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Abstract
As education becomes increasingly centralised, it is important
to understand why some children and young people (CYP) in
the UK have become too distressed to attend school, or man-
age to attend school but at a considerable cost to their men-
tal health and wellbeing. Using a case-control, concurrent em-
bedded mixed-method research design, 1121 parents of CYP
completed a bespoke online questionnaire. This included 947
parents of CYP who are currently (n=738), or have previously
(n=209), struggled to attend school, 149 parents of age-matched
control CYP, and parents of 25 CYP who have never attended
school. Within this work we use the term School Distress (SD)
to describe the experiences of CYP who face difficulty attending
school. This is because school attendance was associated with
emotional distress for the majority of CYP in our sample who ei-
ther currently or previously struggled to attend school (94.3%),
with often harrowing accounts of distress provided by parents.
Findings revealed that age of onset of SD was early (mean age
7.9 years), with a mean duration of 4 years. SD was associated
with poor school attendance (with a cumulative total of 6197
school days missed in the preceding 20 school days alone), poor
academic attainment, significant anxiety symptomatology, and
extreme demand avoidant behaviour. Neurodivergent CYP and,
in particular, autistic CYP with complex presentations such as
multiple co-occurring neurodivergent conditions and/or multi-
modal sensory processing difficulties, were significantly over-
represented amongst CYP with SD. The majority of these CYP
also experienced mental health difficulties. However, mental
health difficulties in the absence of a neurodivergent profile were
relatively rare, accounting for just 6.17% of cases. Notably,
CYP with SD were also more likely than control CYP to have
neurodivergent parents and siblings. Hence, whilst not a story
of exclusivity relating solely to autism, SD is a story of com-
plexity. Despite clear evidence revealing that SD creates a con-
text that engenders negative educational and mental health out-
comes, parental reports revealed a dearth of support for these
CYP. Moreover, most parents of CYP currently experiencing
SD (85.56%) were not confident, or no longer believed, school
to be the suitable and proper place for their child to be educated.
In line with this, whilst 97% of the CYP described in this study
had once attended a mainstream school setting, only 24.3% of
CYP with historical SD were found to currently be educated in a
mainstream classroom, with the majority now home-educated.
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Introduction

A withered boy who was so afraid, hiding from
society in the shade, His solitary cries no-one did
hear, his confused mind full of fear. His tortured soul
locked inside, with his faded dreams that had died.

Damian Milton, Autistic scholar (1)

A recent Attendance Audit published in March 2022 by the Chil-
dren’s Commissioner ("Where are England’s Children?") (2)
concluded that there are currently tens of thousands of chil-
dren in England who are persistently or severely absent from
education, or missing from education altogether. Specifically,
based on data collected from a number of local authorities, they
estimated that there were 1.7 million pupils persistently ab-
sent (missing over 10% of school sessions) and 124,000 pupils
severely absent (missing over 50% of school sessions) from
school in the autumn 2021 term, with most local authorities re-
porting persistent absence in 10-29% of pupils, and five local
authorities reporting persistent absence in 30-50% of pupils.

Within their survey titled "The Big Ask" (2), the Children’s
Commissioner heard from nearly 5,000 children who said they
were home educated and nearly 2,000 children who were not
in school at all. Whilst some families chose to home educate
for philosophical reasons, the findings of this survey revealed
that the childrens’ absence from school was commonly under-
pinned by factors such as bullying, struggling with anxiety and
other mental health needs, and having special educational needs
which weren’t being identified or supported. In other words,
"these children were out of school, not because of choice, but be-
cause they hadn’t received the support they need". Thus, this re-
port highlighted the urgency of gaining a more nuanced under-
standing of this problem, and, in particular, of understanding
who is most at risk of experiencing school attendance problems
(SAPs) so that these children can be identified earlier and ap-
propriately supported.

In the days prior to the release of the aforementioned report, we
conducted a bespoke online questionnaire to characterise and
better understand the situation for children and young people
(CYP) in the UK who struggle to attend school, and that of
their families. In a series of papers we will describe the char-
acteristics of the CYP in our sample, describe how their SAPs
present, explore the potential reasons underpinning these diffi-
culties, seek to provide clarity with respect to how the CYP in
our sample have been supported to access education and how
successful this has been, and recount the experiences of parents
who are struggling to support their children whilst navigating
an often complex and adversarial system. This initial paper will
focus on characterising the educational, neurodevelopmental,
anxiety and demand avoidant profiles of CYP currently expe-
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riencing (or who have previously experienced) SAPs, the impact
of SAPs on educational and mental health outcomes, and de-
scribe parental views with respect to current and future educa-
tional provision.

School Distress:

Failure by the scientific community to agree a typology for de-
scribing SAPs (3) has stymied understanding and support, and
led to a phenomena that is poorly described in the literature
(4). Terms such as "school refusal", "school reluctance" and
"school avoidance" have been used interchangeably throughout
the literature to describe "school-phobic youth", with "school
refusal" frequently used as an umbrella term to refer to anxiety-
based school refusal and truancy (3). Such terms, and in partic-
ular "school refusal", are not however accepted as appropriate
by those with lived experience of the phenomena, nor do they
convey any information with respect to the emotional distress
experienced by these CYP. We propose that SAPs underpinned
by emotional distress are best described as "School Distress"
(SD), given that for these CYP, emotional distress associated
with school attendance is the core and driving feature of their
SAPs. Research suggests that the onset of anxiety-based SAPs
may be sudden or gradual, the expression of the distress may be
verbal or physical, and school attendance may be full, partial,
or non-existent (5, 6). Hence, just as SAPs are not necessarily
triggered by SD, SD does not necessarily always result in school
non-attendance. Indeed, parental reports suggest that extreme
SD can occur in the absence of a decline in attendance rates.
This questions the appropriateness of definitions of "school re-
fusal" which mandate school absences, such as Blagg and Yule’s
(7) definition of School Refusal as “extreme difficulty in attend-
ing school with refusal and absence from school for at least three
days” (p. 119), and similar definitions which have included at
least 10%-50% absence in the prior month e.g. (8, 9). Instead
the concept of School Distress encompasses CYP who experi-
ence SD yet still manage to attend school. It also seeks to con-
vey information to those surrounding the CYP with respects to
the child’s experience and presentation, which we hope will in-
trinsically foster greater understanding and earlier recognition;
ultimately leading to more empathetic and appropriate support.

Impact of School Distress:

The impact of what is often termed "school refusal" (SR) is
multifaceted and enduring, influencing CYP’s personal, social,
academic, and vocational development (10). To explore this,
Flakierska et al. (11, 12) conducted 12-20 and 20-29-year follow-
up studies of 35 individuals who experienced SAPs in childhood,
comparing them to a control group made up of the general pop-
ulation. Findings revealed that individuals with experience of
SR received significantly more outpatient psychiatric care in
adulthood. Additionally, this group were likelier to live with
their parents in adulthood and had fewer children of their own.
Hence, the authors suggested that individuals with a history of
SR may have fewer social relationships in adulthood, potentially
due to reduced social skills.

Several additional consequences of SR have been described
throughout the literature. Potential short-term consequences in-
clude family conflict, reduced social interaction, and alienation
from peers (13, 14). Longer-term impacts include academic un-
derachievement, employment difficulties, maturational delays
(cognitively, psychologically, and socially), and fewer opportu-
nities to attend higher education (15–18).

Such consequences highlight the importance of gaining a better
understanding of SD so as to allow for improved understand-
ing of how best to prevent SAPs driven by SD, how to rapidly
recognise emerging SD, and how best to support those CYP who
experience SD. The latter is urgent given that the UK charity
Not Fine in School (NFiS) currently support over 20,000 fam-
ilies of CYP who experience SAPs; cases which are predom-
inately best described as SD. Moreover, ensuring appropriate
and timely support is essential for these CYP in order to ensure
that their difficulties accessing education in a school setting do
not prevent them from accessing education more broadly, and
ultimately, that these CYP do not have their life opportunities
and/or their mental health compromised by barriers to school
attendance.

Prevalence and Presentation of School Distress

Although SD likely accounts for a significant proportion of
school absences, official figures are not available in the UK. This
is because, whilst school absences are recorded, school absences
specifically due to mental health difficulties are not coded differ-
ently to general absences. This prevents a full estimation of the
scale of the problem. However, even if available, these figures
would exclude the CYP with SD who manage to attend school
but who experience significant distress whilst there e.g. those
CYP reported by their families to experience extreme emotional
distress before or after attending school. Some authors, work-
ing with this concept of school "refusal", estimate that SAPs due
to emotional distress affects around 1% of school-aged children
(19), although several other studies suggest higher estimates e.g.
(16, 20). Such differences are likely due to the different concep-
tualisations used (21) and lack of agreement on definitions and
conceptualisations.

School "refusal" is considered equally common amongst boys
and girls, and no socioeconomic differences have been noted be-
tween children who do and do not experience these difficulties
(16). It has often been considered to be a symptom associated
with a clinical diagnosis, such as social anxiety disorder, gener-
alized anxiety disorder, specific phobia, major depression, op-
positional defiant disorder, post-traumatic stress disorder, and
adjustment disorder, among others (16). Possible presentations
of SD include children missing school completely, pleading to
miss school, displaying physical refusal in the morning to avoid
school, or expressing somatic complaints (5, 13). Moreover,
some children may successfully set off to school in the morning
but become more and more anxious as they get closer to their
school, preventing them from proceeding further (16). A more
complete description of how SD presents in our cohort of CYP
will be reported separately.

Current Understanding of Causes and Risk Factors:

Several studies have investigated the reasons underlying SAPs,
including Havik et al. (22), who explored the perspectives of
17 parents of children experiencing SR using semi-structured
interviewing. Findings demonstrated several school-related fac-
tors which contribute to SR, including noisy and disorganised
classrooms, fear of teacher behaviour, bullying, social exclusion,
unpredictability, and fear of failure. Further exploring the fac-
tors underlying SR, (23) and (24) interviewed several secondary
school-aged children with extended SAPs about the causes of
their difficulties. Key factors highlighted included anxiety, bore-
dom, isolation, bullying, fear of teachers, and fatigue; several of
which align with those identified by Havik et al. (22).
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High levels of depression, anxiety, and stress have been widely
evidenced in CYP experiencing school-related emotional dis-
tress (25–27). Given this, poor mental health (MH) is believed
to increase the risk of SAPs amongst CYP. However, it is no-
table that the same pattern of results would be expected if poor
mental health is a consequence of the distress experienced at
school, as opposed to a cause of the SAPs in the first instance.
Hence, the causal relationship is unclear. Moreover, despite
anxiety being highlighted as one potential risk factor for SD,
others have argued that most anxious students are able to at-
tend school. Recognising this, Ingul and Nordahl (28) aimed to
identify what differentiates anxious non-attenders from anxious
school-attenders. Their findings revealed that the former had
significantly more behavioural problems and reported having
fewer close friends, whilst the latter displayed greater resilience.
Additionally, anxiety type appeared to be of importance, with
non-attenders having significantly higher social anxiety scores
and reporting more symptoms of panic disorder/somatic syn-
drome, suggesting that they may avoid school as they associate it
with the negative, physical symptoms of panic. Although causal
conclusions again cannot be made, this study provides insight
into the potentially important differences between anxious stu-
dents who can and cannot attend school.

In addition, higher anxiety and depression scores have been
found in the parents of school "refusing" children, compared
to controls (29). Hence, poor parental mental health has been
suggested to play a causal role in SAPs. Again, however, poor
parental mental health may instead occur due to the stress asso-
ciated with parenting a child who experiences SAPs and/or SD.
Despite this, a history of psychiatric disorders in the parents
or other relatives of CYP has also been found to be a signifi-
cant risk factor for school "refusal". This is less likely to be
influenced by current circumstances and suggests a picture of
complexity with respect to the etiology of SAPs and SD from a
genetic and/or environmental perspective (29). Additional fac-
tors which have been found to be associated with SAPs include
internalising and externalising disorders (30), family and peer
conflict, academic difficulties, family separation (10), perception
of school as unsafe (31), family dysfunction (32), and loneliness
(26), all of which are considered within the literature as poten-
tial causal factors. However, it is important to note that cor-
relations are causally agnostic, and extreme care is needed not
to over-interpret these findings without an understanding of the
wider circumstances.

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

ASD is characterised by deficits in social communication and
interaction, the presence of restricted and repetitive patterns of
behaviour, interests, or activities, and sensory processing diffi-
culties (33). Atypical sensory experiences are believed to occur
in as many as 90% of autistic individuals (34, 35). In recent
years, autism has become increasingly recognised as a risk fac-
tor for SAPs and SR. For instance, Ochi et al. (2020) discovered
high rates of ASD amongst children experiencing SAPs, with
40% of school ’refusing’ participants revealed to be autistic.
Given that the global prevalence of ASD is 1-2% (36), such fig-
ures highlight an increased risk of SAPs (and likely also of SD)
in autistic children. Moreover, Munkhaugen et al. (6) identified
teacher-reported SAPs in 42.6% of autistic students, compared
to 7.1% of neurotypical (NT) students. Notably, this differ-
ence persisted when primary and secondary students were stud-
ied separately, indicating that autistic students are at height-

ened risk of SAPs across their school life. Furthermore, autistic
CYP displayed SAPs on a significantly greater number of days
than their neurotypical counterparts, indicating greater sever-
ity. This aligns with Ochi et al (37) who reported a significantly
lower mean age of onset of SAPs in autistic than non-autistic
children. There are now multiple additional studies reporting
high rates of autistic pupils amongst school "refusing" CYP
(38).

Hence, there may be something specific about the autistic lived-
experience of school that increases both risk of experiencing
SAPs/SD and the severity of these difficulties, thereby attenu-
ating the age at which these difficulties begin and increasing du-
ration. If particular groups of individuals with a recognised dis-
ability are specifically affected by SD, then this is of grave con-
cern; not least when one considers the recent Local Government
and Social Care Ombudsman Report (July 2022), the Equality
Act (2010), Section 17 of the Children Act (1989), and Article 2
Protocol 1 of the Human Rights Act (1998; "No person shall be
denied a right to an education").

Insights into why autistic CYP have a disproportionately nega-
tive experience at school, and thus why they may be at increased
risk of SAPs/SD, are available from multiple sources. For in-
stance, in a 2017 All Party Parliamentary Group on Autism,
over 50% of autistic CYP reported being unhappy at school, and
40% of parents did not feel their child’s needs were being met
by their school place, with many participants highlighting sen-
sory processing differences and social difficulties as detrimental
to CYPs’ classroom experiences (39). The latter figure rose to
74% in the 2021 version of this survey (40). In this same report,
it is noted that 7 in every 10 autistic CYP feel that school would
be better if more teachers understood autism. Moreover, parent
reports within this survey emphasised how autistic children are
commonly overwhelmed by the social and sensory demands of
the school environment.

Providing further insight into the experiences of autistic CYP in
school, a survey of 173 families which attempted to gather the
views of every parent or carer of an autistic child living within
one English county (Northamptonshire) reported that a criti-
cal issue for 42% of parents of autistic children in mainstream
schools was the failure of school staff to understand the chal-
lenges faced by autistic children in mainstream schools, partic-
ularly autistic children with good academic abilities (41). This
study also reported that over 40% of parents were concerned
by school staff’s tendency to blame the child for behaviours re-
lated to their autism and a reliance on management strategies
involving punishment. A more recent survey by Autistic UK
(42) of 249 parents, carers, and autistic children further high-
lighted difficulties with staff, alongside anxiety, sensory process-
ing differences, depression, self-esteem, bullying, and trauma as
relevant factors underlying SAPs/SD.

The negative experiences of autistic children within the main-
stream school environment were also directly explored in a qual-
itative study titled "I felt closed in and like I couldn’t breathe"
(43). CYP in this study reported that attempts at "inclusion"
in mainstream school often resulted in exclusion, summarised
under the theme labelled "Exclusion in Inclusion". Specifi-
cally, the autistic CYP described their experiences of being so-
cially, emotionally, and physically isolated from peers, being fre-
quently unsupported and misunderstood by teachers, and expe-
riencing significant feelings of dread due to the unpredictability
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of school, the social pressures faced, and the high noise levels
encountered.

Hence, a number of different themes emerge in the literature in
relation to the experience of autistic CYP in school, with anxiety,
distress, sensory issues, feelings of exclusion within supposedly
"inclusive" mainstream environments, a lack of teacher under-
standing of autism, peer difficulties, and social difficulties being
common. We will explore these in more detail below.

Anxiety

Common across empirical studies, CYP reports, and parent re-
ports, is the observation that anxiety plays an important role
in the emergence and persistence of SD for many CYP. This is
consistent in studies looking at CYP who experience difficulties
attending school generally (e.g., (27), (26), (25)), and in studies
looking at the autistic experience of school specifically. For in-
stance, a 2020 study reported that 83.2% of the autistic children
sampled indicated having experienced anxiousness in the school
setting (44).

Severe anxiety may, however, be especially ubiquitous to the
autistic CYP’s experience of SD, as severe symptoms of anxi-
ety frequently co-occur in ASD (45), with atypical sensory func-
tion, difficulties in understanding and labeling emotions (alex-
ithymia), anxiety surrounding uncertain or ambiguous situa-
tions (intolerance of uncertainty), and enhanced perception of
threat (all typically elevated in autistic individuals, (46)) likely
contributing. Notably, a recent qualitative study involving
teachers with experience of working with autistic CYP in var-
ious school settings (47) reported that anxiety represented a key
barrier to learning for autistic pupils in a classroom setting, with
one teacher commenting "their anxiety levels go so up so high
they can’t think" (p.4).

Sensory Processing Difficulties

A second key barrier to learning identified by teachers in the
latter-mentioned study was sensory issues (47), with one teacher
commenting “(he) flaps a lot, gets out of his seat, makes noises,
traces things, and that issue with sensory processing has a direct
impact on his education because if I’m standing teaching, he lit-
erally cannot concentrate on me”, p.4).

Sensory processing is the mechanism by which the central ner-
vous system receives and integrates input from the individ-
ual sensory systems to generate an appropriate behavioural re-
sponse (48). Good sensory processing skills enable a person
to integrate sensory information automatically and efficiently,
whilst poor sensory processing skills stymies this effective inte-
gration. Sensory processing difficulties can affect one or mul-
tiple sensory systems, with these systems being hyper-reactive,
hypo-reactive, or alternate between both states, leading to indi-
viduals with sensory processing difficulties being profiled as a
’sensory seeker’ or a ’sensory avoider’ (48). Many autistic in-
dividuals have been found to have persistent sensory processing
differences across their lifespan (e.g. (49, 50)), experiencing hy-
per and/or hypo-reactivity within the affected sensory system(s).

Previous research exploring associations between sensory pro-
cessing and emotional, behavioural, and educational classroom
outcomes in autistic children found that sensory processing dif-
ficulties relate to academic outcomes within a classroom envi-
ronment. More specifically, tactile hypersensitivity and audi-
tory filtering (i.e. the ability to process verbal instructions in

noisy environments) were found to be linked to cognitive inat-
tention and academic under-performance, and movement sensi-
tivity was found to be linked to oppositional behaviour (51).

Moreover, consistent with (47), similar results were reported by
the same research group in a separate study that used a bespoke
online questionnaire to capture parental (n=57) and teacher
(n=70) perspectives on how sensory differences affect learning
and life at school for autistic CYP. This study found that both
parents and teachers reported frequent negative sensory expe-
riences at school, and that these negative sensory experiences
impacted learning, which in turn caused distraction and anxi-
ety, and limited the autistic CYP’s participation (52).

Hence, in keeping with previous findings [e.g. (47, 51–53)], sen-
sory issues appear to relate to difficulties accessing education in
a classroom setting for CYP, potentially increasing risk of SAPs
and/or SD. Whilst the previous studies have focused specifically
on autistic CYP, it is notable that sensory processing difficulties
are not limited to autistic CYP, and can occur occur across NDs.
For instance, sensory processing difficulties are also observed
in ADHD (54), where more severe sensory processing problems
have been found to be associated with Oppositional Defiant Dis-
order and anxiety (55). Moreover, a recent study of sensory-
processing patterns in 118 preterm and 158 full term 6 year old
children, found that preterm born children had significantly dif-
ferent sensory processing patterns from their peers born at term
(n=158) (56). Understanding the interaction between atypical
development, sensory processing difficulties, and SAPs/SD may
prove important in better understanding the risk and preva-
lence amongst individuals with differing needs/disabilities.

Marginalisation in Mainstream Education

The "exclusion through inclusion" and "isolation" themes
raised in (43) align with D’Alessio’s (57) concept of ‘micro ex-
clusion’ in mainstream education, whereby students with high-
level Special Education Needs (SEN) are frequently segregated
and separated from peers (e.g., by being taught away from their
peers for all or part of the day). Frequent micro-exclusions were
also reported by Webster and colleagues (summarised in (58)),
following a series of longitudinal studies, which collected data
via both observation of pupils in the classroom and interviews
with pupils, parents and school staff. This data lead the authors
to describe the experience of high-needs SEN CYP in main-
stream education settings (both primary and secondary) as of-
ten equating to "marginalisation masquerading as mainstream"
(p. 77) [see also (59–64)]. This marginalisation, Webster argues,
is driven by the cumulative impact of frequent structural ex-
clusions which cause a divergence in the everyday experiences
of high-needs SEN students from those of their peers. These
are described as subtle granular forms of separation, which at
the surface level appear innocuous, but which are cumulatively
damaging, and include the installation of a separate workstation
for the CYP which physically isolates them, and the provision of
a one-to-one teaching assistant (TA), which can cut across, re-
place, and reduce opportunities for CYP to interact with oth-
ers in the room, including with their peers and teacher. In-
deed, reflecting back this overarching finding, Webster entitled
his textbook summarising this body of research evidence "The
Inclusion Illusion" (58). This raises the possibility that high-
needs SEN CYP more generally (and not just autistic CYP) will
be over-represented in CYP with SD due to the exclusion and
marginalisation that they face when accessing education in the
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mainstream schools.

However, separate work spaces and time away from the class-
room are often recommended for autistic or otherwise ND CYP
with sensory processing difficulties to help them to cope with the
noisy and busy environment in the classroom, which have been
found to be detrimental to autistic children’s learning in school
[e.g. (51)], and the physical and emotional distress experienced
by autistic CYP [e.g. (43)]. Moreover, classroom aids (e.g. TA)
have been found to be a protective factor against school "re-
fusal" caused by bullying victimisation in autistic and ADHD
CYP, to which autistic and ADHD CYP are particularly vulner-
able (65). Hence, there is significant complexity at play, whereby
attempts to support one difficulty can have detrimental knock-
on affects on the CYP’s sense of belonging, inclusion, and access
to education within that modified environment.

For all of the above reasons, autistic CYP may be the most at
risk of this form of marginalisation due to the complexities of
their needs, coupled with the increasing tendency for autistic
CYP to be educated in mainstream education settings as a con-
sequence of worldwide educational inclusion policies (66).

Social Difficulties

Whilst studies such as (65) have links between school "refusal"
and bullying victimisation in autistic and ADHD CYP, other
studies have highlighted that a large proportion of "school-
avoidant" autistic students struggle socially and have no friends
at school (31). This potentially dovetails in an important way
with the previously discussed findings of Ingul and Nordahl
(28), who suggested that anxious school non-attenders typi-
cally have fewer close friends, higher social anxiety scores,
more behavioural problems, and more symptoms of panic disor-
der/somatic syndrome, than their anxious, but school-attending,
contemporaries. Whilst Ingul and Nordahl (28) did not dif-
ferentiate between autistic and non-autistic CYP within their
participant groups, it is plausible (given the more recent re-
search evidence) that autistic CYP were over-represented in
their group of anxious school non-attenders, and thus they may
have captured aspects unique to the autistic experience, rather
than those unique to the anxious-non-school-attending experi-
ence. Importantly, they may also have captured issues arising
from unsuccessful attempts of "inclusion" in mainstream edu-
cational settings.

In addition, (67) reported that autistic children with SAPs were
significantly less socially motivated; displayed more deficits in
initiating tasks or activities and in generating ideas, responses,
or problem-solving strategies, and displayed more withdrawn
and depressive symptoms. However, whether these differences
play a causal role in the establishment of SAPs, or arise as a con-
sequence of the stress associated with the experience of school
itself (with the experience itself causing autistic children to with-
draw from those around them), is unclear. Regardless, it is
plausible that for CYP with specific social-interaction difficul-
ties (e.g. autistic CYP), the daily pressure of having to navigate
the highly-complex social networks that mainstream school at-
tendance necessarily imposes (be that both with peers and teach-
ing staff), coupled with structural exclusions within mainstream
school environments, either singularly or in tandem, play im-
portant roles in triggering and maintaining SAPs and/or SD.

Providing further insight into the experience of autistic CYP in
school is a recent paper (68), which explored the first impres-

sions of primary school children of their autistic peers. First
impressions are important as they have been shown to become
rapidly entrenched and have enduring effects on an individ-
ual’s attitudes and behaviours (69), with negative first impres-
sions impacting the quantity and quality of future social inter-
actions (70). In this study (68), children aged between 6 and
9 years of age rated autistic children significantly more nega-
tively than neurotypical children on the basis of their looks (as-
sessed using silent videos), their speech, and their speech content
(assessed using speech transcripts). This finding indicates that
autistic children are likely to be judged more negatively than
other pupils even within their formative years, and right from
the beginning of their time in education. This likely impacts the
formation of friendships and any other social interactions they
have within the school environment. This study also found that
primary school children were significantly less likely to want
to be friends with and to play with autistic CYP compared to
neurotypical CYP, on the basis of both the brief audio clips of
autistic children (5-6 seconds) and the transcript of these clips
in isolation. Similar findings have been reported previously in
adolescents and adults e.g. (70–72), but this is the first to show
that even 6-9 year old primary school children form these rapid,
negative first impressions of their autistic peers and would use
these impressions to inform their selection of play mates. Hence,
autistic children may find themselves isolated by peers right
from the offset of their school careers based solely on prejudiced
"thin slice judgements" (71).

Lack of Teacher Understanding

Concerns that pupils and families have shared with respect to
a lack of teacher understanding of autistic pupils is supported
by evidence revealing that student teachers on a four-year Ini-
tial Teacher Education course at a UK university, and their tu-
tors, had little or no knowledge or understanding of basic autism
teaching strategies (73). Indeed, the research publication that
reported this finding included the question "But how do I teach
them?" in its title. This is not necessarily surprisingly given
the current dearth of theory and research into best-pedagogical
practice for pupils with SEND in mainstream settings (74), and
the concerning lack of research into understanding of how to
best support autistic pupils learning in the mainstream class-
room (75).

(73) also raised the issue of the ‘invisibility’ of the difficulties
that academically-able autistic pupils can face, with their needs
tending to be overlooked and teaching staff failing a to recognise
the challenges they face. Another study found that teachers of
autistic pupils report experiencing a tension when dealing with
autistic pupils which can stem from their own anxiety with re-
spect to being able to meet their autistic pupils’ needs whilst
simultaneously meeting the needs of the other students in their
mainstream classroom (76). Such tensions were described by
the authors as "the unique problems that the inclusion of pupils
with ASD [in mainstream] can present" (p. 407). Others have
reported that, although teachers generally report positive rela-
tionships with autistic pupils, behaviour problems and the autis-
tic child’s peer status in the mainstream classroom can lessen
the quality of the teacher-student relationship (77). Inconsistent
with reports of generally positive relationships with teachers (by
teachers), Blacher et al. found qualitative differences and con-
siderably poorer student-teacher relationships between teach-
ers and their autistic pupils, relative to both their same-age NT
peers and same-aged peers with an intellectual disability (78).
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In keeping with (77), Blacher et al. found that teacher-reported
child externalizing behavior and the autistic child’s social skills
accounted for significant variance in the total score on the Stu-
dent Teacher Relationship Scale for autistic pupils. In addition,
they found that autistic children’s level of autistic mannerisms
negatively related to their teacher’s perception of closeness to
them, whereby more autistic mannerisms was associated with
less perceived closeness. Hence, autistic children face challenges
with their relationships not only with their peers but also with
their teachers, and are likely disadvantaged by a lack of teacher
understanding of the autistic experience.

Pathological/Extreme Demand Avoidance

Whilst there is growing awareness that, for reasons discussed
above, autistic CYP experience SAPs at higher rates than non-
autistic CYP, parents of CYP who experience SAPs often high-
light one specific aspect of their child’s individual profile as be-
ing particularly instrumental in the difficulties that they face at
school. Specifically, parents commonly highlight their child’s
difficulties coping with everyday demands, leading to extreme
distress and/or extreme behaviours ["best construed as panic at-
tack" (79)]. Such demands are omnipresent in the adult-directed
mainstream educational setting. This indicates a potential link
between SAPs and the disputed subtype of ASD, Pathological
Demand Avoidance (PDA).

The term PDA was first introduced in the 1980s by Professor
Elizabeth Newson (Newson, 1989) to describe what her and her
colleagues considered to be a distinct subtype of CYP within
the diagnostic category of Pervasive Developmental Disorders
(79, 80). It described CYP who demonstrate an obsessive resis-
tance to everyday demands, an extreme need for control, and an
apparently poor sense of social identity, pride, or shame (81).
Although research is limited, one study using population co-
hort data from the Faroe Islands indicated that 1 in 5 autis-
tic CYP may show some PDA-type characteristics, and 1 in 25
appear to show a PDA profile very consistent with Newson’s
original description (82). A key motivation for Newson’s dif-
ferentiation was that the lack of recognition of this "markedly
divergent overall presentation...[that] contributes to inappropriate
handling and educational methods, since PDA children respond
best to very different approaches compared with those suitable for
autistic and Asperger children. In particular, they do not respond
to behavioural methods like autistic children, nor to rule-based
approaches like Asperger children" (79). Instead, Newson ob-
served that non-rule-based strategies, such as using novelty to
engage that CYP and distractions from demands, tended to be
more successful.

Despite Newson’s work (which took place in the 1980s when
the diagnostic criteria for autism were narrower), PDA does not
currently appear as a clinical diagnosis in either the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5 (33)) or the
International Classification for Diseases (ICD-11 (83)). How-
ever, it is recognised by the National Autism Society (NAS) in
the UK as a variant of ASD, and "demand avoidant behaviours"
are referenced in the National Institute for Health and Care Ex-
cellence (NICE) guidelines ("Autism spectrum disorder in under
19s: recognition, referral and diagnosis"). More recently, it has
been suggested that PDA may be more appropriately re-termed
as ‘Extreme Demand Avoidance’ (EDA) (82), or should be fun-
damentally re-conceptualised as ’Rational Demand Avoidance’
(RDA), i.e. as an understandable and rational response to the

circumstances that one finds oneself in (1, 84).

In the absence of diagnostic clarity, Summerhill and Col-
lett (85) point to anecdotal evidence indicating that when
PDA/EDA/RDA children are not identified in a timely manner,
their presentation is viewed by others as defiance and deliber-
ately challenging behaviour, leading to school exclusions (75).
This, in turn, perpetuates these CYP’s learning, social relation-
ships and mental health difficulties (85). Moreover, recent evi-
dence paints a very concerning picture for autistic CYP with a
PDA/EDA/RDA profile. For instance, a 2018 online survey con-
ducted by the PDA society (www.pdasociety.org.uk) found that
686 out of 980 (i.e. 70%) of school aged CYP thought to have a
PDA profile were either not enrolled in a school or were unable
to tolerate their school environment (86). In addition, (87) found
that whilst all parents of autistic CYP in their study described
their child’s experience of school as overwhelmingly negative,
parents of autistic CYP with a PDA diagnosis (n=57) or sus-
pected PDA (n=91) provided markedly more negative descrip-
tions of their child’s school experience than parents of autis-
tic CYP who do not display PDA/EDA/RDA behaviours (n=63).
Hence, autistic children with a PDA/EDA/RDA profile may be
especially vulnerable to SD, in addition to the heightened vul-
nerability of autistic CYP more broadly. This links with the ob-
servation that elevated anxiety is a key characteristic of autistic
CYP with PDA/EDA/RDA profiles (88), as anxiety (as discussed
above) is unanimously agreed to play a central role in SD.

Importantly, PDA is not seen exclusively in ASD. It has also been
documented in other neurodivergencies such as selective mutism
and language disorders, in epilepsy, and (less commonly) in
the general population (82). Hence, PDA/EDA/RDA may play
a role is SAPs and/or SD outwith of autism. Understanding
how demand avoidance relates to SAPs and/or SD, and the pa-
rameters discussed above (e.g. anxiety, sensory processing dif-
ferences...etc.) is critical in helping to establish how best to
support neurodivergent CYP to access education. This is par-
ticularly important as pressure to comply with demands (e.g.
forced school attendance) is well documented to lead to esca-
lation in emotional reactivity and behavior that challenges in
PDA/EDA/RDA CYP (89).

Impact of School Attendance on Mental Health

Noteworthy too, from the work of Truman and colleagues, is the
finding that school was reported as an overwhelmingly negative
experience for all autistic CYP (87), with parents reporting pro-
found consequences of these negative school experiences on their
CYP’s mental health. Importantly, the parents of these CYP felt
that their CYP’s elevated anxiety was a "direct consequence of
their children’s negative school experience" (p. 15). This repli-
cates the findings of Brede et al., (90), who interviewed 9 autis-
tic CYP (the majority of who had a demand avoidant history),
their parents, and school staff following exclusion from school.
In all instances, both the CYP and their parents reported over-
whelmingly negative accounts of the CYP’s previous school ex-
periences, with unmet needs and inappropriate approaches by
school staff in dealing with the CYP’s difficulties considered by
the parents and the CYP to be causal in the decline in the CYP’s
mental health and behaviour. Such themes re-occur in the qual-
itative findings of (43) and numerous surveys of autistic CYP
and their families, including those conducted by NAS e.g. (39).

Formally quantifying the neurodevelopmental, anxiety, and de-
mand avoidant profiles of CYP who experience SAPs and/or
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SD is imperative in order to fully understand this population
and the extent to which these difficulties are underpinned by
neurodivergencies, anxiety, and demand avoidance. We also
need to better understand how school attendance itself impacts
on these CYP’s mental health, given that the default position
taken by professionals is often one of enforcing 100% atten-
dance. Whether this is appropriate for these CYP is one which
demands urgent attention.

Aims and Hypotheses

Given the gaps and methodological limitations within the cur-
rent literature base, this study aims to:

1. Identify prevalent characteristics of CYP living in the UK
who are currently struggling to/unable to attend school
(or who have previously experienced such difficulties).

2. Quantify the proportion of cases of SAPs which are asso-
ciated with emotional distress.

3. Explore the number and types of education settings at-
tended by CYP with and without experience of SD, with
a particular focus on their current access to education.

4. Investigate the impacts of SD on CYPs’ attendance rates
and academic attainment.

5. Assess the level of support being received by CYP who
are currently experiencing SD.

6. Explore the prevalence of a range of ND conditions in
CYP with experience of SD relative to two control groups:
a group of CYP who attend school but do not experi-
ence SD, and a group of CYP who have never attended
a school setting i.e. Lifelong Electively Home-Educated
(EHE) CYP.

7. Use existing standardised parent-report scales to measure
anxiety levels and extreme demand avoidance behaviours
in CYP with experience of SD, and compare these to age-
matched CYP who do not experience difficulties attend-
ing school.

8. Quantify how school attendance impacts CYP’s mental
health.

9. Explore associations between anxiety, extreme demand
avoidance, sensory processing difficulties, and four
proxy-markers of SD severity (duration of SD, school at-
tendance rates, age of SD onset, and impact of school at-
tendance on MH).

10. Investigate parental opinion regarding whether school is
a suitable and proper setting for their CYP to be educated
in, and explore whether this opinion varies between par-
ents with and without SD experience, and between par-
ents of autistic and non-autistic CYP.

It is hypothesised that:

• Neurodivergent CYP will be over-represented amongst
individuals with experience of SAPs, particularly autis-
tic CYP and CYP with sensory processing difficulties.

• Anxiety will be prevalent in CYP with SAPs, particularly
in autistic CYP.

• CYP who experience SAPs will be more likely to have
neurodivergent parents/siblings.

• Autistic CYP, and CYP with more extensive sensory pro-
cessing difficulties, will show more severe SAPs than their
neurotypical peers.

• CYP who also demonstrate PDA/EDA/RDA behaviours
will be more likely to experience SAPs than CYP who
demonstrate minimal PDA/EDA/RDA behaviours.

Methods
Participants - Participants were required to live within the UK
and to be parents/carers of school-aged CYP. Initially, 1055 par-
ticipants were recruited via volunteer sampling. Participants
consisted of 738 parents of children currently experiencing SD
(Current SD), 209 parents of children who have previously ex-
perienced SD (Past SD), 83 parents of children who have never
experienced SD (No SD), and 25 parents of children who have
never attended a school setting for reasons other than SD (i.e.
Lifelong EHE). An additional 66 control parents (i.e. parents of
CYP who have never experienced SD) were recruited via pro-
lific.org to ensure aged-matched sampling with the CYP in the
two SD groups, providing a total of 149 participants in the con-
trol group, and an overall sample of 1121 participants. Prolific
participants were pre-screened to match the following criteria:
sex = female, fluent languages = English, and Year of birth of
first child = 2004-2011. To assist with age matching, prolific
parents with more than one child were instructed to selected
their eldest child and to consider this child when completing the
questionnaire. This ensured that the Current SD, Past SD, and
No SD (control) groups were all matched in terms of chrono-
logical age. CYP in the Lifelong EHE group were significantly
younger [Current SD = Past SD = No SD) > Elective EHE (p
< .001)]. Postcodes were requested from participants and were
then converted into Indices of Deprivation (IoD; (91)) For pri-
vacy purposes, many parents opted not to provide this informa-
tion. On average, participants completed 77.35% of the survey,
with 62.5% of respondents completing 100%. Across all four
groups, most participants were mothers (97.03%). Table 1 dis-
plays key characteristics of the CYP, including current age, gen-
der, ethnicity, country of residence, and position in family, and
Figure 1 shows a map of the CYP experiencing SD in this study,
by county.

In so far as possible, we use identity-first language (e.g. autistic
CYP), although this is not always possible (e.g. CYP who expe-
rience sensory processing differences/difficulties...etc.). Unless
otherwise indicated, prevalence rates for each ND were calcu-
lated by accepting endorsement of any one of the four options
provided to parents [i.e. 1) has a clinical diagnosis, 2) is on the
diagnostic pathway, 3) has had a referral refused, or 4) is sus-
pected but has never been referred and/or diagnosed] as indica-
tive of the CYP having the specific ND. We used the term non-
autistic to refer to a CYP whose parents did not endorse any of
these response options with respect to ASD. This does not pre-
clude this CYP from having another neurodivergency. We use
the term neurotypical (NT) to refer to CYP whose parent iden-
tified them as not being neurodivergent (i.e. CYP whose parents
had stated that the CYP were not neurodivergent after read-
ing the following definition: neurodivergence is a term for when
someone’s brain processes, learns and/or behaves differently from
what is considered ’typical’. Autism is an example of a neurodi-
vergence).

This study was approved by the Faculty of Medical Sciences
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Fig. 1. Map of CYP currently experiencing School Distress, excluding Northern
Ireland

Research Ethics Committee, part of Newcastle University’s Re-
search Ethics Committee.

Participants were asked to read the information sheet and pro-
vide consent, before beginning the survey. Participants were in-
formed that they could skip any questions and stop the survey at
any time, but that incomplete responses would still be analysed
unless requested otherwise via email. Qualtrics’ display-logic
function ensured respondents were only asked those questions
which were relevant to them, based upon their experience of
SAPs/SD and their responses throughout the survey. Partici-
pants were designated to one of four groups based on their re-
sponse to the following question: "Has your child ever experi-
enced difficulties attending school?. The response option ’Yes,
currently’ assigned them to the Current SAPs/SD group, ’Not
currently, but they have in the past’ to the Past SAPs/SD group,
’No, never’ to the No SD control group, and ’Not applicable
as child never attended a school setting’ to the Lifelong EHE
group. Participants could stop and start at any time. Upon
completing the questionnaire, participants were presented with
a debrief form, which included a comprehensive list of support
services. This list was also made available to participants who
did not complete the study, and was pinned to the top of the lab’s
Facebook site, so that parents could access the support even if
they decided not to participate in the study. The study ran for 14
days (Tuesday 22nd February 2022 - Tuesday 8th March 2022).

Design The study employed a case-control, concurrent embed-
ded, mixed-methods design, within which qualitative data was
collected to supplement quantitative data. This design was cho-
sen due to the exploratory nature of this study, and because the
limited literature base prevented us from providing fully com-
prehensive lists of response options to some questions. To col-
lect qualitative data, free text boxes were presented within some
questions for parents to provide additional comments, and at

the end of the survey to capture any additional information that
parents felt was relevant to their, or their child’s, experiences.
The results reported here are largely quantitative, with some
parental comments reported to support understanding. The-
matic analyses will be reported elsewhere.

Materials A bespoke online questionnaire was developed for
this research. Participants were first asked whether their child
currently, or has previously, experienced difficulties attending
school.

The survey contained four sections and 76 questions, however
only certain questions were presented to each respondent, based
upon their answers throughout the survey. Several questions
were included for parents of children with no SD experience to
provide comparison data. Questions and response options were
developed based upon a comprehensive review of the literature,
and aimed to collate key information about the respondent and
their CYP, their CYP’s experience of SAPs and/or SD, and the
impact of SAPs/SD on the respondent themselves.

Procedure

Data was collected using Qualtrics. The survey link was adver-
tised on several Facebook pages, including ‘Newcastle Univer-
sity Cognitive Development Lab’, whose post was shared 228
times. Participants recruited via prolific.org were directed to
the Qualtrics link.

This paper will report the data from the questions and clini-
cal scales described below. Data relating to how SAPs and SD
presents, the reasons underlying SD, the efficacy of accommo-
dations/supports/treatments, and the impacts of SD on parents
will be reported elsewhere.

1) Demographic Information: Participants were asked to pro-
vide information with respect to the participant’s relationship
to the CYP, their country of residence, spoken language, eth-
nicity, their child’s age (in years + months), their child’s gender
identity (see Table 1 for options provided), their child’s number
of siblings and the ages of their siblings. Postcodes were also re-
quested and where provided, converted into Index of Multiple
Deprivation Decile (91), where Decile 1 represents the most de-
prived 10% of small areas in England and Decile 10 represents
the least deprived 10%. The measure excludes families living
in Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. Prolific participants
living in England were asked to calculate their IMD decile them-
selves (using https://www.fscbiodiversity.uk/imd/) and to pro-
vide this information directly.

2) School Attendance Difficulties (CYP): Where school atten-
dance difficulties were indicated as current, parents were asked
the child’s age when these difficulties began and how long these
difficulites have been ongoing. They were also asked to estimate
how many days their CYP had attended school in the previous
four school weeks, excluding school holidays (i.e. over the pro-
ceeding 20 school days). Attendance rates for the current aca-
demic year (2021/22) and the previous academic year (2020/21;
excluding periods of absences relating to Covid-19) were also es-
timated. Where school attendance difficulties were indicated as
past, parents were asked to estimate their CYP’s school atten-
dance rate whilst they were experiencing these difficulties, and
briefly describe how long these difficulties persisted and how
they were resolved. All parents of CYP with SAPs were asked to
describe these difficulties by selecting one of the four following
options [Self-corrective school avoidance (i.e. absenteeism that
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the sample (N=1121)

remits spontaneously within 2 weeks); Acute school avoidance
(i.e. absenteeism that lasts from 2 weeks to 1 year); Chronic
school avoidance (i.e. absenteeism that lasts longer than 1 year);
None of the above. It looks more like...(please use the box to
describe)]. Parents were also asked whether any of the child’s
siblings also have a history of SAPs.

3) Educational Information: Parents were asked to indicate the
type of educational provision that their child currently (and
if relevant, previously) attended. They were also asked to in-
dicate the total number of schools attended by their child,
to describe their child’s overall current academic progress
relevant to expected progress, and to indicate if their child
was currently receiving any SEN support at school. Par-
ents could indicate if their child receives no additional sup-
port, receives SEN support (e.g. is on the SEN register),
or has an EHCP/Statement/CSP/ALN (or similar) in place or
in process. Parents were also asked if their child had ever
been excluded (fixed-term or permanent) or off-rolled from a
school/educational provision. They were provided with the fol-

lowing definition of off-rolling to assist ("Off-rolling is the prac-
tice of removing a pupil from the school roll without using a per-
manent exclusion, when the removal is primarily in the best inter-
ests of the school, rather than the the best interests of the pupil.
This includes pressuring a parent to remove their child from the
school roll". Where off-rolling was indicated to have occurred,
parents were asked to provide information with respect to its
duration and nature. With respect to future educational op-
portunities, parents were asked about where (i.e. what type of
provision) they wished to be available for their child in the fu-
ture, what type of provision they felt was realistically going to
be available/offered to their child in the future.

4) Child Health and Neurodivergencies: In order to better un-
derstand the needs of CYP who struggle to attend school, par-
ents then completed a number of questions about their child’s
physical and mental health, and neurodevelopmental history.
Firstly, parents were asked "Does your child have any physi-
cal or mental health difficulties" (No, Maybe, Yes; plus a free
text box option to specify if the parents wished to); "Is your

Connolly et al. | School Distress: Characteristics and Consequences medRχiv | 9



child neurodivergent?" (No, Maybe, Yes). Parents were pro-
vided with the following definition when answering this ques-
tion "neurodivergence is a term for when someone’s brain pro-
cesses, learns and/or behaves differently from what is considered
typical. Autism is an example of a neurodivergence". If a parent
selected yes or maybe to the latter question, they were then pro-
vided with a list of possible neurodevelopmental differences (for
details see Table 6), and asked to select all that applies to their
child. Participants were provided with four response options: 1)
has a clinical diagnosis of the condition, 2) is on the diagnostic
pathway, 3) has had a referral refused, or 4) is suspected of hav-
ing the condition but has never been referred and/or diagnosed.
Parents who selected the sensory processing option were sub-
sequently provided with a list of the eight sensory systems i.e.
Visual (Sight), Auditory (Hearing), Tactile stimulation (Touch),
Olfactory (Smell), Gustation (Taste), Vestibular (Balance), Pro-
prioceptive (Movement), and Interoceptive (Perception of sensa-
tions within the body), and were asked to identify all of the sen-
sory systems in which their child experienced difficulties. Par-
ents who selected the intellectual disability option were asked to
select the option which best describes their child’s Intellectual
Disability (mild-moderate, severe, profound). In order to gain a
wider understanding of the CYP’s family history with respect to
neurodivergency, we asked whether either of the CYP’s parents,
or their siblings, are neurodivergent.

In an additional set of questions presented later in the question-
naire, parents were asked to identify reasons for their child’s
SAPs from a given list. Whilst the data from this question will
be reported in full elsewhere, parents who identified anxiety as
a cause of their child’s SAPs were subsequently asked to indi-
cate which of the following best described this anxiety: anxious
arousal, generalised anxiety, obsessive-compulsive disorder, se-
lective mutism, performance anxiety, separation anxiety, uncer-
tainty, I’m not sure, or Other.

Finally, all parents, regardless of their child’s educational his-
tory, were asked to complete both the 24-item Anxiety Scale
for Children–Autism Spectrum Disorder–Parent Version (ASC-
ASD-P) (92). The ASC-ASD-P version was selected given the
anticipated high rates of autistic CYP in our sample. This was
developed for use with autistic CYP and was derived from a
well-validated measure of anxiety used with typically develop-
ing children (the Revised Children’s Anxiety and Depression
Scale (93)). This parent-report measure provides a total anxiety
score, and individual scores for Separation Anxiety (five items;
maximum score 15), Uncertainty (eight items; maximum score
24), Performance Anxiety (five items; maximum score 15), and
Anxious Arousal (six items; maximum score 18). Parents re-
spond along a 4-point Likert scale (0=never, 3=always), and total
scores are calculated by summing responses, with higher scores
indicating greater levels of anxiety. The ASC-ASD-P has a score
range of 0-72. A total score of 20-23 suggest “significant anxious
symptomatology”, and scores of above 24 are considered to be a
“more specific indication of significant anxiety” (92). Compar-
ing ASC-ASD-P data with parent-reported clinical anxiety di-
agnosis status has found that all CYP with a clinical anxiety di-
agnosis score 20 or above on the ASC-ASD-P, whilst 71% scored
24 or above (94). The ASC-ASD-P has excellent internal consis-
tency (α=0.94) and good convergent validity.

5) Demand Avoidance: All parents were also asked to com-
plete the 8-item Extreme Demand Avoidance-8 Caregiver Re-
port Questionnaire (EDA-8) (89). The EDA-8 is an adapted, re-

fined, 8-item version of the Extreme Demand Avoidance Ques-
tionnaire (EDA-Q) (95). It was refined based upon the results
of principal components analysis and item response theory on
parent/caregiver-report data from 334 autistic CYP, aged 5–17
years (EDA-Q). This identified eight items that were discrimi-
nating indices of EDA traits, and behaved similarly with respect
to quantifying EDA irrespective of child age, gender, reported
academic level, or reported independence in daily living activi-
ties. These 8 items cover the features consistently described in
accounts of PDA: obsessive avoidance of demands and requests,
outrageous or shocking behavior to avoid, need for control, poor
awareness of hierarchy, and lability of mood, and make up the
"EDA-8". The EDA-8 has good internal consistency (Cron-
bach’s alpha = .90) and convergent and divergent validity, and
as such, is proposed to be a useful tool to identify autistic chil-
dren who show an extreme response to demands (89). Parents
respond along a 4-point Likert scale (0 = Not at all true, 1 =
Somewhat True, 2 = Mostly True, 3 = Very True). Total EDA-8
scores are calculated by summing responses, with higher scores
indicating greater EDA. Cut-off scores are not currently avail-
able for the EDA-8 (or the EDA-Q).

6) Impact of School Attendance on Wellbeing/Mental Health:
All parents were also asked to rate how attending school im-
pacts their child’s mental health, using seven response options
[Extremely positively (+3), Very positively (+2), Somewhat
positively (+1), Neither positively nor negatively (0), Somewhat
negatively (-1), Very negatively (-2), Extremely negatively (-3)].
Hence, CYP whose mental health is positively impacted as a
consequence of attending school score above 0, and a CYP
whose mental health is negatively impacted as a consequence
of attending school score below 0. Parents were also asked to
rate how often their child leaves the house and does something
fun (excluding going to school). Five response options were pro-
vided [Everyday, Frequently ( a few times a week), Sometimes
( once a week), Rarely (please estimate in box below), Never].
Finally, parents of CYP with experience of SD and who also
reported a wellbeing-related reason for their CYP’s SD, were
asked whether being out of school helps to improve their child’s
wellbeing (Response option: Yes, definitely, Yes, somewhat, No,
Other).

7) Is School "Suitable and Proper?": Based on their experience
as a parent, parents were asked whether they believe that school
is the suitable and proper place for their child to be educated.
The three response options provided were: Yes, Maybe, and No.
Parents of Lifelong EHE CYP were not asked this question as
it was considered that their responses (i.e. No) was already evi-
denced by their decision not to choose a school-based education
for their child.

Data Analysis

Data Analysis Quantitative data analyses were run using IBM
SPSS Statistics V26. Descriptive statistics were calculated to
summarise participants’ responses to each question. Further
statistical analyses were then conducted to examine relation-
ships between variables. Before performing statistical analy-
ses, normality was assessed by plotting results in histograms
and conducting Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests.
When results were not normally distributed, non-parametric
methods were used (e.g. Kruskal-Wallis tests with bonferroni-
corrected pairwise comparisons, Mann-Whitney U tests). A sig-
nificance level of α=0.05 was adopted for all analyses.
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Chi-squared tests were used to determine whether there was a
statistically significant difference between the expected frequen-
cies and the observed frequencies in one or more categories.
For example, chi-square tests with chi-square post-hoc analy-
ses were used to examine associations between being neurodi-
vergent and experiencing SD, between being autistic and expe-
riencing SD, and between having sensory processing difficulties
in multiple sensory systems as opposed to no sensory process-
ing difficulties. They were also used to examine differences in
the frequency of different neurodivergent diagnoses in autistic
and non-autistic individuals between the groups, and to identify
any associations between academic attainment and SD experi-
ence. Odds Ratios (ORs) were calculated as an estimate of ef-
fect size. To correct for multiple comparisons in the analysis, a
Bonferroni-corrected alpha level was used. Chi-square analyses
were only performed on variables with expected cell counts of at
least five, and Fisher’s exact tests were used for cell counts be-
low 5. Impact of school attendance was explored statistically us-
ing non-parametric Wilcoxon signed rank test, comparing each
groups median score to ’0’ (i.e. no impact on mental health).

As CYP in the Lifelong EHE group were significantly younger
than CYP in the other three groups [Current SD = Past SD =
No SD) > Elective EHE (p < .001)], it was necessary to conduct
additional analyses using more precisely age-matched compar-
ison groups. Hence, for each CYP in the Lifelong EHE group,
two aged-matched participants were identified from each of the
three other groups (i.e. two from the Current SD group, two
from the Past SD group, and two from the No SD Group). The
selected CYP from each group were the two CYP who were clos-
est in age to the corresponding Lifelong EHE CYP. Analyses
were then replicated using this reduced sample size, and con-
clusions specific to the Lifelong EHE group were derived from
these results.

Correlational analyses were conducted to examine the relation-
ships between variables using Spearman rho correlations.

Results
1. Demographic Information:

For summary of demographic information, see Table 1.

Gender: 52.1% of the CYP in the sample were identified by
their parents as cisgender boys, 42.5% as cisgender girls, 2.4%
as non-binary, 0.8% as transgender boys, 0.1% as transgender
girls, and the remaining 2.1% split between the "self-describe"
and "prefer not to say" options.

Current Age: The mean age of the CYP in our sample was 11.6
years of age. As described above, there was an overall between-
group difference with respect to current age [F (3, 1106) = 8.548,
p < 0.001]. Post-hoc analyses indicated that this difference was
driven by CYP in the Lifelong EHE group who were signifi-
cantly younger than the three other groups [Current SD versus
Past SD: p = 1.0; Current SD versus No SD Control: p = 0.159;
Past SD versus No SD Control: p = 0.348; Lifelong EHE ver-
sus No SD Control: p = 0.004]. No differences remained for the
Lifelong EHE age-matched subgroup ([F (3, 171) = 0.084, p =
.969].

Indices of Deprivation: In total, Index of Multiple Deprivation
Decile data was available for 348 families (47%) in the Current
SD group, 97 families in the Past SD group (53%), 88 families

(59%) in the No SD group, and 4 families (16%) in the Life-
long EHE group. Based on this data, there were no significant
between-group differences with respect to the Index of Multiple
Deprivation (IMD) Decile scores [F (3, 533) = 1.413; p = .238].

A one sample t-test was performed to compare the mean IMD
Decile against the population mean. As the IMD decile is a di-
mension which places the deprivation scores of individual areas
in England into one of ten groups of equal frequency, ranging
from 1 (the 10% most deprived areas) to 10 (the 10% least de-
prived areas), we estimated the population mean to be 5.5. The
overall mean IMD Decile was 6.04 (StDev 2.9), which was sig-
nificantly greater than the population mean; t(536) = 4.312, p
< .001. Broken down into individual groups, the Current SD
group mean (6.16, StDev 2.82) and the No SD control group
mean (6.17, StDev 2.96) were significantly greater than the pop-
ulation mean [Current SD: t(347) = 4.368, p < .001, No SD: t(88)
= 2.127, p < .001], whilst the Past SD group mean (5.50, StDev
3.09) and the Lifelong EHE group mean (5.50, StDev 2.65) were
not significantly different than the population mean [Past SD:
t(96) = 0.16, p = .987, Lifelong EHE: t(3) = 0.000, p = 1.000].

Birth Order: We also examined birth order of the CYP. Unfor-
tunately, due to recruitment methods (where a proportion of
the No SD control group were explicitly requested to consider
their eldest child when completing the questionnaire), it was
not possible to directly compare birth order between groups.
However, looking within group, only 47.3% of CYP in the Cur-
rent SD group were first born children (26.5% ’eldest’ children
and 20.8% an ’only’ child; see Table 1 for further details), rela-
tive to 49.9% who were younger siblings (39.2% ’youngest’ and
10.7% middle children). This pattern is notable when consid-
ered within the context of the typical family structure within the
UK, where recent Office for National Statistics census data indi-
cated that there were 3.46 million one-child families in the UK,
3.45 million two-children families, and only 1.24 million three or
more children families (96), making it considerably more likely
for a UK CYP to be a first-born child than any other birth or-
der position. Given this pattern, we asked whether younger chil-
dren also have older siblings who have experienced SD. This is
relevant as it may indicate potential environmental and/or ge-
netic factors, which may act either singly or cumulatively, to in-
crease the risk of SD for younger siblings. As anticipated, having
an older sibling who had also experienced SAPs was common.
More specifically, 42.9% of younger siblings in the Current SD
group, and 46.5% of younger siblings in the Past SD group, also
had an older sibling/s with a history of SAPs. Similar figures
were obtained when ’youngest’ children are considered in isola-
tion (see Figure S1).

2. School Attendance Difficulties:

Age of Onset and Duration of SAPs: The mean age of onset of
SD across both groups was 7.89 (StDev 3.37) years. This was
younger in the Past SD group (7.19 years of age; StDev 3.21)
than in the Current SD group (8.07 years of age; StDev 3.21).

The mean duration of SD was 3.99 years (StDev 2.95). This was
longer for CYP whose difficulties had now resolved (i.e., those
in the Past SD group; Mean 4.79 years; StDev 3.12), than in the
Current SD group, whose difficulties were still ongoing (Mean
3.79 years; StDev 2.88).

Hence, SD began significantly earlier in the Past SD group (p <
.01), and lasted significantly longer (p < .001), likely because the
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Attendance in Academic Year Academic Year Number of Duration of
Current Setting n previous 20 days 2021/22 2020/21 Schools Attended SD (years)

Mainstream School 393 10.18 days (7.2) 61.56% (29.8) 73.82% (24.8) 2.17 (1.0) 3.46 yrs (2.9)
Unit within Mainstream 25 6.35 days (6.7) 47.82% (24.5) 57.5% (26.6) 2.44 (1.0) 3.8 yrs (2.4)

Specialist School 34 10.88 days (6.4) 52.8% (32.7) 44.21% (33.7) 3.26 (1.0) 5.06 (2.9)
PRU or similar 27 8.45 days (8.2) 38.65% (32.8) 50.85% (31.1) 3.26 (1.2) 3.97 (2.2)

In-Limbo/Unspecified 77 0.89 days (3.6) 22.45% (31.59) 46.11% (37.1) 2.29 (1.0) 4.48 (3.3)
EOTAS 35 0.56 days (1.8) 13.47% (23.8) 35.13% (36.2) 2.8 (1.3) 4.81 (2.4)
Other 8 10 days (9.7) 44.17% (39.0) 56.8% (33.0) 2.75 (1.2) 4.11 (1.5)

Table 2. School Attendance: Current SD Group x Current Placement. The ’In-limbo/Unspecified’ category combines CYP who had previously been registered at an
educational provision but whose parents did not select a current the educational provision categories for them. From their parents comments in response to various
questions, it was evident that for the majority of these CYP, no option was selected as they were unable to access the provision that they were once registered at, with many
of these CYP best described as being in educational limbo. For simplicity, the category did not included CYP whose parents rated their current placement as coerced or
elective home education. PRU = Pupil Referral Unit.

Fig. 2. Panel A: Age of Onset of SD. Panel B: Duration of SD. Error bars: ±1 SEM

CYP in the Current SD group were still experiencing SD. There
were also significant differences between autistic CYP and non-
autistic CYP who experienced SD, with the age of onset of SD for
autistic CYP significantly younger than for non-autistic CYP,
and SD reported as being significantly more enduring in autistic
CYP than in non-autistic CYP (see Figure 2).

Given the timing of this research (22nd February-8th March
2022) and hence, just under 2 years after the initial Covid-19
school closures which began in the UK on 20th Match 2020,
we explored the percentage of SD cases that began after the
Covid-19 pandemic (< 2 years prior to the survey), relative to
those whose origins preceded the disruption to school atten-
dance caused by the Covid-19 pandemic. In the majority of
cases, the onset of SD preceded the Covid-19 related school clo-
sures (69.82% of cases in the Current SD group and 85.15% of
cases in the Past SD group).

School Attendance Problems or School Distress: For 94.32% of
CYP in the sample, parents indicated that their child’s SAPs
were either partially or fully emotionally based.

The existing categories for school "refusal" within the literature
(97) i.e. self-corrective: absenteeism that remits spontaneously

within 2 weeks, acute: absenteenism that lasts from 2 weeks to
1 year, and chronic: absenteenism that lasts longer than 1 year,
failed to capture a significant proportion of the experiences of
the CYP in this sample (see Table S1; Other).

More specifically, whilst self-corrective SAPs accounted for
15.6% of presentations (15.4% and 16.2% in Current and Past
SD groups respectively), acute SAPs for 23.0% (25.2% and
14.5% in Current and Past SD groups), and chronic SAPs for
24.4% (26.8% and 15.1% for Current and Past SD groups), this
left 37.1% of cases (n=320) falling outside of these categories.
Examining the Past SD group alone, the ’none of the above’ cat-
egory was selected by 54.2% of parents. Parents who selected
’none of the above’ were asked to describe what their child’s SD
does look like using a free text box. Example responses included:
"We always got him there - but it was hard on many days", "Oc-
casional days off but having to carry a kicking screaming child
into school everyday", "We are able to get her into school most
days by carrying her...but if she was bigger...she would be missing
school", "Will attend more times than not but frequently late/part
of day only and does not go to lessons or if he does will read or do
his own writing rather than engaging with curriculum", "sporadic
- in response to situations and difficulties at school with particular
lessons, teachers or students", and "it’s lasted 10 years! Coping
on and off depending on which environment she was in".

3. Educational Information:

Type of Education Setting Attended: Overall, 97% of the CYP in
the sample had previously, or were currently, attending a main-
stream school setting (Current SD 97%, Past SD 97%, and No
SD 99%). Hence, although not exclusive to mainstream edu-
cation, our sample was dominated by CYP whose school atten-
dance history included a mainstream school provision. Almost
all CYP in the No SD control group were currently attending
a mainstream school. Of the CYP with a history of SD, 96.3%
(non-autistic CYP) and 97.4% (autistic CYP) were currently, or
had previously, attended a mainstream school.

The average number of schools attended by CYP in our sam-
ple was 2.24 (StDev 1.085) [Current SD = 2.36 (StDev 1.094),
Past SD = 2.22 (StDev 1.164), and No SD = 1.86 (StDev 0.814)],
(range: 1-6). There was a significant between group difference
with respect to number of schools attended [F(2, 1007) = 12.986,
p < .001], with the No SD control group attending significantly
fewer schools than either of the SD groups (Current SD > No
SD p < .001; Past SD > No SD p = .009). There was no differ-
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ence with respect to number of schools attended for the two SD
groups (p = .360).

School Attendance: On average, CYP currently experiencing SD
attended school on 7.7 out of the 20 school days prior to sur-
vey completion, with 184 CYP (25.1%) not managing to attend
school for a single day over these 20 days. Represented in terms
of missed school days, a cumulative total of 6,197 school days
had been missed in the previous 4 weeks alone by the Current SD
group.

When considering attendance rates over the current academic
year (survey conducted mid-Spring term in the academic year
2021/22), the average attendance rate in the Current SD group
was 49.92%, down from 62.97% for the previous academic year
(2020/21) (n=734). Notably, 14.7% of CYP in the Current SD
group were unable to attend school for a single day (0% atten-
dance rate), whilst 2.7% attended every day (100% attendance
rate). 87% of CYP in the Current SD group had an attendance
rate of 90% or below, and therefore were persistently absent,
and 45.28% had an attendance rate of below 50%, and were
therefore severely absent. Of the 14.7% of CYP with a 0% at-
tendance rate for 2021/22, only 3 CYP (out of 70) were rated as
being neurotypical (NT) by their parents. Of the remaining 67
CYP, 64 were identified as autistic by their parents: 48 (75%)
had received diagnoses of ASD, 13 (20.3%) were on an ASD as-
sessment pathway, and 3 (4.7%) were suspected to be autistic
but had not yet been referred for assessment. Of the 3 CYP
identified as ND but not autistic, 1 had suspected ADHD, 1 had
sensory processing difficulties, auditory processing disorder and
hypermobility, and 1 CYP’s ND was not disclosed.

Reflecting back on the previous academic year (2020/21), 6.2%
of the CYP in the Current SD group had not managed to attend
school for a single day (i.e. 0% attendance rate), and 76.4% had
an attendance rate of 90% or below (i.e. persistent absence),
and 28.75% had an attendance rate below 50% (i.e. severely
absent). Just 4.3% attended school every single day (i.e., 100%
attendance rate).

During analysis, attendance rates were broken down by current
educational setting (see Table 2). This revealed some notable
differences, particularly with respect to those CYP who are
currently experiencing SD and attending a mainstream school
classroom and those attending a specialist school. More specif-
ically, the former group were, on average, earlier in their SD
journey than CYP in the four other categories of education set-
ting, with their SD duration averaging 3.46 years relative to 5.06
years for CYP now currently attending a specialist school (al-
though this difference failed to reach significance statistically p
= .079). Interestingly, CYP whose current setting was a main-
stream classroom were found to have a relatively high atten-
dance rate for the academic year 2020/21 (73.82%), compared
to CYP now attending a specialist school who had the lowest av-
erage attendance rates for the academic year 2020/21 (33.7%).
The difference between these two groups (i.e. CYP whose cur-
rent setting is a mainstream classroom and CYP whose current
setting is a specialist school) was statistically significant for this
academic year (i.e. 2020/21) (p < .001), but not for the more re-
cent time points (i.e. the academic year 2021/22 and the previous
20 days), again likely indexing the longevity of this group’s dif-
ficulties (coupled with a potentially improving situation for the
CYP now attending specialist schools).

Current Access to Education:

Current SD Group: As evidenced above, a considerable propor-
tion of the Current SD group cannot access their current educa-
tional setting [238/624 (30.13%) CYP for whom we have data;
see Table 3, column 4]. When CYP whose parents who are cur-
rently taking sole responsibility for providing their education
are included in the tally (i.e. elective home education arrange-
ments driven by SD), 35.32% of CYP currently experiencing
SAPs and/or SD do not have access to an educational provision
provided by their local authority.

As described in Table 2, the parents of 77 CYP did not select one
of the educational provision categories for their child, as their
child appeared to exist in a form of educational limbo. This was
in addition to the parents who indicated that they have been
forced to EHE their children. Consistent with this description,
88.3% of the parents in the "in limbo" group described their
child as currently being without any form of educational provi-
sion (see Tables 3 and S2). The second largest group classified
as being "currently without education" by their parents were
CYP who were currently attending a Pupil Referral Unit (PRU)
or similar (33.3%).

In addition to past (column 2) and current (column 3) educa-
tional provision for the CYP in the Current SD group, Table 3
also outlines preferred and realistic future education provisions,
with column 5 indicating the educational provision that parents
indicated that they would like for their child to attend in the
future, and column 6 indicating the provision that they believe
their local authority will realistically provide their child in the
future. Only 35.6% of parents in the Current SD group wish
for their child to be educated in a mainstream school in the fu-
ture (see Table 3, column 5), followed by EOTAS (28.3%), and
in a specialist school (20.2%). There were marked differences
between the provision that parents wished their child to receive
in the future and the provision that they felt would be offered to
them by their local authority (see Table 3, Column 6).

Past SD group: Of the CYP with historical difficulties with SAPs
and/or SD for which data was provided (103/149), only 42.72%
remain in an educational setting currently. This is broken down
into 24.27% attending a mainstream school/college classroom;
2.91% attending a special unit within a mainstream school,
0.97% attending a private school, 13.59% attending a special-
ist school, and 0.97% attending an alternative education estab-
lishment. Of the remaining 57.28%, 2.91% had no access to
education either through their local authority or parents, 7.7%
had an EHCP Education Otherwise Than At School (EOTAS)
provision, 0.97% attended a private online school, 0.97% had
a supported internship, and 44.67% were described as EHE.
Within this ’EHE’ group, the majority of parents (67.4%) de-
scribed this as "coerced" EHE (i.e. they had no choice about
providing it), 17.4% indicated that they had eventually chosen
this option, and 15.2% did not indicate either way.

Academic Attainment: Over half of the CYP in the sample were
rated by parents as "not meeting their academic expectations".

Current SD Group: When broken down by group, 66.7% of CYP
in the Current SD group were reported to not be meeting aca-
demic expectations, relative to only 8.1% in the No SD (control)
group (see Table 1). Similarly, only 10.2% of CYP in the Cur-
rent SD group were rated as exceeding their academic expecta-
tions by parents, relative to 34.5% of CYP in the No SD (control)
group. Statistically, CYP in the Current SD group were sig-
nificantly under-performing relative to their peers in all other
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Table 3. Educational Settings for CYP in the Current SD Group. For CYP who were currently registered at multiple settings, we selected the provision with the highest level
of support (e.g. for a CYP currently registered at both a mainstream school and a pupil referral unit, the currently registered column shows them as being currently registered
at a pupil referral unit). 88.31% of the CYP in the "In-Limbo/Unspecified" category previously attended a mainstream school at one point in their school career. Only 15.15%
of their parents wished for them to attend a mainstream school in the future, but 32.88% felt that a mainstream setting was the realistic setting. *Includes 2.5% of CYP who
are currently registered at a mainstream school but attend on a reduced timetable or with a flexi schooling arrangement in place. Flexi schooling is an arrangement whereby
CYP access part of their total education at a school and part at home (via EHE). Note: Reduced timetables are only permitted if there is a specific need for a pupil, e.g. a
medical condition prevents them from attending full-time education, and the reduced timetable forms part of a planned re-integration, or on a temporary basis with a specific
deadline set with respect to when the CYP is expected to return to school full time.

groups (see Table S3). Table S4 shows the breakdown within
each of the three academic attainment categories with respect
to the CYPs’ current educational settings.

Past SD Group: Whilst CYP who have previously experienced
SD (Past SD) were performing significantly better than Cur-
rent SD CYP, they were still performing significantly worse than
CYP in the No SD control group (all p-values < .001).

Lifelong EHE Group: Ratings of academic attainment from par-
ents of Lifelong EHE CYP and CYP in the No SD (Control)
group did not differ (p = .238), and Lifelong EHE CYP were
rated as performing better relative to the Current SD group (p
< .001). This did not differ when the analysis was restricted
to the groups age-matched to the Lifelong EHE CYP [Lifelong
EHE = No SD Control: p = .263; Lifelong EHE > Current SD: p
= .005; SD Past = Lifelong EHE: p = .226).

Support at School (SEN/EHCP): Of the CYP currently experi-
encing SD, 32.8% of parents indicated that their child received
no support at school, 38.1% of CYP in the Current SD group
were on a SEN register (or equivalent), and 48.5% of parents
indicated that their CYP had an EHCP or were in the process
of seeking one. This declined to 32.9% when cases where addi-
tional parent comments indicated that an EHCP was not yet in
place were removed (n=111). Of those 111 cases, 95 indicated
they were in the EHCP process [15 stated that they were in the
process of applying, 16 had applied, 24 were at the assessment
phase, 17 were at the draft stage or awaiting a finalised plan, 13
were at mediation/appealing (at first-tier SEND tribunal), and
10 indicated that their application had been rejected]. Some of
the mediation/appeals were taking place following a refusal to
assess (i.e. a rejected application) or a refusal to issue an EHCP
following assessment, whilst others were appealing the content
of sections B, F, and I (i.e. the description of the CYP’s SEN, the
provision needed to meet those needs, and placement).

Parental dissatisfaction and frustration with the support their
child is/was receiving from their school and/or LA was clear
throughout parental responses to this question. For instance,
many comments described a lack of support in place for their
child e.g. "no support and attends at less than 10%", "Very lim-
ited support from school", "Very little support is given", and "We
have had TAF [Team Around the Family] meetings but the deputy
head was not in support and stopped these". Even when parents
indicated that their child was on the school’s SEN register (or

equivalent) or had an EHCP in place, parental comments con-
tinued to indicate a lack of support for many CYP e.g. "On
SEN register at school but has no actual support", "Is on the
SEN register however no further support in school. Nothing in
place", "My child received support and was on the SEN register
at Junior School but on moving to Secondary this wasn’t recog-
nised, accepted or acknowledge...No support whatsoever!", "CSP
but no real support", "IEP in school but [needs] not being met",
"Has an EHC statement but very little if any support", "EHCP
recently received but specified support is unsuitable and not being
provided", "Off since Dec. Reassessment refused. Annual review
also refused ehcp change... inappropriate “type of school”’in sec-
tion I", and "Has ehcp but currently homeschooling due to no
suitable setting available and previous setting causing trauma due
to excessive restraint and not meeting basic needs".

Application for and implementation of EHCPs was also a par-
ticular source of frustration for parents. For example, parental
comments included: "I am in the process of applying for this
[EHCP] myself as school are unwilling", "Parent application [for
EHCP] no support from school", "In mediation. I’d to self ap-
ply [for EHCP] as school delayed and blocked", "Has EHCP but
is ignored", "School not following EHCP", "Not that it [EHCP]
was followed", "School not named as current school can’t meet
needs. EHCP done by parental request", and "School has put
some reasonable adjustments in place after GP letter and a fight").
For the additional 15.6% of parents of CYP currently expe-
riencing SD who were in the EHCP process, comments with
respect to this reflected the adversarial nature of this process
which is well-documented elsewhere e.g. "Currently fighting for
EHCP which was refused" and "Currently awaiting tribunal as
they stated mainstream which is totally unsuitable".

Occasionally comments reflected a more positive situation (e.g.,
"My child’s school currently provides reasonable adjustments for
my daughter’s needs while we await her ASC assessment", "Some
support at school. Under CAMHS", "Working with the school
to establish Sen support/be in the Sen register", "After years of
struggling school has finally applied for EHCP", "My child is
from wales, has a statement, now attends out of county indepen-
dent specialist school in England. Finally.", and "The EHCP
states elective home education with personal budget. Which cov-
ers 6 hours tutors and 6 hours 121 forest school."). These latter
two comments were from parents in the Past SD group, and only
represented a small proportion of the parent voices.
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Finally, some parental comments reflected the complexity of
providing support in certain instances (e.g., "He can receive sup-
port from a learning base but he is masking in school and doesn’t
want others to know he has autism so only accesses the base twice
per week for 50 mins per time. So he receives a very small amount
of support, he needs to help with work academically").

Exclusions/Off-Rolling: The rate of permanent exclusions were
low amongst our sample (n=16, 1.4%). The majority of the CYP
permanently excluded were autistic CYP (n=14/16; 87.5%). The
use of fixed-term exclusions was higher (n=89, 7.9%); with
the majority of cases again involving autistic CYP (n = 74/89;
83.15%).

Within our survey, we also considered "off-rolling" and pro-
vided parents with the following explanation: "Off-rolling is the
practice of removing a pupil from the school roll without using a
permanent exclusion, when the removal is primarily in the best in-
terests of the school, rather than in the best interests of the pupil.
This includes pressuring a parent to remove their child from the
school roll". 54 (4.8%) CYP were identified by their parents
as having been "off-rolled" from their existing school. A small
number of these CYP were off-rolled into another provision
(n=9, 1.2%, all autistic CYP), however, the majority of "off-
rolled" CYP (n=45) were off-rolled into Home-Education. 36
CYP from this group of 45 (80%) were autistic CYP (1 from the
No SD group and 35 from the SD group), and 9 were non-autistic
CYP (all with SD experience). This situation is best described as
"coerced" home-education, although technically these CYP are
classed as being "electively" home-educated. When asked how
long the coerced home-education arrangement was in place for,
responses varied from ’a few days’ to ’5 years’. The average du-
ration was 13.9 months (StDev 15.1 months), with many parents
indicating that this situation was ongoing.

Statistically, autistic CYP were more likely to be permanently
excluded (p < .001), receive a fixed-term exclusion (p < .001),
or be off-rolled (p = .006) than their NT peers (Fisher’s Exact
Tests).

4. Child Health and Neurodivergences

Child Health: When asked whether their child has any physi-
cal or mental health difficulties, only 7% of parents in the Cur-
rent SD group responded ’No’, with 69.8% responding ’Yes’
and a further 23.3% responding ’Maybe’. This was notably
different to the other groups, whereby 23.5% of parents in the
Past SD group, 79.9% in the No SD control group, and 56%
in the Lifelong EHE group, responded ’No’. Parents who re-
sponded ’Maybe’ or ’Yes’ were provided with a free text box
option to specify details of their child’s health difficulties if
they wished. From their comments, it was apparent that some
parents listed neurodevelopmental conditions such as ASD and
ADHD under health difficulties, whilst others (based on re-
sponses to later questions) did not consider these to be health
difficulties. As we later gathered detailed information about a
wide range of conditions that fall under the neurodivergent um-
brella (see below), we excluded responses such as ASD, ADHD,
PDA, Dyslexia...etc. from this response. As data on sensory
processing differences was also gathered separately, and is de-
scribed below in detail, we also removed sensory processing dif-
ferences/difficulties/disorder from this question.

Based on the remaining responses, we compiled a list of the de-
scribed physical and mental health conditions. Whilst this can-

Physical Mental None
Health Health Both Listed

Current SD 3.73% 67.01% 14.48% 16.27%
Past SD 7.53% 49.46% 6.45% 36.56%
No SD 4.05% 10.14% 1.35% 84.46%
L. EHE 8.33% 25% 0% 66.67%

Table 4. Health Difficulties by Group. Neurodivergencies such as ASD, ADHD,
dyslexia..etc. and sensory processing difficulties were excluded as they were as-
sessed separately (see below). The "None Listed" category includes CYP who do
not have any health difficulties and CYP whose parents opted not to specifically
describe these difficulties.

not be considered an exhaustive list, as some parents did not opt
to complete this, and others may not have listed all health con-
cerns, Table S5 summarises the information that was provided
by parents here with respect to mental and physical health dif-
ficulties experienced by their child. As evident, anxiety was the
health condition mentioned most frequently; by 46.37% of par-
ents in the Current SD group, 30.88% of parents in the Past SD
group, 20% of parents in the Lifelong EHE group, and 10.07%
of parents in the No SD control group. Depression, Hypermobil-
ity, PTSD/trauma, and Low mood/emotional regulation difficul-
ties were the next most commonly listed health concerns in the
two SD groups; with few incidences in either the No SD control
group or the Lifelong EHE group. Hence, mental health (and,
in particular, anxiety), as opposed to physical health concerns
(with the exception of hypermobility, and excluding sensory pro-
cessing difficulties), were the most frequently mentioned health
difficulties by parents of children with experience of SD.

Table 4 further subdivided the above responses into three cat-
egories i.e. CYP whose parents listed mental health difficulties
only, those whose parents listed physical health difficulties only,
and those whose parents listed both mental and physical health
difficulties. CYP whose parents reported physical health con-
ditions (other than sensory processing difficulties) in isolation
was relatively low in all groups (see Table 4). However, hav-
ing either a mental health difficulty (or difficulties) in isolation,
or in combination with a physical health difficulty (or difficul-
ties), was strikingly higher in both SD groups than in either the
No SD control group or Lifelong EHE group. No formal sta-
tistical analyses were conducted here as more precise data (in-
cluding anxiety data gathered using a clinical scale) is described
below. Co-morbidity between neurodivergent conditions and
health difficulties is also discussed further below.

Anxiety: When completing an additional set of questions relat-
ing to reasons underpinning their child’s SAPs, 93.4% of par-
ents in the Current SD group (453/485) and 82.7% of parents
in the Past SD group (91/110) identified anxiety as a causal fac-
tor in their child’s SAPs. Furthermore, generalised anxiety was
selected by over half of these parents in both SD groups as a
descriptor for their child’s anxiety (see Table 5). This was fol-
lowed by separation anxiety and uncertainty (selected by one in
every three parents), performance anxiety (approximately one
in four parents), and selective mutism (approximately one in five
parents). The ’I’m not sure’ and ’other’ options were less com-
monly selected by parents (approximately 10%).

Anxiety Scores:

A total of 638 parents in the Current SD group, 164 parents in
the Past SD group, 142 No SD control parents, and 20 Lifelong
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Current SD Past SD
Generalised Anxiety 58.7% 51.6%
Separation Anxiety 31.6% 40.7%

Uncertainty 30% 31.9%
Performance Anxiety 23.6% 24.2%

Selective Mutism 22.1% 18.7%
Anxious Arousal 14.1% 11.0%
Panic Disorder 14.1% 9.9%

Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder 11% 7.7%
I’m not sure 9.7% 11%

Other 9.7% 11%

Table 5. Types of anxiety identified by parents as relevant to their child school
distress.

Fig. 3. Health Difficulties (as listed by parents in an optional free text box) x ND.
Note: ND includes sensory difficulties. Health Difficulties includes conditions de-
scribed in Table 3

EHE parents completed the ASC-ASD parent version (92). Indi-
vidual scores ranged from 0 to 72 (maximum score = 72). Mean
scores for each of the four groups are represented in Figure 4,
Panel A.

Highly consistent with parent reports, only 7.5% of CYP cur-
rently experiencing SD (i.e. 50 CYP out of a total of 638 CYP for
whom we have this data) did not reach the cut-off indicative of
significant anxiety. Hence, 92.5% of the Current SD CYP met or
exceeded the cut-off indicative of significant anxiety. Moreover,
86.7% of CYP in the Current SD scored >24 and therefore ex-
ceeded the more specific cut-off score on the ASC-ASD-P, whilst
53.8% of CYP in the Current SD group scored at least twice the
cut-off score (i.e. 40+). The results of a Chi-Square test of the as-
sociation found a significant difference in frequency of <20 and
20+ scorers across the Current SD and No SD groups χ²(1, 771)
= 353.661, p <.001, and the odds ratio of a CYP experiencing
SD if they 20+ on the ASC-ASD-P was 44.015 (95% CI 26.773,
72.362).

Moreover, Kruskal-Wallis tests revealed significant between
group differences in anxiety scores, with pairwise comparisons
indicating that the No SD control group had significantly lower
total anxiety scores than both the Past and Current SD groups.
This was also observed for each of the four summed subscale
total scores for Performance Anxiety, Anxious Arousal, Separa-
tion Anxiety, Uncertainty (see Figure 4: Panel C), where again,
anxiety scores in each subscale were significantly lower for the
No SD groups relative to the two SD groups.

Given the younger mean age of the Lifelong EHE group rel-
ative to the other three groups, an additional set of analyses
were conducted using the Lifelong EHE age-matched compar-
ison groups. Overall, the Lifelong EHE groups scores for To-

tal Anxiety, and for all of the anxiety subscales, did not differ
significantly from those of the No SD control group, but they
were significantly lower than the Current SD group’s scores.
The Lifelong EHE group’s Total Anxiety and Separation Anxi-
ety scores were also significantly lower than the Past SD group’s
scores. This was not the case for Performance Anxiety, Anxious
Arousal, and Uncertainty, where no significant differences be-
tween the Lifelong EHE and Past SD groups were found (see
Table S6).

We also explored whether total anxiety scores on the ASC-ASD-
P and the four anxiety subscales correlated with the markers
of SD available to us i.e. CYP’s school attendance, the dura-
tion of CYP SD (SD Duration), and the age at which SD began.
Higher total anxiety correlated significantly with lower school
attendance in the previous 20 days (rs = −0.41,p = .002), lower
school attendance in the most recent academic year (2021/22)
(rs = −0.199,p < .001), and lower school attendance in the pre-
vious academic year (2020/21) (rs = −0.137,p < .001). This
was also observed for higher Anxious Arousal, and higher Un-
certainty but not for Performance and Separation Anxiety (see
Table S4). SD Duration also correlated significantly with total
anxiety (rs = 0.150,p < .001), and all anxiety subscales [i.e. Per-
formance Anxiety (rs = 0.102,p = .004), Anxious Arousal (rs =
0.099,p = .005), Separation Anxiety (rs = 0.101,p = .002), and
Uncertainty (rs = 0.157,p < .001)]. Moreover, higher Sepa-
ration Anxiety was associated with a lower age of onset of SD
(rs = −0.203,p < .001), whilst higher Anxious Arousal scores
were associated with an older age of onset of SD (performance
anxiety: (rs = 0.122,p < .001)).

Considering autistic CYP relative to their non-autistic peers,
independent-samples Mann-Whitney U Tests, conducted sepa-
rately for each group, found that total anxiety scores were sig-
nificantly greater for autistic CYP than for non-autistic CYP in
each of the four groups [Current SD Group: Autistic CYP Mdn
= 42, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 32, U = 17809.0, p < .001; Past SD
Group: autistic CYP Mdn = 38, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 26, U
= 1646.0, p < .001; No SD control Group: autistic CYP Mdn =
20.5, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 8, U = 570.5, p < .001); Lifelong
EHE Group: autistic CYP Mdn = 23, non-autistic CYP Mdn =
8, U = 6, p = .001]. This pattern (e.g. Ausitic > Non-Autistic)
was replicated for each individual subscale scores (for full de-
tails see Supplemental Note: Anxiety Scale for Children - ASD -
Parents).

This represents a potential confound when interpreting the
ASC-ASD-P scores as the significantly higher anxiety scores in
the SD groups could have been driven by unequal numbers of
autistic or non autistic but otherwise neurodivergent (ND) CYP
across the groups, as high anxiety is well documented in autistic
CYP. This is of concern as, as described below, there are signif-
icant differences in the prevalence rates of ASD and other ND
conditions across our four groups. This is additionally prob-
lematic as it is possible that parents of NT, ND (not autisitc)
and autistic children interpreted and answered the ASD-ASD-
P questions differently as a consequence of their child’s specific
neurodevelopmental profile (98).

To explore this further, CYP (n=951) were firstly subdivided
into three further groups, a NT group, a ND (non-autistic)
group, and an ND (autistic) group, and the above analysis re-
peated to confirm whether anxiety scores differed with respect
to NT/ND/ASD status. An independent-samples Kruskal-Wallis
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Fig. 4. Anxiety as measured using the ASC-ASD-P (92). Panel A: Mean Total Scores on the ASC-ASD-P for each of the four groups. Dashed lines represents the cut-off
score indicative of clinically significant levels of anxiety (i.e. a score of 20), and the more specific score (i.e. 24). Error bars represent +/- 1 SEM. Panel B: Mean item scores on
each of the four ASC-ASD-P Subscales for each of the four group. Item scores ranged from 0 (never) to 3 (always), and unlike the summed total scores (see Panel C), mean
item scores can be compared across subscales. Error bars represent +/- 1 SEM. Panel C: Median, Interquartile Range, and Kruskal-Wallis Tests Investigating Differences in
ASC-ASD-P Total and Subscale Scores between-groups. Maximum scores for each subscale are as follows: Performance Anxiety = 15, Anxious Arousal = 18, Separation
Anxiety = 15, Uncertainty = 24.

found an overall between group differences in total anxiety (H
= 260.70, df=2, p < .001), with bonferroni corrected pairwise
comparisons indicating that total anxiety was significantly lower
in the NT group relative to both the ND (non-autistic) and ND
(autistic) groups (both p values < .001), and that total anxiety
was significantly higher in the ND (autistic) group relative to
the ND (non-autistic) and NT groups (both p values < .001; i.e.
ND (autistic) > ND (non-autistic) > NT). This pattern was also
evident when the same analysis were repeated for each group
individually:

1. Current SD Group (n=630): H = 39.340, df=2, p < .001: ND
(autistic) > ND (non-autistic) = NT;

2. Past SD Group (n=160): H = 21.965, df=2, p < .001: ND
(autistic) > ND (non-autistic) = NT;

3. No SD Group (n=141): H = 24.343, df=2, p < .001: Autistic >
NT.

Hence, these analyses confirmed the presence of significantly
higher total anxiety in the group of autistic CYP relative to NT
and ND (non-autistic) groups, regardless of the presence or ab-
sence of SD. It was therefore necessary to compare anxiety levels
between the Current SD, Past SD, and No SD groups for the NT,
ND (non-autistic) and ND (autistic) groups individually, to en-
sure that anxiety differences persisted between SD and no SD
groups when differences in neurodevelopmental profiles were
minimised.

Considering firstly the neurotypical group (n=182),
independent-samples Kruskal-Wallis found significant
between-group differences for Total Anxiety (H = 85.174,
df=2, p < .001; Current SD = Past SD > No SD); Performance
Anxiety (H = 34.877, df=2, p < .001; Current SD > No SD),
Anxious Arousal (H = 81.357, df=2, p < .001; Current SD = Past
SD > No SD); Separation Anxiety (H = 56.660, df=2, p < .001;

Current SD = Past SD > No SD); and Uncertainty (H = 73.080,
df=2, p < .001; Current SD = Past SD > No SD) (see Figure 5).

For the neurodivergent (non-autistic) group (n=87),
independent-samples Kruskal-Wallis found between-group
differences for Total Anxiety (H = 10.111, df=2, p = .006;
Current SD > No SD); Performance Anxiety (H = 11.177, df=2,
p = .004; Current SD > Past SD > No SD), Anxious Arousal
(H = 8.613, df=2, p = .013; Current SD > No SD); Separation
Anxiety (H = 8.238, df=2, p = .016; Current SD > No SD), but
not for Uncertainty (H = 4.89, df=2, p = .087).

For the neurodivergent (autistic) group (n=662), independent-
samples Kruskal-Wallis found between-group differences for
Total Anxiety (H = 38.631, df=2, p < .001; Current SD > Past
SD > No SD); Performance Anxiety (H = 15.46, df=2, p < .001;
Current SD > Past SD = No SD), Anxious Arousal (H = 42.904,
df=2, p < .001; Current SD > Past SD > No SD); Separation Anx-
iety (H = 29.873, df=2, p < .001; Current SD = Past SD > No SD);
and Uncertainty (H = 28.208, df=2, p < .001; Current SD = Past
SD > No SD).

Hence, differences in prevalence rates of ASD and ND more
broadly were insufficient to account for the anxiety differences
observed between CYP with and without SD, as these persisted
even when neurotype was held constant.

Neurodivergence (ND): Most CYP currently experiencing SD
(Current SD) were rated as Neurodivergent (ND) by their par-
ents (92.12%), compared to 22.2% of those without SD expe-
rience (No SD). This high rate of ND was evident both in cases
where the CYP’s SD began after the Covid-19 related school clo-
sures (89.2%), and in cases where the SD preceded the Covid-19
pandemic (93.9%).

As described above, frequencies reflect the number and percent-
age of parents who responded "yes" or "maybe" to their child
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Fig. 5. Mean Item Scores for each of the four anxiety subscales as measured using
the ASC-ASD-P for neurotypical CYP (NT), neurodivergent but non-autistic CYP
(ND non-Autistic), and autistic CYP (ND Autistic), in the No SD control group, the
Current SD group and the Past SD group. Lifelong EHE CYP were excluded here
due to low numbers in the NT group (n=2).

being ND. Collapsing "yes" and "maybe" responses into one
ND category, the results of a Chi-Square test of the association
between ND and School Distress found a significant difference
in frequency of ND CYP across the four groups χ²(3, 1098) =
394.5, p <.001. More specifically, CYP currently experiencing
SD were significantly more likely to be described as ND than
CYP who had experienced SD in the past, whilst CYP who ex-
perienced SD in the past were more likely to be described as ND
relative to CYP in the No SD (control) group (i.e. Current SD
> Past SD > No SD). Collapsing across SD groups (i.e. Current
+ Past SD), the odds ratio for a CYP to experience SD if neu-
rodivergent was 32.57 (95% CI 20.903, 50.762). Restricting the
criteria of ND to just the CYP whose parents responded "yes"
(i.e. removing "maybe" responses from the analysis) increased
the odds ratio to 42.25 (95% CI [24.53, 72.78]). Hence, ND CYP
were significantly over-represented amongst CYP who experi-
ence SD.

Interestingly, CYP in the Lifelong EHE group were equally
likely to be described as ND by their parents as CYP in both
SD groups: Current SD = Lifelong EHE; Past SD = Lifelong
EHE; Lifelong EHE > No SD (p < .008, bonferroni adjusted al-
pha level). The odds ratio for a CYP in the Lifelong EHE group
being ND (yes and maybe responses combined) relative to a CYP
in the No SD control group was 25.8 (95% CI 7.26, 91.46).

Co-morbidity between neurodivergencies was high, with many
CYP having multiple neurodivergencies [overall mean = 3.14 (St
Dev 2.62); Current SD = 3.70 (St Dev 2.51); Past SD = 3.0 (St
Dev 2.54), No SD = 0.72 (St Dev 1.73); Lifelong EHE 2.52 (St
Dev 2.0)]. Number of ND conditions per CYP differed signif-
icantly between the four groups (H = 218.123, df=2, p < .001),
with the No SD group having significantly fewer ND conditions
than all three other groups (pairwise comparisons with bonfer-
roni adjusted p-values; all p-values <.001). In addition, no sig-
nificant group differences were found between the Current SD
group and the Lifelong EHE group (p = 0.123), nor between the
Lifelong EHE group and the Past SD group (p = 1.00). .

Co-morbidity between neurodivergencies and health difficulties,
particularly mental health difficulties, was also high. Strikingly,
89.14% of CYP in the Current SD group whose parents also
listed one or more health difficulties were also neurodivergent.
This figure includes CYP with mental health difficulties only,
and those with both physical and mental health difficulties (see
Figure 3). Having a physical health condition only accounted
for 0.88% of cases, and being both ND and having a physical

health condition but no mental health difficulties accounted for
just 3.5% of cases. Neurotypical CYP currently experiencing
SD alongside a mental health condition accounted for 6.13% of
cases.

Neurodivergence: Parents and Siblings: We also explored the
prevalence of ND within the Family. Rates of ND amongst the
parents themselves were significantly different between the four
groups. This was driven by significantly fewer ND parents in
the No SD control group relative to all three other groups (all
p’s < .01). More specifically, whilst most parents in the No SD
(control) group stated that they, and/or their child’s other par-
ent, were not neurodivergent (77.9%), only 30.7% of Current
SD, 37.7% of Past SD, and 34.8% of Lifelong EHE parents en-
dorsed this response. CYP who have experienced SD (either cur-
rently or in the past) were also significantly more likely to have
a neurodivergent sibling(s) than the CYP in the No SD (control)
group [(Current SD = Past SD) > No SD; p-values < .001]. Life-
long EHE children were not significantly more or less likely to
have a ND sibling than Current SD CYP (p = .054), but they
were significantly less likely to have a ND sibling than CYP in
the Past SD group (p < .05). For further details see Table 7.

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD): Within the umbrella of neu-
rodivergencies, ASD was the most prevalent ND condition
amongst CYP who have experienced SD (83.4% Current SD;
66.2% Past SD; see Table 6). This includes all cases of ASD,
diagnosed and suspected. When we restricted our analysis to
include only CYP with a confirmed diagnosis of autism, our
prevalence rates were more comparable with those in previous
research (46.9% Current SD, 42.1% Past SD). However, this
misses the 173 CYP in the Current SD group (23.4%), and the
20 CYP in the Past SD group (9.6%), who are currently on an
ASD assessment pathway. This method also excludes CYP who
have had their referral rejected before assessment (often due to
services requesting more evidence prior to accepting referral)
which accounts for 15 (2%) CYP in the Current SD group and
3 (1.4%) CYP Past SD groups. Finally, this also excludes 66
(8.9%) CYP in the Current SD group and 22 (10.5%) CYP in
the Past SD group for whom ASD is suspected but a referral has
not yet been made.

The results of a Chi-Square test of the association between ASD
and School Distress found a significant difference in frequency
of ASD across the four groups χ²(3, 1092) = 269.7, p <.001;
whereby CYP in both SD groups were more likely to be autis-
tic relative to CYP in the No SD control group, whilst CYP cur-
rently experiencing SD were significantly more likely to be autis-
tic than CYP who had experienced SD in the past (i.e. Current
SD > Past SD > No SD). This latter difference was not antici-
pated apriori.

The odds ratio of an autistic CYP (confirmed or not confirmed)
experiencing SD (Current or Past) was 37.69 (95% CI [23.22,
61.18]) relative to NT CYP. This increases to 46.61 (95% CI
[24.67, 88.07]) if the analysis is restricted to include only autis-
tic CYP with confirmed ASD diagnoses. These findings confirm
and extend previous empirical evidence noting the high preva-
lence of autistic CYP amongst CYP experiencing SD.

CYP in the Lifelong EHE group were also significantly more
likely to be autistic than control CYP, however they were less
likely to be autistic than Current SD CYP (Current SD > Life-
long EHE > No SD). The odds of a CYP in the Lifelong EHE
group having a confirmed ASD diagnosis was also significantly
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Fig. 6. Prevalence of Neurodivergence(s) (ND) in each group. Parents were provided with the following description of ND "neurodivergence is a term for when someone’s
brain processes, learns and/or behaves differently from what is considered ’typical’. Autism is an example of a neurodivergence". Response options were: No, Maybe, Yes.

Table 6. Prevalence of individual neurodivergencies in each group, ordered with respected to prevalence (from most prevalent to least), plus average number of neurodiver-
gencies per group. ASD = Autism Spectrum Disorder; ADHD = Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder; APD = Auditory Processing Disorder; SPD = Sensory Processing
Disorder; SID = Sensory Integration Disorder; Speech/Language = Speech/Language Difficulties
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Characteristics Frequencies (% of sample)
All Current SD Past SD No SD Lifelong EHE

Parent Neurodivergence
Yes 212 (19.9) 150 (21.3) 47 (24.6) 10 (6.7) 5 (21.7)

Maybe 443 (41.5) 338 (48.0) 72 (37.7) 23 (15.4) 10 (43.5)
No 412 (38.6) 216 (30.7) 72 (37.7) 116 (77.9) 8 (34.8)

Sibling Neurodivergence
Diagnosed 203 (24.0) 162 (28.5) 33 (23.1) 6 (5.1) 2 (12.5)
Suspected 222 (26.3) 164 (28.9) 38 (26.6) 11 (9.3) 9 (56.3)

No 420 (49.7) 242 (42.6) 72 (50.3) 101 (85.6) 5 (31.3)

Table 7. Prevalence of ND within the families

greater than for a CYP in the No SD group [OR = 6.44 (95% CI
0.98, 42.46)]. This increased further when suspected ASD cases
were included [OR = 20.11 (95% CI 5.33, 75.85)]. There was no
difference in the prevalence of autism between CYP in the Past
SD group and Lifelong EHE CYP (Past SD = Lifelong EHE).

Sensory Processing Difficulties: The next most prevalent ND af-
ter ASD was Sensory Processing Disorder/Sensory Integration
Disorder (see Table 6). The results of a Chi-Square tests of
the association found a significant difference in frequency of
SPD/SID across the SD (Past and Current SD combined) and
No SD groups [χ2 (1, 1064) = 114.372, p < .001]. Visual inspec-
tion alone of column 2 (SPD/SID: Fig 7) shows the markedly
increased prevalence of sensory difficulties (SPD/SID) in CYP
with SD (top panel) relative to those without SD (bottom panel),
across the breadth of NDs and differing levels of anxiety and
demand avoidance (with only a few exceptions e.g. giftedness,
APD and anxiety levels >40).

In cases where sensory processing difficulties were indicated,
difficulties were reported in an average of 4.8 sensory systems
(StDev 2.1). Broken down by group, the mean for Current SD
CYP was 4.79 (StDev 2.08), for Past SD it was 4.96 (StDev =
2.09), for the No SD control group it was 4.1 (StDev = 2.6) and
for Lifelong EHE it was 4.62 (StDev 2.53). The tactile system,
followed closely by the auditory system (both >80%) were the
sensory systems which parents identified most frequently as be-
ing problematic for their child see Table (S7, upper panel). Hav-
ing sensory processing difficulties reported in just a single sen-
sory system was rare; accounting for just 3.7% (n=19) of re-
ported cases.

Across all CYP (including CYP whose parents did not endorse
the SPD/SID option), difficulties were reported in an average
of 2.28 (StDev 2.8) sensory systems [group breakdown: Cur-
rent SD = 2.72 (StDev 2.8); Past SD = 2.19 (StDev 2.8); No
SD = 0.27 (StDev 1.2); Lifelong EHE CYP 2.61 (StDev 3). A
Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that the number of sensory sys-
tems impacted differed between group, H(3) = 111.340, p < .001,
with pairwise comparisons indicating that Current SD (Mdn =
2; IQR = 5) > No SD (Mdn = 0; IQR = 0) (p < .001), Past SD
(Mdn = 0; IQR = 5) > No SD (p < .001), and Current SD > Past
SD (p = .046).

Moreover, for CYP experiencing SD, the number of sensory sys-
tems impacted (range: 0-8) correlated significantly with their
school attendance in the previous 4 weeks (rs = −0.141,p =
.002), school attendance in the academic year 2021/22 (rs =
−0.199,p < .001), school attendance in the academic year
2020/21 (rs = −0.137,p = .003), the duration of School Dis-

tress (rs = 0.153,p < .001), and the age of onset of SD (rs =
−0.214,p < .001). Number of sensory systems impacted also
correlated with total anxiety (rs = 0.422,p < .001), perfor-
mance anxiety (rs = 0.262,p < .001), anxious arousal (rs =
0.293,p < .001), separation anxiety (rs = 0.376,p < .001), un-
certainty (rs = 0.449,p < .001), extreme demand avoidance
(rs = 0.403,p < .001), and the degree of emotional distress as-
sociated with school attendance (rs = −0.319,p < .001).

Autistic and Otherwise Neurodivergent CYP: To explore preva-
lence of sensory processing difficulties further, we subdivided
the CYP (for whom we had sensory information) into ND autis-
tic CYP (n=766) and non-autistic but otherwise neurodivergent
CYP (n=114). NT CYP were excluded as they, by definition,
did not have any sensory processing differences. 61.6% of ND
(autistic) group and 36.8% of ND (non-autistic) group were re-
ported to have SPD/SID. The results of a Chi-Square tests of
the association found a significant difference in frequency of
SPD/SID across the ND (autistic) and ND (non-autistic) groups
[χ2 (1, 880) = 25.648, p < .001].

When only autistic CYP were considered, the results of a Chi-
Square tests of the association found a significant difference in
frequency of sensory processing difficulties across the SD (Past
and Current SD combined) and No SD groups (Chi-Square: χ2
= 9.692, df = 1, p = .002). However, considering just ND (non-
autistic) CYP, no significant difference in frequency of sensory
processing difficulties across the SD (Past and Current SD com-
bined) and No SD groups was found (Fisher’s Exact Test p =
.708), although the number of non-autistic ND CYP was consid-
erably lower in comparison to autistic CYP in this sample.

Finally, when SPD/SID was indicated, the mean number of sen-
sory systems impacted for 4.89 (StDev = 2.08, Mdn = 5, IQR
= 3) for the ND (autistic) group was higher than for ND (non-
autistic) group (mean = 3.81, StDev = 2.23, Mdn = 0, IQR
= 2.25). This represented a statistically significant difference,
with ND (autistic) group having a greater number of reported
sensory systems impacted than ND (non-autistic) group (U =
56871.5, p < .001).

CYP within the Lifelong EHE group were also significantly
more likely (n=13/25) than CYP without SD (n=5/50) to have
sensory processing difficulties (Chi-Square: χ2 = 14.501, df = 1,
p < .001; analysis constrained to include only the Lifelong EHE
CYP and their age-matched No SD control group). Of the 13
CYP where sensory difficulties were indicated, the mean num-
ber of sensory systems with reported difficulties was 4.62 (StDev
2.53, Mdn = 5, IQR = 5).

Other NDs: As evidenced in Table 6, the most prevalent ND (af-
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Fig. 8. Total Scores for EDA-8 broken. Panel A: Overall group differences. Panel B:
CYP in each group further sub-divided with respect to neurotype. *Neurodivergent
but non-autistic CYP. Note: The Lifelong EHE group was not represented due to low
numbers (n=2 in the NT group).

ter sensory processing difficulties) amongst individuals with SD
experience was ADHD, followed by Dyslexia, Dyspraxia, Audi-
tory Processing Disorder (APD), Speech Difficulties, and Gift-
edness. The prevalence of intellectual disabilities was relatively
low in both SD groups (6.7% Current SD; 5% Past SD). Under
the "other" category, the most frequently mentioned neurodi-
vergencies were hypermobility, PDA, and dysgraphia.

Given the high co-morbidity between ND conditions and the
high proportion of autistic CYP amongst the ND CYP in the
sample, there was insufficient cases to contrast prevalence rates
for isolated ND conditions in the SD and No SD groups.

We did however, compare prevalence of each ND condition
across autistic and non-autistic neurodivergent CYP (see Ta-
ble 8). Other than sensory processing differences [ND (autistic)
group > ND (non-autistic) group], only Tic Disorders were re-
ported more frequently in ND (autistic) CYP (10.2%) than in
ND (non-autistic) group (1.8%) (χ2 (1,880) = 8.53, p < .001), and
there were no instances where an ND condition was more preva-
lent in ND (non-autistic) group relative to ND (autistic) group.

5. Demand Avoidance:

EDA-8 scores for CYP experiencing SD were higher than scores
for CYP without experience of SD (see Figure 8, Panel A).
Specifically, a Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed significant differ-
ences between-groups in total EDA-8 scores (H = 242.945, df =
3, p < .001), with post-hoc analyses indicating that CYP in the
Current SD group had significantly higher total EDA-8 scores
than Past SD CYP, and that Current SD, Past SD and Lifelong
EHE CYP had significantly higher EDA-8 scores relative to No
SD control CYP (all p’s < .001). Total EDA-8 scores in CYP in
the Lifelong EHE group did not differ from those in the Cur-
rent and Past SD groups. This remained the case when the data
was re-analysed using the EHE-Lifelong age-matched control
groups (see Table S6).

Higher extreme demand avoidance (EDA-8) scores correlated
significantly with longer duration of SD (rs = 0.095,p =
.008), worse school attendance in the previous 20 days (rs =
−0.126,p = .005), worse attendance in the most recent aca-
demic year (rs = −0.106,p = .021), and a younger age of onset
of SD (rs = −0.205,p < .001).

Higher extreme demand avoidance (EDA-8) scores also corre-
lated significantly with number of sensory systems impacted
(rs = 0.402,p < .001), higher total anxiety (rs = 0.483,p <
.001), higher Performance Anxiety (rs = 0.345,p < .001),
higher Anxious Arousal (rs = 0.386,p < .001), higher Sepa-
ration Anxiety (rs = 0.423,p < .001), and higher Uncertainty
(rs = 0.488,p < .001).

Considering autistic CYP relative to non-autistic CYP in each
group separately, independent-samples Mann-Whitney U Tests
found that EDA-8 scores were significantly greater in the ND
(autistic) Current SD group (Mdn = 14) relative to the non-
autistic Current SD group (Mdn = 7), U = 19741.5, p < .001;
in the ND (autistic) Past SD group (Mdn = 11) relative to the
non-autistic Past SD group (Mdn = 5), U = 1958.0, p < .001; in
the ND (autistic) No SD group (Mdn = 6) relative to the non-
autistic No SD group (Mdn = 1), U = 2177.5, p < .001; and in
the ND (autistic) Lifelong EHE group (Mdn = 10) relative to the
non-autistic Lifelong EHE group Mdn = 4), U = 21.5, p = .026.

More nuanced analyses further subdivided the non-autistic
CYP into a ND (non-autistic) and a NT group (see Figure 8,
Panel B). Independent-samples Kruskal Wallis tests, run sep-
arately for each group (Current SD, Past SD, No SD control
Group, and Lifelong EHE Group) found overall significant
between-group differences in each of the four groups: 1) Cur-
rent SD (n=630): H = 47.889, df = 2, p < .001 [ND (autistic) >
ND (non-autistic) > NT); 2) Past SD (n=161): H = 29.441, df =
2, p < .001 [ND (autistic) > ND (non-autistic) = NT]; 3) No SD
(n=140): H = 30.239, df = 2, p < .001 [ND (autistic) > ND (non-
autistic) = NT]; 4) Lifelong EHE (n=19): H = 6.627, df = 2, p
= .036 [ND (autistic) > ND (non-autistic) = NT]. Hence, EDA
scores were higher in the ND (autistic) group regardless of SD
(or EHE) grouping.

However, exploring each neurotype group in isolation, signifi-
cant between-group differences in EDA-8 scores were still ev-
ident [Neurotypical group (n=180): H = 59.009, df=2, p < .001,
Current SD > Past SD = No SD; ND (non-autistic) group (n=87):
H = 6.105, df=2, p = .047, no sig. pairwise comparisons; ND
(autistic) group (n=671): H = 34.317, df=2, p < .001, Current SD
> Past SD > No SD]. The Lifelong EHE group could not be in-
cluded here due to low numbers in the NT group (n=2). Hence
in both the NT and the ND (autistic) groups, the No SD control
groups had significantly lower EDA-8 scores that the Current
SD group.

6. Impact of School on Mental Health

Impact of School Attendance on Mental Health:

Overall, 91.4% of parents in the Current SD group reported
that attending school has a negative impact on their child’s men-
tal health. More specifically, 16% of parents in the Current SD
group reported that attending school has a "somewhat nega-
tive" impact on their child’s mental health (16%), 22.7% re-
ported a "very negative" impact on their child’s mental health,
and 52.7% (i.e. 360 parents) reported an "extremely negative"
impact (see Figure 9). This contrasted with just 0.4% of parents
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Table 8. Other Neurodivergent conditions reported in autistic CYP and non-autistic neurodivergent CYP. Chi-square analysis show between-group differences in prevalence
for individual ND conditions. No SD represents the percentage of ND CYP (out of the total number of ND CYP in the sample) that fell into the No SD control group.

Fig. 9. Impact of School Attendance on Child’s Mental Health x Group.

in the Current SD group who reported that attending school has
a "extremely positive" impact on their child’s mental health, the
1.3% who reported a "very positive" impact, and 2.8% who re-
ported a "somewhat positive" impact. A similar pattern was ev-
ident, where 81% of parents in the Past SD group believed that
school attendance has a negative impact on their child’s men-
tal health: 26.8% "somewhat" negatively, 20.7% "very" nega-
tively, and 33.5% "extremely" negatively.

In contrast, only 11.5% of parents in the No SD control group
reported that attending school has a negative impact on their
child’s mental health, and within this, only 0.7% believe that
this impact was "extremely negative". Moreover, 72.3% of con-
trol parents reported that school attendance has positive im-
pact on their child’s mental health, with the most commonly
endorsed response option amongst No SD control parents being
"very positive" (38.5%).

In order to analyse the impact of school attendance on men-
tal health further, each response type was assigned a numerical
value so that a neutral (i.e. neither positive nor negative) was
assigned a score of 0, a positive impact was assigned a score

between +1 and +3 [+1 = somewhat positive, +2 = very pos-
itive, +3 = extremely positive], and a negative impact was as-
signed a score between -1 and -3 [-1 = somewhat negative, -2 =
very negative, -3 = extremely negative]. These scores were aver-
aged per group and by autism status, and represented in Figure
10. Wilcoxon signed rank tests assessed the impact of school at-
tendance on mental health relative to zero (i.e. neutral). Only
autistic CYP without SD were found to have a reported neutral
response to attending school (p = .664); markedly different to
their non-autistic No SD peers whose parents reported a statis-
tically significant boost to their mental health as a consequence
of school attendance (p < .001; see Figure 10, Panel A). On the
contrary, parents reported a significant and detrimental impact
to the mental health of their children as a consequence of school
attendance in both SD groups (i.e. Current SD and Past SD), for
both autistic and non-autistic CYP (all p’s < .001; see 10, Panel
A). Mann-Whitney U tests indicated that this detrimental im-
pact was significantly more pronounced for the autistic Current
SD group (Mdn = -3) relative to the non-autistic Current SD
group (i.e. Current SD group, Mdn = -2), U = 26179.0, p = .002.
This was replicated in the Past SD group, whereby the impact
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Fig. 10. Impact of School Attendance on CYP’s Mental Health. ***p < .001. NS =
non-significant. .

of attending school was reported by parents as being, on aver-
gae, significantly more negative for the autistic CYP in the Past
SD group (Med = -2) relative to non-autistic CYP in the same
group (Mdn = -1), U = 2810.0, p = .041. Similarly, the impact of
attending school was reported by parents as being significantly
less positive, on average, for autistic CYP without SD (Med = 0)
than for non-autistic CYP without SD (Mdn = +2), U = 903.0, p
= .001 (see Figure 10).

A more negative impact of school attendance on mental health
correlated with higher total anxiety (rs = −0.545,p < .001),
higher Performance Anxiety (rs = −0.427,p < .001), higher
Anxious Arousal (rs = −0.505,p < .001), higher Separation
Anxiety (rs = −0.386,p < .001), higher Uncertainty (rs =
−0.543,p < .001), greater number of impacted sensory sys-
tems (rs = −0.319,p < .001), and more extreme demand avoid-
ance (EDA-8) (rs = −0.101,p = .011). A more negative impact
of school attendance on mental health also correlated with all
proxy markers of SD i.e., age of onset of SD (rs = −0.103,p =
.003), duration of SD (rs = −0.077,p = .025), school atten-
dance in the previous 20 school days (rs = 0.454,p < .001),
school attendance in the current academic year (rs = 0.431,p <
.001), and school attendance in the previous school year (rs =
0.317,p < .001).

Following a set of questions which probed their child’s SD pre-
sentation more explicitly, parents also provided free text com-
ments that illustrated this negative impact on mental health fur-
ther. Whilst responses to these questions and a more detailed
qualitative analysis of free text comments will be published
elsewhere, comments included descriptions of behaviours such
as fatigue, limited communication, physical inaction, anxiety,
avoidance, physical illness, vomiting, self-criticism, and over-
compliance e.g. “extreme withdrawal and a corresponding lack
of expression/engagement”, “sleeps immediately when returned
home, stays asleep until morning”, “wakes me in the night cry-
ing about school”, "Sleep disturbance, tummy aches and bed wet-
ting every night prior to school", "Vomiting and incontinence at
home", "panic on way to school", in addition to descriptions that
included self-harm, suicidality, disordered eating, rage, regres-
sion, and violence/aggression e.g. “aggressive, threatening con-
trolling behaviour towards parents other children in the house”,
"lashing out at myself and car on way to school and on the way
home", “attempt to run in front of traffic, attempts to eat nuts (nut
allergy)”, "Self harm after a difficult school day", and "Attempted
suicide due to unmet needs within school".

Impact of Non-School Attendance on Mental Health: Within

Current Past No Lifelong
SD SD SD EHE

Everyday 2.7% 7.9% 7.7% 50%
Frequently 28.6% 39.4% 64.8% 30%
Sometimes 38.9% 33.9% 20.4% 15%

Rarely 24% 12.7% 5.6% 5%
Never 5.8% 6.1% 1.4% 0%

Table 9. How often does your child leave the house to do something fun?

this study, parents who reported a wellbeing-related reason
for their CYP’s SD were also asked whether being out of
school helps to improve their child’s wellbeing (note: our full
results regarding reasons for SD will be reported elsewhere).
Results revealed that being out of school either ’definitely’
or ’somewhat’ improved the wellbeing of 81.2% of children
currently experiencing SD, and improved the wellbeing of
77.7% of those who have experienced SD in the past.

Engagement in Activities Outside of the Home: Parents were
also asked how often their child leaves the house and does some-
thing fun [response options: "Never", "Rarely", "Sometimes"
(once/week), "Frequently" (a few times a week), and "Every-
day"]. Notably, the only group within which the majority of
parents selected "everyday" was the Lifelong EHE group (50%)
(see Table 9). The majority of parents in the No SD (Control)
group (64.8%) indicated that their CYP leaves the house to do
something fun "frequently" (i.e. a few times a week). This was
also the most frequently selected option for CYP who have ex-
perienced SD in the past (39.4%). In contrast, the majority of
parents in the Current SD group (38.9%) indicated that their
CYP leaves the house to do something fun only "sometimes"
(i.e. once per week). Moreover, the "rarely" and "never" op-
tions were endorsed considerably more frequently by this group
relative to both the No SD control group and the Lifelong EHE
group (Rarely: 24% relative to 5.6% and 5% respectively, and
Never: 5.8% relative to 1.4% and 0% respectively). "Rarely"
was often described as being "once per month" by the parents in
the comment section, indicating that almost 30% of the CYP in
the Current SD group leave their house at most once per month
to do something fun.

Statistically, these differences were significant, with CYP in the
Current SD leaving their house, on average, less frequently than
No SD control CYP [χ2 = 86.3, df = 4, p < .001], CYP in the Past
SD leaving their house, on average, less frequently than No SD
control CYP [χ2 = 22.95, df = 4, p < .001], CYP in the Current
SD leaving their house, on average, less frequently than Life-
long EHE CYP [χ2 = 112.78, df = 4, p < .001], CYP in the Past
SD leaving their house, on average, less frequently than Lifelong
EHE CYP [χ2 = 29.98, df = 4, p < .001], and CYP in the lifelong
EHE group leaving their house, on average, more frequently
than No SD control CYP [χ2 = 28.21, df = 4, p < .001]. This
analysis was repeated for the groups precisely age-matched to
the Lifelong EHE CYP and the pattern and results of the statis-
tical analyses remained consistent (see Table S8 for data), with
one exception whereby there was no longer a significant differ-
ence between between CYP in the Past SD group and the No SD
control group.

7. Is School "Suitable and Proper?"

A total of 975 parents responded to this question. Data anal-
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Fig. 11. Impact of not attending school on mental health

ysis revealed an overall between-group difference with respect
to whether parents believed that school-based education is suit-
able and proper for their CYP (p < .001). More specifically,
significantly more parents of CYP without SD experience (i.e.
No SD control parents) believed that school is the suitable and
proper place for their child to be educated, than parents of chil-
dren who currently are, or previously have, experienced SD (p <
.001). Conversely, significantly more parents of CYP who have
experienced SD (current or past) indicated that they believe that
school is not suitable and proper for their CYP compared to par-
ents of children without SD experience (i.e. the No SD control
group) (p < .001) (for complete statistical analyses see Table S9).

Broken down further into parents of autistic and non-autistic
CYP (Figure 13), it is notable that in both the Current SD (Panel
A) and the No SD control group (Panel C), parents of autis-
tic CYP were significantly less likely to confidently believe that
school is the suitable and proper place for their child to be edu-
cated (Current SD: χ² = 25.78, p < .001; No SD: χ² = 22.27, p <
.001). The same trend (albeit a non-significant trend) was also
evident in the Past SD group (Panel B).

Discussion
Through the use of an extensive online survey (including 947
parents of CYP who are currently, or have previously, struggled
to attend school), and two control groups, this study identified
several prevalent characteristics amongst CYP affected by what
we term "School Distress". In the overwhelming majority of
cases, SAPs were underpinned by significant emotional distress
associated with school attendance. Parental accounts of their
children’s distress around school attendance were often harrow-
ing, with extreme school distress noted in many instances.

Within the current literature, "school refusal" has been char-
acterised into three distinct categories (97): self-corrective (i.e.,
absenteeism which lasts 2 weeks or less), acute (i.e., absenteeism
that lasts between 2 weeks and 1 year), and chronic (i.e., absen-
teeism that lasts longer than 1 year). However, these categories
failed to adequately describe the experiences of the CYP expe-
riencing SD in this sample, with over a third of cases (37.1%)
not fitting into one of these three categories. For example,
some CYP continued to attend school (often against their will)
despite the high levels of emotional distress they experienced.
Parental descriptions of such cases included "Will go but after
huge amounts of upset and panic, odd day of refusal followed by
managing to go in with difficulty a day or so later", "We would
manage to get him into school but he would beg not to go (heart-
breaking) and feel nausea from waking until he got home (which
he wouldn’t tell anyone)", and "He attended school but was very

distressed, would cry, didn’t want to go, found being at school
pretty stressful (meltdowns at the end of the day)".

Such descriptions reinforce the utility of the ’School Distress’ la-
bel relative to ’School Refusal’ or similar terms, as it evidences
the fact that some CYP who face difficulty attending school do
not necessarily fail to attend school. Given their unaffected at-
tendance rates, these CYP’s distress and difficulties may fall
under the radar of educational professionals (especially in the
early stages), and the prior absence of an adequate typology en-
ables such oversights. Notably, the ’School Distress’ label also
reinforces that for many CYP, the defining feature of their ex-
perience is not the "refusal" to go to school, but the severe emo-
tional distress that they experience when they attempt to do so.

Hence, we propose that the ’School Refusal’ label, which cap-
tures nothing of the emotional distress suffered by these CYP
and is deeply unpopular with those with lived-experience of SD,
should no longer be used by professionals. Instead, we propose
that these difficulties are best described using the ’School Dis-
tress’ (SD) descriptor. Further details with respect to how this
school distress presented in the current cohort of CYP will be
reported elsewhere.

Characteristic of the CYP with School Distress

Age: The CYP with experience of SD in our sample were young
(mean current age of 11.6 years). The onset of their SD com-
monly occurred within their formative years, with an overall
average age of onset of 7.9 years, and with 51.2% of cases of SD
first occurring at 8 years or younger. These difficulties were also
found to be enduring, with a mean duration of 4 years. The age
of onset of SD in autistic CYP was significantly younger than for
their non-autistic peers, and SD was more enduring in autistic
CYP than in non-autistic CYP (see Figure 2). This replicates
and extends previous findings showing that SAPs occur signifi-
cantly earlier in autistic CYP than in non-autistic CYP (37), and
aligns with the findings of Munkhaugen et al. (6), whose teacher-
reports indicated greater severity of SAPs in autistic pupils. No-
tably, this pattern persisted when we subdivided the sample into
CYP whose SD began after the Covid-19 related school closures
and those whose SD preceded the Covid-19 pandemic.

Neurodivergence: The CYP who have experienced SD in our
sample were significantly more likely to be neurodivergent than
those who have not experienced SD, with 92.1% of CYP in the
Current SD group and 83.6% of CYP in the Past SD reported
to be neurodivergent by their parent (see Figure 6). Such find-
ings are comparable with those of Epstein et al. (99) who, in a
smaller sample (n = 132), found that about 90% of CYP missing
school had SEND (Special Educational Needs/Disability) or a
health problem. Similarly, the Children’s Commissioner’s 2022
report (100) found that children with an EHCP were likely to
have higher levels of absence from school than their peers re-
ceiving no SEND support. In addiion, this finding also aligns
with Amundsen et al. (31) who found that 75% of their partic-
ipants who were experiencing SAPs were neurodivergent, with
just a quarter of the students in their sample having no known
diagnosis.

Co-morbidities: Co-morbidity between neurodivergencies was
high (see Table 6 and Figure 7), with the CYP in our sample
having a reported average of 3.14 ND conditions. CYP in the
Current SD group were reported to have, on average, signifi-
cantly more ND conditions (mean = 3.7) than CYP in the Past
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Fig. 12. Based you your experience as a parent, is school the suitable and proper place for your child to be educated?

Fig. 13. Parents of autistic CYP were less likely to respond positively (Yes) to this question, even those who have not experienced school attendance difficulties.

SD (mean = 3.0) and No SD (mean = 0.72) groups, and CYP in
the Past SD and Lifelong EHE (mean = 2.52) groups were found
to have a significantly higher number of reported ND conditions
relative to the No SD control group. Similarly, co-morbidity be-
tween being ND and experiencing mental health difficulties was
high, with 89.14% of CYP currently experiencing SD reported
as being both ND and experiencing a mental health difficulty
(see Figure 3). The high rate of mental health difficulties ob-
served in the sample is consistent with previous findings show-
ing high levels of depression, anxiety, and stress in CYP experi-
encing school-related emotional distress e.g. (25–27). However,
neurotypical CYP currently experiencing SD alongside a mental
health condition accounted for just 6.13% of cases in the Cur-
rent SD group. Hence, exploring mental health difficulties alone
(e.g. (25, 26)) is likely to obscure the wider functional profiles of
CYP who experience SD, with this data suggesting instead that
CYP with SD are predominantly neurodivergent CYP, who typ-
ically have multiple neurodivergent conditions alongside mental
health difficulties (see Table 7).

Autism: ASD was the most prevalent ND condition reported in
our sample, with 83.4% of CYP in the Current SD group and
66.2% of CYP in the Past SD group reported to be autistic (see
Table 6). This included all cases of ASD, diagnosed and sus-
pected, and is higher than previous reports (e.g., (31), (6)), likely
due to methodological differences. For example, Epstein et al.
(99) found that about 40% of the CYP who were missing school
in their sample were autistic, and Ochi et al. (37) found that
39.67% of their participants who were experiencing ’school re-
fusal’ were autistic. Notably, such previous research has typi-
cally only measured diagnosed cases of autism. Thus, when we
restricted our analysis to include only CYP with a confirmed di-
agnosis of autism, our prevalence rates were more comparable
with those in previous research (46.9% Current SD, 42.1% Past
SD). However, such a method misses the 173 CYP in the Current
SD group (23.4%), and the 20 CYP in the Past SD group (9.6%),
who are currently on the ASD assessment pathway. This typi-
cally only occurs after considerable evidence of autism has al-
ready been compiled across settings. This method also excludes
CYP who have had their referral rejected before assessment (of-
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ten due to services requesting more evidence prior to accepting
referral), which accounts for 15 (2%) CYP in the Current SD
group and 3 (1.4%) CYP in the Past SD group. Finally, this
method also excludes 66 (8.9%) CYP in the Current SD group
and 22 (10.5%) CYP in the Past SD group for whom ASD is
suspected but a referral has not yet been made.

Previous research, albeit in adults, has found no statistically sig-
nificant differences in autism characteristics between individu-
als who have a confirmed ASD diagnosis and individuals who
suspect they are autistic or are awaiting diagnosis (101, 102),
providing a robust rationale for a broader inclusion criteria.
Relevant too is the very considerable waiting times for an ASD
diagnosis CYP currently experience in the UK. Unfortunately,
there is currently no requirement for NHS trusts to record wait-
ing times from point of referral to point of diagnosis, or NICE
guidelines with respect to ASD assessment duration (103). De-
spite this, information published by The Observer newspaper
earlier this year, using data collected under the Freedom of In-
formation Act, showed that autistic children in the UK are cur-
rently waiting up to five years for their first NHS appointment
(104), and therefore even longer for an official diagnosis. Such
considerable waiting times, coupled with the lack of significant
differences in autism characteristics between individuals with
confirmed and not confirmed ASD, strengthens the argument
for the use of a broader inclusion criteria.

It is worth noting that when using these broader criteria, the
odds ratio of autistic CYP experiencing SD was 37.69, however
when we restricted our criteria to include only CYP with a con-
firmed diagnosis, the odds ratio increased to 46.61. This indi-
cates that regardless of the strictness of the inclusion criteria,
autistic CYP (with both confirmed and unconfirmed diagnoses)
are far more likely than their NT peers to experience SD. This
also indicates that receiving a diagnosis itself does not reduce the
likelihood of experiencing SD. This is consistent with parental
reports which describe a lack of appropriate support and pro-
vision for autistic CYP in UK schools, regardless of diagnostic
status.

Anxiety: 93.4% of parents in the Current SD group and 82.7%
of parents in the Past SD group (91/110) identified anxiety as
a causal factor in their child’s SAPs. Such high rates of anxi-
ety are of considerable concern given the existence of research
which has provided real-world examples of how anxiety may im-
pact autistic CYP’s ability to engage with learning in a class-
room context (47). When parents were asked to specify the type
of anxiety that their child experiences, over half of parents in
both SD groups selected generalised anxiety. Generalised anxi-
ety disorder (GAD) in a child or adolescent has been defined as
"excessive worry and tension about everyday events that the child
or adolescent cannot control and that is expressed on most days
for at least 6 months, to the extent that there is distress or difficulty
in performing day-to-day tasks" (105) (p 1). Separation anxiety
and uncertainty were selected by one in every three parents, fol-
lowed by performance anxiety (selected by approximately one
in four parents), and then by selective mutism (selected by ap-
proximately one in five parents).

In addition to general anxiety questions, parents also completed
the ASC-ASD parent version (92). This enabled a comparison
of anxiety levels in the CYP in each of the four groups. Highly
consistent with the above parental accounts, 92.5% of CYP cur-
rently experiencing SD met or exceeded the cut-off indicative of

significant anxiety symptomatology (defined as a score of 20+),
and the odds ratio of experiencing SD with a ASC-ASD-P score
of 20+ was 44.02. Importantly, CYP who do not experience
SAPs (i.e. the No SD control group) and CYP in the Lifelong
EHE group had significantly lower total anxiety, performance
anxiety, anxious arousal, separation anxiety, and uncertainty
scores than either of the two School Distress groups (see Figure
4).

When grouped with respect to neurodevelopmental profile
[Neurotypical, ND (non-autistic), and ND (autistic)], the NT
group had consistently lower anxiety scores than both the ND
(non-autistic) and the ND (autistic) groups regardless of SD con-
dition, whilst the ND (autistic) group had significantly higher
anxiety scores than the ND (non-autistic) and NT groups [ND
(autistic) > ND (non-autistic) > NT]. This replicates previous
studies showing the high prevalence of anxiety amongst autistic
CYP (e.g. (106)) and that severe symptoms of anxiety frequently
co-occur in ASD (45), as well as the findings of Adams et al. (44),
which revealed that 82.3% of autistic CYP (aged 6-14) report ex-
periencing anxiousness whilst in their school environment. The
addition of the ND (non-autistic) group relative to the NT and
ND (autistic) groups is also informative.

Critically, however, in addition to these between-neurotype anx-
iety differences, CYP in the two SD groups had (on average)
persistently higher anxiety scores relative to their comparable
No SD group, even after controlling for neurotype (see Figure
5). Consequently, the ND (autistic) Current SD group had par-
ticularly high anxiety scores, with a mean ASC-ASD-P score
of 41.52 (StDev = 0.565), a mean item score of 1.746 (StDev =
0.024), and a median anxiety score of 42 (i.e. over twice the cut-
off score for significant anxiety symptomatology). These scores
are markedly higher than previously published scores using the
ASC-ASD-P in similar populations. For instance, in a sample
of 64 parents of autistic CYP aged between 5 and 16 years of
age (mean age = 10 years and 1 month), Adams et al. (107) re-
ported a mean total anxiety score of 25.9 (StDev=14.6) and a
mean item score per question of 1.1 (StDev = 0.65), scores which
are more comparable with the autistic CYP in our No SD con-
trol group (mean total score = 0.966, StDev = .120) and autistic
CYP in our lifelong EHE group (mean item score = 1.221, StDev
= 0.198). Such elevated scores are of concern, not least because
higher anxiety severity is associated with a lower quality of life
in both autistic and non-autistic children with anxiety disorders
(108), and in autistic CYP more generally (107, 109). Moreover,
such scores need to be considered with respect to the high preva-
lence of suicidality and death by suicide documented in autis-
tic individuals e.g., (110–113) (see below for further discussion).
Hence, supporting individual CYP who are experiencing such
levels of anxiety, and their families, should be first and foremost
in the minds of the educational and health-care professionals
surrounding these CYP.

Overall, whilst these findings replicate those of Gonzalvez et al.
(25), who also found significantly higher anxiety levels amongst
school "refusing" CYP compared to CYP without SAPs, it also
extends previous research by using a larger sample size and a
broader typology (i.e. School Distress), and considers CYP’s
neurodevelopmental profiles. It also builds on previous ’School
Refusal’ research by using a clinical scale which has been de-
vised using empirical evidence of the anxiety phenomenology in
autistic CYP specifically, thus including items relating to sen-
sory anxiety, intolerance of uncertainty, and phobias (92). This

Connolly et al. | School Distress: Characteristics and Consequences medRχiv | 27



is important as the manifest symptoms of anxiety in CYP differ
in the context of ASD (114), and autistic CYP, as already dis-
cussed, appear to be at considerably greater risk of SD.

As described previously, the ASC-ASD-P has four scales relat-
ing to performance anxiety, anxious arousal, separation anxiety,
and uncertainty. Items such as "My child worries about being
away from me", and "My child worries that something awful
will happen to someone in the family" were found to load onto
the separation anxiety factor, whilst items such as "when my
child has a problem, he/she feels shaky" were found to load onto
anxious arousal (92). In the case of performance anxiety, both
social phobia items (e.g. "My child worries what other people
think of him/her e.g. that he/ she is different" and "My child
feels afraid that he/she will make a fool of him/herself in front of
people"), and more traditional performance based items (e.g.
"My child worries about doing badly at school work", and
"My child worries when he/she thinks he/she has done poorly at
something in case people judge him/ her negatively") load onto
this factor, whilst the uncertainty-related anxiety factor incor-
porated a number of sensory items such as "My child worries
that people will bump into him/ her or touch him/ her in busy or
crowded environments", and "My child worries about being in
certain places because it might be too loud, or too bright or too
busy". These loadings, plus the absence of a specific phobia fac-
tor, lead Rodgers et al. (92) to hypothesise that the uncertainty
factor incorporates the atypical phobias such as phobias of loud
noises or crowded places commonly seen in autistic CYP (115–
118), whilst also incorporating items relating to intolerance of
uncertainty (e.g. "My child always wants to know what will
happen next", and "My child is afraid of new things, or new
people or new places"). The link between intolerance of uncer-
tainty and anxiety in autistic individuals has been established
in a number of studies (118–120), and this difficulty tolerating
uncertainty has been proposed to drive repetitive behaviours in
order to impose predictability in the face of the intolerable un-
certainty (92).

Using this scale thus enabled us not only to compare overall anx-
iety with previously published data from autistic CYP, but also
to look at subscale patterns previously documented in this pop-
ulation. For instance Adams et al. (107), who also administered
the ASC-ASD-P to parents of a similarly aged cohort (i.e. 5-
16 years of age), found that the uncertainty-related anxiety fac-
tor had the highest mean score (1.33, StDev = 0.70), followed
by the performance related anxiety factor (mean = 1.2, StDev
= 0.8), the separation-related anxiety factor (mean = 1.0, StDev
= 0.89), and lastly, by the anxious arousal anxiety factor (mean
0.65, StDev 0.62). This has been replicated in other studies, such
as Keen et al. (121) who administered the ASC-ASD-P to par-
ents of 5–6 year old autistic children, Den et al. (94) who ad-
ministered the ASC-ASD-P to parents of 10–12-year old autistic
children, and Adams et al. (44) who administered the ASC-ASD
Child version to autistic CYP. In all instances the uncertainty
subscale had the highest mean item score (1.36 in (121) and 1.39
in (94)).

Within the present study, we also observed the highest mean
scores in the uncertainty subscale in the ND (autistic) SD Cur-
rent and Past groups (see Figure 5). However, these mean un-
certainty scores were roughly 50% higher than previous reports
(94, 107, 121): 2.062 (StDev = 0.028) in the ND (autistic) Current
SD group, and 1.952 (StDev = 0.063) in the ND (autistic) Past
SD group. These notably elevated scores, particularly in the un-

certainty domain, are concerning as difficulty with uncertainty
(measured using the ASC-ASD child version) has been found to
have the biggest deleterious impact on autistic children’s quality
of life (109).

Notably, in our cohort, we also observed equivalently elevated
performance anxiety in these groups (2.023 (StDev = 0.77) in
the ND (autistic) Current SD group and 1.819 (StDev = 0.848)
in the ND (autistic) Past SD group). Interestingly, performance
anxiety was also found at a similar level in the ND (non-autistic)
Current SD group (mean = 2.10, StDev = 0.775) and to a lesser
extent in the NT Current SD group (mean = 1.720, StDev =
0.874). Hence, both elevated uncertainty and performance anx-
iety may be particularly important factors in the autistic lived
experience of SD, whilst elevated performance anxiety may be of
particular relevance for the NT and ND (non-autistic) lived ex-
perience of SD. Future studies should seek to replicate these ob-
servations, and explore how these specific anxiety factors relate
to the development and/or maintenance of SD. The contribution
of separation anxiety and anxious arousal will also be relevant,
as although these had lower mean items scores, they too were
elevated in the SD groups.

Finally, the addition of these subscale scores enabled us to ex-
plore how each of the four anxiety subscales (in addition to to-
tal anxiety score) related to the proxy markers of School Dis-
tress collated here. We found that more extensive school distress
(i.e. SD Duration) correlated significantly with total anxiety and
all anxiety subscales (i.e. performance anxiety, anxious arousal,
separation anxiety, and uncertainty), whilst higher uncertainty,
higher anxious arousal, and higher total anxiety (but not perfor-
mance or separation anxiety) were associated with lower school
attendance in the previous 20 days, in the current academic year
and in the previous academic year. Higher separation anxiety
was associated with a lower age of onset of SD, whilst higher
anxious arousal scores were associated with an older age of onset
of SD (perhaps indexing an age-related difference in the expe-
rience and/or expression of SD). Total anxiety scores and scores
on all subscales also correlated significantly with the number of
sensory systems impacted and with a greater level of emotional
distress as a consequence of school attendance. Future research
should seek to replicate and extend these findings. Longitudinal
studies will likely be particularly informative.

Sensory Processing Differences: One possible explanation as to
why SD is so prevalent amongst autistic CYP is due to the previ-
ously reported high prevalence of atypical sensory experiences
in autistic individuals (34, 35), the high levels of overwhelming
sensory overload (e.g. noise, crowds, smells...etc.) often present
in the school environment, and the well-established association
between sensory hypersensitivity and anxiety in autistic individ-
uals (118, 122–124). Indeed, the overwhelming sensory demands
of the school environment are well documented as reasons of-
fered by autistic CYP, their families, and their teachers as to
why they may find the school environment particularly distress-
ing e.g. (39, 40, 43, 47, 52). Consistent with this, we found that:
1) Sensory Processing Disorder was significantly more prevalent
in SD groups relative to the No SD group; 2) ND (autistic) CYP
were significantly more likely to have SPD/SID (61.6%) than
ND (non-autistic) CYP (36.8%); and 3) SPD/SID was signifi-
cantly more prevalent in autistic CYP with SD [affecting 64%
of CYP in the ND (autistic) Current SD group and 54.9% in the
ND (autistic) Past SD group] than in autistic CYP in the No SD
group (32%);
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Hence, CYP with SPD/SID, and in particular autistic CYP with
SPD/SID, may have a particular vulnerability to SD. These find-
ings are highly consistent with the hypothesis that co-morbid
sensory processing difficulties increase risk of SD in autistic chil-
dren, and offer one potential explanation as to why only some
autistic children experience SD (6). Such between-group differ-
ences align with the relative differences observed with respect to
the specific anxiety profiles of these CYP, particularly in relation
to the uncertainty subscale.

In order to gain further traction about the nature of these dif-
ficulties, we sought to determine which, and how many, sensory
systems were typically affected in CYP experiencing school dis-
tress. Thus, parents who reported that their child has SPD/SID
were subsequently provided with a list of the eight sensory sys-
tems [i.e. Visual (Sight), Auditory (Hearing), Tactile stimulation
(Touch), Olfactory (Smell), Gustation (Taste), Vestibular (Bal-
ance), Proprioceptive (Movement), and Interoceptive (Percep-
tion of sensations within the body)], and asked to identify all of
the sensory systems in which their child experiences difficulties.
Instances of difficulties within a single sensory system were rare
(accounting for just 3.74% of SPD/SID cases), with CYP with
SPD/SID having difficulties across an average of 4.8 sensory sys-
tems (StDev = 2.1). Critically, CYP with SD (both current and
past) had difficulties in significantly more sensory systems than
CYP who did not experience difficulties attending school. Fur-
thermore, the number of sensory systems impacted (range 0-8)
correlated significantly with all of our proxy markers of school
distress: school attendance in the previous 4 weeks, school atten-
dance in the current academic year 2021/22, school attendance
in the previous academic year 2020/21, the duration of School
Distress, and the age of onset of SD, as well as with greater lev-
els of emotional distress associated with school attendance, and
ASC-ASD-P anxiety scores.

Further reinforcing the potential role played by sensory process-
ing difficulties in SD was the observation that only 10 parents in
the No SD control group reported that their CYP had SPD/SID,
representing just 1.9% of the CYP reported to experience such
difficulties. Hence, having no School Distress was extremely
rare amongst the CYP identified by their parent/carer as having
SPD/SID. Interesting also was the finding that the ND (autistic)
group had sensory processing difficulties in more sensory sys-
tems than the ND (non-autistic) group, meaning that in addition
to being more likely to have SPD/SID (relative to non-autistic
ND CYP), autistic CYP were also more likely to have more per-
vasive sensory processing difficulties than non-autistic but oth-
erwise neurodivergent CYP. Hence, whilst noisy and disorgan-
ised classrooms have been previously linked to "School Refusal"
more broadly (22), these findings show that autistic CYP with
pervasive sensory processing difficulties are over-represented
within our samples of CYP with SD experience. These high
rates of SPD amongst autistic CYP, coupled with the pervasive
nature of the SPD experienced by autistic CYP, may mean that
the school environment is a particularly uncomfortable/painful
environment for many autistic CYP to be in, and lead to ele-
vated uncertainty related anxiety. This too may be the experi-
ence of non-autistic ND CYP with SD, but overall these difficul-
ties appear less prevalent and less pervasive within this group.
Hence, other factors (such as those tapped into in the perfor-
mance anxiety subscale of the ASC-ASD-P, or indeed anxious
arousal and separation anxiety) may play a more dominant role
in the establishment and maintenance of SD for the majority of

ND (non-autistic) CYP; whilst sensory processing differences,
in addition to other anxiety subtypes, may contribute in tandem
to the emergence and/or maintenance of SD for many autistic
CYP.

Finally, the finding that difficulties were noted in the tactile sys-
tem (touch) and auditory system (hearing) in four out of ev-
ery five CYP with SPD/SID is of interest as tactile hypersen-
sitivity and auditory filtering (i.e. the ability to process ver-
bal instructions in noisy environments) have previously been
found to be linked to cognitive inattention and academic under-
performance in autistic CYP in mainstream classrooms (51).
Relevant too are the findings of Howe and Stagg (125), who
explored sensory differences across four sensory systems (au-
ditory, touch, smell, and vision) in 16 autistic pupils attending
mainstream school, and found that these autistic pupils per-
ceived auditory differences to be the most disruptive to their
learning, followed by touch, smell, and vision. These difficul-
ties were also reflected in the parental comments reported by
Jones et al. (52), who explored the impact of sensory process-
ing differences on learning and school life for autistic pupils (e.g
"They try to protect themselves by covering their ears, closing their
eyes, pulling their t-shirts over their noises to block out smells"
(p. 5)). Difficulties in the olfactory (smell) system were noted
in two out of every three CYP with SPD/SID here, resonating
with the idea of autistic children trying to block out unpleas-
ant smells with their t-shirts, and observations that "PE chang-
ing room" and "incidental smells such as perfume and cleaning
products" are particularly challenging sensory experiences for
autistic pupils in school (52) (p. 7). Olfactory processing dif-
ficulties may also explain why many autistic CYP find school
halls/canteens particularly distressing, although this could also
be linked with sensory differences in the gustation (taste) sys-
tem (indicated in half of the CYP with SPD/SID reported here;
see also (52) e.g. "[Autistic] Pupils getting stressed at lunchtimes
because they don’t like or are forced to try different foods"). No-
tably, difficulties in the proprioceptive (movement) system were
also noted in half of the CYP in SPD/SID here. Of potential
relevance here is the fact that Ashburner et al. (51) have previ-
ously linked movement sensitivity to oppositional behaviour in
autistic CYP in mainstream classrooms.

In order to fully elucidate the role played by sensory process-
ing differences in the establishment and maintenance of school
distress, future studies should seek to assess the severity of these
sensory difficulties, the specific systems in which they occur, and
explore these parameters with respect to anxiety, demand avoid-
ance and ASD/ND more broadly. Such studies may also be well
placed to explore the link between the uncertainty-related anx-
iety construct from the ASC-ASD (92) and the development of
SD.

Demand Avoidance: CYP with SD also scored significantly
higher on the Extreme Demand Avoidance Questionnaire (EDA-
8, (81)) than CYP in the No SD control group (see Figures 8).
Hence, consistent with parental accounts, CYP with SD do ap-
pear to display significantly more PDA/EDA/RDA behaviours
than CYP who attend school without difficulties. Scores on the
EDA-8 correlated significantly with all proxy markers of SD,
i.e. a younger age of onset of SD, longer duration of SD, worse
school attendance in the previous 20 days, and worse school at-
tendance in the current academic year. Higher demand avoidant
scores also correlated significantly with higher total anxiety,
higher performance anxiety, higher anxious arousal, higher sep-
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aration anxiety, higher uncertainty, and greater levels of emo-
tional distress associated with school attendance (see Figure S4),
reinforcing the link between demand avoidance and anxiety, and
supporting previous anecdotal links between PDA/EDA/RDA
and School Distress. This is consistent with the work of Tru-
man et al. (87), who found that school is an even more negative
experience for autistic CYP with PDA/EDA/RDA profiles than
autistic CYP without PDA/EDA/RDA profiles, and can help to
explain a previous report revealing that 70% of sampled school-
aged CYP with a PDA profile were either not enrolled in a school
or were unable to tolerate their school environment (86).

Interestingly, EDA-8 scores also correlated with the number of
sensory systems in which CYP experience sensory processing
difficulties, highlighting a potential link between sensory dis-
tress, anxiety, demand avoidance and SD.

Notably, autistic CYP had, on average, higher EDA scores com-
pared to both the NT and ND (non-autistic) groups, confirm-
ing previous accounts that link high levels of demand avoid-
ance to the autistic experience (a link which may potentially be
mediated by sensory distress). Currently, however, most autis-
tic individuals in the UK with demand avoidant profiles, and
their families, are left without any PDA-specific guidance fol-
lowing an ASD diagnosis. This is partly due to the fact that
there is very limited access to multi-agency assessment path-
ways for CYP thought to have a PDA profile (85) in the UK.
Moreover, although screening instruments have been designed
for identifying extreme demand avoidance, such as the Extreme
Demand Avoidance Questionnaire EDA-Q (95) and the more re-
cent EDA-8 (utilised here (81)), there is no agreement with re-
spect to the thresholds needed to be reached to confirm a diag-
nosis, or for the term "PDA profile" (or similar) to feature as
part of a clinical formulation.

There are rare examples, such as in Solihull Local Authority,
where a PDA-specific pathway has been developed to enable
multi-agency co-operation aimed at better understanding the
complexities of some CYP’s needs and how best to support them
(85). Others recognise the functional purpose of the term PDA
(i.e. that it "highlights an important known range of co-occurring
difficulties for many children with autism spectrum disorder that
can substantially affect families" (126), p. 455), despite not
recognising PDA as an independent syndrome. Moreover, there
is increasing agreement that thinking about PDA/EDA/RDA di-
mensionally is beneficial, and increasing consensus that eluci-
dating an autistic CYP’s PDA/EDA/RDA profile within their
clinical formulation can be useful in helping caregivers and ed-
ucational professionals provide appropriate support (81).

In 2018, Summerhill and Collett argued that clinicians should
apply the principle of "best interests" (Article 3 of the Conven-
tion on the Rights of the Child, United Nations General Assem-
bly, 1989) and consider a PDA diagnosis for autistic CYP for
whom typical autism strategies are unhelpful. This was based
on several factors, including the risk of demand avoidant be-
haviours being misconstrued by education professionals as defi-
ance and deliberately challenging behaviour, which in turn leads
to school exclusions (75) and a wider raft of educational, social,
and mental health difficulties for these CYP (85), coupled with
what has long been known about the risk for PDA CYP asso-
ciated with "inappropriate handling and educational methods"
(79). The present study’s findings support Summerhill and Col-
lett’s argument and reinforce the personal cost of the current

status quo within diagnostic services to PDA/EDA/RDA CYP.

Within their paper, they also highlight the importance of recog-
nising the current dearth of understanding in the UK system
more broadly regarding how best to support CYP with demand
avoidant profiles. Debate as to how best this can be remedied
needs to be supported by clinicians and those with a detailed
understanding of the demand avoidant experience. Of note here
is our finding that scores on the EDA-8 correlated significantly
with scores on the ASC-ASD-P (total child anxiety scores and
all subscale scores) and with the number of sensory systems in
which CYP experience difficulties. These relationships warrant
further consideration in order to develop an understanding into
why and how demand avoidant behaviours become so perva-
sive in autistic CYP (and indeed in some otherwise ND and NT
CYP), and how they relate to the emergence and maintenance
of school distress.

Other Neurodivergent Conditions: Future studies are also re-
quired to fully explore the prevalence of SD in CYP with other
neurodivergent conditions such as ADHD, dyslexia, dyspraxia,
auditory processing disorder (APD), speech difficulties, dyscal-
culia, language difficulties, and giftedness, all of which were
present at relatively high rates in our SD groups. Given the
high co-morbidity between different NDs (see Figure 7), cou-
pled with ASD being so prominent amongst CYP in this sample,
it was not possible to delineate the impact of each individual
ND condition on SD. However, this in itself may be an essential
finding here, such that it may be the complexity of managing
multiple ND conditions that overwhelms these CYP, and ren-
ders the school environment so difficult and detrimental to their
wellbeing. Support and planning will likely therefore need to be
multidimensional and bespoke to the specific needs of individ-
ual CYP. Findings with respect to the specific support and inter-
ventions that these CYP have received to date will be reported
elsewhere.

Accessing Assessment: Improving the provision of appropri-
ate support and interventions for CYP is not only frustrated
by all of the issues already mentioned (e.g., a lack of agree-
ment with respect to PDA/EDA/RDA diagnostic criteria, a lack
of understanding of how best to support autistic CYP’s learn-
ing both specifically for CYP with PDA/EDA/RDA profiles and
more broadly, a lack of understanding of the complex intersec-
tion between multiple neurodivergent conditions and pervasive
sensory processing difficulties and how this impact learning in
a school environment), but it is likely also obstructed by the
difficulties that CYP face with respect to securing basic diag-
noses. Whilst these difficulties have already been discussed with
respect to ASD assessment/diagnoses, these sadly are not lim-
ited to ASD. For instance, waiting times for ADHD assessments
are often comparable to those for ASD (104), and dual presen-
tations (e.g. ASD and ADHD) will inherently be more complex,
and therefore likely involve a more complex and timely assess-
ment process. In addition, for many CYP, an ASD diagnosis
may trigger a sensory processing assessment but this typically
involves referral to a different service and hence new, additional
waiting times, on top of the waiting times for ASD assessment
and diagnosis itself. With current waiting times, this may occur
1-2 years (or perhaps more) after their ASD diagnosis.

Furthermore, in England, publicly funded schools are legally
required to try to identify pupils with ND conditions such as
dyslexia and other specific learning differences (SpLD), and
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publicly-funded schools and local authorities are legally re-
quired to help assess children suspected of having dyslexia and
other SpLD. Despite this, funding for assessment and support
is routinely cut or removed to meet schools’ budget demands.
The British Dyslexia Association estimates that 80% of dyslexic
school children in England are unidentified by the time they
leave school. Moreover, a 2019 report from an All-Party Parlia-
mentary Group for Dyslexia and other SpLDs (The human cost
of dyslexia: The emotional and psychological impact of poorly
supported dyslexia, April 2019 (127)) found that parents often re-
port schools actively misinforming them about their children’s
needs in order to avoid potentially costly interventions, and
teacher testimony is consistent with this (e.g. "As a teacher, I’m
told to tell parents that you can’t test for dyslexia and that par-
ents need to pay privately if they wish. But we, as a school, don’t
have to follow private assessments. Parents are also told it’s not
possible to recognise before seven.”). As noted in the report, this
advice goes against current legislation directing schools on how
to manage dyslexia.

The situation for CYP with Auditory Processing Disorder (APD)
is also grave. Recent figures obtained following Freedom of In-
formation requests by the APD Society UK found that only 54%
of English and Welsh local authorities actually have an APD
policy (128). This is consistent with empirical evidence show-
ing that individuals themselves, and the families of individuals
with APD, overwhelmingly report difficulties in getting access to
diagnosis and support, and a lack of awareness of APD across
health and education (129).

Given the above, it is clear that neurodivergent CYP face barri-
ers to support at every level, undoubtedly playing a role in the
challenges that they experience in education.

Family Neurodivergence: To bridge a gap in past research and
explore potential familial risk factors for SD, we also explored
ND amongst the parents and siblings of children experiencing
SD. Findings revealed that parents and siblings of children ex-
periencing SD were significantly more likely to be ND than par-
ents/siblings of children with no experience of SD.

We also replicated a previous observation in the literature that
noted that a high rate of CYP who experience SAPs are the
youngest child in their family. This was particularly evident in
our Current SD groups, where 39.2% of CYP were the youngest
child in their family (see Table 1). This finding is important
as previous work noting the same phenomenon (130) has indi-
cated (based on the opinions of teachers and other profession-
als) that it is driven by some parents being "unwilling to let
[their child] leave the home" (p. 14) due to their own separa-
tion anxiety. Such suggestions resort to parental (usually mater-
nal) infantilization explanations as a possible driving factor of
SD in some children. Such views are also evident in the stereo-
typic description of such families, i.e., "a triangular relationship
between an overprotective mother, a distant father and an over-
dependent child" (131) (p. 35), and are consistent with psychia-
try’s history of blaming mothers for psychopathology (132) - a
phenomenon particularly intransigent within the autism litera-
ture and autism clinical practice (133).

We suggest that a more parsimonious explanation of the high
rates of youngest children experiencing SD is the presence of
within-family multiplier effects, whereby genetic (e.g., ND) and
environmental factors (such as previous sibling and parental ex-
periences), compound risk. Such explanations do not require

professionals to offer non-evidenced and (often) unhelpful opin-
ions such as in Archer et al. (130) and Thambirajah et al. (131).
Such opinions often function to alienate families from the pro-
fessionals around them, at a time when compassionate, non-
judgemental, and evidenced-based support is vital.

Notably, it is also possible that the high rates of ND amongst
parents of CYP experiencing SD have appeared to professionals
working with them as markers of "family dysfunction" (131)
when perceived through a neurotypical lens, and may explain
the higher rates of parental mental health difficulties previously
noted in the literature (e.g. (29)).

Also relevant here are the findings of Pohl et al. (134), who con-
ducted a comparative study of autistic and non-autistic women’s
experiences of motherhood. This study found that as well as be-
ing more likely to have experienced additional psychiatric con-
ditions, autistic mothers were also more likely to report feel-
ing misunderstood by professionals, and reported experiencing
higher levels of anxiety and selective mutism when interacting
with professionals. They also had concerns with respect to not
knowing which details were appropriate to share with profes-
sionals. Hence, considering inter-generational neurodiversity
may be helpful for professionals who wish to establish support-
ive working relationships with the families of children experi-
encing SD and to provide them with appropriate support. In-
creased recognition and understanding of parental neurodiver-
sity, including the strong bonds and intense connection and love
that autistic mother’s report sharing with their children (135),
may also help prevent unnecessary referrals of SD families to
children’s social services.

Gender identity: Consistent with the literature, we did not find
compelling evidence of differential rates of SD amongst male
and female CYP. Overall, 94.1% of parents identified their
child’s gender as cisgender (52.1% cisgender male and 42.5%
cisgender female), 3.3% as non-binary or trans, and 1% selected
the self-describe option. These latter options (i.e.. trans/non-
binary/self-describe) were more frequently selected by parents
of CYP with experience of SD. This is consistent with previ-
ous empirical evidence which has reported that transgender and
gender-diverse individuals have, relative to cisgender individu-
als, higher rates of autism and other neurodevelopmental and
psychiatric diagnoses (136), all of which are elevated in our SD
groups. Warrier et al. (136) also found that for both autis-
tic and non-autistic individuals, transgender and gender-diverse
individuals scored higher on self-report measures of autistic
traits and sensory sensitivity (amongst others). Future studies
should explore this finding further to ensure that transgender
and gender-diverse CYP are being appropriately supported in
schools.

Consequences of School Distress

1. Impact of SD on Mental Health: In addition to the anxiety
data discussed above, we also asked parents to quantify the im-
pact of school attendance on their child’s mental health. Strik-
ingly, only the non-autistic No SD group were found to show a
positive mental health benefit as a consequence of school atten-
dance. For the two SD groups, attending school had a significant
negative impact on mental health. More specifically, 91.4% of
parents in the Current SD group reported that attending school
has a negative impact on their child’s mental health, and for
52.7% of the Current SD group, attending school was reported
to have an "extremely" negative impact on their mental health.
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Moreover, just 4.5% of the Current SD group, relative to 72.3%
of the No SD control group, reported a positive impact on their
child’s mental health (see Figures 9 and 10). Statistically, these
group differences were highly significant.

Notably, this deleterious impact was significantly more pro-
nounced in the Autistic SD groups than in the non-Autistic SD
groups. In addition, the Autistic No SD group were found not
to derive an equivalent boost to their mental health from school
attendance, compared to non-Autistic No SD CYP. Hence, even
in the best case scenario (i.e., when autistic CYP are not experi-
encing difficulties attending school), autistic CYP do not appear
to be deriving the same mental health benefit from school at-
tendance relative to their non-autistic peers. Indeed, only one
parent of an autistic CYP rated the impact of school atten-
dance as "extremely positive" and this CYP (unlike the major-
ity of autistic CYP in our sample) attended a specialist school.
The strong positive benefit of school attendance on neurotypical
CYP’s mental health observed here is reassuring for this group
of CYP and their parents.

This study’s findings also indicated that being out of school
can help to improve the mental health of CYP experiencing
SD. Specifically, when parents of CYP currently experienc-
ing SD were asked if being out of school improves their well-
being, 81.1% said that it did, with 48.5% stating that being
out of school ’definitely’ improved their child’s mental health
and 32.7% stating that it somewhat helped their child’s men-
tal health (see Figure 11). As above, significantly more par-
ents of autistic CYP stated that being out of school helped their
child’s mental health (83%) relative to parents of non-autistic
CYP (69.9%) (see Figure S3).

These findings run counter to the strong narrative in the media
during the Covid-19 school closures regarding the importance
of school attendance for CYPs’ mental health. Instead, the pos-
itive benefit of school attendance on CYP’s MH does not appear
to extend to CYP experiencing SD, and indeed, to many autistic
CYP, including those who do not show any obvious school dis-
tress. Interestingly, research comparing the effects of the Covid-
19 related school closures on autistic and neurotypical CYP has
found that whilst parents of autistic CYP reported greater neg-
ative changes in their children as a consequence of the school
closures, and greater negative emotions at the initial peak of
the school closures relative to the parents of neurotypical peers
(with the loss of daily structure and uncertainty highlighted
as key factors), they also reported significantly more positive
changes and marginally more positive emotions in their chil-
dren (such as them feeling relaxed, hopeful, confident about the
future) when compared to the parents of neurotypical children
(137). Hence, whilst there is complexity here, and a clear nega-
tive impact of unexpected, profound change to daily routine, the
impact of the school environment itself on autistic CYP’s mental
health does not appear to be equivalent to that derived by neu-
rotypical CYP, and may instead be damaging for some autistic
CYP. Whether this difference is driven by the social, sensory or
learning demands of the school environment (or a combination
of these factors) needs urgent research attention and considera-
tion.

Parents of CYP with experience of school distress also reported
concerning differences with respect to their child’s everyday
functioning. Results revealed that CYP in the Current SD group
leave the house to do something fun considerably less frequently

than CYP in the No SD and Lifelong EHE groups, with 38.9%
of parents in the Current SD group reporting that their CYP
leaves the house just once a week, and almost one-third (29.8%)
’rarely’ or ’never’ leaving their house. Such findings align with
the testimony of parents with respect to behaviours that they ob-
serve in their children following school attendance, such as fa-
tigue, limited communication, physical inaction, anxiety, avoid-
ance, physical illness, vomiting, self-criticism, over-compliance,
self-harm, suicidality, disordered eating, rage, regression, and
violence/aggression.

This latter data also emphasised that, within this study, there
was no evidence to suggest that these CYP are being motivated
to skip school to pursue pleasurable activities outside of school
or their homes, as has been suggested in the literature previ-
ously (97). Instead, there is clear evidence to indicate that these
CYP are suffering from significant mental health difficulties
that are impacting upon their basic everyday functioning, in-
cluding their ability to engage in activities outside of the home.
This reinforces the need for appropriate typology (i.e. School
Distress as opposed to School Refusal) so that such cases driven
by external factors such as pursing pleasurable activities outside
of school/home, can be more readily delineated.

2. Impact of SD on Education: The consequences of SD on school
attendance rates were considerable, with a combined total of
6,197 possible school days missed by the CYP in the Current
SD group in the previous 4 weeks alone. For the current aca-
demic year, mean school attendance for CYP currently experi-
encing SD was below 50% (i.e., the criteria for ’severe absence’).
Broken down further, 14.7% of CYP in the Current SD group
had an attendance rate of 0% for the current academic year,
45.28% experienced severe absence (i.e., had an attendance rate
<50%), and 87% experienced persistent absence (i.e., had an at-
tendance rate of 90% or below). Academically, 66.7% of CYP
in the Current SD group were failing to meet academic expecta-
tions relative to just 8.1% of CYP in the No SD (control) group
(see Table S3). Statistically, CYP in the Current SD group were
significantly under-performing relative to their peers in all other
groups (including Lifelong EHE CYP), and CYP who have ex-
perienced SD in the past were performing significantly worse
than CYP in the No SD control group (all p-values < .001).

Strikingly, almost one-third (32.8%) of parents in the Current
SD group reported that their child received no support at school
(e.g. "no support and attends at less than 10%"), and whilst
38.1% of parents reported that their child was on the school’s
SEN register (or equivalent) and 32.9% of parents indicated
that their CYP had an EHCP in place, this did not appear to
translate into ring-fenced SEN support at school for many of
the CYP e.g. "On SEN register at school but has no actual sup-
port", "Has an EHC statement but very little if any support",
"Has EHCP but is ignored", "School not following EHCP", and
"Has ehcp but currently homeschooling due to no suitable setting
available and previous setting causing trauma due to excessive re-
straint and not meeting basic needs". Parent comments also fre-
quently referred to a lack of support from their child’s school
when they attempted to seek additional support for their child
e.g. "I am in the process of applying for this [EHCP] myself as
school are unwilling", "Parent application [for EHCP] no sup-
port from school", "In mediation. I’d to self apply [for EHCP] as
school delayed and blocked". The likely reason for this lack of
support is well documented elsewhere e.g. "The fact that schools
are forced to pay for the first ... of meeting an EHCP from their
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own budgets disadvantages those that do the right thing ... Would
it not then be wiser for the Government to agree that EHCPs
should be directly funded so that the money followed the pupil en-
tirely, instead of penalising schools that do the right thing?" (Tim
Farron, MP (138)).

Considering current educational setting in relation to two mark-
ers of SD severity (i.e. attendance rates and SD duration),
we found that the Current SD subgroup currently attending
a mainstream school were earlier in their SD journey, with a
mean SD duration of 3.43 years, relative to a mean SD dura-
tion of 5.29 years for the Current SD subgroup currently at-
tending a specialist school. Moreover, the Current SD subgroup
currently attending a mainstream school had a relatively high
attendance rate for the previous academic year (i.e. 2020/21)
(72.39%), relative to just 42.83% for the Current SD subgroup
currently attending a specialist school (see Table 2). However,
whilst CYP in the Current SD group currently attending a spe-
cialist school had the lowest average attendance rates for the
previous academic year (i.e. 2020/21), they had the highest re-
cent attendance rates, attending school on an average of 10.69 of
the previous 20 school days. This was the highest recent atten-
dance rate reported for any of the five Current SD subgroups,
including the subgroup currently attending a special unit within
a mainstream school setting or the subgroup currently attend-
ing a PRU (or similar), whose recent attendance was 5.95 days
and 6.45 days respectively. Future longitudinal research which
tracks CYP as they transition between settings (e.g. from main-
stream to a specialist school) is urgently needed in order to gain
traction with respect to which educational provisions best sup-
port CYP experiencing SD. Based on the most recent attendance
figures (i.e. attendance in the last 20 days), specialist schools
appear to be outperforming specialist units within mainstream
schools and pupil referral units, despite it appearing that they
are supporting the CYP with the most persistent SD.

Within the Current SD group, findings revealed that 30.13%
of CYP cannot access their current educational setting. Given
this, some parents reported that financial responsibility for
their child’s education had fallen on them, for example "Parent
funded minimal package of activities (due to failure of LA to pro-
vide alternative provision)". Positively, a small number of par-
ents did indicate that attendance at school was being supported
by one-to-one support (e.g., "Awaiting specialist provision. At-
tending mainstream on reduced timetable with full-time funded
1:1"), however this was not the case for others (e.g., "Without
education due to 1-1 not being available and support not avail-
able - so unable to access the lessons at school. Taught at home
instead.". Notably, within the Current SD group, some parents
also described a sort of "educational limbo" and were unable
to name their child’s current educational setting, e.g., "No edu-
cation due to being abandoned", "When he could no longer cope
with college nothing else was offered. We are trying to get an
EHCP so that he can get something. He is not officially on the
role of any school", and "My son has been on no school roll since
October 2021. We are currently in the EHCNA [Education, Health
and Care Needs Assessment] process. In January LA panel agreed
to medical needs alternative provision. A month later, we are still
waiting".

Others parents, whilst not falling into the "currently without ed-
ucation" category (column 4, Table 3), expressed concerns about
the education their child is receiving in their current provision
(e.g., "Waiting 2 years 6 months for a SEN school that can meet

his needs. He is just making things from cardboard at school not
doing any work.".

The above scenarios are in addition to the parents who made
the decision to de-register their child from the system altogether
due to the severity of their child’s mental health needs or level of
unmet needs at school, with one parent stating "I battled every
single day to get her to school so she never missed a day. Unfortu-
nately, this was not sustainable and she stopped eating and sleep-
ing so I deregistered her from school four weeks ago", and an-
other reporting that their CYP was "Forced into school, dragged
off us by assistant, until during the pandemic when we decided we
weren’t going to do that anymore. He was still marked present and
we continued online schooling until the end of primary school. We
declined a place in secondary school as there were no suitable pro-
visions available".

Notably, 88.3% of the parents in "educational limbo" described
their child as currently being without any form of educational
provision (see Table 3). This includes a combination of CYP who
are unable to access their current provision, CYP whose place-
ment is accepted to have failed, and/or CYP who are awaiting
a specialist provision (see Table S2 for further details). How-
ever, being without education was not specific to the "in limbo"
group. Indeed, the second largest group classified as being "cur-
rently without education" by their parents were CYP who were
currently attending a Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) or similar, with
one third (33.3%) of these CYP falling into this category. No-
tably, CYP whose current setting was a specialist school were
half as likely as CYP currently being educated in a unit within
a mainstream school to be rated as "currently without educa-
tion" (14.7% relative to 28%). This may again index a higher
success rate for specialist schools relative to units within main-
stream schools and PRU (or similar) with respect to supporting
CYP with enduring SD.

Positively, CYP with an EOTAS provision provided by their LA
were the least likely group to be rated by their parents as be-
ing "currently without education", with only one out of the 35
EOTAS CYP (i.e., 2.9%) described by their parents as being
without education. In this instance, this parent commented that
their child is "unable to engage in much EOTAS provision cur-
rently". Overall, this is reassuring, as EOTAS appears to be
providing education to CYP with enduring SD (average dura-
tion 4.81 years) in the majority of cases (97.1%). Future re-
search exploring both short and long-term outcomes are needed
to establish how best CYP with SD can be supported to access
education, with this study providing some preliminary evidence
that both specialist schools and EOTAS provisions may be out-
performing other alternatives for CYP with persistent SD, per-
haps due to the ability of these provisions to provide a more
individualised, needs-based provision.

Moving forward, only 35.6% of parents in the Current SD
group wished for their CYP to be educated in a mainstream
school in the future (see Table 3, column 5), despite 97% of
the CYP in this group commencing their education in a main-
stream school. Disillusionment with mainstream education also
emerged in parent comments, for example "I am now off sick
and considering ALL options other than mainstream". Notably,
over one-quarter of parents of CYP currently experiencing
school distress (28.3%) wished for their child’s future educa-
tional provision to be delivered via EOTAS. However, less than
one fifth (19.43%) of these parents believed that their local au-
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thority will realistically support this (their preferred) option for
their child’s future education. Similarly, education in a special-
ist school was the next most frequently endorsed option, with
one-fifth of parents (20.2%) selecting this as the educational
setting that they desire for their CYP, however less than half
(44.05%) of these parents believed that this is a realistic possibil-
ity. These figures are particularly concerning, given the success
of EOTAS (97.1%), and the relative success of specialist schools
(85.3%), in providing education to CYP with particularly en-
trenched SD (mean duration 4.81 years and 5.06 years, respec-
tively).

Similarly, and despite 97% of CYP in the Past SD group com-
mencing their education in a mainstream school, only 24.27%
remain educated within a mainstream classroom environment
currently, with 13.59% now attending a Specialist School,
2.91% attending a special unit within a mainstream school,
0.97% attending a private school, and 0.97% attending an al-
ternative education establishment. Of the remaining 57.28%,
2.91% have no access to education either through their local
authority or parents, 7.7% have an EHCP Education Other-
wise Than At School (EOTAS) provision, 0.97% attend a private
online school, 0.97% have a supported internship, and 44.67%
were described as EHE. Within this ’EHE’ group, the majority
of parents (67.4%) described this as "coerced" EHE (i.e., they
had no choice about providing it), 17.4% indicated that they
had eventually chosen this option, and 15.2% did not indicate
either way.

Hence, in both the Current and Past SD groups, a substantial
number of CYP are currently without access to an accessible
education provision provided by their local authority, despite
Section 19 of the Education Act (1996). Under this Act, local
authorities have a duty to “make arrangements for the provision
of suitable . . . education at school or otherwise than at school for
those children of compulsory school age who, by reason of illness,
exclusion from school or otherwise, may not for any period receive
suitable education unless such arrangements are made for them”.
This is consistent with the findings of the recent Local Govern-
ment and Social Care Ombudsman report ("Out of school, out
of sight? Ensuring children out of school get a good educa-
tion") (139). This research thus highlights the importance of
the Ombudsman’s recent recommendations for local authorities
regarding their management of CYP experiencing SD, which re-
iterate the legal responsibilities of local authorities with respect
to the provision of accessible education for all CYP. Parental dis-
satisfaction and frustration with the support their child is/was
receiving from their school and LA was evident throughout this
research.

Within our survey, we also considered ’off-rolling’ and exclu-
sions. Of concern was the finding that the majority of the CYP
excluded or "off-rolled" from school were autistic CYP, with
autistic CYP accounting for 87.5% of permanently excluded
CYP, 83.15% of CYP who had received a fixed-term exclu-
sion(s), and 80% of "Off-Rolled" CYP. These concerns were
supported by statistical analysis which showed that autistic CYP
were significantly more likely to be permanently excluded, to re-
ceive a fixed-term exclusion, or to be off-rolled than their NT
peers.

The majority of "off-rolled" CYP were "off-rolled" into home
education, lasting for an average of 13.9 months, and for many
this is still on-going. Existing Government guidance makes it

clear that they consider "off-rolling" unacceptable and that ex-
clusions for non-disciplinary reasons are unlawful. As described
above, high rates of coerced EHE were also reported by parents,
alongside specific cases of "Off-Rolling", and parents’ com-
ments throughout this research raise serious questions about
widespread unlawful practices both at school and local author-
ity level with respect to this practice, e.g., "Educated at home
but not by choice. LA have failed to find a setting that can meet
needs and due to refusal at PRU the LA are stated I am choosing
to educate which is not the case".

It is already well-documented that autistic CYP are three times
as likely as CYP without SEN to receive a fixed-term exclusion,
and to be permanently excluded (140). The current findings
therefore replicate and extend previous findings, and raise the
question of whether previous investigations have considered the
emotional distress that the excluded CYP suffer when attending
school. Moreover, they add to concerns with respect to whether
such exclusions (and cases of "off-rolling") are lawful under the
Equality Act 2010, or whether schools are taking punitive action
against autistic CYP for disability-related behaviour.

Considering academic attainment further, the Current SD sub-
group who are currently attending a mainstream school had the
lowest proportion of CYP rated as "not meeting expectations",
although this still equated to 6 in every 10 CYP failing to meet
academic expectations. The Current SD subgroup who are cur-
rently attending a specialist school had the highest proportion
of CYP rated as ’not meeting expectations’ (91.2%). This dif-
ference likely relates to the fact that the CYP currently in spe-
cialist schools had significantly more enduring SD than CYP
currently in mainstream classrooms, indicating they had had
a longer period of affected education. Interestingly, the group
of EOTAS CYP, whose SD duration matched that of the CYP
now attending specialist schools, had the highest proportion of
CYP with Current SD who were exceeding academic expecta-
tions (14.3%). However, 80% of this group were still categorised
as ’not meeting expectations’ (see Table S4). Hence, as well as
impacting attendance rates and often denying CYP access to
their educational setting, CYP with SD are significantly under-
performing academically, and this will likely have significant
life-long consequences.

Lifelong EHE CYP and their families

Interestingly, CYP whose parents had decided that school-based
education was not appropriate for them at an early point in life
(i.e., Lifelong EHE CYP) showed similar profiles to SD CYP,
with comparable rates of ND in both the CYP themselves and
within the child’s immediate family (parents/siblings). Many
of these parents often highlighted their child’s neurodevelop-
mental profile as a key determinant in their decision to home
educate, and appeared to recognise early in their child’s life
that, given their ND, they would likely face difficulties access-
ing school-based education (e.g., "I am certain school would be
damaging to my EHE child" and "We chose to EHE mostly to
protect our children’s mental health and well being"). Moreover,
many articulated that they considered EHE a better fit to their
child’s needs as it affords them flexibility to readily adapt their
approach to meet the child’s individual learning needs (e.g., "As
we EHE, adaptation to individual needs is inbuilt"), or to pro-
vide the high level of support required (e.g., "[CYP is] electively
home educated due to needs, so has 1:1 support"). Hence, Life-
long EHE CYP, and particularly ND Lifelong EHE CYP, are an
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important comparison group for this and future research.

Overall, however, the Lifelong EHE group and the No SD con-
trol group did not differ with respect to anxiety scores (either
overall or on the individual subscales), and scores were consis-
tently lower in the Lifelong EHE group than for the Current SD
group. In line with this, whilst 92.2% of CYP in the Current
SD group and 84.5% of CYP in the Past SD group met the clin-
ical cut-off indicative of anxiety on the ASC-ASD-P, only 40%
of Lifelong EHE met this cut-off score. However, when further
subdivided into autistic and non-autistic CYP, the Autistic Life-
long EHE group had significantly higher scores than the non-
autistic Lifelong EHE group for Performance Anxiety, Separa-
tion Anxiety, and Uncertainty. This is consistent with an over-
all heightened anxiety in autistic CYP regardless of SD group.
Notably, elevated EDA-8 scores were evident in Lifelong EHE
CYP, alike in the two SD groups, and Lifelong EHE CYP were
also significantly more likely to have sensory processing difficul-
ties than CYP without SD. Such findings further illustrate the
common neurodevelopmental profiles of CYP who experience
SD and Lifelong EHE CYP.

However, despite the comparable neurodevelopmental profiles,
Lifelong EHE CYP as a group did not show the equivalent edu-
cational and mental health difficulties described by the parents
of the CYP who had attended school and consequently experi-
enced SD. For instance, significantly more CYP in the Lifelong
EHE group were rated as meeting their academic expectations,
and significantly fewer were rated as not meeting expectations,
relative to CYP in the Current SD group. Lifelong EHE CYP
were also the most likely group to leave the house everyday to
do something fun, with just one Lifelong EHE CYP rarely leav-
ing the house, and none who never left the house. Hence, de-
spite overlapping neurodevelopmental profiles, overall develop-
mental profiles of the Lifelong EHE CYP diverged from the SD
groups with respect to these markers of academic and social en-
gagement.

It is noteworthy that fewer Lifelong EHE CYP were reported
to be ’diagnosed’ with ND conditions than in the SD groups.
Instead, there were high rates of ’suspected but yet to be con-
firmed’ ND. This may reflect the difficulty accessing assessment
pathways when out of school, as many NHS trusts prefer evi-
dence from a nursery or educational setting before proceeding
with assessment, or may need to prioritise assessment of CYP
experiencing significant mental health difficulties, such as those
reported in many of our SD CYP - difficulties which were not
so prevalent in the ND Lifelong EHE CYP. It may also reflect a
lower need to have a Lifelong EHE CYP’s ND formally assessed,
as a key purpose of such assessments and diagnostic labels is to
provide educators outside of the CYP’s family with information
with respect to the CYP’s strengths and weaknesses. However,
as clinical diagnoses also provide the individual CYP, and their
families, with valuable information with respect to their own
strengths and weaknesses, further research is needed to ensure
that diagnostic pathways are equally accessible to Lifelong EHE
CYP.

Is School "SUITABLE" and "PROPER"?

Within this study, we also asked parents whether they be-
lieved, based on their experiences, that school was a suitable
and proper setting for their child to be educated in. We se-
lected the terms "suitable" and "proper" on the basis of current
legislation, namely Section 19 of the Education Act (EA) 1996

(discussed above), and Section 61 of the Children and Families
Act (CFA) 2014, which states that "A local authority in England
may arrange for any special educational provision that it has
decided is necessary...to be made otherwise than in a school"
(s 61(1) CFA 2014), and that "an authority may do so only
if satisfied that it would be inappropriate for the provision to
be made in a school or post-16 institution or at such a place."
When answering the question of whether it would be "inappro-
priate" for educational provision to be made in a school (or sim-
ilar), local education authorities (LEA) are required "to give
full effect to the word ’inappropriate’", and to do so, an LEA
"has to see if a school ’would not be suitable’ or ’would not
be proper’...[taking] into account all the circumstances of the
case at hand...[including] the child’s background and medical
history, the particular educational needs of the child;...the par-
ents’ wishes; and any other particular circumstances that apply
to a particular child" (Summary Guidance provided by NN -v-
Cheshire East Council (SEN) [2021] UKUT 220 (AAC) Case no:
HS/260/2021).

Parents with experience of SD (current or past) were signif-
icantly more likely to report that school is not a suitable and
proper setting for their CYP to be educated, compared to par-
ents without experience of SD. Specifically, 41.9% of parents
in the Current SD group and 47.2% of parents in the Past
SD group responded "no" when asked if school is suitable and
proper for their CYP, compared to just 2.8% of those in the
No SD group. Moreover, only 15.4% and 26.7% of Current SD
and Past SD parents responded "yes" to this question, relative
to 88.3% of parents in the No SD control group. The rest of
the parents were unsure. Of additional concern was the find-
ing that parents of autistic CYP were significantly less likely to
confidently believe that school is the suitable and proper place
for their child to be educated in compared to parents of non-
autistic CYP, both in the Current SD and No SD groups. Hence,
even without SAPs, parents of autistic CYP were significantly
less convinced that school is a suitable and proper place for their
child.

These findings are important as current legislation assumes that
the correct place for all children to be educated in is a school
setting and, where possible, their local mainstream school, as
this is the cheapest form of provision. However, concerns with
respect to such policies have been raised ever since the move
towards ’inclusion’ in the 1980s that resulted in the closure of
many specialist schools. For instance, Prof MacBeath of Cam-
bridge University, who co-wrote a report titled "The Costs of
Inclusion" for the National Union of Teachers in 2006 (141), is
reported to have commented to journalists that "Physically sit-
ting in a classroom is not inclusion. Children can be excluded
by sitting in a classroom that’s not meeting their needs....You
might call it a form of abuse, in a sense, that those children are in
a situation that’s totally inappropriate for them". The current
research exposes the very real cost of such policies to autistic,
or otherwise neurodivergent, children and young people’s men-
tal health. These findings must also be considered with respect
to autistic individuals’ increased vulnerability to severe mental
health difficulties, suicidality (110), attempted suicide (142), and
death by suicide (111, 112), with rates of suicidal ideation and
suicide attempts being significantly higher for autistic children
(14%) than for their neurotypical peers (0·5%) (113). In addi-
tion to such research showing increased risk of suicide in autistic
individuals broadly, Hirvikoski et al.’s study using population-
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level data from Sweden (112) found that autistic people without
a co-morbid intellectual disability are more likely to die by sui-
cide (odds ratio = 9.40). This is of importance here as the data
reported in the present study revealed low rates of intellectual
disability in the autistic CYP experiencing SD.

Moreover, others have found that attending a mainstream
school (which is more typical for autistic CYP without an intel-
lectual disability) was consistently associated with school non-
attendance in autistic pupils (38), which again dovetails with
the demographics of the CYP with SD reported here. Hence,
exploring how school attendance, impacts autistic CYP’s men-
tal health warrants urgent research, clinical, and policy atten-
tion, perhaps with a particular focus on the impact of attending
a mainstream educational settings. Professionals should also be
mindful of the finding that for 81.2% of children currently ex-
periencing school distress, and for 77.7% of CYP who have ex-
perienced school distress in the past, being out of school was re-
ported to either "definitely" or "somewhat" improve their men-
tal health.

Limitations
One key weakness of the present study is that all data was ac-
quired from parents, and thus there is no certainty that our find-
ings precisely mirror the experience of CYP themselves. Despite
this, the consistency of responses across parents within each SD
group is notable, particularly given the large sample size, giving
weight to our findings and conclusions.

A further limitation of the present study is the lack of diversity
amongst our sample, with an over-representation of white CYP.
This is noteworthy as CYP in different ethnic groups have been
reported to have varying experiences of education (e.g., YMCA,
2020), meaning their experience of SD, and the reasons under-
pinning their SD, may differ to those of the CYP in our sam-
ple. Thus, future research should aim to collect more diverse
samples to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the
experience of SD across all CYP, and to therefore guide more
individualised support. Supporting the need for more diverse
samples in SD research are the findings of a recent qualitative
study by Brault et al. (143), which explored the "School Re-
fusal" experienced by adolescents and young adults from im-
migrant and ethnic minority groups. The findings of this study
provided several interesting insights into the experience which
have not been noted in the findings of previous studies whose
samples have suffered from a lack of diversity. For example,
results revealed that for young people from immigrant and eth-
nic minority backgrounds, SD can trigger "guilt, transgener-
ational traumatic memories, and the fear of marginalization",
and can complicate their integration into society. In relation to
the feelings of guilt commonly described in their study, Brault et
al. found that several young people believed that they owe it to
their parents to achieve academic success, given the difficulties
that their parents faced in immigration and relocation: "they
have sacrificed for me, doing jobs they don’t like, for their son’s
future, so I have to give back, doing the best I can, at school".
Thus, when these young people experienced SAPs and began to
feel that they could no longer fulfill their parents’ hopes of aca-
demic success, they described being faced with a sense of guilt,
shame, and worthlessness. Whilst it is possible that CYP from
other backgrounds may also feel guilt or shame for experienc-
ing SD, the reasons underlying such emotions are likely to differ
between individuals, highlighting the importance of collecting

diverse samples in future SD research, and exploring the expe-
rience of SD from a range of perspectives.

Moreover, this study was limited to the United Kingdom, fur-
ther reducing the generalisability of our findings. Given that ed-
ucation systems vary internationally, the experience of SD and
the characteristics of individuals experiencing SD may differ be-
tween countries, providing an additional avenue for future re-
search.

In addition, whilst this study was advertised widely on social
media, the sites where it was shared may have influenced who
participated. For example, within our No SD group, 16.8% of
CYP were found to be autistic, despite the national prevalence
rates of ASD standing at around 1-2% (36). However, as the ad-
vertisement was shared widely amongst groups that specifically
support parents of CYP experiencing SD (such as Not Fine in
School), and that these parents likely re-shared it further into
groups that they felt appropriate, it is likely that the advertise-
ment was distributed within appropriate and relevant parent
networks.

We also used a broad criteria for ND conditions, including CYP
currently awaiting assessment/diagnosis, CYP who have had a
referral rejected, and CYP who have yet to be referred. The
rationale behind this is discussed at length above, however, it is
possible that this has lead to an over-estimation of prevalence
rates in our groups.

A final weakness to this study is the differing sample sizes be-
tween participant groups, potentially influencing the accuracy
of our comparisons between groups. The group of Lifelong EHE
CYP recruited here was particularly small and had a lower av-
erage age than the CYP in the other groups. Future research
should collect more evenly-sized participant groups, although
this is challenging in rarer groups such as Lifelong EHE CYP.

One key drawback of the SD literature generally, as opposed
to this study specifically, is the lack of a standardised question-
naire to measure SD that is suitable for use in autistic individu-
als. Given the prevalence of autism amongst CYP experiencing
SD, the development of such a questionnaire which can be used
in clinical, education, and research settings should be developed.
Thus, the next step should be to gather perspectives from autis-
tic CYP and autistic adults on these topics, and to work collab-
oratively to develop a standardised questionnaire to assess SD
severity and/or risk.

This study also had several strengths, including the large sample
size of the Current SD group. This was much greater than in
previous SD research, enabling stronger conclusions to be made.

Conclusions
In light of the severity of SD, duration of SD, and impact of
SD on CYP documented here, we believe that there is an ur-
gent need for further clinical research and guidance specific to
SD. This would enable SD to be distinguished from more mun-
dane and potentially benign forms of school "refusal", and con-
sequentially, assist with the development of management strate-
gies that are fit for purpose for CYP with SD. Without this,
the severe and deleterious consequences of SD will continue
to go unrecognised (e.g. (16)). Moreover, care needs to be
taken to ensure that CYP with SD have access to timely assess-
ments of underlying neurodivergent conditions, with ASD, sen-
sory processing differences, ADHD, dyslexia, dyspraxia, APD,
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speech difficulties, and giftedness (amongst others) all likely to
be important to consider. Moreover, the evidence above sug-
gests that considering the presence or absence of pathologi-
cal/extreme/rational demand avoidance behaviours is likely to
be important.

These results also suggest that wider discussion with respect
to the appropriateness of school-based education for all CYP
may be timely and helpful. The findings presented here sug-
gest that this will likely be particularly relevant for autistic
CYP as even parents of autistic CYP without SD were signif-
icantly less likely to believe a school setting to be the suitable
and proper place for their child to be educated relative to par-
ents of non-autistic CYP. Further research, ideally co-produced
with autistic and otherwise ND individuals, is needed to de-
termine best practices in ND/autistic education. Relatedly, re-
search into best-pedagogical practice for pupils with SEND, in-
cluding pupils with complex presentations, is urgently needed,
especially within mainstream settings (74), as too is research to
ensure appropriate understanding of how autistic pupils best
learn (75). Given the substantial heterogeneity in the neurobiol-
ogy of ASD, this will undoubtedly be complex, and efforts must
include consideration of how learning needs will likely vary as a
function of neurosubtypes (144, 145) and demand avoidant pro-
file (85). Research exploring educational and life outcomes of
lifelong EHE ND CYP, and CYP with provisions such as EO-
TAS, is also urgently required to better understand how CYP
can be successfully educated outwith of school settings. Assump-
tions such as the view articulated here ("A youth’s absence from
this [school] context has the potential to create or compound de-
viations in normal development" (3), p 1.) needs to be supported
by empirical evidence that takes into account individual neu-
rodevelopmental profiles in the first instance, and the impact of
school-related-trauma on the CYP’s development thereafter.

Finally, Article 2 Protocol 1 of the Human Rights Act (1998)
states that "No person shall be denied a right to an education".
However, accessing that education should not come at the cost
of the person’s safety and mental health. In the foreward to
the Children’s Commissioner Attendance Audit interim report
(2), Dame Rachel de Souza DBE (Children’s Commissioner for
England) stated that the absence of school during the pandemic
"confirmed what I already knew – schools, and the people who
work in them, are vital. They are the place where children learn,
where they make friends, where they find things they are pas-
sionate about and talented at. A place that is safe, with adults
around them who care about their lives and that provides routine,
structure, and discipline". The present study’s findings shine a
light on the fact that this may not be the reality facing a large
number of autistic, or otherwise neurodivergent, CYP in UK
schools, where attending school (especially mainstream school)
may come at a considerable cost to their mental health. Ad-
ditional research involving both autistic and non-autistic CYP
who experience school distress and their families is urgently
needed in order to further delineate this problem, and to de-
velop workable solutions that ensure that all CYP can access
education in a manner which causes them no harm. Potential
changes to education legislation need to be informed through
such research, as legislation changes without this evidence-base
runs the risk of making an already perilous situation even worse
for those CYP at risk of harm within the UK school system.
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Supplementary Note 1: School Distress - Siblings

Fig. S1. SD in Youngest Children x Sibling(s) SD
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Supplementary Note 2: Type of School Attendance Difficulties

Variable Combined SD Current SD Past SD
Type of SD (%)
Self-corrective 134 (15.6%) 105 (15.4%) 29 (16.2%)

Acute 198 (23.0%) 172 (25.2%) 26 (14.5%)
Chronic 210 (24.4%) 183 (26.8%) 27 (15.1%)
Other 320 (37.1%) 223 (32.7%) 97 (54.2%)

Emotionally-Based* (%) 813 (94.3%) 648 (94.9%) 165 (92.2%)

Table S1. Type of SD. *Reflects the number and percentage of parents who reported that their child’s SD was either fully or partially
emotionally based
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Supplementary Note 3: Educational Setting Attended

Table S2. Reasons underpinning CYP described as being currently without education. Note that for some CYP, more than one category
applies. For example, a CYP may be unable to access their current provision, this placement is considered to have failed, and they
may be awaiting a new specialist placement. However, as this is somewhat chronological, this CYP is represented here as ’awaiting
a specialist placement’. Similarly, if a CYP was rated as both ’unable to access’ and ’failed placement’, they were placed in the ’failed
placement’ category.
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Supplementary Note 4: Statistics: Academic Attainment

Variable N χ²(6) p Sig. Differences*
Academic Attainment 1033 212.04 <.001 –

Not Meeting Expectations 1033 209.56 <.001 Current SD > Past SD > No SD
Current SD > Lifelong EHE

Meeting Expectations 1033 89.85 <.001 No SD > Past SD > Current SD
Lifelong EHE > Current SD

Exceeding Expectations 1033 60.69 <.001 No SD > Past SD > Current SD
Meeting/Exceeding Combined 1033 209.56 <.001 No SD > Past SD > Current SD

Lifelong EHE > Current SD

Table S3. Results of a Chi-Square Test of the Association Between School Distress Experience and Academic Attainment, With Post-
Hoc Chi-Square and Fisher’s Exact Tests. *p = .008 (Bonferroni adjusted).
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Supplementary Note 5: Academic Attainment x Current Setting

Table S4. Current SD Group: % of CYP falling within each of the three academic attainment categories broken down with respect to
the CYP’s current educational setting.
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Supplementary Note 6: Physical and Health Conditions

Table S5. Physical and mental health conditions listed by parents. As this was an optional free-text question, this should not be
considered an exhaustive list. In addition, it does not included ND, sensory processing difficulties etc. as these were quantified more
precisely in later questions. AFRID = Avoidant Restrictive Food Intake Disorder, DCD = Developmental co-ordination disorder, IBS =
Irritable Bowel Syndrome, OCD = Obsessive Compulsive Disorder, PTSD = Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder.
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Supplementary Note 7: Anxiety Scale for Children - ASD - Parents
ACD-ASD-P Subscale Analysis:

In this set of analysis, CYP were further subdivided into autistic and non-autistic groups. Analysis 1 compared anxiety subscale
scores for the autistic group relative to the non autistic group in each SD group individually, whilst Analysis 2 included only autistic
CYP, compared between-group (i.e. Current SD, Past SD, No SD) differences for each individual subscale score.

Analysis 1a. Current SD: Autistic CYP in the Current SD group scored significantly higher than non-autistic CYP in the same group
with respect to anxious arousal scores (autistic CYP Mdn = 7, non-autistic CYP = 5, U = 22907.0, p = .005), separation anxiety scores
(autistic CYP Mdn = 8, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 6, U = 21316.0, p < .001), uncertainty scores (autistic CYP Mdn = 17, non-autistic
CYP Mdn = 11, U = 14368.5, p < .001), but not performance anxiety (autistic CYP Mdn = 10, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 10, U = 25605.0,
p = .206).

Analysis 1b. Past SD: Autistic CYP in the Past SD group relative to non-autistic CYP in the same group also had significantly higher
scores than their non-autistic peers for performance anxiety (autistic CYP Mdn = 9, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 7, U = 2025.5, p = .006),
and uncertainty (autistic CYP Mdn = 16, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 10, U = 2025.5, p = .006).

Analysis 1c. No SD: Autistic CYP in the No SD control group also scored significantly higher than non-autistic CYP in the same group
with respect to anxious arousal scores (autistic CYP Mdn = 1.5, non-autistic CYP = 1, U = 948.5, p = .007), separation anxiety scores
(autistic CYP Mdn = 2.5, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 1, U = 1008.5, p = .022), uncertainty (autistic CYP Mdn = 17, non-autistic CYP
Mdn = 11, U = 442.5, p < .001), and performance anxiety (autistic CYP Mdn = 6.5, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 4, U = 764, p < .001).

Analysis 2. Autistic CYP only

Analysis 2a. Performance Anxiety: Considering just autistic CYP, Kruskal-Wallis tests revealed an overall significant between-group
difference in performance anxiety scores (n=685): H = 24.366, df=3, p < .001, with pairwise comparisons indicating that autistic CYP
in the Current SD group had significantly higher total anxiety scores in the No SD (control) CYP, Current SD > No SD (p = .001).

Analysis 2b. Anxious Arousal: Considering just autistic CYP, Kruskal-Wallis tests revealed an overall significant between-group
difference in anxious arousal scores: H = 48.224, df=3, p < .001, with pairwise comparisons indicating: Current SD > Past SD > No
SD (p’s < .001).

Analysis 2c. Separation Anxiety: Considering just autistic CYP, Kruskal-Wallis tests revealed an overall significant between-group
difference in separation anxiety scores (n=685): H = 32.527, df=3, p < .001, with pairwise comparisons indicating: Current SD > No
SD, and Past SD > No SD (p’s < .001).

Analysis 2d. Uncertainty: Considering just autistic CYP, Kruskal-Wallis tests revealed an overall significant between-group difference
in uncertainty scores (n=685): H = 33.077, df=3, p < .001, with pairwise comparisons indicating: Current SD > No SD, and Past SD >
No SD (p’s < .001).
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Supplementary Note 8: Lifelong EHE Age-Matched Anxiety and EDA-8 Data and Statistical
Analyses
A total of 20 parents of CYP in the lifelong EHE group completed the ASC-ASD-P and the EDA-8 questionnaires. For each of these
20 lifelong EHE CYP, the 2 CYP from each of the three other groups that most closely matched the age of each CYP were selected,
resulting in a total of 140 CYP (20 Lifelong EHE CYP, 40 Current SD CYP, 40 Past SD CYP, and 40 No SD control CYP).

Table S6. Medians, IQR, and Kruskal-Wallis Tests investigating differences in ASC-ASD-P Total and Subscale Scores between groups
age-matched to the 20 Lifelong EHE CYP for whom ASC-ASD-P and EDA-8 data was available.
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Fig. S2. Age-matched Lifelong EHE comparison Groups for Anxiety Subscales as measured using the ASC-ASD-P.

ACD-ASD-P Subscale Analysis:

Autistic Lifelong EHE CYP had significantly higher scores than their non-autistic peers for performance anxiety (autistic CYP Mdn
= 6, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 2, U = 23.0, p = .040), separation anxiety (autistic CYP Mdn = 5, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 1, U = 22.0, p
= .033), and uncertainty (autistic CYP Mdn = 12, non-autistic CYP Mdn = 3, U = 1.5, p < .001).
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Supplementary Note 9: Supplemental Information pertaining to Sensory Processing Differ-
ences

Sensory Current Past No Lifelong
System SD SD SD EHE

CYP with SPD:
Tactile 84.6% 87.1% 80% 92.3%

Auditory 82.6% 81.2% 90.0% 84.6%
Interoceptive 67.4% 60.0% 70.0% 61.5%

Olfactory 67.4% 60.0% 70.0% 61.5%
Proprioceptive 52.0% 63.5% 50.0% 69.2%

Gustation 51.7% 55.3% 30.0% 53.8%
Visual 41.3% 40.0% 20.0% 23.1%

Vestibular 38.8% 42.4% 30.0% 30.8%
All CYP:

Tactile 48.1% 38.3% 5.4% 52.2%
Auditory 47% 35.8% 6% 47.8%

Interoceptive 38.3% 26.4% 4.7% 34.8%
Olfactory 34.5% 29.5% 2.7% 26.1%

Proprioceptive 29.6% 28% 3.4% 39.1%
Gustation 29.4% 24.4% 2% 30.4%

Visual 23.5% 17.6% 1.3% 13%
Vestibular 22.1% 18.7% 2% 17.4%

Table S7. Sensory Processing Difficulties: Sensory systems affected + mean number of sensory systems affected
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Supplementary Note 10: Impact of being out of school on CYP’s mental health

Fig. S3. Impact of not attending school SD CYP’s Mental Health.
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Supplementary Note 11: Lifelong EHE Age-Matched Data: Leaving the House

Current Past No Lifelong
SD SD SD EHE

Everyday 12.5% 2.5% 0% 50%
Frequently 35% 55% 80% 30%
Sometimes 22.5% 35% 12.5% 15%

Rarely 30% 7.5% 5% 5%
Never 0% 0% 2.5% 0%

Table S8. How often does your child leave the house to do something fun? n=140 [Current SD = 40, Past SD = 40, No SD = 40,
Lifelong EHE = 20]
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Supplementary Note 12: Is School "Suitable" and "Proper"? - Statistics

Variable df χ² p Sig. Differences
Current SD v Past SD v No SD:
Suitable/Proper 4 321.0 <.001 –

Yes 2 310.5 <.001 No SD>Past>Current
Maybe 2 66.4 <.001 Current>Past>No SD

No 2 87.4 <.001 Current=Past>No SD
Autistic v Non Autistic:
Suitable/Proper 2 176.8 <.001 –

Yes 1 173.1 <.001 No ASD > ASD
Maybe 1 18.7 <.001 ASD > No ASD

No 1 64.2 <.001 ASD > No ASD

Table S9. Based on your experience as a parent, do you believe that school is the suitable and proper place for your child to be
educated? alpha level = .017 (Bonferroni adjusted).
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Supplementary Note 13: Correlations
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