school eyecare, more focus was placed on
observation of behaviour prior to intervention which was
not reflected so fully in the reported results. Pilling and
Little (2020) trialled the use of a colour tent to determine
differences of visual behaviour in children with cerebral
palsy. Seven of nine participants showed visual behaviour
changes, and the data were insufficient to evidence
increased responses from the intervention. In a similar
study, McKerr, et al. (2020) investigated the use of glasses
and larger print text on the classroom behaviour of children
with intellectual disability. When children had access to
spectacles (if needed) or larger print text, behaviour
improved.

Hedgecock, et al. (2014) investigated the effects of a
humanoid robot in classroom-based tasks for children
with intellectual disability. Teachers reported that the
robot could be used in the pursuit of varied learning
objectives for the children, helping them to attain tar-
gets. Children were assessed against an engagement
measure from the Special Schools and Academies Trust
(, 2011), and ratings were significantly higher when
working with the robot (z = 2.023, P = 0.043).

Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs.10

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

St
ud

y
ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s

A
ut
ho
r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud
y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

va
n
H
er
w
eg
en

et
al

(2
01
9)

C
oh
or
t
st
ud

y
B
et
w
ee
n
gr
ou

ps
.

pr
of
es
si
on
al
s

w
or
ki
ng

w
ith

ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

:

A
SC

=
77

;
D
S
=
26

;

W
S
=
38

(n
=
14

1)

Pr
of
es
si
on
al
s
re
co
gn
is
ed

ar
ea
s
of

di
ffi
cu
lty

fo
r
th
e
ch
ild

re
n
th
ey

w
or
ke
d
w
ith

,
bu
t
le
ss

ph
en
ot
yp

ic
al

di
ffi
cu
lti
es

w
er
e
of
te
n

un
re
co
gn
is
ed
.
D
is
cr
ep
an
ci
es

be
tw
ee
n
th
e

di
ffi
cu
lti
es

id
en
tifi

ed
by

pr
of
es
si
on
al
s
an
d

th
e
su
pp
or
t
ne
ed
ed
.

H
ow

in
fo
rm

ed
pr
of
es
si
on
al
s
w
er
e
ab
ou
t

A
SD

,
D
S,

an
d
W
S
an
d
w
he
re

th
ey

ga
in
ed

th
is
kn

ow
le
dg
e
fr
om

.

Pr
of
es
si
on
al
s’

vi
ew

s
of

ch
al
le
ng

es

en
co
un

te
re
d.

O
bt
ai
n
th
ei
r
op

in
io
ns

ab
ou
t
th
e
SE

N
D

se
rv
ic
es

an
d
su
pp

or
t

re
ce
iv
ed

by
ch
ild

re
n.

In
su
ffi
ci
en
t
da
ta

R
ud
di
ck
,
D
av
ie
s,

et
al
.
(2
01

5)

D
es
cr
ip
tiv

e
cr
os
s-

se
ct
io
na
l

qu
es
tio

nn
ai
re

T
ea
ch
er
s
an
d
pr
im

ar
y

ca
re
rs

of
94

3
ch
ild

re
n

ag
ed

4–
19

in
16

sp
ec
ia
l

sc
ho

ol
s

5.
3%

of
ch
ild

re
n
sh
ow

ed
cl
in
ic
al
ly

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

be
ha
vi
ou

r
an
d
4.
1%

sh
ow

ed

be
ha
vi
ou

r
of

m
an
ag
em

en
t
di
ffi
cu
lty

.

Pr
im

ar
y
ca
re
rs

w
er
e
m
or
e
ab
le

th
an

te
ac
he
rs

to
id
en
tif
y
ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

be
ha
vi
ou

ra
l
di
ffi
cu
lti
es

an
d
fu
rt
he
r
ne
ed
s.

Fr
eq
ue
nc
y
an
d
m
an
ag
em

en
t
di
ffi
cu
lty

of

se
lf
-i
nj
ur
io
us
,
ag
gr
es
si
ve
,
an
d

de
st
ru
ct
iv
e
be
ha
vi
ou

r
in

ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

se
ve
re

in
te
lle
ct
ua
l
di
sa
bi
lit
ie
s
at
te
nd
in
g

sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho

ol
s
in

on
e
U
K

ci
ty
.

D
if
fe
re
nt
ia
l
id
en
tifi

ca
tio

n
of

be
ha
vi
ou

r

an
d

se
rv
ic
e
ne
ed

by
te
ac
he
rs

an
d

pr
i-

m
ar
y
ca
re
rs
.

M
ee
tin

g
of

ne
ed
s
by

co
nt
ac
t
w
ith

sp
e-

ci
al
is
t
se
rv
ic
es
.

A
ge

in
cr
ea
se
s
su
pp
or
t
ne
ed
s

d
=
0.
17

In
cr
ea
se
d
fr
eq
ue
nc
y
of

be
ha
-

vi
ou

r
ne
ce
ss
ita
te
s

be
ha
vi
ou
r

in
te
rv
en
tio

n:

Se
lf
-i
nj
ur
y
d
=
0.
58

A
gg

re
ss
io
n
d
=
0.
97

D
es
tr
uc
tiv

e
be
ha
vi
ou
r

d
=
0.
67

<
1

H
FB

in
cr
ea
se
s

co
nt
ac
t

w
ith

pr
of
es
si
on
al

d
=
0.
31

C
ha
lle
ng
in
g

be
ha
vi
ou
r

in
cr
ea
se
s
co
nt
ac
t
w
ith

so
ci
al

w
or
ke
r
d
=
0.
3

B
la
ck
,
M
cC

on
ne
ll,

M
cK

er
r,

et
al
.
(2
01

9)

Sc
ho

ol
-b
as
ed

ob
se
rv
at
io
na
l

st
ud

y
of

ch
ild

re
n

w
ith

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

re
fr
ac
tiv

e
er
ro
r
/

ac
co
m
m
od
at
io
n

de
fi
ci
t

R
ed
uc
ed

co
nt
ra
st

se
ns
iti
vi
ty

24
;

R
ed
uc
ed

di
st
an
ce

or
ne
ar

ac
tiv

ity
17

;
O
cu
la
r

pa
th
ol
og
y
18

V
is
ua
l
fi
el
d
de
fi
ci
t
4;

A
no

m
al
ou
s

ey
e

m
ov

e-

m
en
t
C
tr
l
20

;

V
is
ua
l
pr
oc
es
si
ng

de
fi
ci
t

43
;

19
9
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts

W
hi
le

a
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

nu
m
be
r
of

vi
su
al

ne
ed
s

w
er
e
m
et

at
fo
llo

w
-u
p,

vi
su
al

fi
el
d
de
fi
ci
ts

re
m
ai
ne
d
un
im

pr
ov
ed
.
N
on
-c
om

pl
ia
nc
e

w
ith

sp
ec
ta
cl
es

is
th
e
m
os
t
co
m
m
on

re
as
on

fo
r
un

m
et

ne
ed
s
of

re
fr
ac
tiv

e
er
ro
r.

Im
pr
ov

em
en
ts
in

‘o
ff
-t
as
k’

be
ha
vi
ou

r

ev
id
en
t
if
pa
re
nt
/te
ac
he
rs

ha
d
re
ce
iv
ed

ad
vi
ce

to
m
ee
t
vi
su
al

ne
ed
s:

E
ff
ec
t
of

in
-s
ch
oo
l
ey
e
ca
re

up
on

cl
as
sr
oo
m

en
ga
ge
m
en
t
an
d
be
ha
vi
ou
rs
.

B
as
el
in
e

m
ea
su
re
s:

cl
as
sr
oo
m

be
ha
-

vi
ou
rs

an
d
vi
su
al

he
al
th

as
se
ss
m
en
t.

Fo
llo

w
-u
p
m
ea
su
re
s:

C
la
ss
ro
om

en
ga
ge
m
en
t,
ey
e
ex
am

in
at
io
n

an
d
pa
re
nt
/te
ac
he
r
fe
ed
ba
ck

R
ef
ra
ct
iv
e
er
ro
r
w
ith

un
m
et

ne
ed

d
=
0.
81
2a

d
=
�1

.2
82

b

(C
on

tin
ue
d)

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs. 11

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut
ho

r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud

y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

N
or
bu
rn
,

et
al
.
(2
01

6)

D
es
cr
ip
tiv

e

qu
es
tio

nn
ai
re

St
af
f
w
or
ki
ng

w
ith

ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

PM
L
D
,

SL
D
,
M
L
D
,
A
SD

(n
=
72

)

A
ra
ng
e
of

A
A
C

ap
pr
oa
ch
es

w
er
e
id
en
tifi

ed

by
st
af
f.
C
on
fi
de
nc
e
an
d
un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
of

th
e
re
as
on

s
fo
r
us
in
g
id
en
tifi

ed
A
A
C

st
ra
te
gi
es

is
re
po
rt
ed

as
on
e
of

th
e
ke
y

ba
rr
ie
rs

to
im

pl
em

en
tin

g
A
A
C
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y.

T
o
co
lle
ct

in
fo
rm

at
io
n
ab
ou

t
th
e
ra
ng

e

of
A
A
C
us
ed

by
sc
ho

ol
st
af
f.

G
ui
de

di
sc
us
si
on

ab
ou
t

st
af
f

tr
ai
ni
ng

ne
ed
s

D
ev
el
op

m
or
e

ef
fe
ct
iv
e

us
e

of

A
A
C

th
at

su
pp
or
ts

cu
rr
ic
ul
um

ac
ce
ss

an
d

co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n

fo
r
pu

pi
ls

in
th
e

sc
ho

ol
.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

L
am

be
rt
-L
ee
,

et
al
.
(2
01

5)

R
ep
ea
te
d

m
ea
su
re
s
cr
os
s-

se
ct
io
na
l

W
ith

in
gr
ou

p.
St
ud
en
ts

w
ith

A
ut
is
m

(n
=
53

)

Fo
r
23

st
ud

en
ts
a
re
pe
at
ed

V
in
el
an
d

A
da
pt
iv
e
B
eh
av
io
ur

Sc
al
es

(V
A
B
S)

as
se
ss
m
en
t
w
as

av
ai
la
bl
e.

R
es
ul
ts
re
ve
al
ed

st
at
is
tic
al
ly

si
gn
ifi
ca
nt

im
pr
ov

em
en
ts
ov

er

tim
e
on

al
l
A
B
L
L
S
do

m
ai
ns

an
d
fo
r
al
l

V
A
B
S
sc
or
es
.

Fi
ft
y-
th
re
e
st
ud
en
ts
w
ith

au
tis
m

w
er
e

te
st
ed

an
d
th
en

re
-t
es
te
d
w
ith

th
e

A
ss
es
sm

en
t
of

B
as
ic

L
an
gu
ag
e
an
d

L
ea
rn
in
g
Sk

ill
s
(A

B
L
L
S-
R
).

V
A
B
S
co
m
po
si
te

d
=
0.
62

C
om

m
un

ic
at
io
n
d
=
0.
49

da
ily

liv
in
g
sk
ill
s
d
=
0.
63

so
ci
al
is
at
io
n
d
=
0.
88

A
B
L
L
S *

to
ta
l
sc
or
e
d
=
0.
19

A
B
L
L
S

le
ar
ni
ng

sk
ill
s

d
=
0.
23

H
ed
ge
co
ck
,

et
al
.
(2
01

4)

M
ul
tip

le
ca
se

st
ud

ie
s
w
ith

re
vi
ew

of
vi
de
o-

re
co
rd
in
gs

W
ith

in
gr
ou

p
(n

=
6)

pu
pi
ls
in

a
sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho
ol
,

w
or
ki
ng

w
ith

a
hu

m
an
oi
d

ro
bo
t.

R
at
in
gs

w
er
e
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

hi
gh

er
w
he
n

w
or
ki
ng

w
ith

th
e
ro
bo

t
(z

=
2.
02

3,

P
=

0.
04
3)

M
ea
su
re
d
en
ga
ge
m
en
t
us
in
g
th
e
sc
al
e

de
ve
lo
pe
d
by

th
e
Sp

ec
ia
l
Sc
ho

ol
s
an
d

A
ca
de
m
ie
s
T
ru
st
(2
01
1)

E
ng

ag
em

en
t
af
te
r
w
or
ki
ng

w
ith

ro
bo
t
d
=
2.
93

Pi
lli
ng

an
d

L
itt
le

(2
02

0)

In
te
rv
en
tio

n

fe
as
ib
ili
ty

st
ud
y:

se
ri
al

ob
se
rv
at
io
ns

in
co
lo
ur

te
nt

C
hi
ld
re
n
w
ith

pr
of
ou

nd
,

m
ul
tip

le
di
sa
bi
lit
ie
s
an
d

po
or

vi
su
al

aw
ar
en
es
s

(n
=
9)

A
ll
ch
ild

re
n
ex
ce
pt

ch
ild

2
sh
ow

ed
a

ch
an
ge

in
vi
su
al

be
ha
vi
ou
r
on

at
le
as
t
on

e

oc
ca
si
on

w
hi
le

in
th
e
co
lo
ur

te
nt
.
N
o

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

in
cr
ea
se

in
re
sp
on

se
fr
om

se
ss
io
n

1
to

se
ss
io
n
4.

C
ha
ng
e
in

vi
su
al

be
ha
vi
ou
r
du

ri
ng

in
te
rv
en
tio

n,
or

im
m
ed
ia
te
ly

af
te
r
th
is
.

O
pt
im

um
tim

e
ex
po
su
re

fo
r
ch
an
ge

in

vi
su
al

be
ha
vi
ou
r
to

be
ob

se
rv
ed
.

O
pt
im

al
nu

m
be
r
of

se
ss
io
ns

re
qu

ir
ed

fo
r

ch
an
ge

in
vi
su
al

be
ha
vi
ou

r
to

be

ob
se
rv
ed

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

Pl
ac
e,

et
al
.
(2
01

5)
C
ro
ss
-s
ec
tio

na
l

si
ng

le
te
st
w
ith

m
ul
tip

le
m
ea
su
re
s

10
0
ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

A
SC

an
d
no

ot
he
r
ph

ys
ic
al

co
nd
iti
on
s

W
id
e
va
ri
at
io
n
in

fi
tn
es
s
le
ve
ls
(E
ur
ofi

t

te
st
).
C
ar
di
o-
pu
lm

on
ar
y
fi
tn
es
s
(V

O
2m

ax
)
is

ge
ne
ra
lly

po
or
.
B
M
I
m
od
es
t
co
rr
el
at
io
n

w
ith

V
O
2m

ax
fo
r
bo

ys
.
N
o
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

di
ff
er
en
ce

in
gi
rl
s.

V
O
2
m
ax

+
B
le
ep

te
st
,
10

9
5m

ru
n,

br
oa
d
ju
m
ps
,
si
t-
up
s,
fl
ex

te
st
.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

W
ith

in
gr
ou

p
A
ux

ili
ar
y
an
d
co
pu
la

(C
on

tin
ue
d)

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs.12

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut
ho

r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud

y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

T
ob

in
an
d

E
bb

el
s
(2
01

9)

Si
ng

le
gr
ou
p

re
pe
at
ed

m
ea
su
re
s

in
te
rv
en
tio

n
st
ud
y

(n
=
11

)

C
hi
ld
re
n

w
ith

m
od

er
at
e

le
ar
ni
ng

di
sa
bi
lit
y

an
d

co
m
pl
ex

ne
ed
s

Si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

m
or
e
pr
og

re
ss

du
ri
ng

th
e

in
te
rv
en
tio

n
pe
ri
od

th
an

at
ba
se
lin

e

T
o
ev
al
ua
te

th
e
ef
fe
ct
iv
en
es
s
of

a

sc
ho
ol
-b
as
ed

in
te
rv
en
tio

n
us
in
g
vi
su
al

st
ra
te
gi
es

to
im

pr
ov
e
ac
cu
ra
te

us
e
of

au
xi
lia
ry

an
d
co
pu

la
m
ar
ki
ng

in
si
ng

ul
ar

an
d
pl
ur
al
,
pa
st
an
d
pr
es
en
t
te
ns
e
by

st
ud
en
ts
w
ith

m
od
er
at
e
le
ar
ni
ng

di
sa
bi
lit
y
an
d
co
m
pl
ex

ne
ed
s.

C
om

bi
ne
d

d
=

0.
15

c

d
=
1.
08

d

C
op
ul
a
d
=
0.
06

c
d
=
1.
00

d

A
ux

ili
ar
y

d
=

0.
41

c

d
=
1.
10

d

R
ee
s,
et

al
.
(2
01

7)
M
ix
ed

m
et
ho
ds

Fr
am

ew
or
k

ev
al
ua
tio

n:
au
di
t

se
m
i-
st
ru
ct
ur
ed

in
te
rv
ie
w
s
an
d

qu
es
tio

nn
ai
re

W
ith

in
gr
ou

p
(n

=
6)

E
vi
de
nc
e
of

po
si
tiv

e
in
fl
ue
nc
e
on

te
ac
he
r

m
in
ds
et
s,
pr
ac
tic
e
an
d
ab
ili
ty

to
se
t

ap
pr
op
ri
at
e
ta
rg
et
s.
In
cr
ea
se
d
st
af
f

co
lla
bo
ra
tio

n
an
d
lia
is
on

w
ith

pa
re
nt
s.

O
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
as

to
ev
al
ua
te

th
e

fr
am

ew
or
k

A
pp

ro
ac
he
s
to

te
ac
hi
ng

an
d

le
ar
ni
ng

d
=
�1

.2
3

e

A
ss
es
sm

en
t,

m
on

ito
ri
ng

an
d

ta
rg
et

se
tti
ng

d
=
�1

.8
6e

H
ea
lth

,
w
el
l-
be
in
g,

as
se
ss
in
g

an
d

ad
dr
es
si
ng

ch
al
le
ng

in
g

be
ha
vi
ou

r
d
=
�1

.2
0e

G
ut
m
an
,

et
al
.
(2
01

8)

L
on

gi
tu
di
na
l

de
sc
ri
pt
iv
e
si
ng

le

gr
ou

p

B
oy
s
=
23

,
gi
rl
s
=
13

.
6–

11
yr
s.

V
ul
ne
ra
bl
e
se
ve
re
ly

tr
au
-

m
at
is
ed

ch
ild

re
n

Si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

im
pr
ov
em

en
t
in

so
ci
o-
em

ot
io
na
l,

be
ha
vi
ou
ra
l
an
d
ac
ad
em

ic
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t.

M
ix
ed

fo
r
ch
ild

re
n’
s
at
ta
ch
m
en
t

re
pr
es
en
ta
tio

ns
.

So
ci
o-
em

ot
io
na
l,
be
ha
vi
ou

ra
l
an
d

ac
ad
em

ic
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t.

A
tta
ch
m
en
t
re
pr
es
en
ta
tio

ns
.

Fa
ct
or
s
th
at

su
pp

or
t

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
d
=
0.
99

e

Fa
ct
or
s

th
at

lim
it

de
ve
lo
p-

m
en
t
d
=
0.
49

e

St
el
m
as
zc
zy
k
(2
01

8)
N
ar
ra
tiv

e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
of

ow
n
sc
ho
ol

in
iti
at
iv
e

N
ot

ap
pl
ic
ab
le

W
ho
le

sc
ho
ol

cu
rr
ic
ul
um

w
ith

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n
of

th
e

as
se
ss
m
en
t
m
od
el

sh
ow

ed

ef
fi
ca
cy

in
sh
or
t-
te
rm

an
d

lo
ng

-t
er
m

ta
rg
et
s

in
co
rp
or
at
ed

in
E
H
C
Ps

T
he

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
of

a

ho
lis
tic

fr
am

ew
or
k

w
ith

w
ho

le
-s
ch
oo

l,

w
ho
le
-c
ur
ri
cu
lu
m

ap
pr
oa
ch

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to

be
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

E
bb

el
s,
et

al
.
(2
01

7)
Pr
e-
te
st
po
st
-t
es
t

in
te
rv
en
tio

n
st
ud
y

In
te
rv
en
tio

n
(n

=
72

)
Si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

im
pr
ov

em
en
ts
w
er
e
m
ad
e
po

st
-

th
er
ap
y.

E
xp

re
ss
iv
e
an
d
re
ce
pt
iv
e
la
ng
ua
ge

im
pr
ov

em
en
t

R
ep
or
te
d
in

m
ai
n
fi
nd

in
gs

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs. 13

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut
ho

r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud

y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

1:
1
SL

T
w
ith

co
nt
ro
l
gr
ou
p

st
ud

en
ts

ag
ed

9–
17

,
88

%

w
ith

re
ce
pt
iv
e

la
ng

ua
ge

im
pa
ir
m
en
t

T
ar
ge
ts

d
=
1.
33
;
C
on
tr
ol
s
(d

=
0.
36

);
la
rg
e

cl
in
ic
al
ly

si
gn
ifi
ca
nt

ef
fe
ct

si
ze

(d
=
1.
06
).

H
er
ri
ng
,

et
al
.
(2
01

9)

Si
ng

le
ca
se

st
ud

y

pr
e-
te
st
po
st
-t
es
t

In
te
rv
en
tio

n
(n

=
8)

Sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho
ol

st
ud

en
ts

7

–1
9
ye
ar
s

V
er
ba
l
st
ud
en
ts
im

pr
ov
ed

in
in
iti
al

so
un
d

fl
ue
nc
y,

no
ns
en
se

w
or
d
re
ad
in
g,

an
d
w
or
d

re
co
gn
iti
on

.
N
o
im

pr
ov

em
en
ts
in

ph
on
em

ic

se
gm

en
ta
tio

n,
w
he
n
ac
ce
ss
in
g
th
e
or
ig
in
al

or
ad
ap
te
d
in
te
rv
en
tio

n

T
o
in
ve
st
ig
at
e
ef
fe
ct
iv
en
es
s
of

th
e

re
ad
in
g
in
te
rv
en
tio

n
H
ea
ds
pr
ou
t
in

ch
ild

re
n
an
d
yo

un
g
pe
op
le

w
ith

ID
,

sp
ec
ifi
ca
lly

ph
on
em

ic
aw

ar
en
es
s
an
d

ph
on
ic
s
sk
ill
s.
T
o
in
ve
st
ig
at
e
w
he
th
er

ad
ap
ta
tio

ns
to

its
im

pl
em

en
ta
tio

n

im
pa
ct
ed

its
ef
fe
ct
iv
en
es
s.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

C
as
tr
o,

G
ra
nd
e,

an
d

Pa
lik

ar
a
(2
01

9)

D
oc
um

en
ta
ry

ev
al
ua
tio

n

N
ot

ap
pl
ic
ab
le

23
6
E
H
C
Ps
:
69

gi
rl
s
16

7

bo
ys
,
4–
21

yr
s

O
ut
co
m
es

fo
r
E
H
C
Ps

ge
ne
ra
lly

po
or
,

di
ff
er
in
g
ac
ro
ss

pr
ov
is
io
n
an
d
ty
pe

of

ou
tc
om

e.
Pr
ov
is
io
n
fo
r
ch
ild

re
n
m
ay

no
t

m
ee
t
na
tio

na
l/i
nt
er
na
tio

na
l
st
an
da
rd
s.

A
im

ed
to

ev
al
ua
te

th
e
ou

tc
om

es
de
fi
ne
d

fo
r
ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

E
H
C
Ps

in
E
ng
la
nd

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

M
cK

er
r,

et
al
.
(2
02

0)

C
as
e
st
ud

ie
s
of

be
ha
vi
ou

r

fo
llo

w
in
g
vi
si
on

in
te
rv
en
tio

n

C
as
e
st
ud

ie
s
(n

=
9)

ch
ild

re
n
4–
11

yr
s
w
ith

ID
an
d
un

m
et

vi
su
al

ne
ed

W
he
n
C
Y
P
w
ith

ID
w
er
e
gi
ve
n
ac
ce
ss

to

gl
as
se
s
or

la
rg
er

pr
in
t
th
ei
r
be
ha
vi
ou

r

im
pr
ov

ed
.

B
eh
av
io
ur

im
pr
ov

em
en
t
af
te
r
pr
ov
is
io
n

of
gl
as
se
s
or

la
rg
er

pr
in
t.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

Pe
ar
lm

an
an
d

M
ic
ha
el
s
(2
01

9)

St
ru
ct
ur
ed

A
A
C
-

as
si
st
ed

in
te
rv
ie
w
s

(n
=
22

)
12

fe
m
al
es
,
10

m
al
es

6-
14

yr
s
w
ith

m
od

er
at
e,

se
ve
re

or

PM
L
D

A
A
C
al
on
gs
id
e
co
nv
en
tio

na
l
m
et
ho
ds

al
lo
w
s
ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

PM
L
D

to
ex
pr
es
s

th
ou

gh
ts
ab
ou

t
sc
ho
ol

an
d
ho

m
e
lif
e.

D
is
cr
ep
an
ci
es

se
en

be
tw
ee
n
ra
tin

gs
fr
om

pa
re
nt
s
an
d
N
H
S
pr
of
es
si
on
al
s.
V
id
eo

re
co
rd
in
gs

ar
e
ad
vi
se
d
fo
r
C
Y
P
w
ith

PM
L
D

fo
r
oc
ca
si
on

s
su
ch

as
th
e
E
H
C
P
re
vi
ew

,
as

is
ga
th
er
in
g
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
fr
om

va
ri
ou

s
ke
y

pe
op

le
in

th
e
ch
ild

’s
en
vi
ro
nm

en
t.

H
ow

ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

PM
L
D

co
ul
d

co
nt
ri
bu

te
to

th
ei
r
E
H
C
P
re
vi
ew

s
us
in
g

A
A
C

an
d
m
ak
e
th
ei
r
pr
ef
er
en
ce
s
an
d

vi
ew

s
kn

ow
n.

T
o
as
se
ss

th
e
w
ay

th
at

th
e
ke
y
ad
ul
ts
ar
ou

nd
th
e
ch
ild

re
n

in
te
rp
re
te
d
th
ei
r
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n
an
d

w
he
th
er

re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
af
fe
ct
s
th
is

in
te
rp
re
ta
tio

n

T
ea
ch
er

to
pa
re
nt

ra
tin

g

d
=
�0

.7
2

T
ea
ch
er

to
N
H
S
st
af
f
ra
tin

g

d
=
�0

.6
3

G
oo

dw
in
,

et
al
.
(2
01

9)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
Fo

cu
s

gr
ou

ps

(n
=
40
–4
5)

5
fo
cu
s
gr
ou

p
ar
ou
nd

th
e

U
K
,
ea
ch

w
ith

8–
9

pa
r-

tic
ip
an
ts

W
he
n
st
an
di
ng

fr
am

es
ar
e
us
ed

in

ed
uc
at
io
na
l
se
tti
ng
s
m
ul
tid

is
ci
pl
in
ar
y
an
d

in
te
ra
ge
nc
y
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n
an
d
st
af
f

tr
ai
ni
ng

ar
e
vi
ta
l.

G
at
he
ri
ng

th
e
op
in
io
ns

of
pr
of
es
si
on
al
s’

an
d
pa
re
nt
s’

ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s
an
d
vi
ew

s
of

st
an
di
ng

fr
am

e
us
e
sp
ec
ifi
ca
lly

in

ed
uc
at
io
na
l
se
tti
ng

s.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

(C
on

tin
ue
d)

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs.14

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut
ho

r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud

y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

Pa
rt

of
la
rg
er

m
ix
ed

m
et
ho

ds

st
ud

y

Su
pp

or
t
de
si
gn

of
fu
tu
re

in
te
rv
en
tio

n

st
ud

y.

D
ow

ns
,
et

al
.
(2
01

4)
Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e

ex
pl
or
at
or
y
w
ith

se
m
i-
st
ru
ct
ur
ed

in
te
rv
ie
w
s

n
=
23

,
(9

m
al
e,

14

fe
m
al
e)
,
te
ac
he
rs

&

te
ac
hi
ng

as
si
st
an
ts
,
3

SE
N

pr
im

ar
y
or

se
co
nd
ar
y
sc
ho
ol
s
in

N
W

E
ng

la
nd

Pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
w
er
e
aw

ar
e
of

th
e
in
fl
ue
nc
e

th
ey

ha
d
on

ch
ild

re
n’
s
ph

ys
ic
al

ac
tiv

ity

in
vo

lv
em

en
t
bu

t
al
so

su
gg
es
te
d
th
at

pa
re
nt
s

m
ay

ha
ve

m
or
e.

C
hi
ld
re
n
w
ith

ID
la
ck
ed

un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
of

th
e
im

po
rt
an
ce

of
ph
ys
ic
al

ac
tiv

ity
an
d
its

he
al
th

be
ne
fi
ts
.

E
xp

lo
re

te
ac
he
rs
’
pe
rc
ep
tio

ns
of

ba
rr
ie
rs

an
d
fa
ci
lit
at
or
s
to

ph
ys
ic
al

ac
tiv

ity
fo
r

ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

ID

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

Pi
er
ce

an
d

M
ah
er

(2
02

0)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
Se
m
i-

st
ru
ct
ur
ed

in
te
rv
ie
w
s

2
PE

te
ac
he
rs

an
d
2

le
ar
ni
ng

su
pp
or
t

as
si
st
an
ts
in

sp
ec
ia
l

sc
ho

ol
s

Sc
ho

ol
s
fo
r
C
Y
P
w
ith

ID
ne
ed

ex
te
nd

ed

sp
ac
e
fo
r
PA

.
Pe
rs
on
al
,
in
di
vi
du

al
is
ed

PA

w
ou

ld
be

be
tte
r
ta
ilo

re
d
to

ea
ch

C
Y
P
as

th
is
m
ay

be
a
m
or
e
ef
fi
ci
en
t
us
e
of

sp
ac
e.

Pr
ov

id
e
an

in
si
gh
t
in
to

th
e
ph

ys
ic
al

ac
tiv

ity
te
nd
en
ci
es

of
ch
ild

re
n
an
d

yo
un
g
pe
op
le

(C
Y
P)

w
ith

in
te
lle
ct
ua
l

di
sa
bi
lit
ie
s.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

M
ah
er

an
d

Fi
tz
ge
ra
ld

(2
02

0)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
Se
m
i-

st
ru
ct
ur
ed

in
te
rv
ie
w
s

18
SE

N
PE

te
ac
he
rs
,

le
ar
ni
ng

su
pp
or
t

as
si
st
an
ts
,
&

se
ni
or

le
ad
er
s

Sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho
ol
s
w
er
e
m
or
e
fl
ui
d
in

w
ha
t

th
ey

de
fi
ne
d
as

PE
th
an

m
ai
ns
tr
ea
m

sc
ho

ol
s,
w
ith

a
de
si
re

to
em

br
ac
e
cr
os
s-

cu
rr
ic
ul
ar

po
ss
ib
ili
tie
s.

A
na
ly
se

th
e
na
tu
re
,
pu

rp
os
e
an
d
va
lu
e

of
sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho

ol
ph

ys
ic
al

ed
uc
at
io
n

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

Fr
an
kl
in

an
d

G
of
f
(2
01

9)

E
th
no

gr
ap
hi
c

ob
se
rv
at
io
n,

in
te
rv
ie
w

&

do
cu
m
en
t
an
al
ys
is

10
si
te
s
w
ith

ex
te
nd

ed

in
vo
lv
em

en
t.
N
o
re
co
rd

of
nu

m
be
r
of

pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
.

R
ep
or
te
d
po
si
tiv

e
as
pe
ct
s
of

pr
ac
tic
e
to

fu
rt
he
r
in
fo
rm

th
e
fi
rs
t
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l

m
on
ito

ri
ng

sy
st
em

to
pr
ev
en
t
ab
us
e
of

di
sa
bl
ed

ch
ild

re
n
in

re
si
de
nt
ia
l
se
tti
ng
s.

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
m
on
ito

ri
ng

fo
r
th
e

pr
ev
en
tio

n
of

ab
us
e
in

di
sa
bi
lit
y.

D
ev
el
op

a
m
et
ho
do

lo
gy

fo
r
in
sp
ec
tio

ns

in
re
si
de
nt
ia
l
se
tti
ng

s
fo
r
di
sa
bl
ed

ch
il-

dr
en
.

A
ss
es
s
pr
oa
ct
iv
e
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n
ef
fo
rt
s.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

L
oy
d
(2
01

5)
Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e

M
ul
tim

od
al

in
te
rv
ie
w
s

10
pu

pi
ls
(s
ix

fe
m
al
e,

4

m
al
e)

w
ith

au
tis
m
,
on

e

sc
ho

ol
,
16
–1
8
yr
s,

at
te
nd
in
g
dr
am

a
cl
as
se
s.

Pu
pi
ls
w
er
e
ab
le

to
id
en
tif
y
as
pe
ct
s
of

dr
am

a
ed
uc
at
io
n
th
at

th
ey

lik
ed

an
d
di
d
no

t

lik
e;

sh
ar
e
go

al
s
of

dr
am

a
ed
uc
at
io
n
an
d

co
m
m
un
ic
at
e
fe
el
in
gs

ab
ou
t
dr
am

a

ed
uc
at
io
n.

L
ar
ge
r
st
ud

y
ai
m
:

Id
en
tif
y

ou
tc
om

es
fo
r
th
e

pu
pi
ls

fr
om

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
in

dr
am

a
ed
uc
at
io
n
an
d
to

ex
am

in
e

re
le
va
nt

te
ac
hi
ng

ap
pr
oa
ch
es

th
at

fa
ci
lit
at
ed

th
es
e
ou

tc
om

es
.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

D
av
is
,
et

al
.
(2
01

8)
Pa
rt
ic
ip
at
or
y

ac
tio

n
re
se
ar
ch
.

Su
rv
ey

an
d

33
da
y
an
d
re
si
de
nt

st
ud

en
ts
(1
5
m
al
e,

18

fe
m
al
e)

5–
26

yr
s

Pr
oa
ct
iv
e
ap
pr
oa
ch

by
sc
ho
ol

nu
rs
es

to

ra
is
e
aw

ar
en
es
s
an
d
un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
th
ro
ug
h

qu
es
tio

ni
ng

w
as

po
si
tiv

el
y
re
ce
iv
ed
.

T
o
co
ns
id
er

al
te
rn
at
iv
e
ap
pr
oa
ch
es

to

pr
ov
id
in
g
he
al
th

pr
om

ot
io
n

op
po

rt
un
iti
es

an
d
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s
th
at

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs. 15

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



T
ab

le
5:

(C
on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut
ho

r
(y
ea
r)

St
ud

y
de
si
gn

Sa
m
pl
e

M
ai
n
fi
nd
in
gs

Pr
im

ar
y
ou
tc
om

e
m
ea
su
re
/O
bj
ec
tiv

es
C
oh
en
s
d
(E
ff
ec
t
si
ze
)

do
cu
m
en
ta
ry

an
al
ys
is

R
ei
nf
or
ce
d
ho
w

m
ea
ni
ng
fu
l
an
d
re
le
va
nt

in
fo
rm

at
io
n
co
ul
d
be

de
liv

er
ed
.

en
ha
nc
e
th
e
ov

er
al
l
he
al
th

an
d
w
el
l-

be
in
g
of

ch
ild

re
n
&

yo
un
g
pe
op

le
w
ith

co
m
pl
ex

ne
ur
od
is
ab
ili
tie
s.

G
re
at
he
ad
,

et
al
.
(2
01

6)

C
as
e
st
ud

ie
s:

E
th
no

gr
ap
hi
c
an
d

st
ru
ct
ur
ed

ob
se
rv
at
io
n

2
gi
rl
s
(1
1
&

13
),
1
bo

y

(8
yr
s)

co
m
pl
ex

co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n
ne
ed
s
&

SL
D

E
ac
h
ch
ild

ha
d
cl
ea
r
m
et
ho

ds
of

co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n,

an
d
st
af
f
un

de
rs
to
od

th
e

m
aj
or
ity

of
th
ei
r
bi
ds

fo
r
in
te
ra
ct
io
n,

so
m
e

of
w
hi
ch

id
io
sy
nc
ra
tic

an
d
m
ig
ht

ot
he
rw

is
e

be
ov

er
lo
ok

ed
.

T
o
as
se
ss

co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
w
ith

ch
ild

re
n

w
ith

PM
L
D

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

C
ro
m
bi
e,

et
al
.
(2
01

4)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
ca
se

st
ud

y

W
ho

le
sc
ho
ol

pr
of
es
si
on
al

pr
ac
tic
e.

O
th
er
w
is
e
no

t
re
po

rt
ed
.

A
bi
lit
y
to

em
pa
th
is
e
an
d
fo
rm

ex
ce
lle
nt

re
la
tio

ns
hi
ps

w
ith

th
e
pu
pi
ls
w
as

ce
nt
ra
l
to

st
af
f
pr
of
es
si
on
al

pr
ac
tic
e.

V
al
ue
s,
su
pp
or
t,

ex
pl
ic
it
pr
oc
es
se
s,
an
d
re
fl
ec
tio

n
w
er
e
vi
ta
l

fa
ct
or
s.
So

m
e
el
em

en
ts
of

pr
of
es
si
on
al

pr
ac
tic
e
w
er
e
le
ar
nt

ex
pe
ri
en
tia
lly

(n
ot

th
ro
ug
h
tr
ai
ni
ng
).

T
o
id
en
tif
y
pr
of
es
si
on
al

pr
ac
tic
e
ac
ro
ss

th
e
sc
ho
ol

th
at

is
im

pl
ic
it
an
d
m
ay

no
t

be
re
co
rd
ed

by
O
fs
te
d
an
d
ot
he
r

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
bo

di
es

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

G
ao
na
,

et
al
.,
(2
02

0)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e

D
oc
um

en
ta
ry

re
vi
ew

of
E
H
C
P

Y
ou

ng
pe
op
le

w
ith

A
SD

.

n
=
12

,
16
–1
9
yr
s,
(1
0

m
al
e,

2
fe
m
al
e)

D
is
cr
ep
an
ci
es

w
er
e
fo
un
d
be
tw
ee
n
pl
an
s
in

th
e
w
ay
s
in

w
hi
ch

th
e
vo

ic
es

of
yo

un
g

pe
op

le
w
ith

A
SD

w
er
e
el
ic
ite
d
in

de
ve
lo
pi
ng

E
H
C
Ps
.
K
ey

ar
ea
s
of

fu
nc
tio

ni
ng

w
er
e
id
en
tifi

ed
th
at

m
ak
e
up

th
e
vi
ew

s,
w
is
he
s
an
d
as
pi
ra
tio

ns
of

th
e

pu
pi
ls
.

A
im

:
to

ex
pl
or
e
ho

w
th
e
vi
ew

s,
w
is
he
s

an
d
as
pi
ra
tio

ns
of

yo
un
g
pe
op

le
w
ith

A
SD

in
tr
an
si
tio

n
to

po
st
-1
6
ed
uc
at
io
n

an
d
em

pl
oy

m
en
t
w
er
e
de
pi
ct
ed

in
th
ei
r

E
H
C
pl
an
s,
an
d
w
he
th
er

pl
an
s
m
at
ch

th
ei
r
as
pi
ra
tio

ns
.

N
o
ef
fe
ct

si
ze

to
be

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

Y
ou

ng
,
et

al
.
(2
01

6)
M
ix
ed

m
et
ho
ds

G
A
S-
ID

,
W
A
SI
,

an
d
in
te
rv
ie
w
s
in

sp
ec
ia
l
sc
ho
ol
s

In
te
rv
ie
w
s
w
ith

25

ad
ol
es
ce
nt
s
w
ith

ID
(1
0

w
om

en
15

m
en
)
an
d
27

w
ith

ou
t
ID

(1
6
w
om

en

11
m
en
)
15
–1
8
yr
s,

A
do

le
sc
en
ts
w
ith

ID
s
ex
pr
es
se
d
m
or
e

ge
ne
ra
l
w
or
ri
es

ab
ou
t
fa
ilu

re
an
d
pe
rs
on
al

th
re
at
.
L
ev
el

of
di
st
re
ss

ab
ou
t
w
or
ri
es

w
as

po
si
tiv

el
y
co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

an
xi
et
y
in

bo
th

gr
ou

ps
.
T
he

ad
ol
es
ce
nt
s
w
ith

ID
s
w
er
e

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

m
or
e
an
xi
ou

s
th
an

th
ei
r
no

n-

di
sa
bl
ed

pe
er
s.

A
im

ed
to

ex
pl
or
e
th
e
co
nt
en
t
of

th
e

w
or
ry

of
ad
ol
es
ce
nt
s
w
ith

ID
s
an
d
th
ei
r

no
n-
in
te
lle
ct
ua
lly

di
sa
bl
ed

pe
er
s
an
d

po
ss
ib
ly

id
en
tif
y
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
be
tw
ee
n

th
e
gr
ou
ps
.

Pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
w
ith

ID
ha
d

hi
gh

er
an
xi
et
y
le
ve
ls

d
=
0.
56

A
bb

re
vi
at
io
ns
:
H
FB

,
H
ig
h
fu
nc
tio

ni
ng

be
ha
vi
ou
r;
C
Y
P,

ch
ild

re
n
an
d
yo
un
g
pe
op
le
;
ID

,
In
te
lle
ct
ua
l
di
sa
bi
lit
y;

PM
L
D
,
Pr
of
ou
nd

an
d
m
ul
tip

le
le
ar
ni
ng

di
sa
bi
lit
ie
s;

D
S,

D
ow

n
sy
nd
ro
m
e;

W
S,

W
ill
ia
m
s
sy
nd
ro
m
e.

a B
as
el
in
e.

b F
ol
lo
w

up
.

c C
ha
ng
e
at

ba
se
lin

e.
d C
ha
ng

e
w
ith

in
te
rv
en
tio

n.
e W

ith
in
-g
ro
up

ef
fe
ct
.

ª 2022 The Authors. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of National Association for Special Educational Needs.16

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, �� ��–��



Ruddick, et al. (2015) explored the support needs of chil-
dren with self-injurious, aggressive and destructive beha-
viour. Ratings by family and teaching staff of such
behaviour were compared, and access to the services was
investigated. Teachers and family primary caregivers of
children with severe intellectual disability attending spe-
cial schools in one UK city completed questionnaires. Pri-
mary caregivers identified more behaviour of interest than
did teaching staff. The need for intervention for children
displaying high levels of the indicated aspects of beha-
viour was 13 times greater than in the other children.
Despite this, the number of children displaying the beha-
viour and receiving contact from a healthcare professional
was only double the number of the remainder.

Another study detailed the delivery of an Applied Beha-
viour Analysis (ABA) education model in a special
school in London, UK (Lambert-Lee, et al., 2015). Dur-
ing this study, 53 students with autism diagnoses were
assessed against the Assessment of Basic Language and
Learning Skills (ABLLS-R) and the Vineland Adaptive
Behaviour Scales (VABS). Following introduction of the
model, significant improvements were seen in all aspects
of the assessment criteria, evidencing improved child
behaviour.

Young, et al. (2016) used mixed methods to investigate
the content and emotional effects of worries experienced
by adolescents approaching transition from school. Partic-
ipants were students with intellectual disability (n = 25),
and a comparison group without (n = 27). Two measures
of worry were administered: the Glasgow Anxiety Scale
for People with an Intellectual Disability (GAS-ID)
(Mindham and Espie, 2003), and the Wechsler Abbrevi-
ated Scale of Intelligence (WASI) (Wechsler, 2011).
Common worries were expressed about death, failure,
decisions, school, relationships, family, bullying, work,
further education, health, friendship, money, loneliness,
home and appearance. The study group worried more
about death, bullying, relationships and decision-making,
while the comparison group worried more about failure,
money, family, and college.

Language and communication. Herring, et al., (2019)
investigated the effects of an adapted Headsprout reading
intervention on phonics and phoneme awareness and
skills for children in special schools. Both non-verbal and
verbal children with diagnoses of severe learning
difficulty, autistic spectrum conditions (ASC) or both
were represented. Two pupils had other needs detailed as
expressive/receptive language problems and
hydrocephalus. Improvements were noted in reading
fluency and word recognition in verbal students.

Ebbels, et al. (2017) investigated the effects of 1:1 speech
and language therapy interventions for children with
developmental language disorder, focusing only on speci-
fic targets. Other areas of language acted as control

variables. Despite improvement in all areas, significantly
more improvement was seen in the targeted areas of lan-
guage than in control variables (d = 1.06). Tobin and
Ebbels (2019) assessed the specific area of auxiliary and
copula marking in each tense at baseline and following a
language intervention using visual strategies with children
with moderate learning disability and complex needs. Sig-
nificant improvement was seen during the intervention
period when compared to the baseline achievement (Com-
bined d = 1.08, Copula d = 1.00, Auxiliary d = 1.10).

Pearlman and Michaels (2019) assessed how children
with profound and multiple learning disabilities (PMLD)
used augmentative and alternative communication (AAC)
to express their views during the EHCP review process,
and how key adults in the children’s lives interpreted the
children’s communication. Although use of AAC allowed
children to communicate their views more successfully,
there were discrepancies in the way that parents, teachers,
and NHS staff interpreted the child’s communications.
Norburn, Levin, Morgan, et al. (2016) assessed the use of
a range of AAC methods by staff in a special school.
Lack of confidence in utilising the different methods and
reasoning for each was highlighted as a barrier to effica-
cious use. Self-reported staff training for each method
varied. It was useful to highlight problematic aspects of
practice, but outcomes were not identified.

Professional views and health outcomes. Through
questionnaires, Van Herwegen, et al. (2019) detailed the
views of professionals regarding their knowledge of
Down syndrome, ASC and Williams syndrome. The
questions focused on the challenges faced when working
with children with these diagnoses, and how professionals
perceived the SEND services and support received by the
children. The participants often failed to recognise less
common difficulties associated with the conditions.
Disparities were also seen between the difficulties
identified by professionals and the support that they
deemed necessary. The research was limited by the
available responses to the questionnaire, which was also
not validated beforehand.

A single study (Place et al., 2015) investigated the physi-
cal health of 100 children with autism (79 boys) through
physical fitness testing. Using Eurofit measures, the
researchers identified large variation in fitness levels. The
children also showed generally poor levels of cardio-
pulmonary fitness.

Framework efficacy. The remaining studies all detailed
development or efficacy of specific frameworks. Gutman,
et al. (2018) evaluated the framework of a residential,
therapeutic, specialist school. In a longitudinal study, the
researchers reviewed the progress of four cohorts of
children over 3 years. Improvement was shown in teacher
practice, mindset and target-setting ability, and the
framework was well-received by parents. The children all
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showed improvements in academic, behavioural, and
socio-emotional development. Despite more sporadic
results when assessing children’s attachment
representations, the researchers cite the often traumatic
life experiences of the vulnerable children attending the
school as the possible explanation for this.

Stelmaszczyk (2018) reported the development of an
assessment framework for a new curriculum model: ‘Can
Grow’, designed to assess both short- and long-term out-
comes in children’s EHCPs, both academic and other-
wise. In this narrative case study, ‘The Woodlands
assessment model’ was discussed, and results infer that
the model was easy for teachers to use and that the
school was succeeding in delivering a holistic curriculum
to its students. Impact was not assessed.

Castro, et al., (2019) evaluated the outcomes from 236
children’s EHCPs to assess the quality of the intended
outcomes. A total of 2813 outcomes were assessed, most
of which were not functional or of high quality. Dispari-
ties in quality were seen between different local authori-
ties, between schools and between children with different
types of need.

Rees, et al. (2017) evaluated the South Lanarkshire
framework for children with severe and profound learning
needs through audit of curricular practice, questionnaires
and interviews. Quantitative findings showed large effect
sizes for varied outcomes (Approaches to teaching and
learning d = �1.23; Assessment, monitoring and target-
setting d = �1.86; Health and well-being, and assessing
and addressing challenging behaviour d = �1.20). The
framework increased collaboration between staff and was
received positively by parents. It influenced teachers’
ability to set targets and improved their mindset and prac-
tice. Further work is required to establish the impact of
these improvements in process.

Qualitative studies
The qualitative studies explored a variety of topics includ-
ing standing frame use (Goodwin, Lecouturier, Smith,
et al., 2019), development of residential school inspection
(Franklin and Goff, 2019), children’s opinions of drama
lessons (Loyd, 2015), health promotion (Davis,
et al., 2018), communication (Greathead, Yates, Hill,
et al., 2016), implicit professional practice (Crombie, Sul-
livan, Walker, et al., 2014) and how post-16 individuals
with autism had their views and aspirations expressed
during the EHCP process (Gaona, et al., 2020). Three
studies explored physical activity in disabled children
(Downs, et al., 2014; Maher and Fitzgerald, 2020; Pierce
and Maher, 2020).

Personal and physical factors. Goodwin, et al. (2019)
conducted five homogenous or mixed focus groups to
explore views and experiences of children with cerebral
palsy using standing frames in schools. These included

paediatricians, physiotherapists, orthopaedic surgeons,
occupational therapists, teachers and parents. Thematic
analysis derived four subordinate themes: young people’s
autonomy, balancing education and therapy, competence
and confidence, and working within logistical boundaries.
Issues of staffing, space, time, differentiated activities and
confidence in operation were barriers to standing frame
use in schools. Some children improved their engagement
and peer interaction while using a frame, but others
became more segregated. Training and confidence were
required to adapt an individualised approach to each child
for them to benefit from use of the frame.

Ten pupils with autism from a specialist further education
unit were interviewed by Loyd (2015) regarding partici-
pation in drama lessons. The young people were observed
for a period of 34 weeks, interviews taking place in week
17, allowing time to build researcher-participant rapport
and to establish participants’ methods of communication.
The purpose of the second 17 weeks was not explained.
Likes and dislikes in drama, school in general and feel-
ings about performance were elicited using a sentence
completion activity. Five further questions related to pho-
tographs of participants in their drama lesson. Then, a
video of the young person in performance was discussed,
followed by two theory of mind tests. The pupils enjoyed
drama. All were able to define goals and activities in
drama, as well as communicating their feelings about
drama.

In an action research study of a school nurse team’s
approaches to providing health promotion for disabled
young people, Davis, et al. (2018) collected data from
school records, discussion notes from working group
meetings and group feedback about access to current
school health information. There was also a bespoke staff
questionnaire for teachers. The working group utilised
www.e-bug.eu, a website of health information and
resources for education. Staff feedback was positive over-
all. Staff became more aware of ways to promote health
to pupils positively, and a more integrated working
approach was adopted. Further validation of the approach
was needed, and a more general measure for use prior to
the provision of the health promotion scheme would be
of benefit.

In an ethnographic study, Greathead, et al. (2016)
explored how three young people with severe-to-profound
learning difficulties communicated, and how they were
supported by adults. A researcher spent ‘a day in the life’
of each of the young people, from their morning routine
to their return to residential care into the evening, taking
field notes of observations and engaging in informal dis-
cussions with staff. Structured observations were com-
pleted for 60-second periods of specific activities
throughout the day. Both child- and adult-initiated com-
munications were coded, together with whether or not
these communicative bids were successful and led to an
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exchange. The Social Communication Emotional Regula-
tion and Transactional Support (SCERTS) checklist (Pri-
zant, Wetherby, Rubin, et al., 2006) was applied after the
participant completed activities. The participants each had
personal methods of communication, and the staff work-
ing with them had a comprehensive understanding of
their methods and most of their communication bids. Par-
ticipants’ communicative bids differed according to con-
text. Certain activities brought more joy, for instance, so
more bids for communication were made. Similarly,
levels of communication differed with more physical
needs, as distal communicators might be missed by sup-
porting adults.

Downs, et al. (2014) explored teacher perceptions of
facilitators and barriers to physical activity (PA) for chil-
dren with disability. Three video-recorded, semi-
structured focus groups included 23 specialist school staff
(teaching assistants, PE teachers, sports specialists and
class teachers), all with experience in teaching children
with intellectual disability. Data were analysed induc-
tively and deductively, and transformed into pen profiles.
Access to PA, fitness components of PA and environmen-
tal factors were the main themes. Participants acknowl-
edged their role in child engagement, but suggested that
the greatest influence on this was from parents. They sug-
gested that children enjoy more unstructured physical
activities that allow them a sense of independence and
the opportunity to make progress with skills.

In a similar study, Pierce and Maher (2020) interviewed
two PE teachers and two learning support assistants, to
explore PA for children with intellectual disability. Data
from the semi-structured interviews were analysed the-
matically. Indoor space was found often to be a barrier to
PA, and an individualised approach improved engagement
as children made their own choices about PA and
engaged in self-regulation during the activity. Lack of
specialist equipment (in the absence of storage space)
was also seen as a barrier to engagement.

Investigating the culture of PA in special schools through
semi-structured interviews with 18 staff members, Maher
and Fitzgerald (2020) identified as key factors the broad,
balanced curriculum; a needs-based approach; cross-
curricular approaches to PA; and PA as a preparation for
life outside school. The special schools tailored PA to the
children’s needs and preferences, providing enjoyable
learning experiences. Boundaries between subject areas
were also more fluid, so PA could be incorporated into
other lessons at times. PE lessons were also seen as
opportunities to teach basic life skills and to prepare chil-
dren for life outside school. The impact was not assessed.

Professional practice. Franklin and Goff (2019) reported
the UK arm of a European study to inform inspection of
residential children’s care for children with complex
needs and communication difficulties. The study included

observation of the culture of the care setting, interviews
with staff members and young people, and reviews of
documentation and reporting procedures. Thirty-one
trained ‘monitors’ who already worked with children with
disabilities completed full-day visits to the care homes.
Only positive aspects of practice were reported, although
the researchers highlighted that there were various
concerns, from isolation of some children to gaps in
supportive services. The identified practices were
individualised approaches to communication, the use of
technology to facilitate communication, a respectful
culture of communication, involvement of staff in
decision-making at all levels, recognition of behaviour as
a form of communication and facilitating communication
with parents.

In a specialist school, Crombie, et al. (2014) investigated
implicit practice that might not be examined by Ofsted. A
five-stage case study approach was adopted: identification
of professional values, observations of professional prac-
tice by the project educational psychologist, staff ‘obser-
vation’ of their own practice, parents’ observations and
views and staff consultation. Parents reported that the
school’s approach to education and care was excellent. A
focus on staff-pupil relationships was key to positive out-
comes for the children. Elements of practice that were
learnt experientially rather than during staff training ses-
sions were recognised. This required staff members to
feel supported by senior staff, values or principles to be
developed as a shared process, rigorous adherence to
frameworks and opportunity for staff to reflect.

By assessing sections A and F-H of EHCPs, Gaona, Cas-
tro, and Palikara (2020) explored the views and aspira-
tions of 12 young people with autism and whether these
were matched to the provision received. The length of
section A (views of the young people and their family)
varied from 2 to 9 pages of information between plans,
questioning the effectiveness of young people’s participa-
tion in the EHCP. Information was coded against the
International Classification of Functioning, Health and
Disability for Children and Young people (ICF-CY). Data
that failed to fit with the ICF-CY were marked as ‘not
definable’. Educational provision was most prominent in
content across all 12 plans, with less focus upon health
and social care provision. Not all plans evidenced the
authentic voice of the young people, and on multiple
occasions, their views were entirely assumed. Provision
requirements were sometimes based on the desired out-
come for the young person, but others were decided
solely on their needs.

Discussion
The evidence related both to interventions directly for dis-
abled children and young people and to frameworks to
enhance their education and care provision. There was
rigorous evidence utilising mixed methods (Rees,
et al., 2017; Young, et al., 2016). The study by Rees
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et al provided the strongest evidence of efficacy of frame-
works, with large effect sizes from empirical data, illumi-
nated by qualitative evidence. While specific to Scotland,
the positive results are given to wider application in the
UK. Similarly, the longitudinal approach of Gutman,
et al. (2018) offered robust evidence of the effects and
outcomes for children, though the source of research
funding introduced potential bias. Evidence was provided
regarding ineffective outcomes that may often be listed in
a child’s EHCP (Castro, et al., 2019). Similarly, Gaona,
et al., (2020) highlighted discrepancies in the means of
eliciting young people’s views during the EHCP process.
Although there is a need for additional and more exten-
sive research, the indicators of the need for change were
strong.

For those investigating professional views and
approaches, Van Herwegen, et al’s (2019) study provided
a sound evidence base, identifying the need for more
robust methods of data collection from professionals.
Franklin and Goff’s (2019) high-quality evidence should
inform selection or development of comprehensive
inspection methods for care home efficacy in the care of
children with complex needs and communication difficul-
ties.

There was reasonable evidence that creative approaches
to PA for disabled children are required, and that lack of
storage space often hindered optimal provision (Downs,
et al., 2014; Pierce and Maher, 2020). The research also
suggested that parents had the most influential role in the
amount of PA taken up by children (Downs, et al., 2014).
Maher and Fitzgerald (2020) highlighted the need for
individualised approaches to PA as well as utilising the
time during PA to teach life skills. There were no dispari-
ties in the quality of these studies. Empirical evidence
was available of poor levels of fitness in children with
autism (Place, et al., 2015). A distinct lack of positive
outcomes for young people was evident in these studies.
New knowledge for the field was highlighted, but impact
could not be stated.

Convincing evidence was available regarding behaviour
and engagement; Black, et al. (2019) offered the most
robust evidence with a large sample. Further research was
needed to review the equivocal results in Pilling and Lit-
tle’s (2020) study investigating the use of a colour tent
for children with cerebral palsy. There were useful clues
from Loyd’s (2015) investigation of young people’s
views of participation in drama lessons, but details of the
second part of the study required clarification. The
improved behaviour and engagement reported in these
studies imply better outcomes in the lives of the young
people involved, though this was not evidenced directly.
It could be inferred that reduction in stimulation, more
engagement and improved behaviour brought about by
ABA (Lambert-Lee, et al., 2015) could create positive
social and academic outcomes. Such impact was

identified regarding some of the visual interventions
(Black, et al., 2019; McKerr, et al., 2020). While Rud-
dick, et al. (2015) identified unmet needs for children
with aggressive or self-injurious behaviour, no focus was
placed on the resulting outcome. Similarly, Young,
et al. (2016) understood the worries and fears of children
and young people during school transition, but could not
pursue this into reported outcomes.

Language and communication interventions produced
positive outcomes in some areas and for some students
(Herring, et al., 2019), as did one-to-one speech and
language therapy sessions for specific targets (Ebbels,
et al., 2017; Tobin and Ebbels, 2019). Evidence for
AAC use produced ambivalent outcomes with evident
discrepancies between the outcome for children utilising
AAC and the views of the adults around them regarding
its use (Norburn, et al., 2016; Pearlman and
Michaels, 2019).

The overall quality of the research was at least adequate.
For all studies, both empirical and qualitative, in which
disabled children and young people were active partici-
pants, relevant adaptations were made to enable all young
people to participate fully. The fit of research with the
social model of disability (Oliver, 2013) was clear. Inter-
vention studies all evidenced their effect upon a positive
outcome for disabled children, along with evidencing the
connection between behaviour and physical or emotional
aspects. Vision interventions provided evidence of
improved behaviour because of improved visual care and
provision. Interventions for both communication and
engagement were successful, as was the use of frame-
works in a rigorous manner. Review of the qualitative
studies indicated that professionals working with children
and young people with special educational needs and dis-
ability were empathic to the needs of the pupils. There
was a general understanding in special education that the
approach should be individualised and that staff experi-
ences are central to best practice in addition to formal
training. The evidence was clear that frameworks have
positive effects when implemented and adhered to by all
professionals involved. Cohesion of professionals
involved with the EHCP process also appeared to be
imperative.

Limitations
This review was selective in its reporting as only UK
studies and practice were considered. This is not to refute
global research, but rather an acknowledgement that cen-
tral governance processes and national education policy
exert powerful influence on education and care practices
for children with special educational needs and disability.
While recognising the importance of international com-
parison and consequent learning, the complexity of the
review of evidence solely from the UK, together with the
need to underpin an associated research study, meant that
this limitation was necessary.
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Conclusion
This review addressed practice and approaches to the
education and care of children and young people with
special educational needs and disability. Other than
efforts to enhance engagement and to personalise inter-
ventions, there was little focus in the literature on the
specific attributes of expert practice together with the out-
comes that result from this. The focus, as noted in previ-
ous reviews and discussions, was largely on the processes
of education within institutions rather than on individuals’
practice. Although evidence on implicit practice exists
(Crombie, et al., 2014), there is a need to address the
ways in which these implicit practices are applied while
adhering to both internal and external guidelines within
special schools. Important gaps remain in identifying the
complex aspects of expert practice in the education and
care of this population in the UK.

A range of interventions was efficacious and could be uti-
lised to improve outcomes for children and young people
with special educational needs and disability. Views of
professionals working with these children suggest that
communication between all parties is key, that there
should be a focus on relationships between staff and
pupils or supported young people, that an individualistic
approach is necessary for each child and that support
from the educational or care institution benefits profes-
sional practice and reflection.

There was also convincing evidence that the EHCP pro-
cess should be reviewed in terms of disparity in out-
comes, the need for improvement in formulating desired
outcomes for children and young people, and addressing
the authentic voice of young people. Similarly, further
research should work towards a collective framework of
approaches and guides for AAC.

There was limited evidence that drama lessons were
enjoyed and valued, though outcomes remained unclear,
while outcomes on the use of standing frames were
equivocal. The evidence was weak or flawed in the
remaining areas, and significant gaps remain in under-
standing the outcomes and impact of these interventions.
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