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Background: The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on educational systems has caused a profound shift in the organization and delivery of education worldwide. The effects of the pandemic crisis on educational systems proved to be detrimental for students with disabilities, highlighting not only the looming social and educational inequalities but also the huge gap in organizational preparedness for education, including identifying the main areas (domains) of preparedness that guide the process of organizational preparedness and the sub-themes (indicators) per domain that help educational organizations to evaluate their level of preparedness and to identify potential gaps and set priorities for preparedness planning.

Methods: Scoping review with thematic analysis was performed on literature published from 2010 to 2022. Six scientific databases (PsycInfo, Web of Science, Eric, Scopus, Proquest, JSTOR) and one academic search engine (Google Scholar) were examined in order to identify publications (peer-reviewed and preprint) in English. The search strategy and robust eligibility criteria were defined by the authors, who also performed screening of the papers, eligibility decisions, and key data extractions. A thematic analysis was applied to define the organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain, informed by a system thinking approach for educational organizations. Conflicts were collaboratively resolved after each step. All members of the research team were involved in the data synthesis.

Results: From 1,564 publications identified, 216 were included in the final analysis. Six domains and 14 indicators were identified.

Conclusion: The organizational preparedness in educational organizations in pandemic crisis times needs to be prioritized in the educational policy agenda, drawing special attention on students with disabilities. The identified preparedness domains and indicators may guide the policy dialogue and inform accordingly a system thinking change approach in education and disability.
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1. Introduction

The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on educational systems has caused a profound shift in the organization and delivery of education worldwide. All involved stakeholders, namely, students, parents, teachers, administration, decision, and policymakers, were confronted abruptly with an unprecedented reality without being prepared or organized beforehand. Regrettably, the repercussions of the pandemic crisis on educational systems1 proved to be detrimental for students with disabilities (SwDs),2 highlighting not only the underpinning social and educational inequalities but also the huge gap in the organizational preparedness of education.

The outbreak of COVID-193 (World Health Organization (WHO), 2022) has had unprecedented, serious effects on global healthcare systems with chain reactions on every aspect of human life, including socioeconomic and education (Armitage and Nellums, 2020). In fact, upon the WHO declaration of COVID-19 as a global pandemic (World Health Organization (WHO), 2020), countries around the world locked down to minimize the disease’s spread potential and applied unparalleled draconian measures, including school closures affecting more than 1.5 billion learners and 630 million primary and secondary school teachers all over the world (UNESCO, 2022). UNESCO (2022) has highlighted that disparities and inequalities have been exacerbated due to COVID-19 pandemic, underscoring the imperative of “collective responsibility to support the most vulnerable and disadvantaged” (p. iii). Furthermore, education opportunities are being affected by the presence of barriers to “quality education” for all learners (UNESCO, 2020). Different countries introduced various policies, ranging from complete closure in Germany and Italy to targeted closure in the United Kingdom (Nicola et al., 2020). Overall, more than 100 countries imposed a nationwide closure of educational facilities at all levels of the educational system.

These closures have had widespread socioeconomic implications. Within the pandemic aftereffects’ context, socially disadvantaged populations, such as people with disabilities, have experienced an exacerbation of existing social inequalities (Ahmad et al., 2020; Dorn et al., 2020; Shadmi et al., 2020; The Lancet, 2020). In particular, the SwDs have been disproportionally affected by the lockdown-related measures; for example, they have been forced rather than by own choice to interrupt or to have no access to quality education and to experience the disruption of community support networks, whereas the induced socioeconomic fragility of their informal caregivers bounced on them as well (Karagianni, 2020b; E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues, 2021).

In Greece, SwDs and their families were extremely affected at an educational, social, and economic level. In particular, 7.8% of the Greek students with disability and/or special education needs attending state preschool, primary, and secondary education settings; that is, 105,970 students and their families (Kassianos, 2018; Rellas, 2020) suffered from the pandemic implications. The majority of the SwDs are educated in mainstreaming and fewer students are educated in segregated educational environments (E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας], 2019). However, in both cases, there was no preparation or measures taken to support the SwDs and their families at homeschooling (E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues, 2021). The schools’ closure by the Ministry of Education was criticized by the SwDs’ parents, disabled advocacy groups, and the staff in special and general education on the grounds of the absence of any inclusion perspective on the officially adopted online/distance learning policy and practices (Mantzikos and Lappa, 2020). Furthermore, no measures were taken on educational and therapeutic personnel attendance, individualized support, and adaptive educational resources (Rellas, 2020). These challenges, in conjunction with the poverty issues, experienced quite often by SwDs and their families (Karagianni, 2017) resulted in deepening social exclusion (Karagianni, 2020a) and compromising their right and potential to actively participate in inclusive, sustainable, and resilient school communities. Albeit the policy responses are undertaken to address the implications of the COVID-19 pandemic, the organizational preparedness and response planning of educational organizations4 has been found poor and non-disability inclusive (efsyn.gr, 2020).

In terms of policy and strategic planning, the pandemic preparedness and response has been acknowledged to be a starting point for urgent reforms in established systems (Guterres, 2021). The WHO described pandemic preparedness as “a continuous process of planning, exercising, revising and translating into action national and sub-national pandemic preparedness and response plans” (World Health Organization (WHO), 2011). The policy and decision makers are aligned with this approach and argue over the need for a system thinking change approach guided by organizational pandemic preparedness plans. Although first-hand attention was drawn to reinforcing the health systems to be better prepared and equipped to absorb the pandemic effects, policy and education underlined the need to address urgently the pandemic preparedness gap in educational organizations as being a keystone in society and having suffered heavily by COVID-19 pandemic (Greek Ministry of Health/National Public Health Council [Εθνικό Συμβούλιο Δημοσίας Υγείας, Υπουργείο Υγείας], 2020; Papazoglou, 2020).


1.1. Theoretical considerations

The following theoretical framework and operational definitions of the current search have been taken into consideration to maintain comprehensiveness, consistency, and accuracy in the research efforts to harvest a wide coverage of available literature on organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain for educational organizations in pandemic contexts.



1.2. Disability and person with disability

Disability is a concept, explored and analyzed by the social sciences, and it is defined as a condition that concerns the society as a whole as a social issue (Oliver, 1996; Zoniou-Sideri, 2018). “Disability is instead seen as a social issue: (the problem of) disability is firmly positioned in terms of barriers in the social world, not ‘problems’ within the individual.” The idea is that disability “should be understood as a sociological concept, rather than as a biological difficulty” (Mallett and Runswick-Cole, 2014:5). The present study adopts this social approach to disability, according to which people with disabilities are in essence disabled by the society, since the latter fails to address their needs and infringes on their rights (Oliver, 1990; Swain and French, 2000). According to Oliver’s (1996) social model of disability, disability is defined as anything that may potentially create barriers to people with disabilities. Some of these barriers involve institutional discriminations, inaccessible public buildings, unsuitable means of transportation, separation in educational settings, and unreachable working conditions. In addition, people with disabilities “have traditionally been marginalized in research and treated in an inferior manner” (Fitzgerald, 2009; p. 148). This article tries to give voice to the marginalized in research and make “a positive difference” in the lives of people with disabilities (Goodley, 2010, 2011).

According to World Health Organization (WHO) (2022, Disability-Overview), “A person’s environment has a huge effect on the experience and extent of disability. Inaccessible environments create barriers that often hinder the full and effective participation of persons with disabilities in society on an equal basis with others. Progress on improving social participation can be made by addressing these barriers and facilitating persons with disabilities in their day to day lives.”

In the present article, the term “people with disabilities” is adopted, connoting primarily respect for persons and their personality and then for their disability (Swain et al., 2003; Oliver and Barnes, 2012a). “‘People with disabilities’ is referred to as people’s first language and is preferred because it is thought to stress the person (or ‘personhood’) before disability” (Mallett and Runswick-Cole, 2014:4). The term “people with disabilities” is used to stress that people with disabilities are predominantly people, while their disability is one of their characteristics (Gabel, 2001). Besides the World Health Organization (WHO) (2022), the Greek Disability Movement through their representative body (The Constitution of Greece [Σύνταγμα της Ελλάδος], 2001; E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας], 2022) in the Greek state and society adopted the term “people with disabilities.”



1.3. Organizational preparedness

The “preparedness” is used by scholarship as a conceptual piece of a greater theoretical, multilayered picture, which may entail crises, disasters, emergencies, contingencies, and how to prepare and respond to these (Perry and Quarantelli, 2005; Staupe-Delgado and Kruke, 2017). The term can be understood as an umbrella term covering concrete tasks and activities, which plays a key role within several crisis-related topics (e.g., crisis management, emergency management, societal safety, societal resilience, and disaster risk management) and is used interchangeably with a number of synonyms (e.g., readiness and contingency planning; Staupe-Delgado and Kruke, 2017). It is beyond the scope of this study to contemplate the conceptual variations and nuances of the preparedness concept; as such, the authors align with the minimal (active, continuous, anticipatory) and maximal (social, planned, not structured, enabling) attributes of the preparedness (Staupe-Delgado and Kruke, 2017) including the main aspects of the three competing definitions of preparedness (UNISDR, 2009; Haddow et al., 2014; National Population and Family Planning Board (BKKBN), Statistics Indonesia (BPS), Ministry of Health (Kemenkes), and ICF, 2018).

The organizational preparedness conceptual framework employed by this study allies with the Staupe-Delgado and Kruke’s (2017) approach. It can be minimally described as measures that are of an active, continuous, and anticipatory nature and refer to population protection to devise ways and structural tools and monitor devices to address the problem beforehand; to include vulnerability assessments, capacity assessments, training, and networking; and to develop operational capabilities and facilitate effective response (Staupe-Delgado and Kruke, 2017). It may be also stated that it refers to the ability of decision-makers, stakeholders, educational organizations, professional response organizations, communities, and individuals in education and disability to be prepared proactively and respond effectively to the impact of likely, imminent, or current pandemic crises.



1.4. System thinking change framework

The current scoping review recognizes the complexity and manifold aspects of the endeavor to bring about change in educational organizations, both mainstream and special, in terms of organizational preparedness in pandemic crisis times. The authors argue that effective organizational preparedness in pandemic crisis times entails a collective behavioral change in the form of systems redesign, taking into close account the organizational preparedness for change of the educational system and the need to develop relevant and feasible preparedness plans to guide the pursued change.

To this end, this study draws on the system thinking change framework, which is considered appropriate to theorize and implement effectively complex organizational changes (Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002). In the system thinking change approach, the three main elements of the systems thinking change framework (clear purpose, system’s constituent parts, and interconnections) are interconnected and interact with each other to produce a multilevel and multifaceted construct to bring about change at both the organizational and system thinking levels (Aronson, 1996; Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002; Arnold and Wade, 2015). In the explored case of revising the educational organizations’ preparedness in the pandemic context, with a focus on the SwDs’ psychosocial and educational needs, the yielded research findings (organizational preparedness domains and indicators) are linked to the three main features of the system under change (Figure 1). The identified organizational preparedness domains and indicators are interconnected and interact within the system. They may also inform a new, multifaceted, and multilevel construct proper to respond to the specific needs for systems thinking a change of educational organizations in pandemic times.
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FIGURE 1
 System thinking changes the framework of this study.


Acknowledging the urgent need to support policy and decision-makers in their efforts to be properly prepared for the next crisis, the contours of this study are delineated by the lack of organizational preparedness of educational organizations for SwDs in pandemic times. In particular, this study focuses on exploring the gap in educational organizations’ preparedness in the pandemic context, with a special focus on the SwDs’ psychosocial and educational needs (Figure 2).
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FIGURE 2
 Research focus of this study.


The aim of this study is to explore, map, and synthesize the organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain proper to inform the organizational preparedness plans of educational organizations in pandemic times, with a special focus on SwDs. The ultimate aim of the research is to inform the construction of an organizational preparedness digital tool for educational organizations, with a special focus on the SwDs, and thus to contribute to the policy dialogue on organizational preparedness of educational organizations, both mainstream and special, in the pandemic crisis contexts.




2. Materials and methods


2.1. Design

Using a multi-method approach to validate the findings (Guba and Lincoln, 1994), a scoping review and a thematic analysis method were used. Given the exploratory nature of the research question, the authors contend that a scoping review serves best the aims of this study inquiry, providing a comprehensive reviewing and synthesizing of the existing literature (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005; Davis et al., 2009; Egan et al., 2017). The thematic analysis (Verma and Mallick, 1999; Guest et al., 2012; Braun and Clarke, 2021) was employed to identify the patterns, code, analyze, and synthesize the search findings into the organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain for educational organizations in times of pandemic crisis.

The scoping review was deemed as the most appropriate method for this research since it is a type of knowledge synthesis following a systematic approach to map evidence on a topic and identify main concepts, theories, sources, and knowledge gaps (Tricco et al., 2016, 2018). The scoping review is a literature mapping process allowing the researchers to examine the “landscape” of the published literature based on the formulated research question (Hanneke et al., 2017). In addition, considering that scoping reviews are useful to explore the extent of the literature and to answer broader questions, the authors conducted this scoping review based on the PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews to guide reliably the report for this specific type of knowledge synthesis (Tricco et al., 2018). The adopted checklist of the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR) is provided in Appendix 1.

The approach for the scoping review is underpinned by Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) five-stage framework (Figure 3), which adopts a rigorous process of transparency, enabling replication of the search strategy and increasing the reliability of the study findings. The five stages of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) framework employed in this review literature are as follows: (1) identifying the initial research question, (2) identifying relevant studies, (3) study selection, (4) charting the data, and (5) collating, summarizing, and reporting the results.

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3
 Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) five-stage framework.


The recommendations of Levac et al. (2010) on the continual refinement of the framework stages have been taken into consideration to enhance the methodological rigor with which the researchers undertook and reported the scoping study. For example, in the first stage, the research team worked thoroughly to clarify the concept, target population, and outcomes to narrow down the focus of the study. Furthermore, the research team agreed upon the expected result of the scoping review at this stage (e.g., a list of organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain for educational organizations – both mainstream and special – in crisis times) to maintain clarity of the study goal. A scoping review is not a linear process. As described later, the research team took several iterations to outline the search strategy, define the search terms, and identify the expected outcomes prior to conducting the search (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005). The search terms for the selected databases (see Table 1) were refined over several meetings and by all research members prior to data extraction. The optional sixth stage of the adopted f’amework, referring to stakeholders’ involvement with the aim to provide insights beyond those in the published literature, was considered part of the process and, as such, it has been retained for this review (Daudt et al., 2013). The researchers went through each stage of the review process independently. Conflicts were collaboratively resolved after each step.



TABLE 1 Search terms for the selected databases.
[image: Table1]



2.2. Stage 1: Identify The initial research question

In scoping reviews, it is crucial to identify the research question in the first place, since it guides the overall rationale of the study design, conduct, and report of the research. Thus, after initial exploration of the literature and gaining familiarity with the body of knowledge on the examined phenomenon, the authors developed the following research question to lead this scoping review:

RQ: What are the domains and indicators per domain related to organizational preparedness of educational organizations in pandemic crisis times, with a special focus on SwDs?



2.3. Stage 2: Identify relevant studies


2.3.1. Search strategy

To address comprehensively the formulated research question stated earlier (Stage 1), the authors reviewed preliminary publication titles to refine the search context. Thereafter, they decided upon the key search terms, search strategy, databases to search, and eligibility criteria of the identified published literature.



2.3.2. Search terms

In being as comprehensive as possible in the identification of primary evidence of the practicalities of time and funding constraints (Kenny et al., 2013), several systematic reviews on preparedness in educational organizations in crisis times were screened beforehand to identify key search words used (Weiner et al., 2008; World Health Organization (WHO), 2011; Javed and Niazi, 2015; Staupe-Delgado and Kruke, 2017; Patel et al., 2020; Begičević Ređep, 2021; Carrión-Martínez et al., 2021; Ceballos et al., 2021; ElSaheli-Elhage, 2021; Giannouli et al., 2021; Guterres, 2021; Keskin et al., 2021; Khanal et al., 2021; Kundu and Bej, 2021; Montanari et al., 2021; Ng et al., 2021). These keywords were pooled, systematized, and added to the key search terms of the current research. Thus, the syntax used in the databases was composed of three main areas, namely, organizational preparedness, educational organizations, and disability/SwDs.



2.3.3. Eligibility criteria

To aptly address the research question and capture comprehensively the published literature, peer-reviewed, and preprint were included should the following criteria were explicitly addressed: (a) the COVID-19 disease or pandemic or crisis times, (b) educational organizations, (c) organizational preparedness at all levels (e.g., national, regional, local, and community) and in relation to any involved stakeholder (e.g., policy, practice, and research), and (d) SwDs and their families/caretakers/teachers.

The theoretical and operational definitions of the explored concepts (e.g., SwDs and organizational preparedness; see the “Theoretical considerations” section) were applied to support the reviewers in their eligibility decisions. Only English-language articles published from 2010 to 2021 were considered. Although the focus of current research is on the lack of organizational preparedness in educational organizations surfaced by the COVID-19 pandemic, the time frame of the research was stretched from 2010 through the end of 2021 to secure that all crisis-relevant published literature was included. No geographic restrictions were applied. Searches for titles, abstracts, and keywords were carried out using the search terms included in Table 1.



2.3.4. Information sources and search

The searches were run from 4 April 2022 until 31 May 2022. A total of six databases for the scientific, peer-reviewed literature were used to retrieve relevant studies: Scopus, ERIC, Web of Science, PsychInfo, ProQuest, and JSTOR. The academic search engine Google Scholar was also explored to identify studies meeting the eligibility criteria. In addition, a snowballing search process of the reference lists of identified articles was undertaken to consider any other primary sources. To yield timely results, the researchers decided to exclude the grey literature and to funnel down the review coverage to the peer-reviewed literature. Mapping out initially unchartered waters, and in alignment with the selected method of scoping review, the research team reached iterative decisions on a common and acceptable basis when reported and justified accordingly (Colquhoun et al., 2014; Peters et al., 2020).




2.4. Stage 3: Study selection


2.4.1. Selection process

Two independent reviewers (SK, LT) conducted a pilot screening with over 85% agreements overseen by the leading review author (AV). All articles (abstracts, titles, and full-text) were screened by SK and LT. Discrepancies were settled through consensus or the leading author’s input.



2.4.2. Articles selection

The search yielded initially large categories of articles. The researchers followed a three-part study selection process. First, the screened titles were reviewed based on the defined eligibility criteria. Second, the abstracts identified by the first part of the selection process were evaluated against the selection criteria. Third, when necessary, the full-text papers were explored for available evidence to better inform the review.

The filtering methods included the date range, English language, and a search string to further narrow the results to review articles. Using the key search descriptors, 1,564 articles were identified. After removing the duplicates, this initial research resulted in 1,112 articles. A significant number of these did not meet the eligibility criteria. A review of the abstracts revealed large numbers of articles that were duplicates and/or irrelevant. Following the second screening, 274 articles were identified, of which 58 articles were excluded on account of “no addressing the organizational preparedness in education, no relation to the education of SwDs.” The third screening approved 216 articles to be included in the pool of eligible articles. The full-text version of the articles was obtained on the grounds of abstraction of the available evidence, which was not clearly mentioned in the paper’s abstract, and of identifying relevant literature from a review of the reference lists of each article. The process of article selection followed the Preferred Reporting of Items for Systematic Reviews and MetaAnalyses (PRISMA) statement (Moher et al., 2009). Figure 4 illustrates the process of article selection.
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FIGURE 4
 PRISMA flow diagram of the scoping review with thematic analysis.





2.5. Stage 4: Data charting

The fourth stage of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) scoping review framework is the charting of selected articles. The data abstraction list was piloted on a random sample of 5 included articles and modified accordingly based on feedback from the researchers (T.P., A.F., A.T., F.P.). Data were extracted by the researchers using a standardized checklist (PRISMA Transparent Reporting of Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses, 2022), and they were double-checked and corrected, when necessary. As an additional data-cleaning step, feedback from the leading researcher was asked and the necessary adaptations were made. Based on the preliminary data abstraction pilot, a priori categories of data were developed and guided the selection and charting of the included studies, such as author, year, study type (e.g., research paper), aims, study focus, context, and relevant outcome data (e.g., preparedness policy).



2.6. Stage 5: Synthesis (collating, summarizing, and reporting the results)

The fifth and final stage of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) scoping review framework summarizes and reports findings. A summative description of the amount and range of the related, identified literature, including publication type and source, study focus, context, and relevant outcome data, is provided later. The included studies that address the identified organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain in the pandemic context are also described. Subsequently, a qualitative thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) is performed from the content extracted from the eligible studies on the organizational preparedness domains and indicators per domain in educational organizations in the pandemic context.

The main results are reported in the form of new, aggregative themes that highlight the emerging knowledge and new configurations of this knowledge following contrasting to the raw findings. On the further side of coding, the analytical approach includes interpretation, obtaining overarching themes, and seeking for coexisting patterns in the data on both semantically present and latent basis. The researchers developed the initial thematic categories and synthesis and iteratively reviewed the themes in line with the extracted data and their own interpretative lens. The diversity of educational and professional backgrounds of the research authors has been considered as enriching this iteration and contributing in achieving a more refined, transdisciplinary synthesis of the findings. Furthermore, the system thinking change theoretical framework was used to provide an integrated, consistent structure for the understanding and analysis of the research findings and unpack the complexity of the endeavor of organizational preparedness for educational organizations (Iezzoni and Long-Bellil, 2012; Bickenbach, 2014; Tardi and Njelesani, 2015; Rios et al., 2016; Claes et al., 2017; Shogren et al., 2017; Armitage and Nellums, 2020).




3. Results

The current scoping review identified 6 organizational preparedness domains and a total of fourteen indicators allocated across the identified domains (see Appendix 2). The main findings of the 6 domains are illustrated in Figure 5.

[image: Figure 5]

FIGURE 5
 System thinking change framework of this study.


Scoping review findings: Six domains and 14 indicators for educational organizations’ preparedness in the pandemic context, with a focus on the SwDs’ needs.


3.1. Resources (e.g., equipment, technological infrastructure, logistics, contingency funding, availability of resources, and buildings)

Two indicators were identified under the domain of resources: (1) ICT resources/equipment and (2) finance (Table 2).



TABLE 2 Domain of resources.
[image: Table2]


3.1.1. ICT resources/Equipment

The ICT (Information and Communication Technology) resources, the first identified indicator, was found to be informed by the following core subject matters:

• Capacity at the educational organization level to support SwDs and their families with ICT resources, assistive technologies, and equipment

• Availability at the educational organization level to offer access to and use of ICT resources

• Availability of ICT resources suitable for SwDs and their families at a local level

Digital technologies have a critical role in the education system globally. For years, digital technologies have been transforming teaching from primary to tertiary education amounting to a “journey” of digital transformation that “needs a staged approach with a clear roadmap, data, and facts” (Moos et al., 2020, p. 104). In particular, for 2020, five trends have been attributed to digital transformation in education, including the “internet of Things,” the financial struggle schools are dealing with, the customizing students’ learning experiences, and the assuring access to and security in using digital technologies (Newman, 2019).

Digital technologies can enable learning for students with different learning types by providing resources such as learning management systems, modeling tools, or gamification making education accessible to less privileged students (Begicevic Redep et al., 2021). On the contrary, digital technologies pose a variety of societal challenges related to the development of new approaches and ways of establishing contemporary infrastructure (Begicevic Redep et al., 2021). Exemplified by the lack of access to online and mobile technologies for all, the issue of inequality (Begičević Ređep, 2021) deriving from factors such as gender, origin, age, disability, and class still challenges society.

For instance, Bokayev et al. (2021) found the challenge the government of Kazakhstan experienced with the transition to online learning due to weak internet infrastructure, lack of communication between the stakeholders, and biased statistical information (Ng et al., 2021; Page et al., 2021). A number of studies identified “low levels of preparedness in relation to teaching remotely in general, teaching SwDs in particular, and using technology tools” (ElSaheli-Elhage, 2021). Students from disadvantaged backgrounds, rural areas, and large families need to be at the center of policy changes because they are considered as themost vulnerable to enact those measures (Page et al., 2021).

To counterbalance the inequality (among other challenges) between the future participants, educational institutions have been advised to plan and implement contemporary teaching content and methods including digital technologies in both teaching and non-teaching processes (Moos et al., 2020).

ICT resources can be challenging when students’ inclusion is considered due to limited access to ICT and thus to information and learning practices. The above inequity referred as “digital divide” in literature has been the core interest of studies conducted in the US among other countries, since the mid-1990s. Schools with their educational programs have a crucial role in mitigating the digital divide by understanding the needs and capabilities of their communities (Keskin et al., 2021; Sofianidis et al., 2021).

One of the biggest challenges for contemporary technology is the development of ICT for all. Disabled people and their struggle with equal access and usability of digital technologies are widely discussed in the literature. Although international organizations working on disability have been passionate advocates for addressing discrimination and social exclusivity related to access and use of ICT, the ICT challenges in education remain untapped (Tsermidou and Zoniou-Sideri, 2012).



3.1.2. Finance

The finance, the second identified indicator, was found to be informed by the following core subject matters:

• Economic challenges

• Financial resources

It has been clearly established by literature that educational organizations have been heavily impacted by the current pandemic at several levels (Page et al., 2021; Tokatly Latzer et al., 2021). Among others, students’ families from low socioeconomic backgrounds have been struggling financially to support students’ remote schooling due to a lack of devices such as a computer and/or of internet connection (Jameson et al., 2021). The financial cost deriving from homeschooling and the use of the internet during the COVID-19 pandemic has been reported as one of the major barriers to making education inaccessible to many students (Jameson et al., 2021; Shuvalova et al., 2021).




3.2. Human resources (e.g., teachers, disability specialists, psychologists, and dedicated and/or trained human resources for crisis context)

Two indicators were identified under the domain of human resources: (1) digital competences and (2) continuous professional development in using new ICT (Table 3).



TABLE 3 Domain of human resources.
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3.2.1. Digital teaching competences

The digital teaching competences, the first indicator of the second domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Digital competence for emergency online teaching

• Digital competence for online teaching

• Digital skills for teachers

Digital competence has been defined by Ferrari (2012:3) as “the set of knowledge, skills, attitudes that are required when using digital technologies and digital media to perform tasks.” Punie and Redecker (2017) recommended the Digital Competence Framework for Educators (DigCompEdu), a framework including all digital skills that educators need to develop to be digitally competent for online learning as well as their own training. The framework was supported for its facilitating role from early childhood to teachers’ education assessing their current competence level and needs. Additionally, the framework has implications for policy implementation for teachers’ training programs adopted regionally and nationally (Punie and Redecker, 2017). The DigCompEdu Framework suggests 22 basic digital competences encompassed in six main areas: professional engagement, digital resources, and their employment in teaching and learning, assessment, enacting inclusion by empowering students and promoting students’ digital competence (Begičević Ređep, 2021).

Teachers’ digital competence is needed for both emergency remote teaching and online learning, with an embedded distinction worth noting between those two modes of teaching. According to Begicevic Redep et al. (2021: 31), emergency remote teaching is a “temporary shift” in the mode of teaching due to unforeseen measures involving a fully remote instructional delivery until the emergency ends. Online learning, on the contrary, describes the mode of distance education “in which a course or program is intentionally designed in advance to be delivered fully online.” In the case of online learning, educational institutions have planned beforehand their pedagogical strategies for student instruction, engagement, and assessment designed specifically for a virtual mode of teaching (Begičević Ređep, 2021). For both emergency remote teaching and online learning, educators need to be aware of their own digital teaching competences to be able to improve and integrate them in their teaching (Sosa Díaz, 2021).



3.2.2. Continuous Professional Development in using new ICT

The Continuous Professional Development (CPD) in using new ICT, the second indicator of the second domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Training in using new ICT for online teaching

• Training in online instructional design

• Teachers’ capacity building in digital skills for online teaching

The literature highlighted that the “most important lesson” of any crisis is for educational organizations to have preparedness plans, “in advance action plans” in case of emergencies. According to data collected upon the transition to online learning due to the pandemic restrictions, teachers’ continuous and systematic training in using new ICT and developing new digital skills to cope with new ways of teaching and learning should be included in preparedness plans against potential, future crisis (Schuelka, 2018; Giannouli et al., 2021; Marek et al., 2021; Ng et al., 2021; Poce et al., 2021). Data showed an increase in the workloads and stress involved in distance learning, a need for planning and adaptability, and, as discussed earlier, a call for long-term training in online distance instructional design (Alolaywi, 2021; Marek et al., 2021).

A study by Alea et al. (2020) in the Philippines explored teachers’ opinions on their school’s readiness levels as well as the challenges of online learning due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Teachers shared the importance of their training not only as a way of enhancing their qualifications but mainly for the technical skills acquired during the pandemic.

A maximized teachers’ performance has been associated in the literature with the capacity building of a teacher. Capacity building is a process that describes the attempt on behalf of a teacher to improve their knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors. This process can be facilitated by training and competency-based education improving teachers’ performance overall. By improving teachers’ capacity building, the school’s organizational capabilities are also improved, whereas attaining educational goals becomes more efficient (Kim and Fienup, 2021).




3.3. Teaching process

Three indicators were identified under the domain of the teaching process: (1) student-centered learning, (2) curriculum and content, and (3) assessment (Table 4).



TABLE 4 Domain of teaching process.
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3.3.1. Student-centered learning

The student-centered learning, the first indicator of the third domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Student-centered learning based on students’ individual needs and pace

• Flexible learning

In effective teaching practices, flexibility and student-centered learning based on students’ individual needs and pace of learning have been foregrounded. Several educational organizations share their tools along with practical solutions with no extra cost to support an interactive, flexible learning environment for students. In contrast to the traditional mode of teaching, online teaching created opportunities for teachers to teach using a variety of contemporary and innovative resources (Schuelka, 2018; Khanal et al., 2021). An additional positive aspect of these practices is that teachers enhance their learning capabilities by collaborating and sharing knowledge and tools with other teachers, parents, and students (Doucet et al., 2020).



3.3.2. Curriculum and content

The curriculum and content, the second indicator of the third domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Re-invented curriculum, namely, rethinking and adapting the content of learning

• Flexible curriculum that facilitates its adaptation to the cultural and social reality and educational needs of students

• Participatory and democratized curriculum, namely, curriculum with the democratic participation of students; a curriculum that can be differentiated

• Digitally adapted curriculum, namely, curriculum reform related to digital competence and online learning

Curriculum informs a significant aspect of the teaching process and planning. Planning that supports an “action–reflection–action movement” can promote a fruitful teaching process, considering that pedagogical approaches ought to contextualize and elaborate on the knowledge and not just transmit it (Alvareli et al., 2018).

Curriculum reform responds to a call for its content to resemble contemporary life situations, thus becoming meaningful to students. According to the Eurydice brief report (2019), approximately half of the European countries have their education systems involved in curriculum reform with a major focus on digital competence. Curricula reforms need to be clearly oriented in including both digital competence and digital skills development in a more relevant and meaningful way for the students. Teaching of skills such as coding, safety, and computational thinking needs to also be included in the curriculum content (Begicevic Redep et al., 2021). Additionally, it is suggested for new curricula not to overwhelm students with excessive content rather than be flexible and adaptable to students’ needs (Gonçalves Costa et al., 2021).

Furthermore, literature corroborates on flexible curricula with intentional teaching on the grounds of what students need to learn nowadays (Schuelka, 2018; Page et al., 2021). Adapting the curriculum according to students’ needs aligns with a responsive, flexible, and often-specialized teaching approach and support to disabled students, thus enabling inclusion and the overall quality of teaching (Schuelka, 2018; Mohammed Ali, 2021).



3.3.3. Assessment

The assessment, the third indicator of the third domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Assessment processes and tools underpinned by the principles of inclusive education

• Evaluation processes and tools underpinned by the principles of inclusive education

• Development of new assessment criteria for online learning

• Development of new assessment and evaluation tools for online learning

• Technical difficulties in assessment processes

• Context-related difficulties in assessment processes

The literature highlighted the need for educational organizations to incorporate future assessment and evaluation processes and tools underpinned by the principles of inclusive education to overcome inequalities through reflective practices (Talidong and Toquero, 2021). Researchers addressed the need for tools to monitor and evaluate the progress of learning outcomes and to examine the assessment practices (Boscardin and Shepherd, 2020; Jameson et al., 2020; Talidong and Toquero, 2021). For example, homeschooling participants of a study in Turkey experienced challenges during the assessment due to weak internet connection and to decreased interaction between teachers and fellow students (Korkmaz and Toraman, 2020).

On the contrary, teachers have been reported as unable to make students’ assessments or provide feedback to students due to limited knowledge on skills evaluation or skills teaching according to students’ individual interests and capabilities (Korkmaz and Toraman, 2020). Some students were receiving support from their parents during homeschooling; thus, teachers could not assess the authenticity of students’ work, or their learning progress based on the examinations (Shuvalova et al., 2021). Future research should address the gap by exploring students’ grading, which as of now lacks previously developed effective criteria (Alolaywi, 2021).




3.4. Educational practices (teaching and learning practices to respond to students’ diversified needs in crisis contexts)

Two indicators were identified under the domain of educational practices: (1) inclusive educational practices and (2) parents participation in the educational process (Table 5).



TABLE 5 Domain of educational practices.
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3.4.1. Innovative and inclusive educational practices

The innovative and inclusive educational practices, the first indicator of the fourth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Development and application of innovative educational practices using user-friendly tools (e.g., simulations, online discussion forums, online homework or quizzes, and instant messaging) promoting the interactive, creative, and contemporary online learning

• Innovative, flexible educational practices supporting the promotion of inclusive and accessible instruction

• Innovative practices contributing to the quality of flexibility in the learning process

• Innovative educational programs with questionable quality of learning (lack of interactive content, lack of adequate interaction across the learning process)

• Innovative educational practices suboptimal to enable students’ academic performance

• Innovative educational practices decreasing students’ learning motivation and increasing teachers’ level of stress

• Innovative educational practices resulting in a lack of interaction and an increased sense of loneliness

• Educational practices missing quality materials and user-friendly resources or regulatory documents to monitor the online learning

• Educational practices missing to let the students be aware of current crisis management

• The shift of teachers’ role to facilitators rather than (sole) teachers

• Lack of digital literacy of involved parties in educational practices

The educational programs were also affected by the transition of the education system into an emergency online teaching mode (Hill et al., 2020; Korkmaz and Toraman, 2020; Poletti, 2020; Montanari et al., 2021). Although this change has been considered a positive large-scale digital innovation, the sudden change was found to challenge the quality of learning with the teaching lacking interactive content suitable for digital platforms and online learning (Alhammadi, 2021; Green and Sheyapo, 2021; Pasani et al., 2021).

Scholarship has considered inclusive educational practices implemented in school settings along with their enablers and barriers. According to inclusive education theory, students ought to be at the center of education (Begičević Ređep, 2021; Tunney and Hanreddy, 2021). However, researchers reported a lack of awareness among students about crisis management. In addition, no crisis response team, management, or training to protect staff members and students in school settings was evidenced (Javed and Niazi, 2015). The education system showed a lack of readiness for the provision of equal access opportunities for all students during the pandemic and the transition to online learning jeopardizing social cohesion (Carrión-Martínez et al., 2021), whereas counterbalancing efforts included the use of advanced programs and ICT (Kozyreva and Nadtoka, 2020).

Contemporary educational practices have been investigated for their role in enabling students’ academic performance as well as ways to support their sustainability. A review of educational practices adopted during the pandemic suggested a further analysis of teachers’ employed methodologies and tools used in online teaching along with the challenges students encounter with that instructional mode (Eutsler et al., 2021).

During online teaching, students reported a lack of interaction and communication with an increased sense of loneliness. Although students attended classes, nonetheless teachers could not interact or assess whether the lesson’s learning objectives were met, the opportunity to learn from interaction with classmates was missing (Christopoulos et al., 2021). The lack of quality materials and user-friendly resources or regulatory documents to monitor online learning was also reported. A significant decrease in students’ learning motivation along with teachers’ increased level of stress due to the transition to new technologies and communication practices which intensified their workload was also associated with the abrupt transition to digital learning (Khanal et al., 2021).

On the contrary, the authors identified innovative educational practices such as simulations, online discussion forums, online homework or quizzes, and instant messaging. However, not all practices or tools used during the distance learning period were considered helpful by the students. Students found beneficial and thus recommended the sustainability of practices such as PowerPoint presentations, printouts with the theory taught providing written explanations, instant messaging, as well as the use of videos (Al-Mamari et al., 2021; Das, 2021; Sofianidis et al., 2021).

It is in this regard that the COVID-19 pandemic affected positively the education system globally by advancing practices, tools, and modalities of teaching adding the quality of flexibility to the learning process. In contrast to traditional modalities of teaching, flexible learning has been supported for its role in promoting inclusive and accessible instruction (Cayetano and Autencio, 2021). Nevertheless, teachers reported the same expectations regarding the need for formal/face-to-face education (Korkmaz and Toraman, 2020). At the same time, teachers highlight the increased demands for online learning that promotes equal opportunities for all students (Kozleski, 2020).



3.4.2. Parents’ participation in the educational process

The parents’ participation in the educational process, the second indicator of the fourth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Provision of support and training to parents/care takers in relation to online learning

• Additional support for specialized, online education

• Lack of pedagogical competences related to online learning

• Lack of appropriate digital skills

• Challenges with the provision or distribution of devices between the children

Studies conducted during remote teaching reported on how parents/care takers studied together with their children. Additionally, despite the barriers encountered during the pandemic, an opportunity was created, which fostered an unprecedented positive relationship between parents and teachers when parents were asked to support their children’s homeschooling (Majoko and Dudu, 2022). However, data revealed challenges parents encountered during this process, identifying a need for the provision of support and training to parents/care takers (Melissa, 2021).

An in-depth analysis of remote teaching in Indonesia showed that teachers may focus on technology; nevertheless, students have difficulty in self-regulated learning, and thus parents become involved. However, parents do not comprehend that the nature of distance learning along with the activities students are asked to carried out at home. Some highly educated parents even study the materials provided to students to be able to answer their children’s questions. Overall, parents are supportive of students’ learning encouraging them to study at home and attend their lessons. The study concluded that students’ self-regulated learning needs to be developed, whereas parents’ understanding of distance learning ought to be increased for them to be able to monitor students’ progress during remote teaching (Christopoulos et al., 2021). Additionally, to further support homeschooling, parents require pedagogical competence and appropriate technical skills (Shuvalova et al., 2021). Parents may also need to cater to the needs of multiple children facing challenges with the provision or distribution of devices between the children (Shuvalova et al., 2021).

Parental support is deemed even more critical for the support of vulnerable students, such as “hard-to-reach” or educationally excluded students. For example, for disabled students, the barriers arising from the implementation of social distancing measures and school closure, along with other support services that may have impacted as well, challenged parents/carers who need to overcome them. According to UNESCO, the situation of parents of disabled students has been exacerbated during the epidemic (Shuvalova et al., 2021). For example, students with sensory or mobility disabilities often required a specialized education with additional support that parents were unable to offer at home, challenging their education (Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021).




3.5. Communications

Two indicators were identified under the domain of communications: (1) collaboration and (2) networking (Table 6).



TABLE 6 Domain of communications.
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3.5.1. Collaboration

The collaboration, the first indicator of the fifth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Knowledge management sharing plans

• Effective, responsive, and innovative collaboration ways

• Collaboration at the school level

• Collaboration at the community level

• Collaboration at the organizational level

• Collaboration at the educational administration level

• Collaboration at the education staff organizational level

• Collaboration at the parents’ association level

• Collaboration at the stakeholders’ level

• Collaboration at the policy level

An inclusive school process can be promoted through knowledge management. Knowledge management refers to knowledge dissemination through the strategic sharing of practices and information between sectors (Gonçalves Costa et al., 2021). The ultimate aim of knowledge management is to maximize the contributions of the members of the school community with teachers and students sharing, constructing, and practicing knowledge (Zikargae, 2020). Furthermore, successful school management sharing, namely, the effective sharing of processes and/or technological tools within and outside the school community and society, complies with the required responsive pedagogical approaches and tools (Kundu and Bej, 2021).

There is ample evidence that supports the need for collaboration between the school community with its principals and teachers along with other stakeholders such as education staff organizations and institutions. After all, schools are educational organizations functioning as complex systems within the broader political, social, and economic realms (Jäppinen, 2014). Therefore, when addressing the needs of a complex school environment, leadership should be distributed among several stakeholders based on mutual collaboration to be responsive and innovative (Hempsall, 2014; Kezar and Holcombe, 2017; Boscardin and Shepherd, 2020).



3.5.2. Networking

The networking, the second indicator of the fifth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Continuous interconnection

• Knowledge exchange

• Support

Evidence-based datum has repeatedly validated the significance of policy-making that facilitates uninhibited opportunities for networking and collaborating as regards to educational personnel. Networking and collaboration improve not only the continuous interconnection and knowledge exchange, but further enhance understanding, build security, and provide emotional support among each other (Hunter-Johnson et al., 2021). In this process, parents’ association(s) can act as a community of advocates for disabled students’ rights and their representation (by students themselves). As individual members of the association, parents depend on and support each other, whereas as a collectivity, the association can communicate the need for a positive and enabling environment for the students to flourish (Ärlemalm-Hagsér et al., 2021). In the education of SwDs, the parent’s voices are often ignored (Oliver and Barnes, 2012b). The emancipatory paradigm in the Disability Studies field recommends a collective effort toward the democratization of education and students’ empowerment (Hughes, 2004; Finkelstein, 2007).




3.6. Organizational preparedness polices

The following three indicators were identified under the domain of organizational preparedness policies: (1) organizational policies related to organizational preparedness, (2) inclusive school culture as a factor to disability-inclusive organizational preparedness, and (3) socio-educational challenges in the development of organizational preparedness plans (Table 7).



TABLE 7 Domain of organizational preparedness policies.
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3.6.1. Organizational policies related to organizational preparedness

The organizational policies related to organizational preparedness, the first indicator of the sixth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Organizational readiness for crisis management

• Organizational readiness for crisis preparedness

• Organizational responsiveness to crisis management

• Monitoring and reviewing the organizational responsiveness

• Technology awareness and technology management

• Whole-of-organization and whole-of-society management approach

• Organizational leadership at the educational organization level

• Organizational leadership at the educational administration level

The recent pandemic acted as a test for several governments and their readiness for crisis management proving insufficient the official policies in place. Although often the failure of a policy, implementation is attributed to local factors; in the case of the pandemic, the “interested citizenry” along with the “committed teachers” materialized the need for further policies inspired by “best practices” implemented globally (Goldschmidt, 2020). Ceballos et al. (2021) highlighted the role of school leaders and their level of readiness to change potential as well as real risks and their strategic responses to these changes along with leadership (personal and professional) qualities such as their emotional stability at a time of intensive social change.

On the contrary, in higher education, according to Kozyreva and Nadtoka (2020), although the sense of disaster awareness is maximized, higher education institutions still lack response strategies or programs crucial for disaster preparedness and disaster risk reduction (DRR). In addition to that, in some cases, policy instruments are not developed according to realistic expectations. The problems that arise from a crisis can be predicted, nevertheless, when policies disregard reality and fail to present to the invested public the expected outcomes, people cannot be satisfied (Zhang et al., 2020). It is suggested that policy development should ensure people comprehend the concept of micro-readiness in advance, not just afterward (Kundu and Bej, 2021).

Particularly for the transition to e-learning during the COVID-19 pandemic, which was driven and inspired by universities as a mode of teaching, the success criteria reported were increased technology awareness (such as the e-learning platforms) from teachers and students, support from management, and technology management (Harrison and Barber, 2021).



3.6.2. Inclusive school culture as a factor to disability inclusive organizational preparedness

The inclusive school culture as a factor to disability-inclusive organizational preparedness, the second indicator of the sixth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Inclusive culture at the educational organization level

• Inclusive culture at the educational organization’s leadership level

• Inclusive culture at the stakeholders’ level

• Inclusive school culture as an enabler or barrier to inclusive school practices

An important indicator that emerged from the current scoping review was the role of the organizational inclusive culture. The school community with all stakeholders involved in the decision-making of a school needs not only to collaborate but also to share a common vision of an inclusive school culture, inform accordingly practices, and manage effectively conflicts. The role of school culture in enabling or hindering inclusive practices has been evidenced in prior research (Vlachou, 2006; Bristol, 2015).

Shulekina et al. (2021) presented some of the characteristics attributed to an organizational inclusive culture featured in the European context of an educational setting in the Russian Federation. Teachers’ and leaders’ use of language in each school setting revealed the assumptions underpinning each inclusive school culture informed by societal and cultural norms reflected in policies. Teachers “language-in-use” (Abawi and Oliver, 2013) provided researchers with “clues as to how educational rhetoric and policy were translated into practice” (Conway and Abawi, 2013). Researchers supported the need for each school to ensure provision of inclusive learning opportunities to everyone. However, a question arises regarding the differences and commonalities between countries regarding the leadership practices that need to develop and sustain an inclusive school culture for all students.



3.6.3. Socio-educational challenges in the development of organizational preparedness plans

The social challenges, the third indicator of the sixth domain, was found to be informed by the following core matters:

• Aggravation of academic performance due to exacerbation of preexisting social challenges, in particular, for vulnerable, disadvantaged, and marginalized students

• The educational challenges related to social challenges being an integral part of the organizational preparedness plans

As per the findings of the explored literature, online teaching challenged students’ performance; yet, the most critical factors affecting online learning and academic performance derived from social, technical, assessment, and communication challenges (Khanal et al., 2021). For example, the study on factors influencing the online learning systems of UAE Business students during the COVID-19 pandemic showed that e-assessment and social challenges played a critical role but remain untapped (Shishakly and Sabah, 2021). According to the findings of the abovementioned study, the pre-pandemic most vulnerable students (such as disabled students, students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, students with English as an additional language) were evidenced to struggle in their academic performance even more after the school closure. Their academic performance was worsened during the pandemic due to a lack of access to mental health services, nutrition, academic materials, and resources and targeted interventions through online learning (Masonbrink and Hurley, 2020; Stenhoff et al., 2020).

Overall, research has reported a lack of preparedness identifying how prior preexistent social challenges were aggravated when schools transitioned to online learning due to the pandemic with disadvantaged and marginalized students calling for further individualized instruction, support, and intervention programs (DeMatthews et al., 2021). The need to commit to the continuous change taking into account the pandemic-related social challenges was made clear as a key driver of organizational preparedness policies.





4. Discussion

Addressing the unprecedented implications of the current pandemic on education and disability, this scoping review explored the gap in educational organizations’ preparedness and, in particular, the unmet psychosocial and educational needs of SwDs. The scoping review identified six organizational preparedness domains and 14 indicators that can be applied in the development of a comprehensive organizational preparedness digital tool for educational modalities, addressing the needs of SwDs. It may also support the organizational preparedness plans elaborated by decision and policymakers in their effort to get educational organizations properly prepared to respond to a future crisis.

Taking into consideration, the fundamental shift required to be taken in educational organizations’ preparedness, the identified six domains (resources, human resources, teaching processes, educational practices, communications, and organizational policies related to organizational preparedness) and the 14 indicators were informed by the system thinking change framework. As such, the harvested research items serve a common clear purpose (“educational organizations’ preparedness in pandemic context”), they reflect the system’s constituent parts (educational organizations, disability, community, policy), and last but not least, they are highly interconnected and intertwined.

In particular, the first domain, referring to the provision of resources (namely, equipment, technological infrastructure, logistics, emergency funding, resource availability, and buildings), demonstrates that resources play a critical role in the efficacy of educational modalities’ initiatives with a focus on the psychosocial and educational needs of SwDs in pandemic contexts. Ainscow (2020a,b) highlighted that poor and low resources were associated with poor response services to the needs of SwDs during the period of pandemic (Feely, 2020; Ainscow, 2020a,b).

Especially, the ICT-related initiatives are considered to have the utmost impact among other resource components since they are enabling both the use of innovative educational resources and the renewal of learning methods. On top of that, the properly embedded ICT may foster the interactive, fruitful collaboration of students and personnel and trigger up-to-date technological knowledge. However, the accessibility to ICT by all students has not been properly addressed yet (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Institute for Information Technologies in Education (UNESCO IITE) and the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education, 2011). People with disabilities have been deprived, and still are, of full, unconditional access to and equal use of digital technologies, a barrier that has been widely discussed in recent literature reviews. Although the global disability community advocates the development and use of new ICT resources for equal and quality education, the current research found that the SwDs’ pandemic-related psychosocial and educational needs remained untapped and that they have to be included in the preparedness plans of educational organizations.

An additional barrier that stakeholders need to address in effective policymaking as regards to SwDs’ access to resources is the interconnection of SwDs’ financial status and their disability. It has been acknowledged in the literature that poverty and disability are closely associated with limited participation in the educational process (Armstrong and Spandagou, 2009; Armstrong, 2012; Karagianni, 2017). Unfortunately, “Poverty and disability are an inseparable pair” (E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας], 2020). People with disabilities represent the most financially deprived and excluded group as regards the uninhibited access across educational modalities (Karagianni, 2017).

Educational personnel have been recognized for their profound impact on the organizational preparedness of educational entities during the pandemic crisis. The role of the educational personnel, including teachers, educational administration personnel, disability specialists, therapeutic personnel, and school psychologists has been critically decisive in counterbalancing the pandemic-related challenges in the delivery of teaching. The highlighted critical role of the educational personnel in pandemic times is aligned with the published literature stating that they can combat exclusionary perceptions and practices, hence promoting equal opportunities, enacting inclusion and social justice overall (Baglieri and Knopf, 2004; Avramidis and Kalyva, 2007; Haller and Novita, 2021). Therefore, it is evident in this study that educational personnel played a key role in addressing the educational exclusion of SwDs in the distance learning process. Clearly, the research findings are aligned with published inclusive education literature. Baglieri and Knopf (2004) argued that educators can combat exclusionary perceptions and practices by means of promoting equal opportunities and social justice. Avramidis and Kalyva (2007) in their research offered a three-fold explanation for enacting/promoting inclusion of SwDs in education: support of educators, provision of professional development, and educational materials. Additionally, the literature reaffirms the significance of educators’ commitment to fostering diversity so that teaching can benefit all students (Upadhyay and Albrecht, 2011).

As regards the third and fourth domains, the educational practices (student-centered learning, curriculum and content, assessment) and teaching processes (inclusive educational practices, parents’ participation in the educational processes), respectively, the current review found that they both have been equally compelling domains across different educational organizations’ preparedness modalities. The educational practices and the teaching processes constitute structural integral pillars in education overall (Thomas et al., 1998; Slee, 2010; Zoniou-Sideri, 2012). The stated domains are in a continuous interrelation; hence, it is mandatory to be investigated under the same interpretational and methodological framework. In particular, the inclusive dimension of the adopted educational practices during pandemic times has been found to be suboptimal and is often associated with the preexisting inclusive school culture. For example, the inclusive school culture embedded in educational practices signifies value-related aspects, the importance for the SwDs pupils to feel welcomed and recognized, enjoy respect, and feel unique (Zoniou-Sideri, 2012). Furthermore, it has been reported that the adopted educational practices suffer from the lack of an adequate flexible and student-centered learning approach based on students’ individual needs. As such, recent studies underlined that any future policy-making has to incorporate flexibility, student-centered learning based on students’ individual needs, and the pace of learning as distinct constituent components respecting the balance dynamics among these components. In addition, Dellasoudas (2005) reports that the application of inclusive principles and the foundation of innovative practices in the curriculum design results in effect in the adaptation of the curriculum according to students’ needs. Such an initiative not only aligns with a responsive, flexible, and often-specialized teaching approach, but it further supports SwDs’ overall acceptance of their differences, their overall inclusion within the continually evolving educational process, as well as the overall quality of their teaching.

Communication, the fifth domain, has been found to be of major importance in the educational process. Communication has a pivotal operational function within the complexity of any educational organization. Schools are complex intertwined organizations that operate simultaneously at multiple levels of the decision-making process as regards inward and outward policymaking, financing human resources, mentoring initiatives, research and innovation, lobbying with political parties, connectivity, and interchange with large-scale societal or small-scale communal entities (Jäppinen, 2014). Hempsall (2014) and Kezar and Holcombe (2017) have verified that advancing the efficacy of communication channels coupled with broad-minded and enlightened leadership, particularly one that cultivates collaboration and conflict resolution results in the educational systems’ overall wellbeing. This study allies with the aforementioned approach and argues for a 2-fold strategy implementation.

The first strategic pillar is the advancement of the collaboration between the two key school stakeholders: the teachers and the parents. Both agents should be treated not as passive recipients of externally imposed communication guidelines and initiatives but rather as actively involved participants in the decision-making process for all issues concerning the educational process, content knowledge, and accessibility for all involved partners, regardless of their social, political, physical, mental, or other backgrounds, aiming at securing the overall wellbeing of students (Yilmaz and Yeganeh, 2021).

The second strategic pillar, networking, is associated with the facilitation of an unhindered sharing and knowledge construction mentality and culture within every educational organization. Communication has been described as an integral part of effective knowledge sharing and interconnectedness among the constituent parts of any educational system (e.g., students, teachers, families, community, disability experts, educational administrators, and policymakers). Consistent, systematic, and timely communication within the education and disability stakeholders’ network has been considered a requirement for proper, comprehensive, and efficient collaboration, which may ensure the effective response to the psychosocial and educational needs of all pupils, particularly relevant and mandatory for the SwDs population during the pandemic challenges. Crisis contexts, such as the recent pandemic crisis, call for increasing alertness and involvement of all main stakeholders in the educational process so as to further advance and improve the process efficacy in addressing both the short- and long-term emerging needs of all student populations, particularly the SwDs. The establishment of an advanced and condensed network collaboration aimed at fostering proper and adequate access to inclusive education emerges as a key challenge, which is especially relevant at present times.

The study findings are aligned with published literature on the fundamental role of collaboration of all stakeholders in promoting inclusive education (Barton, 2003; Vlachou and Zoniou-Sideri, 2009; Slee, 2010). The important role and complex demands carried by the SwDs’ families have also been discussed extensively. The lack of organizational preparedness reflected on parents/caretakers of SwDs pupils, who have been called upon to undertake multiple and disproportionate roles without prior education, deprived of the provision of any kind of support, is further hindered by insufficiencies inherent in various educational modalities or deprived of the lack of a comprehensive, consistent through time, primarily unanimous, and decisive overall policy-making.

The importance of the sixth domain, the organizational preparedness policies and the respective three indicators, has been highlighted in the findings of the study. The organizational policies and the inclusive culture reaffirm the complexity inherent in the formulation, decision-making, and its respective implementation. Furthermore, perplexed intertwined communications among the four key systemic stakeholders and, in particular, the political supervising agents of the educational modalities, the teaching personnel, the parental associations, and the students were identified/reported by this study. Policies concerning organizational preparedness particularly issuing policies within crisis contexts appear to exert far more pressure and complexity since they require all involved parties to arrive at an optimum consensus, a challenging, and frequently dangerous endeavor.

Being prepared in the pandemic context requires that a whole-of-society and a whole-of-system approach must be applied having ensured a broadened consensus among all involved parties. Organizational preparedness entails flexibility, openness, and readiness to change. Effective preparedness policies require an innovative, creative, flexible, open-minded planning mentality and inclusive culture with a clear preparedness aim. The preparedness aim for educational organizations should be to proactively prepare to respond effectively and inclusively in crisis contexts. Preparedness planning and issuing of relevant policies considering all complex interconnectedness and interactions is a dynamic and adaptive process that regularly demands all involved stakeholders to collaborate and negotiate. The current review confirms evidence-based research results as regards the organizational preparedness policies’ priority concerning the SwDs target group that requires additional attention as it often happens, especially, in crisis contexts to be prioritized second as far as their psychosocial and educational needs are concerned. The psychosocial needs of SwDs have been overlooked, whereas the rising parents/caretakers’ concerns have been ignored conveniently. Although the educational organizations may tailor their strategies based upon preexisting system capacity and resources to recover from the pandemic aftereffects, it is important to get properly prepared for the next crisis by actively committing to quality education for all students, by doubling down on fundamentals of inclusive educational excellence and by capitalizing on adaptive educational technology.

Considering the profound spillovers of the pandemic to educational organizations, a radical systemic change needs to be considered for developing effective organizational preparedness policies and plans. Researchers acknowledge the importance of each identified organizational preparedness domain and indicator. Undoubtedly, all identified domains and indicators play a critical role in informing preparedness plans for educational organizations in pandemic crisis times. Their interconnectedness and interactions have to be considered as a dynamic and adaptive process informed regularly by all involved stakeholders. UNESCO (2016) foregrounds that decision-making on educational processes requires collaboration between all involved stakeholders, further supported by the findings of this study. The physical restrictions imposed by the current pandemic forced all of us to take a quick but fresh eye on educational technology and its potential. However, the human factor is irreplaceable and has to be embedded properly in the educational process. In the case of SwDs, additional attention has to be given to serve properly their psychosocial and educational needs and those of their families/caretakers.

The identified domains and indicators may support the educational organizations in their efforts to assess organizational preparedness and to determine and monitor their organizational response to the next pandemic crisis COVID-19 caused a global learning crisis. The unparalleled impact of the pandemic on student learning and wellbeing and on educational systems increased learning inequalities within and beyond the educational systems. It widened the gap in access to inclusive education; in other cases, it increased the preexisting lack of inclusive school culture. The psychosocial needs of SwDs have been overlooked, whereas the rising parents/care takers’ concerns have been bypassed conveniently. Although the educational organizations may tailor their strategies based upon preexisting system capacity and resources to recover from the pandemic aftereffects, it is important to get properly prepared for the next crisis by actively committing to quality education for all students, doubling down on fundamentals of inclusive educational excellence, and capitalizing on adaptive educational technology.

Being prepared means being ready for change. The pandemic is only part of the story, whereas the socioeconomic implications are pivotal and the knock-on effects are much more far-reaching and long-lasting. Being prepared in the pandemic context means that a whole-of-society and a whole-of-system approach must be considered. It also means that we need to think creatively and plan to turn this pandemic into an opportunity for redressing social flaws and achieve systemic and inclusive change.



5. Limitations

Scoping review challenges have been identified dually as strengths and challenges, such as the broad scope, flexibility, quality of the included studies, the inclusion of grey literature posing questions on established boundaries to the study scope, the iterative process, and the feasibility in terms of potential requirements for increased time and resources (O’Brien et al., 2016). However, the authors reckoned that the strengths outbalanced the potential challenges for this study; the breadth and novelty of the research topic in terms of collecting and collating data from several fields within an evolving, pressing, and unprecedented context were considered very important factors to determine the broader possible boundaries of this research. Although the research navigated through unchartered waters to reach new frontiers in research and practice in special education, the adopted method was considered to provide robust results in benchmarking the organizational preparedness in educational organizations.

In addition, this review is limited to mapping and coding the preparedness domains and indicators for educational organizations. The research has not addressed the effectiveness of curricula, professional development, or other educational interventions within the pandemic crisis context. Although these are very important and related topics to this study, they are beyond the scope of this review.

Furthermore, this study explored only articles written in English, which may have elicited only in applicable studies not being included in this scoping review. In addition, although the authors attempted to identify connections and build on findings among various fields, the acquired knowledge may be considered less cumulative than might be optimal. For instance, the theoretical approaches selected for this scoping review were deemed appropriate; still, scholars in other disciplines may have used different theoretical frameworks.

The organizational preparedness for change is molded/determined by contextual factors (e.g., organizational resources, structure and culture, existing policies, and procedures and past experiences) and informational assessment (e.g., situational factors, resource perceptions, and task demands); in turn, those factors create a receptive context in terms of the content and the organizational context of the change and ultimately influence the change valence (Pettigrew, 1992; Weiner et al., 2009). Furthermore, the organizational preparedness for change is greatly influenced by the organizational members’ change commitment and change efficacy to implement the organizational change to put it simply, and the concept “organizational readiness” indicates the state of being both willing and able to pursue the courses of action required to implement change (Weiner et al., 2008, 2009).
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Footnotes

1   Schools for SwDs = addressed to the schools (mainstream – special) meeting the principles (requirements) of access, accessibility and participation, and quality education.

2   In this article, we choose to use the phrase "person with a disability" in accordance with the request of the Greek disability movement (E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues, 2022).

3   The disease caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2).

4   In this study, the terms "educational organizations" and "schools" (mainstream and special ones) are used interchangeably. The study does not refer to any other educational organizations (e.g., universities departments, government departments, education charities).



References

 Abawi, L., and Oliver, M. (2013). Shared pedagogical understandings: schoolwide inclusion practices supporting learner needs. Improv. Sch. 16, 159–174. doi: 10.1177/1365480213493711

 Ahmad, A., Chung, R., Eckenwiler, L., Ganguli-Mitra, A., Hunt, M., Richards, R., et al. (2020). What does it mean to be made vulnerable in the era of COVID-19? Lancet 395, 1481–1482. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30979-X 

 Ainscow, M. (2020a). Inclusion and equity in education: making sense of global challenges. Prospects 49, 123–134. doi: 10.1007/s11125-020-09506-w

 Ainscow, M. (2020b). Promoting inclusion and equity in education: lessons from international experiences. Nord. J. Stud. Educ. Policy 6, 7–16. doi: 10.1080/20020317.2020.1729587

 Alea, L. A., Fabrea, M. F., Roldan, R. D. A., and Farooqi, A. Z. (2020). Teachers’ Covid-19 awareness, distance learning education experiences and perceptions towards institutional readiness and challenges. Int. J. Learn. Teach. Educ. Res. Soc. Res. Knowl. Manage. 19:6. doi: 10.26803/ijlter.19.6.8

 Alhammadi, S. (2021). The effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on learning quality and practices in higher education—using deep and surface approaches. Educ. Sci. 11:462. doi: 10.3390/educsci11090462

 Al-Mamari, K., Al-Zoubi, S., Bakkar, B., and Al-Shorman, A. (2021). The impact of e-learning during COVID-19 on teaching daily living skills for children with disabilities. J. E-Learn. Knowl. Soc. 17, 135–145. doi: 10.20368/1971-8829/1135482

 Alolaywi, Y. (2021). Teaching online during the COVID-19 pandemic: teachers’ perspectives. J. Lang. Ling. Stud. 17, 2022–2045. doi: 10.52462/jlls.146 

 Alvareli, L. V. G., Bento, M. C. M., and de Oliveira, N. A. A. (2018). “A student look on the use of virtual learning environment tools in the face to face teaching learning,” in 2018 13th Iberian Conference on Information Systems and Technologies (CISTI), pp. 1–5.

 Arksey, H., and O’Malley, L. (2005). Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework. Int. J. Soc. Res. Methodol. 8, 19–32. doi: 10.1080/1364557032000119616 

 Ärlemalm-Hagsér, E., Larsson, J., and Gustavsson, L. (2021). “New teacher strategies to support children’s active participation in early childhood education for sustainability (ECEFS),” in 30 Th EECERA ANNUAL CONFERENCE, Democratic Early Childhood Pedagogies: ABSTRACT BOOK. Presented at the 30 th EECERA ANNUAL CONFERENCE, Democratic Early Childhood Pedagogies, Online Festival, 1 st – 17th September 2021. Available at: http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:mdh:diva-55953 (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 Armitage, R., and Nellums, L. B. (2020). The COVID-19 response must be disability inclusive. Lancet Public Health 5:e257. doi: 10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30076-1 

 Armstrong, F. (2012). Landscapes, spatial justice and learning communities. Int. J. Incl. Educ. 16, 609–626. doi: 10.1080/13603116.2012.655496

 Armstrong, A., and Spandagou, I. (2009). “Poverty, inclusion and inclusive education: exploring the connections,” in Paper Presented at the AARE 2009 International Education Research Conference, Canberra, Australia.

 Arnold, R. D., and Wade, J. P. (2015). A definition of systems thinking: a systems approach. Procedia Comput. Sci. 44, 669–678. doi: 10.1016/j.procs.2015.03.050 

 Aronson, D. (1996). Overview of Systems Thinking. Available at: https://www.fwsolutions.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/OverviewSTarticle.pdf (Accessed August 2, 2022).

 Avramidis, E., and Kalyva, E. (2007). The influence of teaching experience and professional development on Greek teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. Eur. J. Spec. Needs Educ. 22, 367–389. doi: 10.1080/08856250701649989

 Baglieri, S., and Knopf, J. (2004). Normalizing difference in inclusive teaching. J. Learn. Disabil. 37, 525–529. doi: 10.1177/00222194040370060701 

 Barton, L. (2003). Inclusive Education and Teacher Education. A Basis for Hope or a Discourse for Delusion, London: Institute of Education, University of London.

 Begičević Ređep, N. (2021). Comparative overview of the digital preparedness of education systems in selected CEE countries; CEU Democracy Institute; Center for democracy studies, Working paper series. Available at: https://cps.ceu.edu/sites/cps.ceu.edu/files/attachment/publication/3316/cps-working-paper-educ-digital-preparedness-2021.pdf (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 Begicevic Redep, N., Balaban, I., and Žugec, B. (2021). Assessing digital maturity of schools: framework and instrument. Technol. Pedagogy Educ. doi: 10.1080/1475939X.2021.1944291

 Bickenbach, J. (2014). Universally design social policy: when disability disappears? Disabil. Rehabil. 36, 1320–1327. doi: 10.3109/09638288.2014.932447 

 Bokayev, B., Torebekova, Z., Abdykalikova, M., and Davletbayeva, Z. (2021). Exposing policy gaps: the experience of Kazakhstan in implementing distance learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. Transforming Gov.: People Process Policy. 15:2. doi: 10.1108/TG-07-2020-0147

 Boscardin, M. L., and Shepherd, K. G. (2020). Leadership for evaluations responsive to disability and culture. J. Educ. Adm. 58, 555–570. doi: 10.1108/JEA-10-2019-0178 

 Braun, V., and Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual. Res. Psychol. 3, 77–101. doi: 10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

 Braun, V., and Clarke, V. (2021). Thematic Analysis: A Practical Guide [eBook version] Thousand Oaks: SAGE.

 Bristol, L. (2015). Leading-for-inclusion: transforming action through teacher talk. Int. J. Incl. Educ. 19, 802–820. doi: 10.1080/13603116.2014.971078

 Carrión-Martínez, J. J., Pinel-Martínez, C., Pérez-Esteban, M. D., and Román-Sánchez, I. M. (2021). Family and school relationship during COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 18:11710. doi: 10.3390/ijerph182111710 

 Cayetano, M. C., and Autencio, P. U. (2021). The perception on the implementation of flexible learning in the time of covid 19. Bedan Res. J. 6, 263–279.

 Ceballos, M., Vitale, T., and Gordon, W. R. (2021). Remote continuity of learning and the COVID-19 pandemic: educators’ self-perceptions of preparedness. J. Pedagogical Sociol. Psychol. 3, 75–89. doi: 10.33902/JPSP.2021271304

 Christopoulos, A., Sprangers, P., and Wang, S. (2021). Integration of educational technology during the Covid-19 pandemic: an analysis of teacher and student receptions. Cogent Educ. 8:1. doi: 10.1080/2331186X.2021.1964690

 Claes, C., Ferket, N., Vandevelde, S., Verlet, D., and De Maeyer, J. (2017). Disability policy evaluation: combining logic models and systems thinking. Intellect. Dev. Disabil. 55, 247–257. doi: 10.1352/1934-9556-55.4.247 

 Colquhoun, H. L., Levac, D., O’Brien, K. K., Straus, S., Tricco, A. C., Perrier, L., et al. (2014). Scoping reviews: time for clarity in definition, methods, and reporting. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 67, 1291–1294. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013 

 Conway, J. M., and Abawi, L. (2013). Creating enduring strength through commitment to schoolwide pedagogy. Improv. Sch. 16, 175–185. doi: 10.1177/1365480213493714

 Das, P. K. (2021). Impact of pandemic Covid-19 on higher education-Indian context. Universal J. Bus. Manage. 1, 13–21. Available at: https://www.scipublications.com/journal/index.php/ujbm/article/view/44. (Accessed March 20, 2022)

 Daudt, H., van Mossel, C., and Scott, S. J. (2013). Enhancing the scoping study methodology: a large inter-professional team’s experience with Arksey and O’Malley’s framework. BMC Med. Res. 13, 48–56. doi: 10.1186/1471-2288-13-48

 Davis, K., Drey, N., and Gould, D. (2009). What are scoping studies? A review of the nursing literature. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 46, 1386–1400. doi: 10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2009.02.010 

 Dellasoudas, L. (2005). Teaching Students with Special Educational Needs: From Theory to Practice [Διδακτική μαθητών με ειδικές εκπαιδευτικές ανάγκες: Από τη θεωρία στην πράξη]. II. Athens: Atrapos

 DeMatthews, D., Reyes, P., Solis Rodriguez, J., and Knight, D. (2021). Principal perceptions of the distance learning transition during the pandemic. Educ. Policy. doi: 10.1177/08959048211049421

 Dorn, A. V., Cooney, R. E., and Sabin, M. L. (2020). COVID-19 exacerbating inequalities in the US. Lancet (London, England) 395, 1243–1244. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30893-X

 Doucet, A., Netolicky, D., Timmers, K., and Tuscano, F. (2020). Thinking about Pedagogy in an Unfolding Pandemic: An Independent Report on Approaches to Distance Learning during COVID19 School Closures; Education International. Available at: https://www.oitcinterfor.org/node/7809 (Accessed October 20, 2022).

 E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας] (2019). 5th Statistical Information Bulletin “Data about education of students with disabilities and/or special educational needs”. [5ο Δελτίο Στατιστικής Πληροφόρησης «Στοιχεία για την εκπαίδευση των μαθητών με αναπηρία ή/και ειδικές εκπαιδευτικές ανάγκες».] Available at: https://www.esamea.gr/publications/others/4312-5o-deltio-statistikis-pliroforisis-stoixeia-gia-tin-ekpaideysi-ton-mathiton-me-anapiria-i-kai-eidikes-ekpaideytikes-anagkes (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας] (2020). Prolonged incarceration of disabled children and their families will have disastrous results – letter to the Prime Minister [Ο παρατεταμένος εγκλεισμός των παιδιών με αναπηρία και των οικογενειών τους θα έχει ολέθρια αποτελέσματα- επιστολή στον πρωθυπουργό]. Available at: https://www.esamea.gr/pressoffice/press-releases/4809-o-paratetamenos-egkleismos-ton-paidion-me-anapiria-kai-ton-oikogeneion-toys-tha-exei-olethria-apotelesmata-epistoli-ston-prothypoyrgo (Accessed October 27, 2022).

 E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας] (2021). The Constitution [Έρευνα: Μεγάλες πληγές η έλλειψη υποστήριξης των μαθητών με αναπηρία στη β’ βάθμια και η επαγγελματική τους εκπαίδευση]. Available at: https://www.esamea.gr/pressoffice/press-releases/5294-ereyna-megales-pliges-i-elleipsi-ypostirixis-ton-mathiton-me-anapiria-sti-ba-bathmia-kai-i-epaggelmatiki-toys-ekpaideysis (Accessed October 27, 2022).

 E.S.A.meA. – Observatory of Disability Issues [Ε.Σ.Α.μεΑ. – Παρατηρητήριο Θεμάτων Αναπηρίας] (2022). The Constitution [Το Σύνταγμα]. Available at: https://www.esamea.gr/legal-framework/syntagma (Accessed March 15, 2022).

 efsyn.gr [Η Εφημερίδα των Συντακτών] (2020). Reflections of Disability in the narrative of the Pandemic [Αντανακλάσεις της αναπηρίας στο αφήγημα της πανδημίας]. Available at: https://www.efsyn.gr/nisides/245802_antanaklaseis-tis-anapirias-sto-afigima-tis-pandimias (Accessed October 27, 2022).

 Egan, A., Maguire, R., Christophers, L., and Rooney, B. (2017). Developing creativity in higher education for 21st century learners: a protocol for a scoping review. Int. J. Educ. Res. 82, 21–27. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2016.12.004

 ElSaheli-Elhage, R. (2021). Access to students and parents and levels of preparedness of educators during the COVID-19 emergency transition to e-learning. Int. J. Stud. Educ. (IJonSE) 3, 61–69. doi: 10.46328/ijonse.35

 Eutsler, L., Antonenko, P. D., and Mitchell, C. (2021). Initial response to COVID-19: a mixed-methods analysis of media and school communications to identify pedagogical implications for remote teaching. Interact. Technol. Smart Educ. 18, 227–245. doi: 10.1108/ITSE-08-2020-0159

 Feely, M. (2020). New Materialism: Opening New Lines of Inquiry within Disability Studies. Centre for Disability Studies, University of Leeds. Available at: https://disability-studies.leeds.ac.uk/new-materialism-opening-new-lines-of-inquiry-within-disability-studies/ (Accessed October 16, 2022).

 Ferrari, A. (2012). Digital Competence in Practice: An Analysis of Frameworks. Seville: JRC-IPTS. Available at: http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC68116.pdf (Accessed July 20, 2022).

 Finkelstein, V. (2007). The Social Model of Disability and the Disability Movement. Available at: https://disability-studies.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/library/finkelstein-The-Social-Model-of-Disability-and-the-Disability-Movement.pdf Ανακτήθηκε: 20/10/2018 (Accessed July 10, 2022).

 Fitzgerald, H. (2009). Disability and Youth Sport. London: Routledge.

 Gabel, S. (2001). I wash my face with dirty water: narratives of disability and pedagogy. J. Teach. Educ. 52, 31–47. doi: 10.1177/0022487101052001004

 Giannouli, V., Sarris, D., and Papadopoulou, M. (2021). Distance education in the pandemic era: the views of Greek general and special education teachers of secondary education regarding readiness, challenges and the post-covid educational practices. Eur. J. Special Educ. Res. 7:4. doi: 10.46827/ejse.v7i4.4050

 Goldschmidt, K. (2020). The COVID-19 pandemic: technology use to support the wellbeing of children. J. Pediatr. Nurs. 53, 88–90. doi: 10.1016/j.pedn.2020.04.013 

 Gonçalves Costa, A. D. C., Strozzi, C. R. P., Forno, L. F. D., Sartori, R., Godina, R., and Matos, F. (2021). Knowledge management and the political–pedagogical project in Brazilian schools. Sustainability. 13:2941. doi: 10.3390/su13052941

 Goodley, D. (2010). Disability Studies: An Interdisciplinary Introduction. London: Publications.

 Goodley, D. (2011). Social psychoanalytic disability studies. Disability Soc. 26, 715–728. doi: 10.1080/09687599.2011.602863 

 Greek Ministry of Health/National Public Health Council [Εθνικό Συμβούλιο Δημοσίας Υγείας, Υπουργείο Υγείας]. (2020). National strategic plan for public health 2019–2022 [Εθνικό στρατηγικό σχέδιο για τη δημοσιά υγειά 2019–2022]. Available at: https://www.moh.gov.gr/articles/health/domes-kai-draseis-gia-thn-ygeia/ethnika-sxedia-drashs/6237-ethniko-sxedio-drashs-gia-thn-dhmosia-ygeia (Accessed July 20, 2022).

 Green, I., and Sheyapo, M. (2021). Including the excluded in open and distance learning in Namibia: policy transformation to maximise the inclusion of students with visual impairments. Sci. Open Prepr. doi: 10.14293/S2199-1006.1.SOR-.PPPYUB3.v1

 Guba, E. G., and Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). “Competing paradigms in qualitative research” in Handbook of Qualitative Research. eds. N. K. Denzin and Y. S. Lincoln (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage), 105–117.

 Guest, G., MacQueen, K. M., and Namey, E. E. (2012). Applied Thematic Analysis. Applied Thematic Analysis. London: Sage Publicatons.

 Guterres, A. (2021). An evidence-based quest to protect human health. The Independent Panel for Pandemic Preparedness and Response. Available at: https://theindependentpanel.org/ (Accessed July 12, 2022).

 Haddow, G., Bullock, J., and Coppola, D. P. (2014). Introduction to Emergency Management. Waltham: Butterworth-Heinemann.

 Haller, T., and Novita, S. (2021). Parents’ perceptions of school support during COVID-19: what satisfies parents? Front. Educ. 6:700441. doi: 10.3389/feduc.2021.700441 

 Hanneke, R., Asada, Y., Lieberman, L., Neubauer, L. C., and Fagen, M. (2017). “The scoping review method: mapping the literature in “structural change” public health interventions” in SAGE Research Methods Cases Part 2 (London: SAGE Publications, Ltd)

 Harrison, R., and Barber, W. (2021). Online learning: the need for critical reflection as a result of the covid-19 pandemic. 1522–1527. doi: 10.21125/edulearn.2021.0367

 Hempsall, K. (2014). Developing leadership in higher education: perspectives from the USA, the UK and Australia. J. High. Educ. Policy Manag. 36, 383–394. doi: 10.1080/1360080X.2014.916468 

 Herscovitch, L., and Meyer, J. P. (2002). Commitment to organizational change: extension of a three-component model. J. Appl. Psychol. 87, 474–487. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.474 

 Hill, C., Rosehart, P., Helene, J. S., and Sadhra, S. (2020). What kind of educator does the world need today? Reimagining teacher education in post-pandemic Canada. J. Educ. Teach. 46, 565–575. doi: 10.1080/02607476.2020.1797439

 Hughes, B. (2004). “Disability and the body” in Disabling barriers-enabling environments. eds. J. Swain, V. Finkelstein, S. French, and M. Oliver (London: Sage), 63–68.

 Hunter-Johnson, Y., Newton, N., Gardiner-Farquharson, B., Munnings, J., Bandelier, N., Butler, F., et al. (2021). Challenges and support for pre-service teachers’ virtual teaching and practicums: implications for Bahamian educational systems. Int. J. Bahamian Stud. 27:147. doi: 10.15362/ijbs.v27i0.433

 Iezzoni, L. I., and Long-Bellil, L. M. (2012). Training physicians about caring for persons with disabilities: “nothing about us without us!”. Disabil. Health J. 5, 136–139. doi: 10.1016/j.dhjo.2012.03.003 

 Jameson, J. M., Stegenga, S. M., Ryan, J., and Green, A. (2020). Free appropriate public education in the time of COVID-19. Rural Special Educ. Q. 39, 181–192. doi: 10.1177/8756870520959659 

 Jameson, C. M., Torres, K., and Mohammed, S. (2021). Virtual faculty strategies for supporting motivation of online doctoral students. J. Educ. Res. Pract. 11, 295–305. doi: 10.5590/JERAP.2021.11.1.20

 Jäppinen, A.-K. (2014). Collaborative educational leadership: the emergence of human interactional sense-making process as a complex system. Complicity: Int. J. Complexity Educ. 11, 65–85. Available at: https://ejournals.library.ualberta.ca/index.php/complicity/article/view. (Accessed July 18, 2022)

 Javed, M. L., and Niazi, H. K. (2015). Crisis preparedness and response for schools: an analytical study of Punjab, Pakistan. J. Educ. Pract. 6, 40–47. Available at: http://eric.ed.gov/?q=Pakistan&pr=on&ft=on&pg=4&id=EJ1079471%5Cnhttp://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1079471.pdf. (Accessed May 9, 2022)

 Karagianni, G. (2017). Disability in Greece During the Crisis. [Η αναπηρία στην Ελλάδα της κρίσης]. Athens: Gutenberg.

 Karagianni, Y. (2020a). “Success story” Without Disabled People. Disability and Covid19: The global impacts. iHuman. University of Sheffield. Accessed 25th February 2021. Available at: https://www.sheffield.ac.uk/ihuman/covid-19-blog/disability-and-covid-19-global-impacts/success-story-without-disabled-people (Accessed July 2, 2022).

 Karagianni, Y. (2020b). “Success story” Without Disabled People [“Success story” χωρίς τα ανάπηρα άτομα]. Available at: https://meallamatia.gr/success-story-choris-ta-anapira-atoma/ (Accessed October 27, 2022).

 Kassianos, P. (2018). “Statistics on the education of students with special educational needs and/or disabilities [Keynote address],” in Center of Educational Policy Development-G.S.E.E. & National Confederation of Disabled People Conference, Athens, Greece. Available at: https://www.kanep-gsee/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/AGENDA_B_KYKLOS_EKTHESIS.pdf (Accessed May 19, 2022).

 Kenny, A., Hyett, N., Sawtell, J., Dickson-Swift, V., Farmer, J., and O’Meara, P. (2013). Community participation in rural health: a scoping review. BMC Health Serv. Res. 13:64. doi: 10.1186/1472-6963-13-64

 Keskin, S., Çinar, M., and Demir, Ö. (2021). A quantitative content analysis of Turkish state universities’ official websites in terms of their preparedness and actions during emergency distance education in the early phase of the COVID-19 pandemic period. Educ. Inf. Technol. 27, 493–523. doi: 10.1007/s10639-021-10744-4

 Kezar, A. J., and Holcombe, E. M. (2017). Shared Leadership in Higher Education: Important Lessons from Research and Practice. Washington, DC: American Council on Education.

 Khanal, P., Bento, F., and Tagliabue, M. (2021). A scoping review of organizational responses to the covid-19 pandemic in schools: a complex systems perspective. Educ. Sci. 11:115. doi: 10.3390/educsci11030115

 Kim, J. Y., and Fienup, D. M. (2021). Increasing access to online learning for students with disabilities during Covid-19 pandemic. J. Spec. Educ. 14:002246692199806.

 Korkmaz, G., and Toraman, Ç. (2020). Are we ready for the post-COVID-19 educational practice? An investigation into what educators think as to online learning. Int. J. Technol. Educ. Sci. (IJTES) 4, 293–309. doi: 10.46328/ijtes.v4i4.110

 Kozleski, E. B. (2020). Disrupting what passes as inclusive education: predicating educational equity on schools designed for all. Educ. Forum 84, 340–355. doi: 10.1080/00131725.2020.1801047

 Kozyreva, A., and Nadtoka, R. (2020). Using digital technologies to create equal opportunities in higher education in the Russian Federation: COVID-2019 lessons. E3S Web Conf. 208:09035. doi: 10.1051/e3sconf/202020809035

 Kundu, A., and Bej, T. (2021). COVID-19 response: students’ readiness for shifting classes online. Corp. Gov. 21, 1250–1270. doi: 10.1108/CG-09-2020-0377

 Levac, D., Colquhoun, H., and O’Brien, K. K. (2010). Scoping studies: advancing the methodology. Implement. Sci. 5, 1–9. doi: 10.1186/1748-5908-5-69

 Majoko, T., and Dudu, A. (2022). Parents’ strategies for home educating their children with autism Spectrum disorder during the COVID-19 period in Zimbabwe. Int. J. Dev. Disabilities 68, 474–478. doi: 10.1080/20473869.2020.1803025 

 Mallett, R., and Runswick-Cole, K. (2014). Approaching Disability: Critical Issues and Perspectives. New York, NY: Routledge.

 Mantzikos, C., and Lappa, C. (2020). Difficulties and barriers in the education of deaf and hard of hearing individuals in the era of covid-19: the case of Greece – a viewpoint article. Eur. J. Special Educ. Res. 6:3. doi: 10.46827/ejse.v6i3.3357

 Marek, M. W., Chew, C. S., and Wu, W. C. V. (2021). Teacher experiences in converting classes to distance learning in the COVID-19 pandemic. Int. J. Distance Educ. Technol. (IJDET) 19, 89–109. doi: 10.4018/IJDET.20210101.oa3 

 Masonbrink, A. R., and Hurley, E. (2020). Advocating for children during the COVID-19 school closures. Official J. Am. Acad. Pediatr. 146:e20201440. doi: 10.1542/peds.2020-1440 

 Melissa, W. M. (2021). “Perceptions of Collaboration Between Special Education Teachers and Parents of Children Diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder in the Elementary Setting” (2021). Education Doctoral. Paper 510. Available at: https://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/510 (Accessed March 12, 2022).

 Mohammed Ali, A. (2021). E-learning for students with disabilities during COVID-19: faculty attitude and perception. SAGE Open 11:4.

 Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., and Altman, D. G., The PRISMA Group (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med. 6:e1000097. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097 

 Montanari, M., Santos, M. A., Third, A., Pellegrini, C., Prasauskiene, A., Lariccia, S., et al. (2021). “Digital learning for students with disabilities in primary school: From the management of the pandemic emergency situation towards a new normality,” in INTED2021 proceedings 5429–5435.

 Moos, L., Alfirević, N., Pavičić, J., Koren, A., and Čačija, L. (2020). “The challenge of digital transformation in European education systems” in Educational leadership, improvement and change: Discourse and Systems in Europe. Palgrave studies on leadership and learning in teacher education. eds. Moos, et al. (Cham: Palgrave Pivot), 103–120.

 National Population and Family Planning Board (BKKBN), Statistics Indonesia (BPS), Ministry of Health (Kemenkes), and ICF. (2018). Indonesia Demographic and Health Survey 2017. Jakarta, Indonesia: BKKBN, BPS, Kemenkes, and ICF.

 Newman, D. (2019). Top 5 Digital Transformation Trends In Education For 2020. Available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielnewman/2019/08/01/top-5-digital-transformation-trends-in-education-for-2020/ (Accessed April 20, 2022).

 Ng, K., Klavina, A., Ferreira, J. P., Barrett, U., Pozeriene, J., and Reina, R. (2021). Teachers’ preparedness to deliver remote adapted physical education from different European perspectives: updates to the European standards in adapted physical activity. Eur. J. Spec. Needs Educ. 36, 98–113. doi: 10.1080/08856257.2021.1872848

 Nicola, N., Alsafi, Z., Sohrabi, C., Kerwan, A., Al-Jabir, A., Iosifidis, C., et al. (2020). The socio-economic implications of the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19): a review. Int. J. Surg. 78, 185–193. doi: 10.1016/j.ijsu.2020.04.018 

 O’Brien, K., Colquhoun, H., Levac, D., Baxter, L., Tricco, A., Straus, S., et al. (2016). Advancing scoping study methodology: a web-based survey and consultation of perceptions on terminology, definition and methodological steps. BMC Health Serv. Res. 16:305. doi: 10.1186/s12913-016-1579-z 

 Oliver, M. (1990). The Politics of Disablement. London: Macmillan.

 Oliver, M. (1996). Understanding Disability: From Theory to Practice. New York: St Martin's Press.

 Oliver, M., and Barnes, C. (2012a). The New Politics of Disablement. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

 Oliver, M., and Barnes, C. (2012b). Back to the future: the World Report on Disability. Disability Society 24, 575–579. doi: 10.1080/09687599.2012.686781

 Page, A., Charteris, J., Anderson, J., and Boyle, C. (2021). Fostering school connectedness online for students with diverse learning needs: inclusive education in Australia during the COVID-19 pandemic. Eur. J. Spec. Needs Educ. 36, 142–156. doi: 10.1080/08856257.2021.1872842

 Papazoglou, M. (2020). For a substantial distance education. [Για μια ουσιαστική εξ’ αποστάσεως εκπαίδευση]. Kathimerini J. Available at: https://www.kathimerini.gr/society/1078577/gia-mia-oysiastiki-ex-apostaseos-ekpaideysi/ (Accessed July 22, 2022).

 Pasani, C. F., Rizky, A., and Zainudin, H. (2021). Learning loss and education inequality in Indonesia Indonesia (mapping the potential, consequences, and the covid-19 crisis). Rev. Int. Geogr. Educ. Online. 11, 1171–1181.

 Patel, R., Kermanshachi, S., and Nipa, T. J. (2020). “Establishment of a framework to measure disaster preparedness: development of strategies to enhance disaster preparedness activities” in Proceedings of the Creative Construction e-Conference. 58, 76–84.

 Perry, R., and Quarantelli, E. L. (2005). What is a Disaster? New Answers to Old Questions. Philadelphia: Xlibris Books.

 Peters, M. D. J., Marnie, C., Tricco, A. C., Pollock, D., Munn, Z., Alexander, L., et al. (2020). Updated methodological guidance for the conduct of scoping reviews. JBI Evidence Synth. 18, 2119–2126. doi: 10.11124/JBIES-20-00167 

 Pettigrew, A. (1992). On studying managerial elites. Strateg. Manag. J. 13, 163–182. doi: 10.1002/smj.4250130911 

 Poce, A., Amenduni, F., Re, M. R., De Medio, C., and Valente, M. (2021). Participants’ expectations and learning needs in an online professional development initiative concerning emergency remote education during the 2020 COVID-19 lockdown. Ital. J. Educ. Technol. 29, 99–116. doi: 10.17471/2499-4324/1197

 Pokhrel, S., and Chhetri, R. A. (2021). Literature review on impact of COVID-19 pandemic on teaching and learning. Higher Educ. Future. 8, 133–141. doi: 10.1177/2347631120983481 

 Poletti, M. (2020). Hey teachers! Do not leave them kids alone! Envisioning schools during and after the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Trends Neurosci. Educ. 20:100140. doi: 10.1016/j.tine.2020.100140 

 PRISMA Transparent Reporting of Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (2022). Key Documents. PRISMA 2020 Checklist. Available at: https://prisma-statement.org/ (Accessed May 20, 2022).

 Punie, Y., and Redecker, C. (2017). European Framework for the Digital Competence of Educators: DigCompEdu, EUR 28775 EN, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg. doi: 10.2760/159770

 Rellas, A. (2020). Disabled individuals are also excluded from the pandemic response measures. [Αποκλεισμένα και από τα μέτρα αντιμετώπισης της πανδημίας τα ανάπηρα άτομα]. Η Εποχή. Available at: http://epohi.gr/atoma-me-anaphria-kai-covid-9-apokleismena-kai-apota-metra-antimetwpishs-ths-pandhmias/ (Accessed July 20, 2022).

 Rios, D., Magasi, S., Novak, C., and Harniss, M. (2016). Conducting accessible research: including people with disabilities in public health, epidemiological, and outcomes studies. Am. J. Public Health 106, 2137–2144. doi: 10.2105/AJPH.2016.303448 

 Schuelka, M. J. (2018). Implementing Inclusive Education. K4D Helpdesk Report. Brighton, UK: Institute of Development Studies.

 Shadmi, E., Chen, Y., Dourado, I., Faran-Perach, I., Furler, J., Hangoma, P., et al. (2020). Health equity and COVID-19: global perspectives. Int. J. Equity Health 19:1. doi: 10.1186/s12939-020-01218-z

 Shishakly, R., and Sabah, A. (2021). Challenges of online learning systems during COVID-19 in the UAE universities and its effect on business students academic performance. American Journal of Online and Distance Learning, 3:1. doi: 10.47672/ajodl.757

 Shogren, K. A., Luckasson, R., and Schalock, R. L. (2017). An integrated approach to disability policy development, implementation, and evaluation. Intellect. Dev. Disabil. 55, 258–268. doi: 10.1352/1934-9556-55.4.258 

 Shulekina, J., Novikova, D., and Abayeva, M. (2021). Culture of an inclusive educational organization as an indicator of the quality of education in a contemporary metropolis. SHS Web Conf. 98:01020. doi: 10.1051/shsconf/20219801020

 Shuvalova, N., Lezhenina, S., and Lammert, A. (2021). “Is home education an alternative to school education?,” in Proceedings of INTCESS 2021 8th International Conference on Education and Education of Social Sciences.

 Slee, R. (2010). Revisiting the politics of special educational needs and disability studies in education with Len Barton. Br. J. Sociol. Educ. 31, 561–573. doi: 10.1080/01425692.2010.500089

 Sofianidis, A., Meletiou-Mavrotheris, M., Konstantinou, P., Stylianidou, N., and Katzis, K. (2021). Let students talk about emergency remote teaching experience: secondary students’ perceptions on their experience during the COVID-19 pandemic. Educ. Sci. 11:268. doi: 10.3390/educsci11060268

 Sosa Díaz, M. J. (2021). Emergency remote education, family support and the digital divide in the context of the COVID-19 lockdown. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 18:7956. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18157956 

 Staupe-Delgado, R., and Kruke, B. I. (2017). “Developing a typology of crisis preparedness. I: Safety & Reliability, theory and applications” in Safety and Reliability. Theory and Applications. eds. M. Cepin and R. Bris (London: Imprint CRC Press), 2539–2546.

 Stenhoff, D. M., Pennington, R. C., and Tapp, M. C. (2020). Distance education support for students with autism spectrum disorder and complex needs during COVID-19 and school closures. Rural Special Educ. Q. 39, 211–219. doi: 10.1177/8756870520959658 

 Swain, J., and French, S. (2000). Towards an affirmation model of disability. Disability Soc. 15, 569–582. doi: 10.1080/09687590050058189 

 Swain, J., French, S., and Cameron, C. (2003). Controversial Issues in a Disabling Society (Disability, Human Rights, and Society). Buckingham: Open University Press.

 Talidong, K. J. B., and Toquero, C. M. D. (2021). Mobile learning grounded on universal instructional design principles on the shift to emergency online education. Journal of digital. Educ. Technol. 1:ep2102. doi: 10.21601/jdet/10943

 Tardi, R., and Njelesani, J. (2015). Disability and the post-2015 development agenda. Disabil. Rehabil. 37, 1496–1500. doi: 10.3109/09638288.2014.972589

 The Constitution of Greece [Σύνταγμα της Ελλάδος]. (2001). ΦΕΚ A 85–18-4-2001. The Constitution of Greece, FEK A85 [Σύνταγμα της Ελλάδος, ΦΕΚ A 85]. Available at: https://www.e-nomothesia.gr/syntagma/suntagma-ellados-2001.html (Accessed July 20, 2022).

 The Lancet (2020). Redefining vulnerability in the era of COVID-19. Lancet (London, England) 395:1089. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30757-1

 Thomas, G., Walker, D., and Webb, J. (1998). The Making of the Inclusive School. London: Routledge.

 Tokatly Latzer, I., Leitner, Y., and Karnieli-Miller, O. (2021). Core experiences of parents of children with autism during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown. Autism 25, 1047–1059. doi: 10.1177/1362361320984317 

 Tricco, A. C., Lillie, E., Zarin, W., O'Brien, K. K., Colquhoun, H., Levac, D., et al. (2018). PRISMA extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR): checklist and explanation. Ann. Intern. Med. 169, 467–473. (American College of Physicians). doi: 10.7326/M18-0850 

 Tricco, A. C., Soobiah, C., Antony, J., Cogo, E., MacDonald, H., Lillie, E., et al. (2016). A scoping review identifies multiple emerging knowledge synthesis methods, but few studies operationalise the method. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 73, 19–28. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2015.08.030 

 Tsermidou, L., and Zoniou-Sideri, A. (2012). “The views of special teachers on the employment of technological means in special schools for pupils with learning disability. [Τεχνολογικά μέσα και ειδικό σχολείο για παιδιά με νοητική καθυστέρηση: απόψεις εκπαιδευτικών της ειδικής εκπαίδευσης]” in Research in Special Education, Inclusive Education and Disability. eds. A. Zoniou-Sideri, E. Nteropoulou-Nterou, and K. Papadopoulou, vol. B (Pedio: Athens), 117–140.

 Tunney, J., and Hanreddy, A. (2021). “Inclusive teaching requires inclusive lesson planning” in Minding the marginalized students through inclusion, justice, and Hope international perspectives on inclusive education. eds. J. W. Lalas and H. L. Strikwerda, vol. 16 (Bingley: Emerald Publishing Limited), 111–134.

 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (2022). COVID-19 Recovery. Education: from School Closure to Recovery. Available at: https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Institute for Information Technologies in Education (UNESCO IITE) and the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education. (2011). ICTs in Education for People with Disabilities- Review of Innovative Practice. Available at: https://www.european-agency.org/sites/default/files/ICTs-in-Education-for-people-with-disabilities.pdf

 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization UNESCO (2016). Education 2030: Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action Towards Inclusive and Equitable Quality Education and Lifelong Learning for all. Available at: http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/education-2030-incheon-framework-for-action-implementation-of-sdg4-2016-en_2.pdf

 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization UNESCO (2020). Inclusion and Education: All Means All. Global Monitoring Report. Paris: UNESCO. Available at: https://en.unesco.org/gem-report/report/2020/inclusion (Accessed October 29, 2022).

 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR). (2009). 2009 UNISDR terminology on disaster risk reduction. Available at: https://www.undrr.org/publication/2009-unisdr-terminology-disaster-risk-reduction (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 Upadhyay, B., and Albrecht, N. (2011). “Deliberative democracy in an urban elementary science classroom” in Building the Expertise to Empower Low-Income Minority Youth in Science. eds. S. Basu, A. Calabrese Barton, and E. Tan (Rotterdam, Netherlands: Sense Publishers), 75–83.

 Verma, G. K., and Mallick, K. (1999). Researching Education: Perspec Tives and Techniques. Philadelphia: Open University Press.

 Vlachou, A. (2006). Role of special/support teachers in Greek primary schools: a counterproductive effect of inclusion practices. Int. J. Incl. Educ. 10, 39–58. doi: 10.1080/13603110500221586

 Vlachou, A., and Zoniou-Sideri, A. (2009). School inclusion and collaborative practices of the general and special education teachers. Hell. J. Psychol. 6, 180–204.

 Weiner, B. J., Amick, H., and Lee, S. Y. (2008). Conceptualization and measurement of organizational readiness for change: a review of the literature in health services research and other fields. Med. Care Res. Rev. 65, 379–436. doi: 10.1177/1077558708317802

 Weiner, B. J., Lewis, M. A., and Linnan, L. A. (2009). Using organization theory to understand the determinants of effective implementation of worksite health promotion programs. Health Educ. Res. 24, 292–305. doi: 10.1093/her/cyn019 

 World Health Organization (2022). Disability. Available at: https://www.who.int/health-topics/disability#tab=tab_1 (Accessed January 30, 2022).

 World Health Organization (WHO). (2011). Pandemic preparedness. Available at: https://www.who.int/europe/news-room/fact-sheets/item/pandemic-preparedness (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 World Health Organization (WHO). (2020). Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) situation report-69. Available at: https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/coronaviruse/situation-reports/20200329-sitrep-69-covid-19.pdf?sfvrsn=8d6620fa_2 (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 World Health Organization (WHO). (2022). Coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. Available at: https://www.who.int/europe/emergencies/situations/covid-19 (Accessed March 20, 2022).

 Yilmaz, R., and Yeganeh, E. (2021). Who and how do I include? A case study on teachers’ inclusive education practices. Int. J. Progress. Educ. 17, 406–429. doi: 10.29329/ijpe.2021.332.25 

 Zhang, W., Wang, Y., Yang, L., and Wang, C. (2020). Suspending classes without stopping learning: China’s education emergency management policy in the COVID-19 outbreak. J. Risk Financ. Manage. 13, 1–6. doi: 10.3390/jrfm13030055

 Zikargae, M. H. (2020). COVID-19 in Ethiopia: assessment of how the Ethiopian government has executed administrative actions and managed risk communications and community engagement. Risk Manage. Healthcare Policy 13, 2803–2810. doi: 10.2147/RMHP.S278234

 Zoniou-Sideri, A. (2012). “The necessity of inclusion: concerns and perspectives [Η αναγκαιότητα της ένταξης: προβληματισμοί και προοπτικές]” in Contemporary Inclusive Approaches [Σύγχρονες ενταξιακές προσεγγίσεις: θεωρία και πράξη]. ed. A. Zoniou-Sideri (Athens: Pedio), 31–51.

 Zoniou-Sideri, A. (2018). “Inclusive education and disabled pupils in Greek schools: promoting human rights or a new form of exclusion,” in Human Rights in a Changing World: Research and Applied Approaches. ed. A. Z. Giotsa (New York: Nova Science Publishers), 195–216.


OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Organizational preparedness domains and indicators of educational organizations for students with disabilities in pandemic times: A scoping review



		1. Introduction



		1.1. Theoretical considerations



		1.2. Disability and person with disability



		1.3. Organizational preparedness



		1.4. System thinking change framework









		2. Materials and methods



		2.1. Design



		2.2. Stage 1: Identify The initial research question



		2.3. Stage 2: Identify relevant studies



		2.3.1. Search strategy



		2.3.2. Search terms



		2.3.3. Eligibility criteria



		2.3.4. Information sources and search









		2.4. Stage 3: Study selection



		2.4.1. Selection process



		2.4.2. Articles selection









		2.5. Stage 4: Data charting



		2.6. Stage 5: Synthesis (collating, summarizing, and reporting the results)









		3. Results



		3.1. Resources e.g., (equipment, technological infrastructure, logistics, contingency funding, availability of resources, and buildings)



		3.1.1. ICT resources/Equipment



		3.1.2. Finance









		3.2. Human resources e.g., (teachers, disability specialists, psychologists, and dedicated and/or trained human resources for crisis context)



		3.2.1. Digital teaching competences



		3.2.2. Continuous Professional Development in using new ICT









		3.3. Teaching process



		3.3.1. Student-centered learning



		3.3.2. Curriculum and content



		3.3.3. Assessment









		3.4. Educational practices (teaching and learning practices to respond to students’ diversified needs in crisis contexts)



		3.4.1. Innovative and inclusive educational practices



		3.4.2. Parents’ participation in the educational process









		3.5. Communications



		3.5.1. Collaboration



		3.5.2. Networking









		3.6. Organizational preparedness polices



		3.6.1. Organizational policies related to organizational preparedness



		3.6.2. Inclusive school culture as a factor to disability inclusive organizational preparedness



		3.6.3. Socio-educational challenges in the development of organizational preparedness plans















		4. Discussion



		5. Limitations



		Data availability statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		Supplementary Material



		Footnotes



		References



















OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t007.jpg
Domains Indicators

3.6. Organizational 36,1 Organizational policies
policies related to related to organizational
organizational preparedness

preparedness

3.6.2 Inclusive school culture as a
factor to disability-inclusive

organizational preparedness

363 Socio-educational challenges
in the development of

organizational preparedness plans

Core subjects per indicator

Organizational readiness for crisis management

Organizational readiness for crisis preparedness

Organizational responsiveness to crisis management

Monitoring and reviewing the organizational responsiveness

Technology awareness and technology management

Whole-of-organization and whole-of-society management approach

Organizational leadership at the educational organization level

Organizational leadership at the educational administration level

inclusive culture at the educational organization level

inclusive culture at the educational organization’ leadership level

inclusive culture at the stakeholders' level

Inclusive school culture as an enabler or barrier to inclusive school practices

Aggravation of academic performance due to exacerbation of preexisting social challenges, in particular for
vulnerable, disadvantaged, and marginalized students

‘The educational challenges related to social challenges being an integral part of the organizational preparedness

plans





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t006.jpg
di

35. Communications 35.1 Collaborations Knowledge management sharing plans

Domains Indicators Core subjects per ator
Effective, responsive, and innovative collaboration ways
Collaboration at school level
Collaboration at community level
Collaboration at organizational level
Collaboration at educational administration level
Collaboration at education staff organizational level
Collaboration at parents' association level
Collaboration at stakeholders' level
Collaboration at policy level

3.5.2. Networking Continuous interconnection
Knowledge exchange

Support





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t005.jpg
Domains Indicators Core subjects per indicator
3.4. Educational practices | 34.1. Innovative and Development and application of innovative educational practices using user-friendly tools

inclusive educational Innovative, flexible educational practices supporting the promotion of inclusive and accessible instruction

practices Inmovative practices contributing to the quality of flexibility in the learning process

Innovativeeducational programs with questionable quaity of learning

Innovative educational practicessubaptimal to enable students'academic performance

Innovative educational practices decreasing students earning motivation and increasing teachers evelofstress

Innovative educational practices resulting in a lack of interaction and an increased sense of lonliness

Educational practices missing quality materials and user-friendly resources or regulatory documents to monitor the online

learning
Educational practices missing o le the students be aware of current crisis management
A shift of teachers' ole o faciltators rather than (sole) teachers
Lack of digital lieracy of involved parties in educational practices

3.42 Parents’ participation  Provision of support and training to parents/carers in relation to online learning

in educational practices Additional support for specialized, online education
Lack of pedagogical competences related o online learning
Lack of appropriate digital skill

Challenges with the provision or distribution of devices between the children





OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers | Frontiers in Education

Organizational preparedness
domains and indicators of
educational organizations for
students with disabilities in
pandemic times: A scoping review












OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates







OPS/images/logo.jpg
¥ frontiers Frontiers in Education






OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-g005.jpg
Scoping review findings:

Sixdomains for ooucations:
crganzatons proparedness
Inpandomic context, witn a

focus on the SwDs' needs





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t001.jpg
Scientific databases/ Search strategies/syntax

Academic search engine

Psyclnfo - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations
- preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational systems

Web of Science® - preparedness "AND” & “OR"

educational organ

ns
- preparedness AND” & “OR"
educational systems

Eric - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations
- preparedness AND” & “OR”
educational systems

Scopus - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations
- preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational systems

Proquest® - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations
- preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational systems

JSTOR - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations
~ preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational systems

Google Scholar - preparedness “AND” & “OR”
educational organizations

- preparedness “AND” & “OR"

educational systems

“Additional criteria were applied to the results above 200 articles. Due to the large amount of
data, phrases or words that are relevant to disab® were included.





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-g003.jpg
5 Summarizing
& reporting the

1 ldentifying the nitial 2 Idenifying 3 study 4 Charting the
G results

research question relevant studies selection






OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-g004.jpg
1564 Records Identlifled from:

- Scientific databases (n=558)

- Academic search engine (n=991)

- Additional articles identified through
snowballing (n=15)

Records removed before screering:
Duplicate records removed (n=452)

Records screened (n=1112) —

Ful-text articles assessed for ||

eligibility (n=274)

Records excluded (n=838)
Reason: Did not meet eligibility criteria

a) the COVID-19 or pandemic or crisis times
b) educational organizations

¢) organizational preparedness at all levels

d) students with disabilities and their families /
care takers { teachers

Fulltext articles excluded (n=58)

Reason: No addressing the organizational
preparedness in education, no relation fo
education of students with disabilities

Papers Included in the scoping review & in the thematic analysis (n=216)






OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t004.jpg
Domains Core subjects per indicator

33, Teaching processes | 33.1 student-centered Student-centered learning based on students'individual needs and pace
learning, Flexible learning
332 Curriculum and Re-invented curriculum
content

Flexible curriculum

Participatory and democratized curriculum

Digitally adapted curriculum

333, Assessment Assessment processes and tools underpinned by the principles of inclusive education
Evaluation processes and tools underpinned by the principles of inclusive education
Development of new assessment crteria for online learning

Development of new assessment and evaluation tools for online learning

Technical difficultes in assessment processes

Context-related difficulties in assessment processes

The educational challenges related to social challenges being an integral part of the organizational preparedness plans





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t002.jpg
Domains Indicators
3.1, Resources 3.LLICT resources/ Capacity at the educational organization levelin terms of supporting SwDs and their families with ICT resources and
Equipment assistive technologies and equipment

Availability at the educational organization leve i terms of offering access to and use of ICT resources
Availabiliy of ICT resources suitable for SwDs and their families at a local level
3.1.2, Finance Economic challenges

Financial resources





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-t003.jpg
Domains Indicators Core subjects per indicat

32 Human resources | 321

tal teaching Digital competence for emergency online teaching
competences Digital competence for online teaching
Digitalskilsfor teachers
322.CPDinusingnew  Training in using new ICT for online teaching
L Training in online instructional design

Teachers'capacity building in digital skill for online teaching
Whole-of-organization and whole-of-society management approach

Organizational leadership at the educational organization level

Organizational leadership at the educational administration level





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-g001.jpg
Organizational
preparedness domains
and indicators -
pandemic contexts.

Interconnections

teachers, students.

parents, disability /IT /
education experts,
administration,

community. policy





OPS/images/feduc-07-1029163-g002.jpg





