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Abstract

Schools across the world have responded to
international and national initiatives designed to
further the development of inclusive education. In
England, there is a statutory requirement for all
schools to provide effective learning opportunities
for all pupils (QCA, 2000) and children with special
educational needs (SEN) are positioned as having a
right to be within mainstream classrooms accessing
an appropriate curriculum (SENDA, 2001). Previous
reviews which have sought to identify classroom
practices that support the inclusion of children with
SEN have been technically non-systematic and hence
a need for a systematic review within this area has
been identified (Nind et al., 2004; Rix et al., 2006).
This systematic literature review is the last in a
series of three.

The overall review question for this three-year
programme of systematic reviews is as follows:

What pedagogical approaches can effectively
include children with special educational needs in
mainstream classrooms?

The overall review question was identified by the
Review Team and agreed with advisory groups,
who represented the intended audience for the
review: those involved in initial teacher training
and classroom teachers. This question guided the
interrogation of research databases in each year.
The in-depth review question for the third year of
the programme asks the following:

What is the nature of whole class, subject-
based pedagogies with reported outcomes for
the academic and social inclusion of pupils with
special education needs?

Initial screening

The initial search was carried out using a variety
of keyword terms, drawn from the educational
terminology of different countries, and from the

British Education Thesaurus. Various electronic
databases, citation indexes and internet sites were
searched. All identified studies were imported into
EndNote bibliographic software, and then into

the EPPI-Centre systems. The same keywords and
databases were used across the three years of the
review programme: 2004 (review published in 2004),
2005 (review published in 2006) and 2006 (review
published in 2009). The studies were screened by
two independent screeners, with a sample being
assessed by the EPPI-Centre link person for quality-
assurance. This screening examined titles and
abstracts against eight agreed inclusion/exclusion
criteria, which defined the subsequent scope of

the review. The studies had to focus on pupils aged
7-14, with special educational needs, in mainstream
classrooms. They had to include pedagogical
approaches, offer indications of pupil outcomes, and
be empirical (in that they involved the collection

of data). They also had to be written in English and
published after 1994. The cut-off date for the third
review was 31 March 2006.

Following the initial screening, copies of the
selected papers were sought and given a more
detailed reading, with the exclusion/inclusion
criteria being re-applied. This second reading also
involved two independent screeners, with quality
assurance provided by the EPPI-Centre link person.
The papers that passed through this process were
then keyworded using two sets of keywords. The
first set used the EPPI-Centre (2003) Keywording
Strategy (version 9.7), while the second set used a
review-specific strategy. This second set of keywords
was expanded during each year of the review by
the research team to reflect the focus of that
year’s question. The keywording was carried out

by pairs of reviewers working independently and
then moderating their findings. This process was
again sampled for quality-assurance purposes by the
EPPI-Centre link person. The keywording process
created a ‘descriptive map’ of the studies, which
gave an overview of the studies and details of their
aims, methodologies, interventions, theoretical
orientations and outcomes.



inclusion of pupils with special educational needs

The in-depth review

Drawing on the identified needs of the users and
discussions across the three reviews, it was decided
that the focus of the third year’s in-depth question
should be the nature of whole class, subject-based
pedagogies. This has relevance to mainstream
classroom teachers who are compelled to deliver
identified curriculum subjects and to accommodate
a diverse range of learners. The in-depth review
question for the third year of the programme

asks: ‘What is the nature of whole class, subject-
based pedagogies with reported outcomes for the
academic and social inclusion of pupils with special
education needs?’.

As in 2004 (published in 2004) and 2005 (published
in 2006), this review (2009) did not focus on
programmatic interactions, nor on studies that
merely described classroom practices, without some
form of evaluation or exploration of the variables
within the setting. These priorities were transposed
into new exclusion / inclusion criteria and applied
to studies within the descriptive map. Given the
interlinked nature of the three years of the review,
these new criteria were added to those from
previous years.

Data extraction

The studies identified for the in-depth review

were now closely assessed by two independent
reviewers. Data- extraction was carried out using
generic EPPI-Centre guidelines and the review-
specific guidelines created by the course team.

Any differences between the two reviewers were
discussed and moderated. A central component

of the two sets of data was the assessment of the
quality of studies and weight of evidence supplied
by their findings. The reviewers assessed the relative
weight of evidence in relation to the soundness of
the studies; the appropriateness of research design
and analysis relative to the review questions; and
the relevance of the study’s focus the review’s
questions. A judgment of the overall weight of
evidence was arrived at through the combination

of weightings identified in relation to quality of
execution, appropriateness of design, and relevance
of focus. The assessments of the reviewers were
used by the main authors to frame the synthesis

of the studies, and the subsequent conclusions

and recommendations. A structured narrative was
created, based on the emerging central themes

and used to address the question of the nature of
whole class, subject-specific pedagogies which are
effective for children with special educational needs
in mainstream classes.

Across the three years of the review programme,
3,462 papers were identified for potential inclusion,
of which 2,982 were screened on the basis of

their titles or abstracts (following the removal of
duplicates). The most common exclusion criteria
which studies met at this stage were as follows:

not concerned with pedagogical approaches (32%)
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and not being an empirical study (24.6%). In the
2006 review, 170 abstracts and titles were initially
screened and 86 failed to meet the inclusion
criteria. The full articles were requested for those
that met the inclusion criteria, or where more
information was needed. These articles were
combined with an additional 44 papers which were
not obtained in the 2004 and 2005 review years
(Nind et al., 2004; Rix et al., 2006). The 120 papers
which formed this combined group (eight were not
obtained) were assessed. Consequently, 25 studies
were added to the systematic map, giving a total of
134 studies (68 studies from 2004, 41 studies from
2005, and 25 studies from 2006).

The 134 studies within the systematic map were
distributed among pairs of reviewers within the
team for keywording. They were keyworded

using two keywording databases, both supplied

and run by the EPPI-Centre. Of the 134 studies,

68 had been keyworded previously in 2004 and

41 keyworded previously in 2005. The majority
(88.46 %) of the studies were identified through
electronic databases, originated in the United
States of America, and were researcher-manipulated
evaluations (78%). The focus of 85% of the studies in
the systematic map involved teaching and learning,
while the most common teaching approach within
the studies was the adaption of instruction (78%)
and peer group interactive (44%). The forms of
interactions identified in the studies showed an
emphasis on verbal (83%) and written interactions
(59%).

Of the 134 studies, 11 met the criteria to pass into
the in-depth review. Each of these 11 studies was
carried out in the schools within the United States
of America, and nine were within primary schools
or their equivalent. In terms of curriculum area,
five concerned literacy-first language, two focused
on history, two on social studies and one each on
mathematics and science.

Synthesis and findings

Synthesis of these studies led to the identification of
the following five emerging themes:

o pedagogic community

social engagement being intrinsic to the pedagogy

flexible modes of representing activities
» progressive scaffolding of classroom activities
 the authenticity of classroom activities

The results of the synthesis in relation to this
question can be summarised as follows.

This pedagogy is mediated by a teacher who is

part of a ‘teacher community’, either within the
school or, more often, from outside the school. The
teacher’s pedagogical practice is supported by this



community with a shared model of how children
learn. Therefore the teacher has an understanding
not only of how to teach a curriculum subject but
also of why they are doing so. The pedagogy gives
importance to the social engagement of learners
and includes activities in which social interaction
is seen as the means through which student
knowledge is developed. The learning activities
within this pedagogy use different modalities,
making the subject knowledge accessible to a
diverse range of learners. Further, the development
of learners’ understanding occurs through the
planned scaffolding of the subject’s cognitive and
social content. In doing this, the teacher uses
activities which the learner finds meaningful.

The scope of this systematic literature review
inevitably has limitations. No material before 1994
was included and teaching approaches used to
include pupils in the early years or post-14 were
not considered. A further limitation is the national
context of the studies assembled for the in-depth
review - reflecting the systematic map.

Abstract

All the in-depth studies were US-based with

none originating in the UK, thus having obvious
difficulties for generalising to the situation in

this or other countries. A more serious limitation
concerns the strength of the evidence base
overall. Only four studies were judged to have

a high weight of evidence overall in relation to
the in-depth review question and the limited
number of participants within the various studies
renders generalisability across large populations
problematic. Within these limitations, the review
findings, in terms of the themes identified,

have strong surface validity and this suggests
relevance for the intended audience in guiding and
supporting the development of inclusive classroom
practice. The review highlights the importance
that teachers, early in their career, connect with a
pedagogic community within which they can reflect
upon and develop inclusive whole class teaching.



CHAPTER ONE
Background

This chapter sets out the aims of the review and its underpinning rationale. It describes the policy
and practice context, and considers previous reviews within the field. A background to the authors
and funding bodies is also given, together with an outline of the different users for whom it is

intended.

1.1 Aims and rationale for current
review

This review represents the third year of a
progressive and developing review programme that
has been designed to span a three-year period and
utilise the expertise of the research team in relation
to the Statement for Inclusion. The project focuses
upon effective pedagogical approaches in use in
mainstream classrooms with children with special
educational needs (SEN), aged 7-14 years. The first
and second reviews have focused on significant
interactions that are found in research on inclusive
classrooms (Rix et al., 2006; Nind et al., 2004).This
third review takes a wider view than the previous
years in order to investigate the nature of whole
class, subject-based pedagogies that have reported
outcomes for the academic and or social inclusion of
children with special educational needs.

In the first review, the authors carried out a
systematic literature review (Nind et al., 2004)
which identified and described studies that had
investigated pedagogical approaches that can
effectively include children with special educational
needs in mainstream classrooms. The nature of

the systematic review process meant that suitably
close attention could only be paid to one aspect of
the papers drawn together through the first year’s
search. Therefore, at the in-depth review stage,

the review-specifically focused on a subset of the
studies identified to examine the use of peer group
interactive approaches. It was considered that

this would be the first of three reviews intended

to clarify the evidence from empirical research
regarding effective practice in relation to these
pedagogical approaches in which there are numerous
environmental and interacting variables.

The second review expanded the focus of the
previous year to investigate the nature of the
interactions between teachers, support staff and
pupils (Rix et al., 2006). It was felt that there was a
particular need to explore more fully the individual
interactions, between teachers and students,
through which learning occurs as there is a tendency
to neglect this aspect of pedagogy in relation to
effective inclusion (Skidmore, 2004). It highlighted
the powerful role the teacher plays in shaping
interactions and influencing learning opportunities
through interactions. It also discussed the nature of
these interactions and the affordances they offered
for inclusion. According to the second review:

Those teachers who see themselves responsible for
fostering the learning of all promoted higher order
interaction and engaged in prolonged interactions with
pupils with special educational needs, while teachers
who see others (e.g. specialist teachers or special
education teachers) as primarily responsible for these
pupils engaged in interactions that were of a non-
academic and low level nature (Rix et al., 2006).

The third review, undertaken in 2006, develops the
aspect of ‘fostering the learning of all’, as a means
of identifying effective pedagogy for children with
special educational needs in mainstream classes.
The belief in a need for special (i.e. different)
pedagogical approaches for children ‘with’ special
educational needs has been widely critiqued (e.g.
Norwich and Lewis, 2001; Hart, 1996). However,
many mainstream teachers feel ill-prepared and
feel that they lack specialist skills and training
sufficient to work with students with learning
difficulties (Carrington, 1999). Teachers often see a
‘specialist and different’ pedagogy as the preferred
way of teaching children with special education



needs (Ring and Travers, 2005). These beliefs are
reflected in reports (for example, in OFSTED, 2004)
that many schools still do not see themselves as
having the necessary skills, experience or resources
to effectively provide for children with special
educational needs.

This is despite evidence that many children with
special educational needs are making good progress
in mainstream classes (Nind et al., 2004). Ainscow
(2000) argues that the expertise to teach all

pupils effectively is already present in schools,

but unrecognised. The latter argument suggests
that effective ‘inclusive approaches’ do exist with
mainstream classes and there has consequently
been a growing focus upon the teaching practices
that can be, and are, more broadly used by
mainstream practitioners. This is an increasingly
important issue. The proportion of statemented
pupils in mainstream nursery, primary and
secondary schools increased from 57.2% in 1997 to
61.4% in January 2001 (DfEE, 2001). Since over 50%
of children with special educational needs are in
mainstream schools in England, it is vital that:

Any discussion of pedagogy and SEN needs to consider
pedagogic practices in ordinary primary and secondary
schools (Corbett and Norwich, 2005, p 21).

Examining the issue of why schools are different
in their approach and confidence regarding
inclusive education, David Skidmore (Skidmore,
2004) identified one discriminating factor as being
of particular importance. His analysis suggested
that schools whose pedagogy is inclusive (i.e.
successfully accommodates a diversity of learners
and including pupils with special education needs)
achieve this by beginning from a consideration

of the curriculum and subject lessons, and
subsequently develop practices therein which suit
a diversity of learners. This was in contrast to an
approach which began from considering a child’s
individual needs and impairments. Such a starting
point consequently developed pedagogy built on a
deficit view of the child.

In considering the approach being developed for
this review, it is useful to reflect on Dyson’s (1999)
suggestion that there are primarily two groups

of discourse in operation in the field of inclusive
education. The first group is that of rationale, that
is, a way of identifying the basis for inclusion. The
second group is realisation, which is concerned
with turning inclusion into a reality. The direction
taken in the third review is one of pragmatic
realisation.

The review seeks to identify from the research
literature aspects of what inclusive educational
practice looks like and to identity the nature(s) of
inclusive pedagogies. Therefore this review seeks
to identify pedagogies through which the subject
of the lesson is taught to the whole mainstream
class and that have produced positive outcomes for
children which special educational needs.

Chapter 1 Background

In examining effective teaching approaches for
including pupils with special educational needs

in mainstream classrooms, it is intended that

the review will be especially useful to teacher
educators who can employ the research synthesis
in their initial teacher education (ITE) programmes.
It will also be of use to serving teachers who wish
to improve their inclusive practice through analysis
and reflection. Therefore, at the start of the third
review, there remained a need for considering the
nature of whole class approaches to teaching which
could engage all learners with the curriculum and
thereby ‘include’ children with special educational
needs within the mainstream classroom. This
reflects the needs and experience of this audience

The third review develops and extends the focus
of the preceding two years and investigates

whole class, subject-based pedagogies. Directing
the third year towards this end has relevance to

mainstream classroom teachers who are compelled

both to deliver identified curriculum subjects and
also to accommodate a diverse range of learners

(Harrison, 2001). It contributes to a sound evidence

base of effective practice to support teachers
seeking to develop inclusive pedagogies within
their classroom. Figure 1 indicates how the third
review fits within the three-year programme of

reviews.

Figure 1 The relationship between the first,
second and third systematic reviews

Overall review question: What pedagogical
approaches can effectively include children with

special educational needs in mainstream classrooms?

First review 2004

In-depth review
question

Question (a):

Does a pedagogy
involving a peer
group interactive
approach effectively
include children with
SEN in mainstream
classrooms?

Question (b): How
do mainstream
classroom teachers
enhance the
academic attainment
and social inclusion
of children with
special educational
needs through peer
group interactions?

Second
review 2006

In-depth
review
question

What is the
nature of the
interactions
in pedagogical
approaches
with reported
outcomes for
the academic
and social
inclusion of
pupils with
SEN?

Third review
2007

In-depth
review
question

What is the
nature of
whole class,
subject-based
pedagogies
with reported
outcomes for
the academic
and/or social
inclusion

of pupils
with special
education
needs?

5



inclusion of pupils with special educational needs

As can be seen in Figure 1, the three reviews
develop the overall descriptive map during each
year and answer a particular in-depth question.
The map reported in this review thereby
supersedes those of previous years.

The aims of the third review are as follows:

» To update the descriptive map of research
(completed in the first and second reviews)
of studies undertaken in the area of effective
pedagogical approaches that enable children
with special educational needs to be included in
mainstream classrooms

» To determine and examine the nature of
pedagogical approaches, particularly classroom
learning environments and teaching methods and
styles, which enable children who experience
difficulties in learning to participate fully in the
community of learners in mainstream classrooms

» To synthesise the data from studies that focus
in detail on the whole class, subject-based
pedagogies that include pupils in mainstream
classrooms

1.2 Definitional and conceptual
issues

Special educational needs became part of the UK
educational and legislative landscape through its
inclusion within the Warnock Report (DES, 1978).
However, the term has come to be used in ways not
originally intended. It is typically associated with
an in-child deficit as opposed to contextualised
difficulties with learning, while being used as a
bureaucratic means of identifying and distributing
funding, professional support and other resources.
It has come to be linked with dependency (Corbett,
1996) and not the wants or rights of individuals
(Roaf and Bines, 1989).

The continued use of the notion of pupils with
special needs encourages a belief in specialised
teaching approaches and strategies (e.g. Howley
and Kime, 2003), despite the lack of a substantive
research base (Norwich and Lewis, 2001) and
even though such approaches typically result in
segregation of pupils (Skrtic, 1991). Many, both
within the inclusion movement and beyond, would
also argue that good practice is inclusive practice,
providing teaching for all (Hart, 1996; Thomas and
Loxley, 2001).

The tension that exists between mainstream and
specialised or segregated provision has added to
the tensions surrounding an understanding of how
to include pupils effectively. Recent government
documents have allowed the term inclusion to
embrace segregated provision as part of a drive
for wider social inclusion (DfES, 2003) adding to
the confusion and contradictions that already
existed (Jordan and Goodey, 2002). Inclusion

has been more typically linked to sociological
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and organisational paradigms in which schools
restructure their ways of working to overcome
inequitable practices and organisational
deficiencies (Skidmore, 2004). To include pupils
effectively, it is necessary to focus upon the quality
of learning and participation within mainstream
schools.

Mittler (2000) has argued that a pedagogy which
is inclusive is not something additional that is
attached to existing pedagogy, but that it must
develop from sound pedagogy which can become
good pedagogy for a more diverse group of
learners.

1.2.1 Definitions

The first and second reviews (Nind et al., 2004; Rix
et al., 2006) scrutinised and appraised research
studies in the light of the questions indicated

in 1.6, and were based upon the following
understanding of the key terms embedded within
the key question.

The term ‘effectively include’ indicates a concern
with the extent to which particular pedagogical
approaches can be shown to impact positively
upon aspects of the learning and participation

of children with special educational needs: for
example, their attainment levels, progress,
attitude, confidence and/or skills. Effectiveness
was identified through keywording, deeming an
approach to be effective if an outcome was a
positive impact upon learning, behaviour or social
interaction. In the first review (Nind et al., 2004),
as anticipated, each of the studies scrutinised
employed its own criteria upon which pedagogical
approaches were deemed ‘effective’.

This review focused closely upon the criteria used
in the studies and the extent to which they had
been made explicit. For some, effectiveness was
seen in terms of tangible pupil achievements.
Others relied on the ratings of teachers, teaching
assistants, parents and the pupils themselves.

It was anticipated that a common thread
connecting the studies in the review would be a
judgement that the pedagogies employed were
concerned with effective classroom practices and
approaches for pupils with special educational
needs, where ‘effective’ is interpreted broadly in
terms of learning, behavioural and/or community
participation outcomes and processes. This was
the case. Central to this evaluation of efficacy is
the systematic way in which that effectiveness has
been measured and reported. The nature of the
systematic process depends on the research form,
but, within this context, it needs to be explicitly
explained and justified.

The term ‘pedagogical approaches’ is used to
mean, in the broadest sense: classroom practices,
personnel deployment, organisation, use of
resources, classroom environment and curriculum;
that is, what occurs in classrooms that can be seen



to impact on participation and learning. This usage
is maintained in the third review.

In focusing upon special educational needs, the
review was concerned with the learning needs

of all those pupils identified as experiencing
difficulties in learning of any kind, together with
those identified as experiencing a categorised
difficulty, such as autistic spectrum disorder,
sensory impairment, or specific learning
difficulties. This is seen as an educational, and
not medical, concept, with inherent fluidity and
contingency. In this context, the term is used to
categorise pupils for whom there may have been
seen to be a need for special means of access to
the curriculum, a special or modified curriculum, or
a need to attend particularly to the social structure
and emotional climate for learning (Weddell,
2003). In the included studies, the pupils’ needs
were met in ordinary classrooms through a
pedagogical approach. While it is acknowledged
that there is much to be learned from research
on teaching approaches for other diversity and
difference in the classroom, this was not included
in the initial literature review reported here.

The second review (Rix et al., 2006) scrutinised
and appraised research upon the following
understanding of these additional key terms
embedded in its key question.

The term ‘interactions’ is used in the broadest
sense to mean all forms of intentional
communication which engage two or more
individuals. This includes any verbal or non-verbal
communication mediated through all possible
channels, including such forms as the written
word, signs (e.g. a visual timetable), signing (e.g.
Makaton) and technological devices (e.g. switches,
whiteboards).

The third review included additional keywords
relevant to the focus of 2006 review and which
were added to the database under ‘Review 3
keywords’.

1.2.2 Pedagogy and learning

‘Are learning aims set for the whole class?’ The
studies could be classified as in four ways: an
explicit statement of whole class leaning aims; an
implicit statement of whole class learning aims;
learning aims stated some but not all children; and
no learning aims being stated.

An identical classification of explicit/implicit/
for some/not stated was used to assess ‘Are the
learning tasks subject specific?’

The final addition considered ‘Is there pedagogy
in practice?’. Here, the researchers looked for the
following:

1. explicit evidence of pedagogy in practice, in
which teaching practice is stated and described

Chapter 1 Background

2.implicit evidence of pedagogy in practice, where
reference is made to pedagogy which is not
clearly stated of described-but may be described
elsewhere; for example in another publication
being referenced from the current research
being considered;

3.no reference to pedagogy in practice

In discussion of pedagogies, the term ‘social
constructivism’ is used. This is a theory of
knowledge and knowledge production (Oates et

al., 2005) and is a perspective through which the
review tries to understand the nature of learning as
a social phenomenon.

1.3 Policy and practice background

In England and Wales, the Warnock Report

(DES, 1978) was the first of a series of markers
that placed increasing emphasis on the policy

of including pupils with SEN in mainstream
schools and classrooms. This policy trend gained
momentum in the 1990s with the 1994 Code of
Practice on the Identification and Assessment of
Special Educational Needs (DfE, 1994), the Green
Paper Excellence for All Children (DfEE, 1997) and
the subsequent Programme of Action (DfEE, 1998).
This reflected more global trends characterised
by the Salamanca Declaration and Framework

for Action arising from the UNESCO (1994) World
Conference on SEN.

The ‘General Statement for Inclusion’ in
Curriculum 2000 (QCA, 2000), to which all teachers
must adhere, places a statutory requirement on
mainstream schools to provide ‘effective learning
opportunities for all pupils’ and sets out three ‘key
principles for inclusion’:

« setting suitable learning challenges
» responding to pupils’ diverse learning needs

» overcoming potential barriers to learning and
assessment for individuals and groups of learners

1.4 Research background

Previous systematic literature reviews related to
the area of special educational needs and inclusion
have focused on the following:

» issues concerned with appropriate responses to
behavioural concerns and behaviour management
in schools (Harden et al., 2003)

 the impact of paid adult support on the
participation and learning of pupils in
mainstream schools, including pupils with SEN
(Howes et al., 2003)

 school-level approaches to facilitating the
participation by all students in the cultures,
curricula and communities of schools (Dyson et
al., 2002).
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These reviews have focused on either a more
specific sub-category of children with SEN or with
all children including those with SEN. There was
some overlap in terms of studies of pedagogical
approaches, but classroom-level pedagogical
approaches have not been their focus.

Similarly, previous research also includes non-
systematic (in technical terms) literature reviews
which have been more or less specific in the
community of learners they focus on and their
interest in pedagogy. Norwich and Lewis (2001)
addressed the question of whether there is a
particular pedagogy for special educational needs
or each type of SEN, but narrowed their scope to
types of learning difficulty. They did not, however,
address the particular issue of whether the
pedagogical approaches can effectively include
children in mainstream schools. Sebba and Sachdev
(1997) asked ‘What works in inclusive education ?’,
but looked outside the 7-14 age-range and beyond
classroom pedagogy to wider policy, support and
organisational dimensions.

While research had sought to establish the
effectiveness of particular pedagogies or the
impact of school actions on pupil participation,
there had been no previous systematic review
prior to the first review (Nind et al., 2004) that
could answer the question of what pedagogical
approaches could effectively include children
with SEN in mainstream classrooms. Nind et al.
(2004) identified a small evidence base to suggest
that peer group interactive approaches were
effective for the inclusion of children with special
educational needs in mainstream classrooms, both
in terms of social and academic participation.

The study also identified the importance of the
co-construction of knowledge through participation
in the classroom learning community. The first

and second reviews (Nind et al., 2004; Rix et al.,
2006) carried out by this Review Group developed
a database of research in the area of pedagogical
approaches. Within the sphere of studies with
reported outcomes for children within special
educational needs in mainstream classes, the first
review (Nind et al., 2004) examined peer group
interactive approaches in depth and second review
(Rix et al., 2006) went on to considered the nature
of interactions within inclusive classrooms.

The third review draws upon evidence which
suggests that inclusive pedagogy begins from
consideration of the nature of what is being
taught and how it is delivered. In taking this
stance, a tension is highlighted. This perspective
is in contrast to approaches which begin from a
perspective of individual deficit. Indeed, the term
‘children with special educational needs’ can
itself be seen as originating from, and supportive
of, a deficit model of learners (Nind et al., 2004;
Skidmore, 2004).
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1.5 Authors, funders and other
users of the review

As the major agency in the state with oversight of
teacher education, the Training and Development
Agency (TDA, formerly the Teacher Training Agency
(TTA)) commissioned this review. The Evidence for
Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating
Centre (EPPI-Centre) at the Institute of Education,
University of London worked closely with the

TTA and the research team, training core team
members and assuring the quality of the systematic
research process. Funding of the review by the
TTA was also supported by the Open University,
Leeds Metropolitan University and Southampton
University.

The Review Group comprised established academics
with expertise in special and inclusive education,
initial teacher education (ITE) and continuing
professional development (CPD), as well as training
and practice in systematic review procedures. It
also included a qualified librarian experienced in
searching electronic databases and setting up data
storage and retrieval systems. Members of the
Review Group had previously co-researched and
co-authored on several research projects, including
systematic reviews. The Group’s involvement with
initial and continuing teacher education means that
they are well placed to address the implications of
the review on raising standards and on the quality
of teacher education, and to build the capacity

of teacher educators to carry out further reviews
(Appendix 1.1).

In examining effective teaching approaches for
including pupils with special educational needs

in mainstream classrooms, it is intended that

the review will be especially useful to teacher
educators who can employ the research synthesis
in their initial teacher education (ITE) programmes.
It will also be of use to serving teachers who

wish to improve their inclusive practice through
analysis and reflection. The review of studies

will help teachers, and especially prospective
teachers, better understand how to adopt teaching
approaches that are effective for diverse groups,
fostering positive social and academic outcomes

1.6 Review questions

The overall review question for this three-year
programme of systematic reviews is as follows:

What pedagogical approaches can effectively
include children with special educational needs
in mainstream classrooms?

In deciding upon this question, answers are sought
to important subsidiary questions, such as the
following:

o What kinds of classroom practices do pupils
themselves feel support them and their learning
in mainstream classes?



» What classroom environments enable all pupils to
thrive and make progress?

o What approaches/techniques are used which
set out to include the diversity of pupils in
classrooms?

» Which of those approaches/techniques are the
most successful in enabling the pupils with the
lowest overall achievement levels to feel a sense
of achievement/experience success?

» Which approaches/techniques/programmes
are specially devised for particular pupils in
mainstream classrooms?

o Which of these enable those individual pupils
to experience success/achievement in the
mainstream classroom?

Prior to the third review’s in-depth review,

a descriptive mapping of the studies was
constructed, extending the map created in the
previous two years of the project.

Chapter 1 Background

For the third review, in the in-depth review, the
focus is on a subset of studies identified in the
systematic map of the preceding reviews to answer
the question:

What is the nature of whole class, subject-based
pedagogies with reported outcomes for the
academic achievement and/or social inclusion of

pupils with special educational needs?

The conceptual framework has been introduced
previously and frames inclusive pedagogy as
something that arises from sound pedagogy for
‘mainstream’ learners, which can become good
pedagogy for a more diverse group of learners
(Mittler, 2000). The relationship to curriculum
access is central to this process, as difficulties in
learning are identified in schools where a student
potentially fails to meet the requirements of a
given curriculum area. To include pupils with
special needs, it is therefore useful to consider
pedagogies that can successfully deliver curriculum
areas within mainstream classes.
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CHAPTER TWO
Methods used in the Review

This chapter begins by briefly outlining how users were involved in the review. It sets out the
methods of the review, detailing how terms were defined and how the focus was narrowed. It
explains the criteria that were used to include and exclude studies, and describes the methods
used for finding studies. It also describes the screening and the quality-assurance process. There
follows a description of the progression from a mapping of the studies to an in-depth review. An
account is offered of how the Review Group assessed the quality of studies, how they conducted
a synthesis of the evidence, and how they applied the quality-assurance mechanisms. As this is
the third year of the review and a number of papers in years 1 and 2 that also pertain to this third
year have already been gathered and evaluated, the following description of methods must be
seen as an explanation of a process that has occurred three times. Consequently, this account of
method is itself largely a replication of that in previous reports

2.1 User involvement 2.1.2 Methods used
2.1.1 Approach and rationale The Advisory Group provided a sounding board for
key matters of discussion. It also ratified decisions
Regular contact with primary and secondary made. Regular briefings and invitations to respond
school teacher educators was maintained from the to a set of questions were used to foster dialogue.
conceptualisation of the project to its conclusion. Key stages for feedback were the identification
This deliberately included those with expertise in of the research question; identification of the
special educational needs and inclusive education, major parameters; narrowing of criteria for the
and those with little experience in this area in in-depth review; draft report; and development of
order to meet the needs of a range of users of the user summary. In this third year of the review, the
research. The Review Group also communicated in-depth question was developed from notes kept
directly with student teachers and teachers engaged  during years 1 and 2. The question was drafted
in CPD about the focus of the review question and and circulated electronically for comment to all

about the process of conducting a systematic review  reviewers.
of the evidence.

2.2 Identifying and describing
The Advisory Group includes teacher trainers, studies
teachers, educational psychologists, advisers and
government inspectors - all of whom have a special 2.2.1 Deﬁning relevant studies: inclusion
interest in the area of special education needs and d lusi iteri
inclusive education. Thus, decisions about focus and ana exctusion criteria
process follow dialogue with potential users of the This i £ th h ied
research. International consultants Dr Rosie Le Cornu s rst part of the research process was carrie
(Australia), Dr Paid McGee (Republic of Ireland) and out in 2004 as part of the first review and a

Ms Mere Berryman (New Zealand) advise both on systematic map of the research literature was
research in their contexts and issues for users in proc!uced. Sybsequen’gly, the same approach was
other contexts. carried out in the reviews of the second and third

years, updating the systematic map of the previous
review, so as to identify those studies that had been
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published in the intervening months, or which had
subsequently become available.

The mapping exercise included those studies that
meet all the following criteria:

Scope

1.Include a focus on students who experience
special educational needs of some kind (as
defined in section 1.2)

2. Are conducted in mainstream classrooms
3. Include pedagogical approaches

4.Include an indication of student outcomes (as
defined above)

5. Are concerned with the 7-14 age range or some
part of it

Study type exploration of relationships

6. Are empirical evaluations or systematic reviews.
Time and place

7. Are written in English
8. Are published after 1994

Studies were excluded if they met one of the
following stage 1 exclusion criteria:

Scope

1. (Exclude 1) Not focused on students who
experience special educational needs of some
kind (as defined above)

2. (Exclude 2) Not conducted in mainstream
classrooms

3. (Exclude 3) Not concerned with pedagogical
approaches

4. (Exclude 4) Not indicating student outcomes (as
defined above)

5. (Exclude 5) Not concerned with all or part of the
7-14 age range
Study type

6. (Exclude 6) Descriptions, development of
methodology or reviews other than systematic
reviews

Time and place

7. (Exclude 7) Not published in English
8. (Exclude 8) Not published after 1994

The particular contexts examined in the review
were those whose impact could be demonstrated
in classrooms in mainstream schools serving the
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7-14 age range. The particular age-range chosen, in
the UK context, encompassed primary and middle
schools and the first years of secondary schooling
(key Stages 2 and 3 in England and Wales). In the
USA, this encompassed elementary, middle and
junior high school classrooms. Studies from a range
of countries were included in the search, as long as
they were reported in English.

In each review, the Review Group focused on those
studies that had been published after 1994 as this
marked the global commitment to inclusion in the
Salamanca agreement (UNESCO, 1994) together
with a focus on practical responses to SEN in
mainstream classrooms in England and Wales (Code
of Practice, DfE, 1994). This enabled a systematic
review of research across the decade since the
Salamanca Statement and since the inception

of the Teacher Training Agency with its ongoing
concern with effective practice for children with
SEN. In the third year, the Review Group updated
the systematic literature search and endeavoured
to access those papers that had been unavailable
for inclusion in the first or second year review.

The question for the in-depth review was as
follows:

What is the nature of whole class, subject-
specific pedagogies, with reported outcomes for
the academic and/or social inclusion of children
with special educational needs?

Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the in-depth
review were drawn up and applied as follows:

The in-depth review would include those studies
that met all the following criteria:

« learning aims were set for the whole class
« learning tasks were subject-specific

o pedagogy in practice (i.e. teaching practice is
stated and described)

Studies would be excluded if they met one of the
following exclusion criteria:

« learning aims were not set for the whole class
but may be set for individual children

« learning tasks were not subject specific

» no pedagogy in practice (i.e. teaching practice
was not stated or described)

The Review Group focused on as wide and as
comprehensive a range of research studies

as possible and included work that was both
quantitative and qualitative in orientation.
Previous work had suggested that much of the
relevant research would combine quantitative and
qualitative methodologies, and that commonly
studies would involve case studies of a single
classroom or school, sometimes as part of bigger
projects.
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2.2.2 Identification of potential studies:
search strategy

The updated searches were carried out between
November 2005 and March 2006. The following
electronic databases and citation indexes were
interrogated:

e The Educational Research Information
Clearinghouse (ERIC)

e The British Educational Index (BEI)

e PsychINFO

 Australian Education Index (AEIl)

e British Library Public Catalogue (BLPC)

o COPAC

« Dissertation Abstracts

e Education Collection Online (ECO)

» Education Research Abstracts

o Papers First

 Child Data

» Education On-line

» Google Scholar

A selection of key internet sites was searched (see
Appendix 2.3), including research organisations,
government and voluntary organisations. The
electronic search included all key journals. Sources
from key informants were pursued.

A collection of appropriate search terms was
generated for use in searching. Care was taken

to vary the search terms to align with the varying
word usages in different countries: for example,
‘mainstream’ school would be ‘regular’ school in
some countries, ‘difficulties in learning’/’learning
difficulties’ might be ‘learning disabilities’. The
British Education Thesaurus was used for selecting
synonyms.

Search terms used for searching the bibliographic
databases included the following sets in

combination:

» terms to indicate that the study was about
children with special educational needs

« terms to indicate that a study was about inclusion

» terms to indicate that a study was about
pedagogical approaches

 terms to indicate that the study involved pupils
aged between 7 and 14

The key terms were developed in collaboration with
the specialist librarian, who advised on the use of
indexing languages for specific databases. These are
tabulated in Appendix 2.

All studies returned from searches were
incorporated into Endnote bibliographic software,
enabling good compatibility with the EPPI-Centre
systems.

2.2.3 Screening studies: applying
inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied
successively to (i) titles and abstracts and (ii) full
reports. Full reports were obtained for those studies
that appeared to meet the criteria or where there
was insufficient information to be sure. These
reports were entered into a second database. The
inclusion and exclusion criteria were re-applied

to the full reports and those that do/did not meet
these initial criteria will be/were excluded.

This review used the systematic review procedures
as described in the EPPI-Centre documentation to
ensure that our review was systematic within the
resources available.

Screening of the citations identified in the searches
proceeded through a series of graduated filters.
Initially a database (EndNote 1) was made of all the
studies retrieved from the electronic databases,
electronically processed online journals and
searches of websites. The inclusion and exclusion
criteria were then applied to the titles and abstracts
of reports in this database. The screeners met to
moderate their findings, and re-examined those
abstracts about which they did not agree. Of the
citations, 10% were assessed by the EPPI-Centre link
person for quality-assurance purposes.

Full reports were obtained for those citations that
appeared to meet the inclusion criteria. These
reports were entered into a second database
(Endnote 2). Full copies of all reports in this second
database which appeared to meet the criteria were
obtained and the criteria was re-applied so as to
exclude any which, upon fuller scrutiny, did not
meet the inclusion criteria. A list of those reports
which met the inclusion/exclusion criteria was then
drawn up and all reports meeting the inclusion
criteria were placed in a third database (Endnote 3).

2.2.4 Characterising included studies

All the studies which remained after the application
of the inclusion criteria were keyworded using the
EPPI-Centre (2003) Keywording Strategy (version
0.9.7) with review-specific keywords (see Appendix
2.4) in addition to EPPI-Centre keywords. Keyworded
studies were added to the existing map created

for the third review (which was itself an updated
version of the map of the first and second reviews).
This helped to build the ‘descriptive map’ of

the studies in the review and provided a full and



clear picture of the kinds of research that had
been conducted together with details of their
aims, methodologies, interventions, theoretical
orientation, outcomes and so on. This process
does not assess the quality of the studies. All the
keyworded studies have been added to the larger
EPPI-Centre database, REEL, for others to access
via the website.

2.2.5 Identifying and describing studies:
quality-assurance process

Screening

Screening of titles, abstracts and full-text
documents was conducted by two independent
screeners. A random sample from the 2006 sample
was screened by the EPPI-Centre link person. This
consisted of 13 titles and abstracts in addition to 8
papers. Uncertainties concerning the inclusion of
individual reports were shared and resolved.

Keywording

As quality assurance, two studies were keyworded
in 2004 by all members of the Review Group (N=5),
allowing for deliberation over the process and
clarification of the guidance and protocol. In 2005,
all members of the Review Group met to evaluate
the keywording process of the previous year and
to clarify the process for the subsequent review.

In 2006, the Group followed the same process of
evaluating the previous years keywording process
as a preparation for that year’s subsequent
keywording activity

Each study was then keyworded by two members of
the Review Group, working first independently and
then comparing their decisions before coming to a
consensus. Seven members of the Group conducted
this process, using a staggered pair method. In

the first year, less experienced members of the
Review Group were paired with experienced

or trained keyworders/reviewers. In year 3, all
members had acquired experience of keywording.
A random sample of eight studies was keyworded
independently by the EPPI-Centre link person;

this sample was also keyworded independently

by two members of the Review Group. Decisions
were shared and discussed between the three
keyworders.

2.3 In-depth review

2.3.1 Moving from broad
characterisation (mapping) to in-depth
review

During the course of the mapping in the current
review, the same initial question (What pedagogical
approaches can effectively include children

with special educational needs in mainstream
classrooms?) was used as in the preceding two
years. This enabled the Review Group to access
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those studies that were unavailable in 2004 (review
published in 2004) and 2005 (review published

in 2006), and any others which had subsequently
been published or otherwise become available. The
inclusion and exclusion criteria from previous years
were appropriate for the initial screening of titles
and abstracts.

The Review Group identified the question for this
year’s in-depth review (What is the nature of whole
class, subject-based pedagogies with reported
outcomes for the academic achievement and/or
social inclusion of pupils with special educational
needs?), since collaboration and co-operation

had been the focus of the previous two years and
the need to look more specifically at whole class
pedagogies was suggested. Whole class pedagogies
have been suggested and debated as being a
crucial part of the inclusion of pupils with special
educational needs within the mainstream. The
nature of this practice in delivering curricula within
the classroom was seen as being highly pertinent
to the needs of this audience. Therefore, the
in-depth review sought to gain an understanding

of the nature of such approaches, where these had
included children with special educational needs.
On the above basis, inclusion and exclusion criteria
on the scope of the studies for the in-depth review
was drawn up and applied as described in 2.2.1.

2.3.2 Detailed description of studies in
the in-depth review

The in-depth review describes in much more

detail the characteristics of the included studies.

It describes and also assesses the findings of each
study as well as its methodological quality. The
concern at this stage was to clarify the study
findings, assess their reliability and discover the
contribution that the study makes to the answering
of the review question. As is clear from this
collaborative approach, the data-extraction and
quality-assessment process was based on relevant
EPPI-Centre documentation. EPPI-Centre guidelines
helped to focus on the aims and rationale of each
individual study, its research question(s) and its
methods and design. In addition, a set of review-
specific questions designed by the research team
was used.

2.3.3 Assessing quality of studies and
weight of evidence for the review
question

Each study was independently data extracted by
two team members using EPPI-Reviewer, with five
studies data-extracted by the EPPI-Centre link
person for quality-assurance purposes. The quality
of studies and weight of evidence was assessed
using the EPPI-Centre data extraction framework,
as well as the review-specific framework.

The EPPI-Centre guidelines and software assisted
the investigation of the reliability and quality
of each study meeting the inclusion criteria by
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focusing judgements about the trustworthiness of
study results and the weight of evidence that the
study could contribute to answering the review
question.

Judgements about the relative weight of evidence
of each study were made using the following
explicit criteria:

A: Soundness of studies in answering the study
question(s)

B: Appropriateness of research design and analysis
for addressing the question of the specific
systematic review

C: Relevance of the particular focus of the
study for addressing the question of the specific
systematic review

D: Quality of execution, appropriateness of design
and relevance of focus to judge the overall weight
of evidence the study provides to answer the
question of the specific systematic review

Weight of evidence judgements were made with
regard to each of the above criteria. The outcome
of each judgement was a rating of high, medium or
low with regard to each criterion. The judgements
for the three aspects were combined into an
overall weight of evidence towards answering the
review question. This was not done numerically but
according to the formula in the table below.

2.3.4 Synthesis of evidence

This synthesis attempted to bring together the
findings of the individual in-depth studies so as to
enable the drawing of tentative conclusions and
recommendations. As in the first review (Nind et
al., 2004) and second review (Rix et al., 2006),
since the studies used mixed and qualitative
methods, a meta-analysis of a statistical nature
was ruled out. It has been agreed that for this
audience and purpose the most appropriate
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synthesis would take the form of a structured
narrative describing any overall, cross-study
patterns/themes that were detected in the
characteristics of our individual studies and in their
findings. Themes derived from those studies were
subjected to rigorous interrogation via EPPI-Centre
data extraction.

The initial themes/patterns were framed by
seeking to understand the nature of the pedagogies
being revealed in the review. The individual
in-depth analyses were examined and tentative
synthesis of the studies made. As in the second
review:

Themes derived from those studies were subjected to
rigorous interrogation, using the EPPI-Centre data-
extraction tool. The process of synthesising was a
recursive one in that the identification of themes and
the development of the narrative within each theme
involved the two lead researchers, individually and
collaboratively, in revisiting and interrogating the
data-extraction details. In addition, themes were
shared, discussed and justified with members of the
broader Review Group. (Rix et al., 2006, p14)

In the synthesis process, the weight of evidence
which was allocated to each study was considered.
Studies in which the Review Group had greater
confidence, in relation to other studies,

exerted a greater influence in the synthesis and
recommendations for practice, policy and further
research.

2.3.5 In-depth review: quality assurance
process

Screening

Pairs of independent reviewers applied the
inclusion/exclusion criteria to all the studies in the
descriptive map to elicit studies that satisfied the
requirements for inclusion in the in-depth review.

To gain a HIGH overall » The ratings for WoE A-C all have to be HIGH.

WoE D rating

To gain a MEDIUM-HIGH overall | « The ratings for WoE A-C all have to be MEDIUM-HIGH; or

WoE D rating « WOE A-C have to include two highs and no lows (and WoE B is of medium high); or
* MEDIUM-HIGH has to be the middle rating (as in one high, one medium-high and
one medium) and WoE B is of at least medium high.
To gain a MEDIUM overall « The ratings for at least two of WoE A-C have to be MEDIUM, including WoE B; or
WoE D rating

» MEDIUM has to be the middle rating (as in one medium and one either side of
medium) and WoE B has to be at least medium rating.

To gain a MEDIUM-LOW overall | « The ratings for WoE A-C all have to be MEDIUM-LOW; or

WoE D rating o MEDIUM-LOW has to be the middle rating (as in one medium, one medium-low
and one low) and WoE B is at least medium low rating.

To gain LOW overall » The ratings for WoE A-C all have to be LOW; or

WOoE D rating

» WoE B is a low rating.



Data extraction

Studies in the in-depth review were data-extracted
and quality appraised using the standardised EPPI-
Centre tools, and the review-specific questions.

As quality assurance, each study was independently
reviewed and data-extracted by two different
members of the Review Group or a member of the
Review Group and the EPPI-Centre link person.
Only when the independent in-depth analysis of
the studies was completed would each internal

pair of reviewers meet to isolate and resolve any
differences of opinion and interpretation. Any
disagreements between the reviewers were further
discussed and resolved.

Chapter 2 Methods used in the Review

Additionally, a pair of reviewers appraised

the weight of evidence judgements for all the
studies to check for consistency of application

of the agreed protocol. Information about the
study population, sampling, data collection and
analysis, as well as the results and conclusions, was
recorded and described in brief accounts of the
papers and detailed summaries of the studies.
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CHAPTER THREE

|ldentifying and describing studies: results

In this chapter, the Review Group describes the ways in which they searched for studies, identified
those studies which they would keyword, and narrowed these down for the systematic map. They
also describe the outcomes of the searching and keywording processes, presenting data from both
the EPPI-Centre keywords and the review-specific keywords. Being the third year of the review
process, they were building upon the methods that had been established in previous years, as
well as the data that had been collated. The data presented here represents the outcomes of this

three-year process.

3.1 Studies included from searching
and screening

Figure 3.1, summarises the filtering of papers from
searching through systematic map to final synthesis.
In this year’s review, the same methods, definitions
and criteria were followed as in the previous two
years, in order to draw upon papers from all years
within the synthesis. Figure 3.1 shows the searching
and screening process for 2006 (this review, 2009)
and indicates the number of studies contributed to
the systematic map by each of review’s three years.

Figure 3.1 represents the screening and selection
process. 170 abstracts and titles were initially
screened for the 2006 review and 86 failed to
meet the inclusion criteria. The full articles were
requested for those that met the inclusion criteria,
or where more information was needed. These
articles were combined with an additional 44
papers which were not obtained in the 2004 and
2006 review years. The 120 papers which formed
this combined group (8 were not obtained) were
assessed. Consequently, 25 studies were added to
the systematic map giving a total of 134 studies
(68 studies from 2004, 41 studies from 2006 and
25 studies from the current searches). These 134
studies were assessed and consequently 11 studies
met the criteria to pass into the in-depth review.

The databases were searched using the keywords
identified in Appendix 2.The same keywords were
used in all three reviews. The same databases were
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Key to Figure 3.1
Stage 1 criteria

Criterion 1 = Not focused on special educational
needs

Criterion 2 = Not conducted in mainstream classroom
Criterion 3 = Not concerned with pedagogical
approaches

Criterion 4 = Not indicating pupils outcomes

Criterion 5 = Not all or part of 7-14 year age range
Criterion 6 = Not empirical study or systematic review
Criterion 7 = Not written in English

Criterion 8 = Not produced or published after 1994

In-depth criteria

IDC 2.1 Not focused on teaching and learning

IDC 2.2 Not focused on outcomes for the academic
achievement and social inclusion of pupils with
special educational needs

IDC 2.3 Not focused on mainstream teacher working
independently

IDC 2.4 Not an evaluation or exploration of
relationships

IDC 2.5 Not avoiding programmatic interactions
IDC 2.6 Learning aims were not set for the whole
class but may be set for individual children.

IDC 2.7 Learning tasks were not subject-specific.
IDC 2.8 No pedagogy in practice (i.e. teaching
practice was not stated or described)

searched too, but the creation of Google Scholar
within the 2005 search period meant that this
database was included, despite its absence in the
first year.
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Figure 3.1 Filtering of papers from searching to map to synthesis

One-stage
screening
papers identified
in ways that allow
immediate screening

Two-stage
screening
Papers identified where
there is not immediate
screening, e.g.
electronic searching

176 citations identified

Title and abstract
screening

44 citations
identified in 2004 and
2006 reviews and not

previously obtained

90 citations

128 citations

128 citations identified
in total

Acquisition of
reports

120 reports
obtained

Full-document
screening

Carried forward to
systematic map from
previous reviews:
2004: 68

2006: 41

25 reports included

134 studies in 134 reports included

Systematic map
of 134 studies (in 134
reports)

In-depth review
of 11 studies (in 11 reports)

Citations excluded
Criterion 1 =17
Criterion 2 =10
Criterion 3 = 38
Criterion 4 = 15
Criterion5=0
Criterion 6 = 2
Criterion7=0
Criterion 8 = 4

TOTAL : 86

6 duplicates excluded

8 reports not obtained

Studies excluded
from in-depth
review
Criterion 1 =3
Criterion 2 =2
Criterion 3 = 33
Criterion 4 = 52
Criterion5=0
Criterion 6 = 4
Criterion 7 =0
Criterion 8 = 1

TOTAL : 95

Application of
in-depth review
criteria (see 4.1)
Studies which meet
all in-depth criteria:
11

17
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Table 3.1: Database sources of titles (represented as percentages)

% in 2004 % in 2006 % in 2006 Total %

(N = 2,095) (N=1,197) (N =170) (N =3,462)
Article First 4.71 2.76 0.00 3.80
Australian Education Index 8.56 6.43 6.47 7.72
British Education Index 9.67 18.63 1.76 8.18
Child Data 22.85 0.00 0.00 13.83
Dissertation Abstracts 1.50 0.58 9.41 1.57
ECO 4.15 0.00 0.00 2.51
Educational Research Abstracts 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.001
ERIC 21.65 70.09 3.53 37.51
Education Online 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.13
Index to Theses 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.05
Psychinfo 11.81 0.00 0.00 7.15
ISI web of science 6.89 0.00 2.94 4.31
Socsitation 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.13
Paper First 4.15 0.00 0.00 2.51
Internet 3.38 0.00 0.00 2.06
Google Scholar 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.52
Handsearch 0.00 0.00 75.88 3.73

The database origins of papers identified for
screening (including duplicates) are shown in Table
3.1. and Figure 3.2. There was a comparatively even
spread of papers across the different databases in
2004, but, in 2005, the majority of papers came
from one database, ERIC. In the time between the
two review periods, ERIC had obtained funding to
upload a great many papers from right across the
period, relevant to the second review, 1994-2005.
The far smaller contribution made by the other
databases in that year’s search demonstrated that
there had been few papers added to the databases
between the first review (2004) and the second
review (2006). This trend continued in the third
review. From 2006, therefore, an additional focus
was given to handsearches, which yielded the
majority of new papers for this year of the review.

In total, 170 titles and abstracts were screened

in the year three review. (In previous years, some
abstracts were screened and included but not
available. Some of these full articles arrived in time
for the third year. These abstracts are not included
here in the third year figures but the full articles are
included within the third year and indicated later.)

As indicated in section 2.2.3, this review used

the systematic review procedures as described

in the EPPI-Centre documentation to ensure that
the review was systematic within the resources
available. Screening of the citations identified in the
searches proceeded through a series of graduated
filters. Initially a database (EndNote 1) was made
of all the studies retrieved from the electronic
databases, electronically processed online journals
and searches of websites The bibliographic data
from the searches was imported into this first

database (EndNote 1); duplicate papers were then
identified and excluded. In 2004, 250 duplicates
were identified; in 2006, 262 duplicates were
identified. The figures for 2006 do not include the
papers used in the review for 2004; these were

all excluded automatically. 26 duplicates were
identified by hand in 2004, none were identified in
2006 and 2009.

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were then
applied to the titles and abstracts of reports in

this database (see 2.2.1). In 2004, this was a two-
stage process, as the Review Group felt there was

a degree of leniency in the first stage. In 2006 and
2009, drawing upon the Group’s greater experience,
the exclusion criteria were applied in a single stage.
In 2004, 1,845 papers were screened; in 2006, 967
papers were screened. In 2009, 170 papers were
screened. This increasing lower figure reflects the
efficient screening of articles carried out in each
preceding year.

Screening of the abstracts was carried out by a

pair of reviewers, with 10% of the abstracts being
moderated by another member of the Group. The
screeners moderated their findings, and re-examined
those abstracts for which they disagreed. For each
item, exclusion was based on the highest criterion
initially identified by the reviewer. Items were
excluded automatically if identified by both the
screeners. If there was a lack of information upon
which to base decision, then the paper was included
for more detailed analysis.

As indicated in section 2.2.3, full reports were
obtained for those citations that appeared to meet
the inclusion criteria. These reports were entered



Table 3.2: Exclusion at abstract screening
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Exclusion criteria Only Only Only Total % only % only % only % Total
2004 2005 2006 2006 2004 2005 2006 2006

Criterion | Not focused on 176 90 17 283 12.63 10.84 19.77 12.25
1 special educational

needs
Criterion | Not conducted 221 140 10 371 15.85 16.87 11.63 16.06
2 in mainstream

classroom
Criterion | Not concerned 489 215 38 742 35.08 25.9 44.19 32.12
3 with pedagogical

approaches
Criterion | Not indicating pupils | 172 61 15 248 12.34 7.35 17.44 10.74
4 outcomes
Criterion | Not all or part of 66 23 0 89 4.73 2.77 0.00 3.85
5 7-14 year age range
Criterion | Not empirical study | 266 300 2 568 19.08 36.14 2.33 24.59
6 or systematic review
Criterion | Not written in 1 1 0 2 0.07 0.12 0.00 0.09
7 English
Criterion | Not produced or 3 0 4 4 0.22 0 4.65 0.17
8 published after 1994
Total 1,394 830 86 2,310

into a second database (Endnote 2). Full copies of all
reports in this second database which appeared to
meet the criteria were obtained and the criteria was
re-applied so as to exclude any which, upon fuller
scrutiny, did not meet the inclusion criteria. A list

of those reports which met the inclusion/exclusion
criteria was then drawn up and all reports meeting
the inclusion criteria were placed in a third database
(Endnote 3).

In 2004, 75% of papers were excluded at this
screening stage. In 2006, 85% were excluded. This
increase seems to be a result in the increased
number of descriptive studies being identified. This
could be due to the increased reliance upon the ERIC
database which presents a broad range of sources,
including many for professional development.

In 2004, 1,394 papers were excluded (along with

26 more duplicate references); in 2006, 830

papers were excluded; and, in 2009, 86 papers
were excluded. This makes a total of 2,310 papers
excluded across the three years. This resulted in 450
potential includes in 2004,137 potential includes in
2006 and 84 potential includes in 2009. Across the
whole period, there were 671 potential includes. In
2004, however, 64 papers had not been obtained by
the cut-off date. These papers had not been given
their second screening and so were included in the
2005 potential includes. This brought potential
includes for 2005 up to 201.

In 2009, 50.56% of papers were excluded at this
screening stage. For criteria 1, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8,
the relative amount of exclusions are similar to

preceding years. The overall decrease in the relative
number excluded, in comparison to preceding years,
can be seen as reflecting the influence of criterion 2
‘not conducted in mainstream class’ and criterion 6
‘not empirical study or systematic review’.

Once again, in the third review, a cut-off date for
retrieval of the full documents for screening was set
as 31 March 2006. Of the 170 titles to be screened,
only two were not obtained by this cut-off date.

In 2009, some ‘late arrivals’ from the previous two
years were added: that is, abstracts which were
classed as included but for which the full papers had
not arrived in time. These potential includes were
added for their second full article screening.

From the 2004 review, 31 articles were added to the
2009 articles for screening.

From the 2006 review, 13 articles were added to the
2009 articles for screening.

In 2009, there remained some outstanding requests
which break down as shown below.

Outstanding requests from the 2009
review

2009 2006 2004
Papers 1 2 4
Theses 5 0 10
Reports 1 0 7
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Table 3.3: Exclusion at full document screening
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Exclusion criteria Only % Only Only % Only Only Total % Total
2004 2004 2006 2006 2009 2009 2009

Criterion 1 Not focused on special |6 1.90 4 4.44 3 13 2.47
educational needs

Criterion 2 Not conducted in 33 10.48 10 11.11 2 45 10.62
mainstream classroom

Criterion 3 Not concerned with 96 30.48 21 23.33 33 150 28.89
pedagogical approaches

Criterion 4 Not indicating pupils 63 20.00 25 27.78 52 140 21.73
outcomes

Criterion 5 Not all or part of 7-14 17 5.40 7 7.78 0 24 5.93
year age range

Criterion 6 Not empirical study or 100 31.75 23 25.56 4 127 30.37
systematic review

Criterion 7 Not written in English 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0 0.00

Criterion 8 Not produced or 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 1 0.00
published after 1994

Total 315 90 95 500

These items were therefore excluded from full
document screening.

The list of material documents that were not
obtained for screening can be found in Appendix 3.1.

At this third stage of screening the same exclusion
criteria were applied after a detailed examination of
the studies.

90 papers were excluded in 2006. 315 had been
excluded in 2004, meaning that, across these two
years of the study, 405 papers (involving 412 studies)
were excluded. In 2009, 96 studies were excluded at
this stage. There was one study which did not arrive
in time.

As can be seen in Table 3.3, there were only
relatively small differences in the percentages of
papers excluded under each criterion across the
years.

The full document screening from 2009 resulted in
25 papers being included in the systematic map.
These papers were combined with the papers that
had been included in the systematic map for 2004
and 2006, resulting in a final systematic map of 134
studies. These 134 studies were now distributed
among pairs of reviewers within the team for
keywording.

The 134 studies were keyworded using two
keywording databases, both supplied and run by the
EPPI-Centre. The first database used the EPPI-Centre
core keywording strategy, while the second used

a review-specific strategy designed by the Review
Group. This second keywording strategy was initially
designed in 2004, but was updated and expanded in
2006. This was continued in 2009.

3.2 Characteristics of the included
studies (systematic map)

Of the 134 studies within the 2009 systematic map,
68 had been keyworded previously in 2004 and 41
keyworded previously in 2006.

3.2.1 Identification of studies

Table 3.4 shows the method of identifying potential
studies within the systematic map. As is evident,
there is a strong bias towards the use of electronic
databases. This approach is the most cost-effective
means of accessing large quantities of data but, as
was clear from the delayed uploading onto ERIC of
hundreds of relevant papers, which affected the
2005 study, there is a risk attached to relying heavily
upon electronic searching. The 2006 study gave
more emphasis to handsearching (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.4: Sources of papers identified in the
map (N = 134 studies)

Source Percentage (%)
Citation 6.15%
Handsearch 5.33%
Electronic databases 88.46%

3.2.2 National contexts (EPPI-Centre
keywords)

Often the setting for studies has to be inferred from
the names of towns, or parts of a country, or by the
University in which the author/researcher works,
but despite this, in each year it has been evident
that the vast majority of studies have come from
the United States. The requirement that studies be



in English will have some bearing on this, as will the
use of English language database search strategies,
but clearly most research is being done within the
USA.

Table 3.5: National contexts (N = 134 studies)

Country Number of studies
Australia 4

Canada 5

Republic of Ireland 1

New Zealand 1

Norway 1

UK 14

USA 107

Spain 1

In the previous two years (first and second

reviews), it was noted that researcher-manipulated
evaluations in the US were much more common

than any other single study type, and that the vast
majority of controlled trials were from the USA. As
might be predicted from the proportionately smaller
number of studies contributed by the third Review,
this profile was continued into the 2006 study.

Table 3.6 Studies of controlled trails by
country (N = 134 studies)

Country Number of | Randomised | Controlled

studies control trial | trial (non-
randomised)

Australia 4 0 0

New Zealand | 1 1 0

Norway 1 0 0

UK 14 0 2

Republic of | 1 0 0

Ireland

Canada 5 1 1

Spain 1 0 1

USA 107 11 28

3.2.3 Study type (EPPI-Centre keywords)

Study type describes the levels of analysis in the
studies and the researcher’s involvement in the
research project. The terms used to define the study
types are EPPI-Centre keywords framed by detailed
EPPI-Centre definitions.

A ‘description’ is a study that describes practices,
without any attempt to evaluate them or

explore variables within them. An ‘exploration

of relationships’ will in some way explore the
associations between variables to develop theories
and hypotheses. An ‘evaluation’ assesses whether
practices are effective: for example, in relation to
educational outcomes. Evaluations can be ‘naturally
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occurring’, in which the researcher does not decide
who experiences the practice, or they can be
‘researcher-manipulated’, in which the researcher in
some way changes people’s experience and has some
control over who experiences what.

When applying these definitions, it is likely that
more than one keyword can be applied. For
example, many papers will contain a section of
description. The dominance, in the review, of
evaluation - researcher-manipulated study types is
shown in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7 Study type (N = 134 studies)

Study type Frequency
Description 19
Exploration of relationships 17
Evaluation: naturally occurring 24

Evaluation: researcher- manipulated |78

Review: other review 0

3.2.4 Population focus (EPPI-Centre
keywords)

Population focus describes the people the research
examines in relation to the study aims. Study
participants can therefore be different from the
population focus. For example, the 2006 review
noted studies which included descriptions of the
teachers, but the qualitative and quantitative
evaluations were about the pupils. In 2006, over
95% (104 studies out of 109) of studies had a focus
upon learners. This is to be expected as criterion

4 excluded studies that did not indicate pupil
outcomes and hence in 2006 a similar level was
again reached, with 128 out of 134 studies having a
focus upon learners. The codes for population focus,
shown in Table 3.8 are not mutually exclusive.

Table 3.8 Population focus of studies (N = 134
studies)

Population focus Frequency
Learners 128

Senior Managers 1

Teaching staff 51

Other education professors 3

LEA officers 2

Parents 4
Non-teaching staff 2

3.2.5 Study focus (EPPI-Centre keywords)

Study focus describes aspects of the educational
process that are explored within a study. More
than one aspect can serve as a focus, and so over
58% of papers were given more than one keyword.
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The most common keyword both on its own and

in combination with others was ‘teaching and
learning’. Of the studies, 83% had this as their main
focus or as an important factor within the research.

Teaching and learning was seen as concerning how
people learn and can be encouraged to learn through
use of personnel, teaching methods, communication
approaches, classroom organisation and so forth.

It is distinct from classroom management which
focuses upon the management of student behaviour
by teachers. Classroom management was the second
most common form of study, followed by those with
a curriculum focus. In many studies, the curricular
area is noted, but this would not necessarily make
the subject area a central focus of the research. As
in the 2006 review, thew most common curriculum
focus was literacy, followed by a general curricular
focus, then mathematics and science. The 2006
review noted that this trend reflected the current
priorities for US and UK policymakers, as well as the
nature of the curriculum for primary age pupils.

Table 3.9 Study focus (N = 134 studies; codes
are not mutually exclusive.)

Study focus Number of
studies with
focus

Teaching and learning 114

Classroom management 43

Curriculum 38

Assessment 4

Other topic focus 20

Organisation and management 14

Equal opportunities 12

Teachers’ careers 4

Policy

3.2.6 Context of the studies (EPPI-Centre
keywords)

As stated in the previous section, there was a
predominance of primary school studies in the
review. This situation has remained across the three
years of the review. By 2009, 70% of the studies
within the map were based in primary schools. This
is in contrast to the 29% arising from research in
secondary schools.

Previous reviews (Rix et al., 2006) have noted how
this large difference is not mirrored, as might be
expected, in the age ranges found in the studies.
In 2009, 67% of studies include members of the
age range 5-10 years and 60% include members of
the age range 11-16. However, the ages found in
secondary school based studies are curtailed by
criterion 5, which excludes studies from the map
which were not all or part of the 7-14 age range;
commonly identifying the 11-16 year group as
present indicates pupils in the upper ranges of the
primary school bracket.
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As noted by Rix et al. (2006), another factor is the
tendency, particularly in US papers, to identify
pupils by their grade but not by their age. This was
particularly problematic for the Review Group since
each grade can span two or three years. Possibly the
pupils most likely to be older within a grade will also
tend to be those with special educational needs,
who are, of course, the focus for this review.

Table 3.10 Frequency of age ranges of studies
(N = 134 studies; codes are not mutually
exclusive.)

Age range in years Frequency
0-4 3

5-10 90

11-16 81

17-20 7

The second review raised the point that the vast
majority of studies involved pupils of mixed sex and
this trend continued into the 2009 map, wherein
77.6% of the studies were mixed. Of single sex
studies, boys were more than four times as likely to
be the focus as girls, although the numbers of such
studies remain small; with 4 and 18 studies working
with girls or boys respectively.

3.2.7 Aim of teaching approach (review-
specific keywords)

The same pattern was noted in the 2009 map,
regarding the aims of the teaching approach, as in
the two previous reviews. Over 70% of studies (N=98)
aimed to raise the academic attainment of pupils,
with 47% (N=63) aiming to enhance social interaction
and involvement. Of the studies, 23% (N=32) were
intended to improve behaviour. Clearly, a number

of studies identified more than one aim for the
approach being researched.

3.2.8 Outcome of teaching approach
(review-specific keywords)

At the start of this review, single and combined
categories for raising academic attainment,
enhancing social interaction and improving
behaviour were included. As a result, reviewers
keyworded studies in both the single and the
combined categories. To clarify this, it was
necessary to go back to each study and unpack

the overlapping keywords. This demonstrated the
preponderance of studies that had raised academic
attainment, followed by those which had enhanced
social interaction. As in the previous two years,
papers were noted which aimed to raise academic
attainment but did not report doing so, or which
aimed to raise attainment but did not report
outcomes.



Table 3.11 Outcomes of teaching approaches

Attribute Raised Enhanced Improved
academic social behaviour
achievement | interaction/

involvement

Raised 38 28 13

academic

achievement

Enhanced 28 27 18

social

interaction/

involvement

Improved 13 18 13

behaviour

Table 3.11 indicates the number of studies reporting
particular outcomes: for example, raised academic
achievement and improved behaviour were
identified in 13 studies. Not shown in the table are
mixed positive and negative outcomes which were
noted in 21 studies.

3.2.9 Who judges outcomes? (review-
specific keywords)

As in the first and second reviews, over 90% (N=122)
of research outcomes are primarily judged by the
researcher, with the teacher being involved in 38% of
papers. Pupils remain a minority category here and
are involved in judging outcomes in 19% of studies.

Rix et al. (2006) had hoped that this figure would
be higher, particularly when 44% of the 2005 studies
claim enhanced social interaction and involvement.
However, in 2009, the number of such instances
where this was the case remained relatively low.

Table 3.12 Who judges the outcomes? (N=134
studies)

Judge of outcomes Frequency
Researcher 122
Teacher 50

Pupil 26

Parent 7

Support staff 7

Other 4

3.2.10 Target group (review-specific
keywords)

As would be expected the principle target groups
for teaching were Pupils with learning disabilities
(66.5%, N=89) and all pupils (48%, N=65). This
focus, on all pupils, reflects the mainstream
settings required for inclusion in the review. Figure
3.13 shows the target groups as percentages of
the review sample, These targets groups are not
mutually inclusive.
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Table 3.13 Target group for the teaching
approach (N = 134 studies)

Target group Frequency
Pupils with learning disability 89
All pupils 65
Other 38
Pupils with physical disabilities 15
Pupils with autistic spectrum 13
disorders

Pupils with severe learning 11
difficulties

Pupils with visual impairments 9
Pupils with hearing impairments 9

3.2.11 Staff involved (review-specific
keywords)

Rix et al. (2006) noted the comments of users to
members of the Review Group which suggested
that many teachers still find themselves working
independent of support for a large part of

any working day. This aspect was of particular
importance to the 2006 review and hence that
review identified the staff involvement within
the studies. Updating this aspect of the review
in 2009 continues to highlight the frequency of
the mainstream classroom teacher in working
with children with special educational needs. For
the third year of the review, this aspect remains
significant.

Table 3.14 Who does the teaching? (N=134
studies, codes are not mutually exclusive)

Teacher group Frequency
Regular mainstream teacher 78
Teachers with equal roles in 4

collaboration

Special teacher and regular teacher | 37
in collaboration

Learning support assistants 11
Peers 32
Others 32
Teachers in collaboration (other) 20

3.2.12 Nature of the teaching approach
(review-specific keywords)

The studies were keyworded according to the nature
of the teaching approach studied. The most common
approach taken within the studies was Adaptation

of instruction (58%), Peer Group Interactive (44%),
which formed the focus for the 2004 in-depth
review, and then Adaptation of materials (42%).
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Table 3.15 Nature of the teaching approach
(N = 134 studies)

Teaching approach Frequency
Adaptation of instruction 78
Adaptation of material 42
Adaptation of assessment 17
Adaptation of classroom environment 23

Behavioural/programmatic intervention 23

Teaching approach

Computer- based 7

Peer tutoring 22
Peer group interactive 44
Team teaching 26
Other 21

3.2.13 Staff involved in delivering
particular teaching approaches

A range of teaching approaches are identified
within the map (3.2.12) and teachers are seen to
be working both independently and in collaboration
within these studies (3.2.11). This raises the
question as to whether particular teaching
approaches are delivered by teachers alone or in
collaboration. No significant patterns of interaction
emerge between teaching approach and method

of delivery (collaborative or not), which might
suggest that factors outside of available classroom
personnel are influencing the choice of method.

3.2.13 Form of interaction (review-
specific keywords)

There was evidence of a variety of interaction
forms, occurring within single studies. Indeed, the
134 studies were keyworded 340 times.

As might be predicted from experience of
mainstream class practice verbal and written
interactions were the most common, and clearly so
(see Figure 3.16). This suggests that the primacy of
traditional talking and writing interactions remain
relatively unaffected in settings where a diversity
of learners are being taught.

The comparative failure to include, for example,
more pictorial, hands on activities or signing
within these studies highlights a major challenge
for researchers and teachers, as both of these
methods are cited in the 2004 review as integral to
the support of pupils who experience difficulties in
learning, in non-mainstream settings. (This issue is
discussed further in Chapter 4).
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Table 3.16 Forms of interaction evidenced
(N = 134 studies; codes are not mutually
exclusive)

Interaction Frequency
Verbal 111
Auditory 31

Visual 21

Pictorial 23

Signed 2

Written 70

Tactile 16
Technological 22

Other 35

3.2.14 Participants in the interaction
(review-specific keywords)

Predictably, the majority of the studies gave
evidence of pupil-teacher interactions (77%)

and pupil-pupil interactions (59%), but far less
attention was paid to the interactions involving
pupils, teachers and support staff (21%), pupils
and support staff (19%), and between staff (18%).
This relative lack of focus on support staff occurs
despite over 60% of studies involving additional
practitioners in the classroom. Previous reviews
have noted this lack of engagement with the
interactions involving those practitioners and
concluded that this makes it far harder to assess
the impact of those practitioners on the success
of the studies and the teaching approaches they
examine. It could also be that these practitioners,
while in the majority of the classrooms are less
involved in explicit pedagogical interactions.

Table 3.17 Participants in interactions (N =
134 studies; codes are not mutually exclusive.)

Participants Frequency
Pupil-teacher 103
Pupil-pupil 79
Pupil-support staff 28
Pupil-teacher-support staff 26
Teacher-support staff 13
Teacher-teacher 10

Other 26

3.2.15 Type of interaction (review-
specific keywords)

The most commonly identified interactions were
considered (69%) and informal (62%), both of which
were about three times more common than the
programmed interactions (21%). These categories
were not mutually exclusive, of course, and so the
134 studies were keyworded 204 times.



Table 3.18 Types of interactions (N = 134
studies; codes are not mutually exclusive.)

Interaction type Frequency
Programmed 21
Informal 62
Considered 69

3.3 Identifying and describing
studies: quality-assurance results

3.3.1 Monitoring the validity of the
review’s focus

As indicated in section 2.1, the Advisory Group
provided a sounding board for key matters of
discussion. Their comments suggested that the
in-depth review question was of interest and
potential benefit to the intended audience.

As stated in section 2.2.3, this review used the
systematic review procedures as described in
the EPPI-Centre documentation to ensure that
the review was systematic within the resources
available.

3.3.2 Screening

Screening of both titles and abstracts and full text
documents was conducted by two independent
screeners. A random sample from the 2009 sample
was screened by the EPPI-Centre link person. This
consisted of 13 titles and abstracts in addition to
eight full articles. Uncertainties concerning the
inclusion of individual reports were shared and
resolved.

120 papers were examined by two reviewers for
the 2009 review. Initially, a sample of nine papers
was assessed by a third reviewer, from the EPPI-
Centre team. Independently reached decisions
were in agreement on eight of the papers and the

outstanding paper was agreed following discussion.

The two reviewers 