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Abstract

A three-year systematic literature review is in process. The aims of the review in the first year were to create a descriptive map of research undertaken in the area of effective pedagogical approaches to enable children with special educational needs to be included in mainstream classrooms, and 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. In England 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’. The document specifies three ‘key principles for inclusion’: setting suitable learning challenges, responding to pupils’ diverse learning needs and overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals and groups of learners. One outcome of the literature review is an overview of the various ways that teachers are effectively succeeding in this. In this paper, using the literature, we share some of the characteristics of the teaching approaches that have been shown to lead to positive outcomes in the areas of academic attainment, social involvement and improved behaviour. We discuss how these approaches might be used by teachers to support all learners. 
Introduction: why a systematic review of the evidence?

Ordinary classrooms in mainstream schools contain an ever-widening diversity of pupils. For these classrooms to be inclusive, however, it is not sufficient that pupils with special educational needs are located there. Inclusion is now seen as much more than a simple issue of placement; it is more likely to be understood as being about the quality of learning and participation ((Rouse & Florian, 1997; Mittler, 2000). Moreover, it is widely understood that inclusive schools are schools that make major adjustments to their organisation and processes in response to their diverse populations. A key element of adjustment is in the way that teachers teach. It makes sense that, in reflecting on the changes they need to make to meet a greater range of pupils’ learning needs than ever before, teachers need access to good information.

The Curriculum 2000 ‘General Statement for Inclusion’ (QCA, 2000) placed a statutory requirement on mainstream schools to provide ‘effective learning opportunities for all pupils’ and set out three ‘key principles for inclusion’: setting suitable learning challenges, responding to pupils’ diverse learning needs, and overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals and groups of learners. However, a potential obstacle to providing these opportunities is the history of faith in special procedures and approaches conducted in special settings or by special teachers. Teachers in mainstream schools tend not to be consciously aware of their role in the development of appropriate pedagogical approaches for such a wide range of educational need. Moreover, the industry that has developed around special needs means that teachers face countless claims for the effectiveness of specialist techniques and materials that are often untested, either in special or inclusive settings, and that have a poor theoretical basis (Thomas & Loxley, 2001). Much of the weightier research and studies of less readily packaged approaches are not reported in the professional media and so not readily available to teachers. Previous overviews of the research have established some of the wider policy, support and organisational elements that are effective in inclusive education (Sebba and Sachdev, 1997) and indicated that there is little evidence to support the use of a particular pedagogy for each type of special educational need (Norwich and Lewis, 2001). This systematic review of the research is intended to provide a summary of the available evidence about pedagogical approaches that have recorded outcomes in including children with special needs in mainstream classrooms. The research is funded by the Teacher Training Agency with the intention that the pedagogical approaches teachers adopt in response to classroom challenges can be informed by the best evidence available. 

Background

The policy of including pupils with SEN in mainstream schools and classrooms in England and Wales was importantly marked by the Warnock Report (DES, 1978) and has since gained momentum with Codes of Practice (DfE, 1994; DfEE 2001), government guidance (DfEE, 1997; 1998) and legislation (1981, 1993 and 1996 Education Acts; SENDA 2001). Despite a large literature, there is a lack of clarity for teachers to draw on about what constitutes 'best practice' or even effective practice in teaching approaches for classes that include pupils with a range of special educational needs. 

The first review of a series of three inter-connected reviews (Nind & Wearmouth, 2004) was conducted in 2003-2004 in the context of a long history of concepts of special pupils and special education and a faith in special pedagogical approaches. Nonetheless, some important critiques of special pedagogy (e.g. Hart, 1996; Thomas & Loxley, 2001; Norwich & Lewis, 2001) had raised the profile of teaching approaches that ordinary teachers can and do use to include children with special educational needs in mainstream classrooms. Previous systematic literature reviews related to the area of special educational needs and inclusion had focused on 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); and school-level approaches to facilitating the participation by all students in the cultures, curricula and communities of schools (Dyson et al, 2002). While research had sought to establish the effectiveness of particular pedagogies or the impact of school actions on pupil participation there had been no prior systematic review that could answer the question of what pedagogical approaches can effectively include children with special educational needs in mainstream classrooms. This review sought to fill this gap. 

Aims of the systematic review

The aims of the review were to:

· Create a descriptive map of research undertaken in the area of effective pedagogical approaches that enable children with special educational needs to be included in mainstream classrooms.

· 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. 

The review question was: 

What pedagogical approaches can effectively include children with special educational needs in mainstream classrooms?
Answering this question involved determining and examining 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. For our purposes ‘effectively include’ meant that we only identified studies that indicated an outcome for pupils in terms of their learning and participation, for example, changes in their attainment levels, progress, attitudes, confidence or skills. The studies could report outcomes either for the pupils with special educational needs or for all the pupils. We were concerned with ‘pedagogical approaches’ in the broadest sense, including studies of classroom practices, personnel deployment, organisation, use of resources, classroom environment and curriculum. In focusing upon ‘special educational needs’, we were 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. While there is much to be learned from research on teaching approaches for other diversity and difference in the classroom, this was not included in this particular review.

Methods: Stage 1 - Mapping the Terrain

A systematic literature search was conducted using the guidance from EPPI (version 0.9.7, EPPI, 2003). Specific search terms were aligned with the varying word usages in different countries and the British Education Thesaurus was used for selecting synonyms. All studies returned from searches were entered into a database and screened. Inclusion and exclusion criteria were used to identify studies with a specific scope (a focus on students aged 7-14 who experience special educational needs, in mainstream classrooms, including pedagogical approaches and an indication of student outcomes); study type (empirical); and time and place (written in English and published after 1994) (see appendix A). A range of electronic databases and citation indexes were interrogated and internet sites were searched (see Appendix B). 

Screening was applied by two screeners operating independently, first to titles and abstracts (in two iterative stages) and then to full documents. Thus, studies were taken through a series of graduated filters, culminating in the shortlist of studies that met the inclusion criteria. (For quality assurance procedures see the report to the TTA, forthcoming.) These were keyworded using the EPPI-Centre Keywording Strategy (version 0.9.7) with review-specific keywords in addition to EPPI keywords (see appendix C). This generated the ‘descriptive map’ of the studies, that is, a picture of the kinds of research that have been conducted together with details of their aims, methodologies, interventions, theoretical orientation, outcomes and so on. This process did not attempt to assess the quality of the studies. 

Findings: Stage 1 -A View of the Terrain

A total of 2095 potentially relevant reports were identified for the review. Over half (1156) were excluded in the first screening of titles and abstracts and a further 238 were excluded in a second iteration of the process. A total of 383 full reports were screened (some having been unavailable in the timeframe). A further 315 reports, were excluded leaving 68 that met the criteria for inclusion in the mapping study.

Most of the 68 studies in the map were identified through the electronic searches on PsychInfo and ERIC.  Over half of the studies were researcher-manipulated evaluations (56%) with the remainder divided between naturally occurring evaluations, explorations of relationships and descriptive studies. The vast majority (82%) were undertaken in the USA with seven studies (10%) conducted in the UK and the remainder in Canada (4%), Norway, Australia and New Zealand.

The majority of studies did not focus on curricular issues, but of those that did literacy dominated. Primary school contexts were twice as prevalent as secondary school contexts. The target groups were mostly pupils of both sexes with learning difficulties, though studies of pupils with autistic spectrum disorders, emotional and behavioural problems and physical and sensory disabilities were also represented. Some teaching approaches were explicitly for all pupils. Regular mainstream teachers mostly carried out the teaching interventions, with special teachers and peers also often involved.

The most common pedagogical approach was adaptation of instruction, often combined with other types of adaptation: materials, classroom environment and assessment. Just under a quarter of the studies involved peer group interactive approaches (see fig 1 below).
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Table 1 below provides data from the map and illustrates the kinds of studies and teaching included in various categories of teaching approach. It can be seen that many of these studies involve interventions combining more than one of the approaches. This was particularly true of naturally occurring evaluations. 

	Table 1: Illustrative examples from the map of teaching approaches

	Category of pedagogic approach 
	Illustrative examples

	Adaptation of instruction
	· Flem, A. et al (2000) Norwegian case study of one teacher's scaffolding to  assist cognitive learning processes.

· Mastropieri, M.A. et al (2000) One teacher's application of mnemonic strategy instruction in her inclusive, 4th-grade social studies class

	Adaptation of materials
	· Bryant, D. et al (2001) Impact of professional development leading to use of new strategies and materials to support pupils struggling with reading.

	Adaptation of assessment
	· Bryant, R. et al (1999) Study related to adaptation of teaching, environment, materials and assessment. 

	Adaptation of classroom environment
	· Zembylas, M. (2002) Study of one teacher's approach combining activity-oriented science curriculum with the building of caring relationships in her classroom and developing enthusiasm for science and fulfilling students' personal purposes. 

	Behavioural/ programmatic intervention
	· Alber, S. R. et al (1999) Pupils trained to attract teacher attention and thus increase (a) the rate of teacher attracting (b) the rate of teacher praise received (c) the rate of instructional feedback received, and (d) accuracy in work completion.

· Arceneaux, Marcia C. (1997) Simple peer-prompting procedure on reducing or eliminating annoying/disruptive sounds made by child with developmental disabilities. 

	Computer based pedagogy 
	· Luth, R. ( 1994) Evaluation of the use of 'Successmaker' (Integrated Learning System - ILS) on literacy and numeracy in children with emotional and behavioural difficulties.

· Xin, J.F. (1999) Computer-assisted cooperative learning in Grade 3 mathematics instruction compared with whole-class computer-assisted learning. 

	Peer tutoring
	· Mortweet, S.L. (1999) Investigated the academic effects of classwide peer tutoring during spelling instruction compared to traditional teacher-led instruction.

· Yasutake, D.  (1996) Pupils with learning disabilities and students at risk for referral for special education assessment serving as tutors for younger children in a peer tutoring program were trained to respond to tutees' correct responses with statements attributing their success to ability and effort, and to incorrect responses with strategy suggestions.

	Peer group interactive
	· Salisbury, C.L et al (1995) Studied teachers' strategies and identified active facilitation of social interactions, empowering children, building a sense of community in the classroom, modeling acceptance, and developing school organizational supports. Peer group interactive approaches occuring alongside adaptation of teaching and environment and team teaching.

· Blum, H. et al (2002) Use of literature circles to encourage students to improve their abilities to analyze literature selections as well as their self-determination in selecting literature to read and discussing their ideas.

	Team teaching
	· Denton, M. & Foley, D. J. (1994) Study of what happened when a special educator and speech and language pathologist stopped delivering services in self-contained classrooms and started meeting students' needs in regular classrooms via team teaching. 

· Pugach, M.C. et al (1995) Thematic focus on perspectives on classroom social climate, instructional effect, and distribution of teachers' roles and tasks in team teaching.


Methods: Stage 2 - An in-depth look

In practice there may be problems implementing any teaching approach, technique or programme requiring additional or special resourcing, be it human or physical. The review, however, included studies of pedagogical approaches that involved only those personnel who are available in every classroom: that is, the mainstream teacher and pupils’ own peers. The cluster of studies of peer group interactive approaches emerged as of particular interest in this respect and we focused on studies of this kind of approach that did not necessitate additional staffing. This focus also had potential to inform us about the classroom social environments that teachers and pupils find conducive to learning.

What we could learn from the studies centred on two main dimensions: evidence of the effectiveness of these approaches and what they involved. Thus, the systematic review addressed two related new questions for the in-depth stage. These were:

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

· How do mainstream classroom teachers enhance the academic attainment and social inclusion of children with special educational needs through peer group interactive approaches?

On the above basis, inclusion and exclusion criteria on the scope of the studies for the in-depth review were drawn up to include studies: 

· with a focus on a peer group interactive pedagogical approach beyond peer tutoring/behavioural prompting; 

· conducted by mainstream classroom teachers without necessitating additional staff support; and 

· indicating academic and/or social interaction/involvement outcomes measured through systematic data gathering.

These criteria were applied to the studies in the map leading to a subset of studies for the in-depth review. Data extraction (again using EPPI version 0.9.7 guidelines) was undertaken on these, again by two reviewers working independently and only later discussing and resolving any differences. The quality of studies and weight of evidence were assessed using the EPPI data extraction framework. This involved assessing the reliability and validity of each study and judging the trustworthiness of study results. Ultimately, the weight of evidence that each study could contribute to answering the in-depth review questions was agreed using the following explicit criteria: 

· the soundness of studies (internal methodological coherence); 

· the appropriateness of the research design and analysis in relation to the review questions; and 

· the relevance of the study topic focus to the review questions. 

Taking into account quality of execution, appropriateness of design and relevance of focus, the overall weight of evidence judgement was made using a consistent formula. 

Only the studies in the in-depth review that were judged to have at least medium weight of evidence were synthesised for each question, enabling them to contribute to the conclusions and recommendations drawn. Synthesis took the form of eliciting a qualitative and quantitative overview for the effectiveness question and a structured narrative describing any overall, cross-study patterns/themes related to how teachers use peer group interactive approaches. 

Findings: Stage 2 - An in-depth look

Ten studies were included in the in-depth review (see Appendix D) and nine of these were conducted in the USA. With the exception of two exploration of relationships studies, the studies were evaluations, mostly researcher-manipulated (n.6). Six of the studies focused on literacy. Six were conducted in primary school settings. 

Whether or not the findings from the studies were included in the synthesis in response to our in-depth review questions depended on their quality. Five studies were included in the synthesis for review question a) (are approaches effective) and seven for review question b) (how are approaches used). 

The peer group interactive approaches in detail 

Table 2 provides some of the detail of the specific approaches studied and summarises the outcomes and the implications, which, following this individual focus will be discussed as a whole.

	Table 2 The approaches, findings and implications of the individual studies

	Study and summary of outcome 
	The pedagogy and implications

	Beaumont, C. J. (1999) Dilemmas of peer assistance in a bilingual full inclusion classroom

Found students need skills to negotiate complex social relationships. Social (inter)actions affect participation in curricular activities. Students with special needs offered help, which suggests they wanted to establish themselves as equals, but they themselves experienced less support in interactions than their peers.

Frederickson, N. & Turner, J.  (2002) Utilizing the classroom peer group to address children's social needs: An evaluation of the Circle of Friends intervention approach

Positive impact on the social acceptance of the focus children in the perceptions of their classroom peer groups (though improvements were not shown on teachers’ or focus children’s perceptions, nor on the general ethos of the classroom learning environment).
	Teachers providing space for ‘spontaneous, unstructured peer assistance interactions' between students, some of whom had previously been in special education. Teachers relying on peer assistance to supplement their instruction. 

Teachers need to consider context and role when planning and to understand, monitor and structure helping interactions. Teachers need to help students learn how to make bids for attention, how to ask precise questions (for clarification, etc.) and how to offer help without criticism.
‘Circle of Friends’ is an intervention designed to facilitate social acceptance of pupils through peer support. It focuses on pupils helping each other to see and think about things from different perspectives. In Frederickson’s study, the 'Circle of Friends' intervention was adapted to support the process of including students 'with emotional and behavioural difficulties', in mainstream classrooms by involving the classroom peers as a social support network to facilitate the acquisition and generalisation of appropriate classroom behaviours and social competence. 

Teachers can use Circle of Friends approaches to facilitate social acceptance. Teachers need to actively engage in exploratory research into how this might have greater impact. 



	Cushing, L.S. (1997) Disentangling the effect of curricular revision and social grouping within cooperative learning arrangements

Pupils with learning difficulties made greater improvement in weekly pre-/post-test scores when the curriculum materials were adjusted and they worked with one peer only, compared with when the curriculum materials were adjusted and the target pupils worked in cooperative learning groups. There was little difference in active engagement or social interaction across the two conditions.
	Cooperative learning encompassing either just differentiated curriculum and pair work or differentiated curriculum plus social grouping component. They found that 

The implications are not necessarily to favour pair work over cooperative learning arrangements as the educators preferred the cooperative group arrangements and reported that students without disabilities did too.



	Stevens, R. J.& Slavin, R.E. (1995a) Effects of a Cooperative Learning Approach in Reading and Writing on Academically Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students

Positive academic outcomes compared with regular instruction and pull-out remedial programs. This includes greater progress in reading vocabulary, comprehension, language mechanics and expression than students in traditional classrooms. This was the case for students with and without difficulties in learning. Small to moderate effect sizes, some of the statistically significant. 


	Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) Program: a comprehensive cooperative-learning approach to reading and language arts instruction. Students work in heterogeneous learning teams on reading and writing activities. The approach

is, itself, informed by research, and consists of 3 main elements: story-related activities, direct instruction in comprehension strategies, and integrated writing and language arts. 

There are benefits to combining a focus on curriculum and instruction arrangements alongside social grouping arrangements. It is worth investing in multifaceted, cooperative learning approaches. There is value in using holistic, authentic learning experiences in a peer-interactive context.

	Stevens, R.J. & Slavin, R.E.  (1995b) The Cooperative Elementary School: Effects on Students' Achievement, Attitudes, and Social Relations

Significant, lasting improvements in reading vocabulary, language expression and math computation across groups. Significant difference to number of friends. 

 
	Cooperative learning strategies across the curriculum, particularly in relation to literacy and numeracy, and set within the context of a broader cooperative learning environment and school philosophy.  Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) Program and Team Assisted Individualisation – Mathematics (TAI).

Multifaceted approaches can lead to positive academic and social outcomes. Cooperative learning approaches can be used to enhance inclusion through integration of students into heterogeneous learning teams with group goals and individual accountability, using additional support where needed. An environment of positive interdependence helps. There is value in using holistic, authentic learning experiences in a peer-interactive context.



	Palincsar, A.S. et al (2001) Making Science Accessible to All: results of a design experiment in inclusive classrooms

Significant learning gains in science made by students with special educational needs, low-achieving and normally-achieving students. The nature and amount of appropriate assistance/intervention received by students influenced their participation. Students with special needs found it difficult to learn from large-group discussions without concrete support, but one-to-one discussion with the teacher helped them to engage with learning, develop thought and rehearse for sharing. Students whose achievement in writing was poor participated more fully when helped to document their thoughts. 
	Specific approach of ‘Guided Inquiry supporting Multiple Literacies’ (GIsML) which includes elements of cooperative learning and subject-specific careful pedagogy. An approach to science teaching that involves authentic activities and opportunities to engage in higher order thinking. Students repeat cycles of investigation to refine their thinking (engage, investigate, explain and report). Key characteristics are paying attention to the way lesson content and teaching materials can be accessed by the students and the way the thinking and reasoning of students with special needs can be accessed by teachers and peers.

Teachers need to have deep knowledge of subject matter and time and opportunity to discuss teaching approaches with their peers. They need to give students social support, particularly in small-group activities. There is value in using holistic, authentic learning experiences in a peer-interactive context.

	Goatley, V. J. (1996) The participation of a student identified as learning disabled in a regular education blook cub: The case of Stark

The student in the single case study showed improved levels of reading comprehension and of writing and improved social skills in the classroom. He started to respond to the text, drawing on self experiences and eliciting the viewpoints of his peers. His teacher became aware of his strengths and provided the necessary instruction to help in problem areas.


	Book club is a literature-based reading programme with reading, writing, instruction and large group discussion components. It includes authentic, contextually-grounded literacy activities for example reading real books, connected text, not just completing worksheets to practice a single skill. 

There is value in using holistic, authentic learning experiences in a peer-interactive context. 


Discussion: characteristics of the approaches and how these might be used

All the teaching approaches studied involve an understanding of the pupil as an active agent in the construction of personal knowledge and of all pupils as capable of learning. They also imply that the learning environment plays a key role since pupils learn through social interactions. There is recognition that a sense of belonging to, and participation in, the learning community has an important effect on young people’s learning in schools.

The studies, separately and together, illustrate the potential for the peer group to support the achievement and progress of pupils with special educational needs. Teachers foster the co-construction of knowledge through scaffolding by, and dialogue with, peers. In these studies this co-construction took the form of peer-led discussion groups (Cushing et al., 1997; Stevens and Slavin, 1995a; 1995b), careful questioning of pupils (Palincsar et al., 2001) and focusing on social cognition and behaviours (Frederickson, 2002). In the cooperative learning groups, that were the subject of several of these studies, there is a clear view of the need for a careful delineation of the roles of group members. In effective peer group interactive approaches, roles and group interactions are carefully planned with the pupils’ learning at the centre of the planning process.

The views of skill acquisition, particularly in the areas of literacy and numeracy, that underpin the studies tend to be holistic and related to their application to the real-world context. This holistic approach is very different from the more usual fragmented or task-analysed, phonics-based approach to literacy instruction for pupils deemed to have special educational needs. Equally, the approaches to mathematics and science suggest an acknowledgement of the importance of the social context rather than the individualised instruction (particularly in number) more usually associated with ‘remediation’ approaches to the learning needs of pupils with special educational needs.

Implicit in the approaches researched in these papers is a need for everyone to share and understand a common school philosophy about everyone’s learning and respect for individuals who experience difficulties. They reflect the view that inclusion of individuals in mainstream classrooms, in the sense of participation in the learning community, cannot occur without cooperation and collaboration. With the exception of the study that was purely concerned with the social dimension (Frederickson & Turner, 2002) the research evidence here suggests that the social and academic dimensions are integrally linked and that peer group interactive approaches that have positive outcomes address both the social and academic elements of supporting learning. 

This systematic review of the literature provides some evidence of how the elements of peer group interactive approaches have been used to support the inclusion of pupils with special needs in mainstream classrooms. It also provides evidence of the ways in which these approaches have implications for the organisation and overall philosophy of schools. While specific evidence is available for the effectiveness of particular programmes, cooperative learning more generally encompasses a range of teaching practices and the evidence base relates to the elements of social grouping/teamwork, the roles of group members, revising and adapting the curriculum and working with a cooperative learning school ethos. A common concern is pupils helping each other to see and think about things from different perspectives.

Early efforts at integration have been criticised on the grounds that pupils with special needs may be present in mainstream classrooms, but they may not be learning or participating (Mittler, 2000). In contrast, the outcomes of three of these studies show both enhanced academic learning and community participation of pupils with special educational needs is possible. The evidence indicates that peer group interactive approaches that are effective in academic terms are also often effective in terms of social participation and children's attitudes to their learning. Teasing out the elements of the approaches that are functionally related with each outcome (as Cushing et al. (1997) attempt to do) is difficult and probably unnecessary in professional rather than research terms. Indeed, the relationship between academic and social dimensions is not always straightforward (Cushing et al., 1997), but in general the studies show the advantages of peer group interactive/cooperative learning approaches that are multi-faceted. The studies indicate that attention to community and classroom participation should not be at the expense of attention to curriculum-related teaching and learning. Palincsar et al.'s (2001) finding that significant learning gains depend on social and cognitive supports, underlines this point.

In summary, there are important lessons for teacher to use in that:

1. As well as utilising pupils as resources for learning, teachers who use peer group interactive approaches see the other adults within the school community as both teachers and learners. This both models cooperative learning and provides additional supports. 

2. Teachers using peer group interactive approaches to effectively include pupils with special educational needs are aware of the need for careful planning of group work, including delineation of the roles of group members.

3. Teachers effectively using peer group interactive approaches work on (basic) skills in a holistic way, embedded in classroom activity and subject knowledge. This is in contrast to the isolated skill development associated with traditional remedial programmes for special needs. Making use of peers may bring with it a necessity to make skill development socially meaningful.

4. The studies indicate a role for shared philosophy around respecting everyone in the class and all their learning. Teachers effectively including pupils with special educational needs through peer group interactions enjoy a common concern with participation in the learning community, cooperation and collaboration.

Conclusion

Policy-makers often advocate inclusive education without an understanding of the pedagogical approaches that teachers can use to operationalise the policy. There is a shortage of evidence about the nature of teaching approaches that effectively include children with special educational needs in mainstream classrooms and teachers are exploring and creating approaches that work for them. There is, however, some evidence that can inform this work, that is, evidence that peer group interactive approaches can be effective and evidence about how they work. Policy should support teachers in adopting such approaches.

The evidence gleaned from this systematic literature review process could also be used by teacher educators, who may struggle to respond to the questions of their trainees about whether inclusive pedagogy is actually viable. It is important, however, that teachers and teacher educators addressing the challenge of teaching diverse class groups use the available evidence in an active way as part of their own classroom based research or reflective practice (Elliot, 2004). Reviewing the literature gives teachers something to work with - it does not give them a recipe to follow.

It is also important that effective teaching for inclusion is seen as the complex practice that it is, often combining attention to (subject-specific) adaptation of teaching/curriculum with attention to community participation, social grouping and roles within the group. According to the evidence reviewed here, teaching approaches that effectively include children with special educational needs cannot be reduced to simplistic formulae but rather bring together teacher skills with a willingness and ability to also make use of pupil skills.  Encouraging peer group interactive approaches in the classroom in an authentic way implies an acknowledgement of a constructivist, rather than transmission, view of learning. The implication here is to see all learners, including teachers, as having active agency in learning and, therefore, to acknowledge the importance of the teacher as a reflective practitioner (Schön, 1983; 1987) and the school itself as a site of reflective practice to take account of this view.
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Appendix A

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for the Descriptive Map

The mapping exercise normally included those studies that met ALL of the following criteria: 

Scope

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

2. Be conducted in mainstream classrooms 

3. Include pedagogical approaches 

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

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

Study Type

6. Be empirical – exploration of relationships, evaluations or systematic reviews. 

Time and place

7. Be written in English

8. Be 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) Not 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.

Appendix B Databases searched

ArticleFirst  

Australian Education Index (AEI)

British Educational Index

ERIC

Dissertation Abstracts

ECO

PaperFirst

PsycInfo 

ISI Web of Science

Education-online 

Educational Research Abstracts

ChildData 

Index to Theses 

Websites handsearched

Centre for Studies in Inclusive Education  http://inclusion.uwe.ac.uk/csie/csiehome.htm
National Association of Special Educational Needs
www.nasen.org.uk
International Special Education Congress 
www.isec.org.uk
Down Syndrome Organisation 
www.downs-syndrome.org.uk
Mencap
www.mencap.org.uk
Terms for pedagogical approach

pedagogy or instruction 

teaching methods or classroom methods 

educational practices or educational strategies 

curriculum or elementary school curriculum or secondary school curriculum 

classroom environment or learning environment 

or 1 - 6 

Terms for children 7 – 14 years old

students or pupils 

disabled students or special needs students 

elementary school students or primary school pupils 

secondary school students or high school students or secondary school pupils 

preadolescents or adolescents 

primary schools or elementary schools 

secondary schools or high schools 

or 7 - 13 

Terms for special educational needs

special educational needs or special education or special educational program 

disabilities 

or 15 – 16 

Terms for mainstream schools

mainstreaming 

inclusive education or inclusive education program or inclusive educational programs 

Exclusion/limiting terms

infants or babies or toddlers or kindergarten children or preschool children 

nursery schools or early childhood education or preschool education 

adults or post secondary education 

college students or university students 

child abuse or child neglect

Appendix C EPPI and review specific keywords

	1. Identification of report 

Citation

Contact

Handsearch

Unknown

Electronic database (please specify) …………………………
2. Status 

Published

In press

Unpublished

3. Linked reports  

Not Linked

Linked 

4. Language (please specify)
………………………………………

5. In which country/countries was the 

study carried out?  (please specify)

………………………………………

………………………………………

6. What is/are the topic focus/foci of the study?

Assessment

Classroom management

Curriculum

Equal opportunities

Methodology

Organisation and management 

Policy

Teacher careers

Teaching and learning 

Other  topic focus (pleasespecify)……
	7. Curriculum
Art 

Business Studies          

Citizenship

Cross-curricular            

Design & Technology   

Environment

General

Geography

Hidden

History

ICT 

Literacy – first language

Literacy further languages

Literature 

Maths

Music

PSE

Phys. Ed.

Religious Ed.                                         

Science         

Vocational   

Other curriculum (please specify)……

The material does not focus on curriculum issues

8. Programme name (please specify)
…………………………………………………

9. What is/are the population focus/foci of the study? 

Learners

Senior management

Teaching staff

Non-teaching staff 

Other education practitioners

Government

Local education authority officers

Parents

Governors

Other (please specify)……………

10. Age of learners (years) 

0-4

5-10

11-16

17-20

21 and over


	11. Sex of learners

Female only             

Male only            

Mixed sex

12. What is/are the educational setting(s) of the study?
Community centre

Correctional institution

Government department

Higher education institution

Home

Independent school

Local education authority

Nursery school

Post-compulsory education institution

Primary school

Pupil referral unit

Residential school

Secondary school

Special needs school

Workplace

Other educational setting (please specify)…………….

13. Which type(s) of study does this report describe?         

Description

Exploration of relationships

Evaluation: naturally occurring

Evaluation: researcher-manipulated

Methodology

Review: systematic review

Review: other review

14. To assist with the development of a trials register please state if a researcher-manipulated evaluation is one of the following: 
Controlled trial (non randomised)

Randomised control trial (RCT)

15. Have keywords been applied in all categories?




REVIEW SPECIFIC KEYWORDING

	RS4.. What is the aim of the teaching approach? 

(tick all that apply)

To raise academic attainment

To enhance social interaction/involvement

To improve behaviour

RS5. Who are the target group for the teaching approach?

(tick all that apply)

Pupils with physical disability

Pupils with autistic spectrum disorder

Pupils with learning difficulties

Pupils with specific learning difficulties

Visually impaired pupils

Hearing impaired pupils

All  pupils

Others (please specify

RS6. Who does the teaching?

(tick all that apply)

Regular, mainstream teacher

Special  teacher and regular teacher in collaboration

Teachers with equal roles/responsibilities in collaboration

Learning support assisant

Peers

Other


	RS7. What is the nature of the teaching approach researched?

Adaptation of instruction

Adaptation of materials

Adaptation of assessment

Adaptation of classroom environment

Behavioural/programmatic intervention

Computer based

Peer tutoring

Peer group interactive

Team-teaching

Other

RS8. What are the outcomes?

(tick all that apply)

Raised academic attainment

Enhanced social interaction/involvement

Improve behaviour

Mixed positive and negative outcomes

Other
RS9. Who judges the outcomes?

(tick all that apply)

Researcher

Teacher

Pupil 

Parent

Support staff

Other


Appendix D

Ten studies in the in-depth review

· Beaumont, Carol J. (*B) (1999) Dilemmas of peer assistance in a bilingual full inclusion classroom, Elementary School Journal,  99, 3, pp. 233-254.

· Blum, H. Timothy (2202) Literature circles: A tool for self-determination in one middle school inclusive classroom, Remedial and Special Education, 23, 2, pp. 99-108.

· Cushing, Lisa Sharon (*A) (*B) (1997) Disentangling the effect of curricular revision and social grouping within cooperative learning arrangements, Focus on Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities, 12, 4, pp. 231 - 240.

· Frederickson, Norah (*A) (*B) (2002) Utilizing the classroom peer group to address children's social needs: An evaluation of the Circle of Friends intervention approach, Journal of Special Education, 36, 4, pp. 234 - 245.

· Goatley, Virginia J. (*B) (1996) The participation of a student identified as learning disabled in a regular education book club: The case of Stark, Reading and Writing Quarterly, 12, 2, pp. 195 - 214.

· Palincsar, A.S. et al (*A) (*B) (2001) Making Science Accessible to All: results of a design experiment in inclusive classrooms, Learning Disability Quarterly, 24, pp.15-32.

· Salisbury, C.L., Gallucci, C., Palombard, M.M. & Peck, C.A. (1995) Strategies that promote social relations among elementary students with and without severe disabilities in inclusive schools, Exceptional Children, 62, 2, pp. 125-137.

· Stevens, Robert J. & Slavin, R.E. (*A) (*B) (1995a) Effects of a Cooperative Learning Approach in Reading and Writing on Academically Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students, Elementary School Journal, 95, 3, pp. 241 - 262.

· Stevens, Robert J. & Slavin, R.E. (*A) (*B) (1995b) The Cooperative Elementary School: Effects on Students' Achievement, Attitudes, and Social Relations, American Educational Research Journal, 32, 2, pp. 321 - 351

· Summey, Heidi K. (1997) An Exploratory Study of Mainstreamed Seventh Graders' Perceptions of an Inclusive Approach to Instruction, Remedial and special education, 18, 1, pp. 36 - 45.
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Abstract

One of the legacies of the long history of concepts of special pupils and special education is a faith in special procedures and approaches and in turn continued growth of pedagogical practices that frequently fail to address the issue of inclusion (Skrtic, 1991). Norwich & Lewis' (2001) in-depth review of evidence, however, indicates that a taxonomy of appropriate pedagogic approaches for particular “special educational needs” is a construct unsupported by evidence. There is also a conceptual argument, strongly advocated from within the inclusion movement but not exclusive to it, that good teaching is, or can be, good teaching for all (Ainscow, 1997; Hart, 1996; Thomas & Loxley, 2001).

In addition to the conceptual debate about special educational needs and special pedagogical approaches there is conceptual confusion about what it means to effectively include pupils. Definitions of inclusion are often made in comparison to integration to distinguish between the school making (often-radical) adjustments to include children (inclusion) and children being required to change or be ready to fit into unchanged schools (integration) (Mittler, 2000). To effectively include in mainstream is defined as much more than a simple issue of placement (Rouse & Florian, 1997) - it is increasingly conceived as being about the quality of learning and participation that goes on there. 

A systematic literature review was conducted that examined pedagogical approaches which effectively included children with SEN in mainstream classrooms. Disappointingly within this review only a few studies emerged that focussed, to varying degrees, on students with autism. This paper critically reviews and compares these few studies. It considers the nature of “inclusive education” that is being constructed by these approaches and the extent to which the selected studies are compatible with established pedagogical practices and principles for learners with autism.

Introduction to the review

A systematic literature review was conducted in accordance with EPPI criteria (Nind, & Wearmouth, 2004). In year one, the focus was effective pedagogical approaches in use in mainstream classrooms with children with special educational needs, aged 7-14 years. The main aim of this systematic review is to investigate which pedagogical approaches can effectively include children with special educational needs in mainstream classrooms.  

A previous survey of the literature revealed an “explosion of interventions and treatments” for children with autistic spectrum disorder during the last 10 to 20 years (Iovannone et al., 2003).  However the empirical status of reports of these developments varies widely.  Of the papers considered by the systematic review only four articles met the systematic review’s selection criteria and also considered children with autism, autistic spectrum disorder or pervasive developmental disorder.  This might appear surprising given the extensive literature on interventions for children with autism that exist. However, relatively few studies within the wider field of  “Special Educational Needs” met the criteria, and, within this group, relatively few studies in autism are exploring both mainstream class pedagogies and peer group interactive strategies.  In posing this question it was expected, pre-review, that there would be a range of methods used to support children with autism in the mainstream class and that each might imply different viewpoints about inclusive education and how it is enacted.  Of the four studies selected only one (Cushing et al., 1997) met sufficient criteria to pass into the final in depth review. 

A brief definition of Autism 

Autism is seen as one of the set of pervasive developmental disorders (PDDs). It is classified as such, because it is characterised by development of social interaction and communication skills. There are two main systems used for diagnosing autism, but the most widely cited is the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR: American Psychiatric Association, 2000). According to DSM-IV criteria, for a child to be diagnosed as having ‘autistic disorder’, there must be evidence of the following, normally by the time the child reaches 3 years of age:

1. qualitative impairment in social interaction

2. qualitative impairments in communication, and

3. restricted repetitive and stereotyped patterns of behavior, interests and activities    

(American Psychiatric Association, 2000).

The term "autistic spectrum disorder"(ASD) is often used in place of the slightly broader term “pervasive developmental disorders," used in diagnostic manuals.  ASD refers to a group identified disorders in which there are impairments in three common areas: communication, social interaction and imagination (Wing, 2003). ASD includes children with autism and those with Asperger’s syndrome, and refers to a very wide range. The diagnosis of Asperger’s syndrome is made where children possess many of the developmental patterns of children with autism, but where there is no clinically significant delay in cognitive or language development.  Approximately eighty percent of children with autism have severe or profound learning difficulties, scoring below 70 on psychometric tests of intelligence (Peeters and Gillberg, 1999; Jordan, 1999).     

A discussion of the selected research papers

1. What is the nature of “inclusive education” that is being constructed by the approaches considered in the four papers?

The first paper, by Arceneaux and Murdock (1997), does not explicitly identify a pupil with autism. However, it was published in an autism focused journal, and the issues being addressed here are particularly pertinent to pupils with autism. The article begins by noting that although legally children with severe/developmental disabilities should be placed in general classroom  (as least restrictive environments), there is a tension between these legal requirements being placed on a school and concerns about the disruption that these children might cause. In considering this tension evidence is presented in support of inclusive education and has this has two strands 

a) the benefits for the “included” pupils

b) the benefits for others in the class.

The evidence presented under each category is of different nature. For a) the benefits are about developing adaptive behaviour and for b) the benefits are connected to “personal growth” experiences, such as meeting a greater diversity of people.  This division reflects a divide that exists in the literature that the research draws upon. The benefits of using peers as change agents is also mentioned. Peers are seen as a means of changing the behaviour of those “being included”.  However, peers without learning difficulties are positioned differently to those with learning difficulties in relation to their learning.  Despite inclusive education being a demonstrably good thing, it is argued, there will be resistance from schools if the pupils present behaviours that are disruptive to the learning of their peers. The paper suggests a sense of norms which need to be adhered to. It argues that these norms are likely to be broken if inclusive education is not “done properly”. 

The focus of paper is “Ray”, who makes loud bird like squeaking noises during the quiet reading sessions. It is agreed that the silences makes him anxious. Experiences of anxiety are reported by many pupils with autism, and socially inappropriate vocalizations are also not unusual. A simple program is developed to reduce the frequency of the noises he makes. Sue, a peer, moves her chair next to him to prompt him and a friend of Rays also now sits next to him during the fifteen-minute silent reading sessions [it is implied that this wasn’t previously the case]. When Ray makes his noises in the session Sue points to a picture in Ray’s adapted reader to keep him on task.

From an outside perspective we have a situation in which a pupil with severe learning difficulties is presented with the task of fifteen minutes unsupported reading. Further this pupil is acknowledged to be anxious about silence. The difficulty is identified as Ray, not the context in which his difficult behaviour is occurring.

The approach worked effectively and Ray’s noises decreased, and so Sue’s input was stopped. However Ray’s noises, although significantly less in frequency, were still disruptive to other members of the class.  Ray would be removed from the class if he continued to make them.  Sue returned once more and his noises reduced further, to a level where Ray could stay in the class. This improvement was maintained over time.

.

The paper constructs and/or reflects definite limits to inclusion. Ray’s initial improvement was not enough. There was an acceptable standard that he had to reach in order to be included. Without the program he would have been removed from the class, despite significant improvements.  In the intervention Ray is evaluated in terms to the frequency of his behaviour and how this has been adapted. Sue is asked about how she felt, “it made me feel good”, and if it interfered with her studies, (it didn’t).  A different language is used in describing Ray and his peers. It is explicit that the classroom context stays as it is and that Ray must change to meet it. However, there is evidence that adaptation of materials has occurred with the use of an adapted reader.  Overall, this paper reflects inclusion as a child changing to fit an existing mainstream norm. This appears to be much closer to integration, as changes outside of the child do not appear to have been considered.    

Riesen et al. (2003) also begin by citing studies that demonstrate that inclusive education is associated with positive benefits.  But it also acknowledges that educators are likely to be concerned about the unique educational needs of children with severe learning difficulties. This implies that the research does not necessarily reflect the experience or expectations of the teachers themselves. As with Arceneaux and Murdock (1997), there is there is a gap between  the benefits that the research base proposes and teachers judgements on the issues.   

The focus of the paper is the relative merits of two approaches to teaching: Constant Time Delay (CTD) and Simultaneous Prompting (SP).  These are behavioral errorless learning techniques. In the first the teacher prompts the child’s correct response immediately and subsequently gradually fades their prompt by giving a longer time delay before prompting.  In the second approach the child is prompted, without fading, and a pretest determines when to expect unprompted success. Both approaches draw on an established research base to showing their efficacy. 

The two approaches in Reisen et al.’s study are used in a mainstream class with four students  with learning difficulties, one of whom has autism. The term embedded instruction is used to describe the overall programme, as the children’s CTD and SP programmes run  within their mainstream  class time and curriculum activities. The targets that the children are working toward are derived from the mainstream class curriculum. The class were reading and defining Key terms relevant to a subject area (e.g. science). The four children with learning difficulties worked on a subset of 20 relevant words, either reading and/or defining them.

As in Arcenueax and Murdock’s research the child with autism in the class (Charles) was described as making disruptive vocalizations which distracted his peers. However, in Reisen et al. study this behaviour was not addressed directly in the programme. The focus here was to change the teaching method and differentiate the curriculum so that Charles could learn to define the vocabulary items from the class curriculum.  It is implied that by teaching Charles the vocabulary the disruptive vocalizations would diminish.

The teaching methods are delivered by special education paraprofessionals working on a 1 to 1 basis within the class. Children are given models of the appropriate responses and prompted to succeed, and then rewarded with social praise. The programme itself appeared to run well and is effective in developing the students’ learning. The 1 to 1 teaching took place in the transitions and gaps in the mainstream lesson, rather than during the lesson. Thus the children did not miss out on the main class activities but were given additional instructions within the class setting, based on the mainstream class curriculum. 

The paper implies that all children learn in the same way, an assumption underpinning behavioural approaches, but notes that the method used (CTD or SP) should be determined by the child’s learning history and successes.  No mention is made of the nature of autism and its influence on the way in which the child might learn. Inclusive education, as constructed in this context, is about children being in mainstream class, and being engaged with learning within the mainstream curriculum of their peers.  This factor is seen as important in children generalising their learning within the school. Clearly the children are singled out by the presence of a special education paraprofessional but this person works at different transition points during the class timetable, and is not the child’s sole or main teacher. 

Behaviours that would have resulted in exclusion in the previous paper are not the focus of this paper. However, it is implied that such behaviour is not the barrier to inclusion per se. Inclusion is seen as something that is being worked towards, with empirically validated methods being used to teach children within the class.   It is not stated however, of the remainder of the class were also taught using a behaviourally based method. However it is implied that this is not the case. So the idea that the “included” children require teaching that is different and additional to access a differentiated curriculum is suggested.  Inclusion is constructed as engagement with a differentiated mainstream curriculum that is supported through additional and specialist teaching. 

In “Promoting interactive partnerships in inclusive educational settings” Hunt et al. (1997) examine the effectiveness of a multi-component intervention designed to increase the social inclusion of 3 school students (aged 5-10 yrs) with disabilities who were full-time members of general education classrooms. Two of these were pupils with autistic spectrum disorders.  

The intervention package included: 

a) provision of information to classmates about the communication system used , the adapted curriculum and materials of the students with disabilities.  Discussions of diversity and difference.

b) Identification and utilization of various media  (including “conversation books”) that could serve as the basis for interactive exchanges between the focus students and others

c) Facilitation by educational staff of social exchanges between students and their class mates though the establishment of “partner systems” , arrangement of interactive activities across the day , and prompting and interpreting communicative exchanges when necessary. 

(Hunt et al., p.127)

Analyses of the interaction patterns between the focus students and others suggest that implementation of the social support package facilitated increased exchanges with peers that were more balanced, with the focus students more often initiating the interactions and providing information, rather than receiving communication or assistance. Comparisons of the interactions between the focus students and their peers with those of selected classmates revealed closer approximations to typical student-student exchanges during the intervention vs. baseline condition. The social validity of changes in interaction patterns between the focus students and their classmates was evaluated.

The paper begins with a clear statement of what the researchers believe inclusive education to be.  

Inclusive education is achieved when the student is a full-time member of an age appropriate , general education classroom in his or her home school and receives the support necessary to participate not only in the learning environments of his or her peers, but also in their social communities  (Goetz, 1995)  (Hunt et al, 1997, p.127)

After identifying several different aspects of inclusive education research it focuses on the importance of the social relationships in influencing quality of life.

Unlike the other papers a description of the “focus” children’s preferences, abilities and impairments is given., For example one children, diagnosed with ASD, has difficulty reading social clues and could become very upset in social situations. Another who does not speak uses a picture communication system and has a “wonderful sense of humour”.  The third pupil, diagnosed with ASD, adopts a relentless interest in a limited range of subjects and remained unresponsive to the social responses of others.  Their ages were 5, 10 and 10 respectively. 

A significant factor is that the programme works at a whole class level. The information provision allows for discussion of diversity and difference, and seems to be addressed at cultural and social change.  Secondly all the children, including those with disabilities, are taught and supported in developing appropriate communication skills. For example the children are not just presented with a conversation book, containing photographs, but are taught explicitly about the structures of conversation and how to use the book. The programme resulted in increased reciprocal interactions across the class and for the focus students.  These levels were deemed comparable with typical reciprocal interaction rates in class.  The focus students also increased the number of time they commented on issues as opposed to seeking clarification or an explicit response. Further their “time alone” reduced to that comparable with other members of the class, and there was a decrease in their use of assistive interactions with their support assistants.  There were methodological issues that affected the results and the paper acknowledges that additional research is necessary.

An issue which emerges, for me, from Hunt’s paper is that of ownership of inclusion. It begins with a statement of what inclusion means and operationalises this at a whole class level. For the children in this study the academic aspect is not the barrier to inclusion, but the social interactions with the classroom and school. In focusing on this it addresses the issue that is usually prioritised by all children (Sheehy and Simmons, 2004), as well as those with autism. Hunt et al. also argue that the teachers, parents and classroom supporters of inclusion should become the agents of research into inclusion, rather than the objects. This supports a feeling that emerges from the paper that inclusive education is not something which is imposed from outside and must be dealt with, but it is a positive opportunity which can be developed within the classroom by the actions of all those in the class.  

The final paper by Cushing (1997) begins from the premise that in setting up co-operative learning groups in a school the curriculum being studied is also revised. This research set out to control for this revision. The study compared the experiences of children learning in social learning groups using a revised curriculum with their experience of the revised curriculum alone.  Within the class were two children with learning difficulties, one of whom had a pervasive developmental disorder.

The social grouping approach can be outlined as a lecture style presentation to groups of children, the groups then carry out reciprocal tutoring activities, a team activity and a teacher led “wrap up”. In the revised curriculum approach the same materials are used and the same content delivered but without the reciprocal tutoring and team activities. 

A noticeable feature of the research is that is seeking to develop a pedagogy in which all children are taught together, something which works for all. A special education support teacher is used however, unlike Reisin et al.’s study, they work with all of the group which contains children with learning difficulties. 

The dependent variables in the study were the active engagement of the pupils (measured using time sampling), and their social interaction –in terms of duration and nature. Academic outcomes were also measured.  Both staff and pupils were consulted about their opinions of the approaches and both preferred the social grouping approach. This was method was associated with higher quality interactions for the student with a pervasive developmental disorder. However, the academic outcomes were higher in the revised curriculum only condition for the majority of pupils. The model of inclusive education that is being constructed here is a search for a common pedagogy for all, and this pedagogy acknowledges considers both academic and social factors as being important. 

Across the four studies we have interventions in which the prime focus is pupil behavior, the curriculum, the social interactions and pedagogy.  The attention given to each aspect reflects existing classroom ethos, the pupils' abilities in relation to the curriculum and the researcher's own agenda to investigate specific aspects of inclusive education.  These studies reflect differences in the degree to which they contribute towards a transformation of education. This we would argue is necessary for inclusive education to be achieved. 

2.  Are these selected studies compatible with established pedagogical practices and principles for learners with autism? 

As mentioned previously the paucity of studies that emerged from the review was surprising. There are many research papers on teaching children with autism.  These are often based on particular theories of child development and autism, or theories that address different aspects of autism, and have been developed outside of mainstream educational practices.  For example sensory-motor approaches focus on child’s sensory experiences (Dempsey and Foreman, 2001) whereas social approaches such as intensive interaction (Nind, 2000) seek to establish and build reciprocal social engagement and Social Stories present social behaviours in the form of a story to explain and teach social understanding.  Probably the best known approaches within education are Applied Behaviour Analysis and the TEACCH approach (Sheehy, 2004). 

Overall, ABA has been well evaluated by “outside” researchers, partly because it is depends on the observable learning of children. Therefore data are readily available and evaluative studies are usually well controlled enabling influences such as placebo effects and maturation to be ruled out (Dempsey and Foreman, 2001).  Hall, (1997) in reviewing several ABA studies found that, in such programmes, children’s stereotypical behaviours decreased and their language and social initiation skills increased.  

Michelle Dawson is an autistic woman and has an “insider” view of ABA:

ABA is hard to argue against. Its behavioural principles are used in teaching all kinds of children basic skills. As an intensive intervention, ABA is agreed to be a powerful therapy. In autism it has the specific benefit of forcing an autistic's adult entourage to behave consistently, rather than emotionally and arbitrarily, towards the child. And certainly there is evidence that autistic children can with time and effort learn skills this way.  

Where ABA needs scrutiny is when its power is used to remove odd behaviours which may be useful and necessary to the autistic (such as rocking, flapping, and analytical, rather than social or "imaginative" play); and when typical, expected behaviours which may be stressful, painful, or useless to the autistic (such as pointing, joint attention, appropriate gaze, and eye contact) are imposed.  

In a situation where a powerful behaviour therapy is applied to clients unable to consent, the ethical question of which behaviours should be treated should have been asked. Instead, the stated goal of autism-ABA is a "recovered" child indistinguishable from his typical peers.  

(Dawson, 2004)

The comments provided by Michelle Dawson acknowledge the strengths of ABA but also challenge the use of techniques to make a child “fit in” without considering their sensory world and individual preferences.  Further, she highlights the functional aspects of some  “odd” behaviour which might easily be overlooked by purely “outsider” approaches.  In considering the studies selected by the review those that use behavioural techniques to adapt pupil behaviour run this risk.

The TEACCH approach (Treatment and Education of Autistic and Related Communication Handicapped Children) is built around the way the child “reads” their environment.  A TEACCH influenced classroom gives a significant emphasis to physically structuring the  room in ways that facilitate children learning. Pictures and objects can be set out on a TEACCH board to help the person structure space, concepts, tasks and activities (Roth, 2002).  By making the changes in activities predictable the child’s anxiety may be lessened, the reliant on processing and recalling spoken language is also reduced.  This way of working endeavours to meet and address key features of autism such as a need for predictability and the clarification of social messages. The TEACCH classroom might be described as prosthetic, as its design and structure support the particular needs of individual children (Sheehy, 2004).  Whilst there are positive review of TEACCH, identifying improvement in children’s cognitive skills and social skills  (Panerai, Ferrante and Caputo, 1997) evaluative studies have omitted control groups (Dempsey & Foreman, 2001) and rarely use explicitly matched comparisons with alternative approaches (Jordan and Jones, 1999).  Thus it is remains unclear exactly, in empirical terms, what gains children make. 

A consensus is emerging about what constitutes the features of good practice in general terms for children with autism (for example Iovannone et al., 2003; Powell, 2000).  These features are 

1. pedagogy that is based on an underlying model of learning, applied consistently. 

2. the child’s learning environment , social and physical, is made comprehensible to them.

3. the curriculum is tailored to the child’s cognitive and social requirements.. 

4. problem behaviour is treated functionally, although approaches may respond in different ways.

5. planned integration and inclusion with peers. 

(Sheehy, 2004, p.354)

It is clear that each of the four selected studies is based on an underlying model of learning, being either behavioral or social constructivist. However there is considerable variation regarding the other features.  This appears to be because the programmes do not begin with a consideration of the nature of autism. This is a double edged sword. On the positive side it can result in programmes that seek to create social and educational inclusion with children accessing the same, differentiated, curriculum as their peers and engaging in improved social interactions within the classroom. The reviewed studies suggest that this can be done successfully. However, there is also the risk that unusual behaviour may not be treated functionally and that the curriculum might be presented in ways which are not optimally accessible. An important influence, apparently missing in the research papers is the voice of people with autism themselves. This is likely to lead to more sensitive way forward, and hopefully build on the good practices illustrated in the research papers.  The potential danger here is that this may lead back into “special education thinking” (Thomas and Loxley, 2001) and act to undermine the significant developments seen in these papers in creating inclusive education. Perhaps including this consultation as part of an increased involvement for all children would be the most useful, and inclusive, way to proceed. The papers reviewed suggest that it is possible for students with autism to be educated within mainstream classrooms. However, the way in which inclusion is operationalised, albeit in this very small sample, appears to be developing in different ways. This reflects the different aspects of inclusive education that are prioritized in each study.  
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Abstract

This paper addresses issues raised by the systematic literature review process. The authors are currently examining the literature on the pedagogy of mainstream teachers and support staff that effectively include children with special educational needs, with a view to assessing the interactions of peers, teachers and support staff. This paper sets out the methods of the systematic review, how we defined our terms and narrowed our focus. It explores the tensions that we confronted as part of this process. It explores in particular how we built on a previous review, and dealt with the criteria used to include and exclude studies and to carry out keywording. The paper concludes by highlighting some limitations of the systematic review process, and their impact on the ways in which we frame the reviews we create.

Introduction

Teachers are expected to work effectively with an ever-widening diversity of students, often feeling that they are unprepared to do so (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; Farrell, 1997; Jenkinson, 1997). Part of the challenge for them is their understanding that there are many pedagogies written about and which make claims to effectiveness, without knowing the degree to which these teaching approaches have been appropriately researched and shown to be suitable practice. The complexity of the learning environment in which teachers work means making such judgements about pedagogies is particularly challenging, as there are many variables operating at any given moment. In an attempt to identify those techniques and materials that mainstream teachers can rely upon and use, it was decided to systematically review the research into pedagogies that effectively include people with special educational needs. This paper reports on the second year of this progressive and developing three year systematic review programme undertaken for the Teacher Training Agency (TTA). 

Evans and Benefield (2001) see the key features of a systematic review as being: 

an explicit research question to be addressed; transparency of methods used for searching for studies; exhaustive searches which look for unpublished as well as published studies; clear criteria for assessing the quality of studies (both qualitative and quantitative); clear criteria for including or excluding studies based on the scope of the review and quality assessment; joint reviewing to reduce bias; a clear statement of the findings of the review 

(Evans and Benefield, 2001, p.529)

They suggest that systematic reviews differ from narrative forms in that they are more focussed, offering clarity about search strategies and the criteria and methodology used for including and assessing reviews. Systematic reviews are frequently described as providing answers to specific questions, whereas narrative reviews provide a map of large, complex areas where multiple issues are involved. This means that systematic reviews are seen as having more relevance to practical user issues and narrative reviews are of more interest to academics. 
There have been a number of Systematic Reviews carried out in the last few years on behalf of the TTA and DfES, and three, prior to last year’s review (Nind et al, 2004), which focused in particular on specific areas of special educational needs and inclusion. These reviews considered appropriate responses to pupil behaviour (Harden et al, 2003), the impact of paid adult support (Howes et al, 2003) and school-level approaches to facilitating the participation of all students (Dyson et al, 2002). There have been a number of other reviews in this area beyond the TTA/DfES remit too, for example, two meta-analyses by Quinn et al. (1999), who examined how social skills training interventions improve social skills or reduce problem behaviours amongst young people with emotional and behavioural disorders, and Stage and Quiroz (1997), who examined the effectiveness of school-based interventions in reducing disruptive classroom behaviour. 

Within these studies there are a wide variety of strengths and weaknesses identified in relation to the systematic review process. Harden (2003) for example, talks about a bias in the kinds of journals they searched and the impact this would have on the range of theoretical models evaluated by the included studies, pointing to the bias towards English language papers in particular. Time restriction is also a common concern, particularly in relation to gaining access to unpublished materials (Nind et al, 2004). There are clearly a number of issues raised, too, when reviews rely solely upon bibliographic databases for searching (Evans et al, 2001, Dyson et al, 2002). For example, the use of databases such as ERIC and PsycINFO biases the review towards their limited range of topics and journals and tends to mean fewer books or book chapters are identified. There are also issues of database construction, so that there can be significant time lags between the completion of a study and its appearance on the database. The information provided varies greatly too, not only in terms of whether the databases provide a citation, abstract or a full text, but also in relation to the keywords used. Keywording across the databases can vary greatly, as can the ability to search for more general or specific terms, synonyms and related terms. 
There is often a concern expressed (Howes et al, 2003, Hammersley, 2001) about the tendency to identify quantitative research as opposed to qualitative. Papers are less likely to be seen as valid and reliable if there is not a clearly defined, measurable outcome. In addition, the a priori criteria can rule out papers that could indirectly have a bearing on the subject at hand. Similarly, issues of generalisability are a major concern. If the review is focused on a very specific set of criteria, then findings cannot be applied to a situation in which those criteria do not apply. The synthesis process at the end of review means findings can be generalised to some degree, but it would be against the spirit of systematic reviews to go further. This can limit the understanding of users, who may feel the need to generalise beyond the review’s scope. This would seem to be a likely outcome in educational settings in which the variables that operate mean that no two situations are entirely the same.

The challenges of the systematic review for 2005

In 2004, the authors of this review were part of the team that carried out a systematic literature review of studies which investigated pedagogical approaches that effectively include people with special eductional needs (Nind et al, 2004). This was carried out using the methods and tools created and supplied by the EPPI-Centre (Evidence for Policy and Practice Information), who aim to enable educational researchers in carrying out systematic reviewing and to disseminate findings to practitioners and policy makers. 
In the first year of the review, we identified a wide variety of possible pedagogical approaches that could act as the focus for the in-depth review. When making our final choice we did not wish to focus on an individual category of need or studies that shared a broad aim, but wanted to identify approaches that could be used by ordinary teachers for the whole class without recourse to specialist resources. It was decided, therefore, to focus specifically upon peer group interactive approaches. In the second year we are not focusing upon a single cluster of approaches, but upon the interactions of peers, teachers and support staff across a range of identified approaches. This seemed a particularly relevant starting point, given the socially constructed nature of knowledge and the importance of interactions in mediating and scaffolding learning opportunities for all. Regardless of the pedagogical approach, the interactions that occur within it will be central to its success. It was also recognised that there is a tendency to neglect this aspect of pedagogy in relation to effective inclusion (Skidmore, 2004). 

We were also very aware of the breadth of the field in which we were working. In many ways our experience highlighted both a strength and weakness of the systematic review process. Our initial question in 2004 had revealed over 1800 papers that had some relevance to our database keywords. Examination of abstracts had brought this down to 450 papers, which had been further narrowed down to the final papers for keywording. Within the tight constraints of our initial inclusion and exclusion process we keyworded 68 papers and identified a wide variety of pedagogical approaches, many of which overlapped in the learning situation. We identified too a range of individuals and groupings who were central to the teaching act. 

Identified range of pedagogical approaches and teaching types

	Nature of the pedagogical approach (N=68)
	Who does the teaching  (N=68)

	Adaptation of instruction 
	40
	Regular, mainstream teacher 
	40

	Adaptation of materials 
	24
	Special teacher and regular teacher in collaboration 
	24

	Adaptation of assessment 
	13
	Teachers with equal roles/responsibilities in collaboration
	3

	Adaptation of classroom environment 
	17
	Learning support assistant 
	5

	Behavioural/programmatic intervention 
	14
	Peers 
	23

	Computer based
	2
	Special Education teachers 
	7

	Peer tutoring 
	17
	Research/research assistant 
	7

	Peer group interactive 
	24
	Parent 
	1

	Team-teaching 
	11
	Not stated 
	1

	Other (often mixed methods) 
	10
	
	


It seemed as if we could approach this diversity in two ways. Either we could focus on another pedagogical type or teaching group and examine how they operated or we could consider an aspect of the papers that cut across all the pedagogical approaches and teacher types. It was felt that the former approach could identify and explore an important part of the overall picture of effective pedagogy, helping to build up a wider picture, but it would not deal with the overlaps between the approaches and teacher types. The strength of the review process meant that we had a clearly defined set of papers, but the approaches explored within them were not so clear cut. It was not possible to isolate all variables and identify clear cause and effect in many papers, or to write about all the papers and produce a manageable review. But neither could we cherry pick appropriate papers to produce a broader overview as would be possible in a narrative review. For this reason we decided to take a cross sectional view of the papers, providing ourselves with the opportunity to explore across the boundaries we had created with our keywords in the first year. 

Of significance to the 2005 review is the 14% of papers that should have been screened in 2004 but were not received within the timeframe of the 2004 review or were unavailable. We decided to update the original review from 2004, so as to pick up those papers that had not been received and any others that had been published or added to the databases in the meantime. We sought papers that used: 
· Terms indicating that the study is about children with special educational needs;

· Terms indicating that the study is about inclusion;

· Terms indicating that the study is about pedagogical approaches;

· Terms indicating that the study involves pupils aged between 7 and 14.
The outcome of this re-examination of the databases raised a number of issues identified in previous reviews. At the outset we had not expected that many new papers would be uncovered, but it transpired that an additional 1229 papers needed our consideration. The main bulk of these were papers from 1994-2004 that had only just been added to the databases, in particular ERIC. Like others before us we also recognised that the information provided varied greatly too, not only in terms of whether the databases provided a citation, abstract or a full text, but also in relation to the keywords used. 

These 1229 papers were now screened, using the same set of inclusion and exclusion criteria as had been used the year before. These covered the scope of papers listed above, as well study types and time and language of publication: 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for 2004 and 2005 systematic reviews

	
	Exclusion criteria
	Inclusion Criteria

	1. 
	Not focused on pupils who experience special educational needs of some kind
	Include a focus on students who experience special educational needs of some kind 

	
	Not conducted in mainstream classrooms
	Be conducted in mainstream classrooms 

	
	Not concerned with pedagogical approaches
	Include pedagogical approaches 

	
	Not indicating pupil outcomes
	Include an indication of student outcomes  

	
	Not concerned with all or part of the 7–14 age range 
	Be concerned with the 7-14 age range or some part of it

	
	Descriptions, development of methodology or reviews other than systematic reviews
	Be empirical – exploration of relationships, evaluations or systematic reviews

	
	Not written in English
	Be written in English

	
	Not produced or published in or after 1994
	Be published after 1994


Clearly, these criteria are likely to exclude many papers that could have relevance to teachers. For example, Norwich and Lewis (2000) carried out an explicit and transparent mapping exercise to explore the question of whether differences between SEN learner groups could be identified and systematically linked with learners’ needs for differential teaching, concluding that there was a “lack of evidence to support SEN specific pedagogies” (Norwich et al, 2000, p.3). By seeking out only those pedagogies labelled as tested on people with special educational needs we could be ignoring very effective, everyday, mainstream practices. Criterion 1, therefore, could be seen as working against the notion that inclusive education is education for all, by excluding those papers that are general in their focus. Criterion 5 could also be problematic. In 2004 we realised that our in-depth study had greater reliability in relation to Primary age children. This could be as a result of excluding those papers that have a focus on 15-18 year olds. Certainly Criterion 7 is about our weaknesses as linguists, and denies us access to an unknown number of papers and original practices and perspectives. 

These issues raise a dilemma for systematic reviewing. A main strength of systematic reviews is their explicit procedures. It is suggested that such openness makes for high reliablilty of conclusions and for the process to be assessed by readers (Slavin, 1986). One has to ask, however, whether being open and honest about such shortcomings overcomes the impact of the shortcomings themselves, which result from requiring a narrow question and very specific criteria.
The questions we faced when applying the criteria

Our first challenge in applying these criteria was the quality of the abstracts and titles supplied. There was a great deal of variation in the amount and accuracy of information provided. A ground rule therefore had to be to include any paper that could not clearly be excluded because the synopsis or title was limited in use. 

The inclusion and exclusion criteria created a number of discussion points when screening the papers, both when considering the abstracts and the papers themselves. As Dyson et al (2002, p.8) pointed out, "certain terms are particularly difficult to define in a way that can be operationalised for research purposes and for which reliable measures or indicators can be devised".

Criterion 2 (Be conducted in mainstream classrooms) produced three main questions: - firstly, “How should we deal with papers that were partially conducted in segregated settings?”. We decided that such a paper could only be included if the intervention began in one setting and was then carried on within the mainstream. If the strategy was enacted entirely in a segregated situation (such as a resource room or a special school) and then measured in the mainstream classroom we excluded the paper. It seemed important that a paper needed to explore the enactment in the context that mainstream staff would be working within. Our second question was “Does our definition of a classroom include other school spaces, such as the playing field in PE or the library?”. We decided that the definition of classroom was subject sensitive. If the space used in the paper was integral to the regular teaching of that lesson then it would be seen as being “within the mainstream classroom”. So, the library is a classroom if all pupils are using it regularly in relation to a particular area of learning, and a sports hall or playing field is a classroom when linked to Physical Education lessons. The third question was whether “conducted in” has to be taken literally. If a group of teachers are interviewed outside the classroom in relation to their practice in the classroom, is this research “conducted in” the classroom or outside? We felt that we would not exclude such studies as they could, if empirically supported, provide a variety of insights into ways of working. Such studies would tend therefore to be excluded under Criterion 4 or 6 if appropriate. 

Criterion 3 (Be concerned with pedagogical approaches) produced three main questions; the first two being about the scheduling of classes and about whether assessment can be seen as pedagogy. We wished to take a broad view of pedagogy, defining it as including “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.”, but we felt that papers focusing on timetabling structures were dealing with school-wide issues that fell outside the pedagogy remit. We felt too that papers that merely focussed on ways of improving performance on normative assessments were not suitable for inclusion. Papers that dealt with assessment alone, were only included if they involved a formative component, in which the assessment was seen to feedback into the pupils learning and not merely measure an aspect of that learning. The third question we had about pedagogy concerned the use of specific text books or programmes. We decided that we would include books or programmes if there was a clear link to classroom practice, and not merely a measurement of outcome. 

Criterion 4 (Include an indication of student outcomes) threw up a major challenge, particularly in relation to Criterion 6 (Be empirical – exploration of relationships, evaluations or systematic reviews); how do you include qualitatively measured outcomes that are empirically rigorous enough? Can a survey of teacher attitudes ever match a closely observed lesson interaction? At what point does a survey of attitudes cease to be empirically sound and become anecdotal … and at what point does an anecdotal view become a valid case study? When applying any criterion we are bound to make personal judgements about such matters, 

even the most simple rule-following involves some judgement; and rational decision-making will often take the form of the interpretation of principles rather than the ‘application’ of rules 

(Hammersley, 2001, p.546)
We felt this tension between interpreting principles and applying rules most keenly in relation to this question about the rigour of studies. Answering it was key to a central notion in our review question too – the notion of effectiveness. How could we say that a pedagogy effectively includes without a clear understanding of the outcomes and how they are being assessed? In our original protocol we decided to judge papers on the basis of their own criteria and how explicit they were. This allowed us to be fairly liberal in allowing papers past Criterion 4, but was not so helpful with Criterion 6. Criterion 6 included the subheading “exploration of relationships, evaluations or systematic reviews” however. It was the notion of relationships, that allowed us to include a variety of papers that were qualitative case-studies. We would include any papers that examined the relationship between components of the learning context, as long as they were not merely descriptions. We then had enough information to evaluate the rigour of their outcome assessment against their internal rationale. 

We had a much smaller dilemma in relation to criterion 4 as well. If a paper is about student-teachers on a training programme, and observes student-teachers carrying a particular pedagogy in a mainstream setting with pupils aged between 7-14, and then assesses how well those student teachers did…should we include it? Literally, speaking we don’t have a criterion to exclude it. We therefore interpreted “Include an indication of student outcomes” as referring to the students in the 7-14 age range.

Criterion 5 (Be concerned with the 7-14 age range or some part of it) raised a number of small issues that were surprisingly time-consuming. Many papers do not clearly define the ages of the students involved. There is a tendency, particularly in papers from the United States, to rely upon curricular grouping to define the subjects of the research, for example, Grade 2 or Key Stage 3. When identifying the relevance of papers at the extremes of our age range this is particularly problematic. Will Kindergarten and Grade 1 include any seven year olds or will Grade 10 include some 14 year olds? They might do. We can’t tell. Equally difficult is deciding whether enough people within the study fell within the age-range to merit inclusion. If there are not ages mentioned, and the groups are at either end of the age-range this can be particularly frustrating. In coming to a decision about these cases we bore in mind the need to make statements that have valid and reliable applications to our age-range. If we could identify a significant number of pupils in the context of the research structure then we would include on this Criterion, if however the number was too small to make reasonable conclusions, or if we could not tell what the figures were, then the paper was excluded. 

Preparing for the Keywording – Lessons from 2004

At the time of writing the review team have just begun the process of Keywording over 100 studies identified both last year and this. Prior to this stage, the team felt it was necessary to clarify the definitions of the Review Specific Keywords. In the previous year we had felt that we had a common view of terms such as: 
· Raise academic attainment

· Enhance social interaction/involvement

· Improve behaviour

Yet when the keywording was analysed it became clear that their were a number of differences in interpretation that meant papers had to be revisited and keywords reassessed. We therefore had a full team debate about the operationalisation of the keywording. At the same time at the request of EPPI we revisited our notion of effectiveness, clarifying our view that we should assess this against the papers own criteria, rather than an imposed range. We felt that effectiveness is context specific and therefore to assess the effectiveness of any pedagogical approach we need to assess the degree to which the context is clearly defined within a paper as well as any measures of success. This context assessment would be part of the in-depth stage of the review process. 

The ability to draw upon last year’s experiences has strengthened the protocol for this year. It has also demonstrated the need for the review team and its external advisors to maintain regular and open communication about a wide variety of issues. This, of course, is not always that easy when there are nine people on the review team, a link person at the EPPI Centre, and ten external advisors. Collecting, filing, copying and distributing papers is a time consuming and expensive process. Such organisational niceties have also taught us lessons. Last year, for example, we did not collate those papers that arrived after the keywording deadline. At the time we had not considered using the same primary question for this year’s review. This is a oversight we will try to avoid this year. 

Conclusion

Systematic reviews are currently playing a significant part in the creation of policy and practice throughout the UK. Our experiences with this process suggest that it has a useful role to play in answering contained and focused questions, but that this does not mean that one review alone can effectively serve the needs of users. Like Dyson et al (2002) we would suggest that this methodology provides one set of reviewing tools and processes amongst many. 

Our concerns about the process have arisen from what in other senses can be seen as strengths: 

· By defining catagories a priori you rule out the unexpected, which may represent the new way forward. 

· By suggesting that a priori criteria minimise the making of subjective judgements we imply that the review is objective. Throughout the process, from defining the question to creating and applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria we are relying upon our limited skills base and formalising our own biases and beliefs.

· By being open you do not overcome the shortcomings you identify.

· By focusing on what is contained within the papers you have identified you can only apply your understanding to the contexts explored in those papers.

· By focusing on what is contained within papers identified by a priori criteria you may be less likely to identify those research questions that are not being asked and research methods that are not being used.

· By focusing on empirical evidence it is likely that qualitative, theoretical and critical papers will be downplayed.

· By using systematic reviews as the benchmark for evidence-based practice we imply that everyday practice is not evidence-based. 

· By providing a very tight, context specific set of findings, users may feel a need to extrapolate the findings to different contexts. 

These concerns do not mean we are rejecting the value of systematic reviews. They are intended to underline the need for us to engage with these issues in the creation of our reviews. Our decision to revisit last year’s papers from a different perspective is one possible way of doing this. This will allow us to start building up a cross-sectional view of the field. Similarly, other review teams can use the criteria of this review to inform them of the gaps in the wider systematic review framework. In this way a mosaic picture of effective pedagogies can be created. It would also seem sensible to include information in our appendices, as Howes et al (2003) did, about studies that were felt to be relevant but did not reach the high level of empirical reliability required. 

In our attempts to provide teachers with a guide through the diverse and dispersed literature, our systematic review provides a tightly defined lens. It is harder for it, however, to provide a broader overview, and to encourage us to look beyond our expectations to find new ways of breaking down potential barriers to learning. For those of us involved in the review process, therefore, we need to engage in wide ranging discussions during the creation of the review, so as provide as many opportunities to confront individual assumptions before they become formalised in the systematic review structure. 
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