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pandemic. Drawing on data of a longitudinal qualitative study with 71 dis-
abled people and 31 disability organisations, this article examines the
experiences of 24 people with learning disabilities in England and
Scotland during the pandemic, reflecting on what rendered them vulner-
able and placed them at risk. Qualitative interviews were conducted with
participants and key informants at two timepoints; June–August 2020 and
February–April 2021. Findings emerged across four key themes: failure to
plan for the needs of people with learning disabilities; the suspension and
removal of social care; the impact of the pandemic on people’s everyday
routines; and lack of vaccine prioritisation. The inequalities experienced
by people with learning disabilities in this study are not particular to the
pandemic. We explore the findings in the context of theoretical frame-
works of vulnerability, including Fineman’s conceptualisation of a ‘vul-
nerability paradigm’. We conclude that the structured marginalisation
of people with disabilities, entrenched by government action and
inaction, have created and exacerbated their vulnerability. Structures,
policies and action must change.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a catastrophic impact on the 1.5 million
people with learning disabilities in the UK. People with learning disabilities
have been more likely than the general population to contract COVID-19, and
more likely to experience poorer health outcomes and mortality. In 2020,
people with learning disabilities in Scotland were twice as likely to have
severe symptoms and three times more likely to die of COVID-19
(Henderson et al., 2021). In England, people with learning disabilities had
8.2-fold higher rates of COVID-19 related death during the first wave
(March-May 2020) and 7.2-fold higher rates during the second (September
2020-February 2021) (Williamson et al., 2021). The Learning Disabilities
Mortality Review (LeDeR) indicated that 35% of people with learning disabil-
ities who died from COVID-19 lived in residential care settings, and many
who died experienced difficulties accessing COVID-19 tests, learning disabil-
ity nurses and other healthcare support (LeDeR Programme, 2020). Baksh
et al. (2021) further exemplified the disparities in healthcare experienced by
people with learning disabilities, which have been ‘magnified’ during the
pandemic (Baksh et al., 2021). The authors found people with learning dis-
abilities more likely than the general population to present with severe
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illness at the point of admission, corresponding to late presentation at hospital
and postulated a result of poor symptom recognition, communication difficul-
ties and exclusion from digital information and public health campaigns.
Despite having more severe symptoms on admission, people with learning dis-
abilities were less likely to access appropriate treatment, including intensive
care units. Research led by Hastings and Hatton, and authored by Flynn et
al. (2021), found severe reductions in social care and support for people
with learning disabilities, associated with negative impacts on wellbeing
and mental health, with two-thirds of their sample having experienced
anger, sadness or anxiety (Flynn et al., 2021). Similar experiences for people
with learning disabilities have been demonstrated internationality, with evi-
dence emerging from the Netherlands, Ireland and Italy (Buonaguro and
Bertelli, 2021; Embregts et al., 2020; McCausland et al., 2021). These experi-
ences have renewed debate on what makes people with learning disabilities
vulnerable to morbidity and mortality. In this paper, we explore this vulner-
ability in the context of the pandemic, with consideration of Fineman’s con-
ceptualisation and theory.

Health and social inequalities experienced by people with learning dis-
abilities in the UK are not new or unique to COVID-19. LeDeR has demon-
strated increased rates of mortality among people with learning disabilities in
England every year since 2016, with care reported to fall short of expected
good practice (LeDeR Programme, 2019). Research over recent years has
shown that people with learning disabilities face daily exclusion and inequal-
ity, with evidence demonstrating higher risk of abuse, discrimination, isola-
tion, loneliness, unemployment and long-term mental health conditions
(Cooper et al., 2015; Emerson and Baines, 2011; Malli et al., 2018;
Wiseman and Watson, 2021). In 2008, the Joint Committee on Human
Rights presented the UK government with a striking report on the human
rights violations experienced by people with learning disabilities, resulting
from the neglect of government policy towards their health and social care,
in such a way to dehumanise them and create a system that allows abuse, dis-
crimination and indifference, perpetuating a life of isolation, poverty and
social exclusion (Joint Committee on Human Rights, 2008). The report high-
lighted the failure of government and public authorities to improve the lives of
people with learning disabilities, stemming from limited understanding,
funding and commitment to human rights. Further, in 2016, an inquiry
from the United Nations Committee on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities concluded that since 2010 UK Government policies had resulted
in ‘grave and systematic’ violations on the rights of disabled people, including
concern on evident negative attitudes and discrimination towards people with
learning disabilities, high suicide rates among this population, limited
employment opportunities for people with learning disabilities, and cases in
which no attempt was made to resuscitate people with learning disabilities
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(Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 2016). Despite these
damning reports, people with learning disabilities remain one of the most
excluded groups in the UK.

The COVID-19 pandemic has presented a unique situation, in which the
disadvantages and inequalities experienced by people with learning disabilities
have been amplified and brought to the public’s eye. In the early stages of the
pandemic, attempts to curtail the spread of the virus meant that many of their
support systems had to stop, as the country tried to minimise transmission.
Large numbers of people with learning disabilities require multiple and inter-
secting forms of support across employment, education and wellbeing, and
many have complex and additional needs, requiring social care support at
home or day services. Most of these services closed in March 2020, with
many still not fully open towards the end of 2021. With these closures and
the disproportionate impact of the virus, people with learning disabilities
found themselves at risk and without formalised support (Flynn and
Hatton, 2021; Shakespeare et al., 2021; Pearson et al., 2022). Evidence
from the first wave of the pandemic found people with learning disabilities
socially isolated and worried about lost support, lost routine, and decreased
health and wellbeing (Flynn et al., 2021).

Through longitudinal qualitative research with disabled people in
England and Scotland, we sought to further understand the experiences of
people with learning disabilities and their families during the pandemic,
including responses from national government, local authorities and social
care providers. Before presenting our findings, we explore the ideas of
Martha Fineman and others to discuss the concept of vulnerability among
people with learning disabilities, both during and before this pandemic.

Learning disability, vulnerability and COVID-19

Much of the debate on high mortality and morbidity from COVID-19 among
people with learning disabilities has focused on vulnerability, and in particu-
lar, clinical vulnerability to the virus. Courtney and Cooper (2021), in an edi-
torial in the British Medical Journal, drew together evidence from a range of
studies to point to what they described as the ‘extreme vulnerability’ of this
group to COVID-19 (Courtenay and Cooper, 2021). They argued that
people with learning disabilities often have high levels of co-morbidity,
many of which make them more clinically susceptible to COVID-19 and its
effects. They also highlighted high levels of prejudice and discrimination
within healthcare; for example, the way in which people with learning disabil-
ities were disadvantaged in vaccine programmes.

In a rejoinder to this editorial, Hatton (2021) warned against and chal-
lenged the systemic use of the word ‘vulnerable’ in relation to people with
learning disabilities and COVID-19. He argued that describing people with
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learning disabilities as vulnerable to the virus ‘locates the disproportionate risk
of death from Covid 19 (and before Covid 19 too) as a property of individual
people with learning disabilities. This not only removes agency from over a
million UK citizens, but also can serve to remove any sense of urgency or
even responsibility to see these inequalities for the injustices they are and to
do something about them that matches the scale of the injustice.’ (Hatton,
2021).

According to Hatton, the work cited in Courtney and Cooper’s editorial
focused not on clinical vulnerability, but on the way that society treats people
with learning disabilities. It is this treatment, he argues, that makes people
with learning disabilities ‘vulnerable’. Hatton cites, as examples, the
limited support received from health and social care during the pandemic,
the discrimination of healthcare practitioners, and the living arrangements
of people with learning disabilities, with large numbers placed in congregate
settings, a hotspot for virus transmission. It is these social influences that have
created the health inequalities experienced by people with learning disabilities
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Hatton expresses the concerns of many dis-
ability theorists around the use of the term vulnerability, who argue that the
concept may construct those deemed vulnerable as less able, less competent
and more prone to harm (Scully, 2014).

Grear (2006) and Turner (2021) argue that all human beings are corpor-
eally vulnerable, resulting not just from human embodied frailties, but
through structural processes and institutions that produce social vulnerabil-
ities (Grear, 2006; Turner, 2021). Further, Andorno (2016) defines ‘vulner-
ability’ as the ways in which some groups (in particular disabled people) are
likely to experience greater harms due to their identities (Andorno, 2016).
From Andorno’s perspective, the purpose of understanding particular
groups as vulnerable is not to construct those groups as inherently vulnerable,
but rather to ensure greater protections and rights from state violence, discrim-
ination and oppression. As such, vulnerabilisation can be understood as a social
process and outcome of marginalisation, rather than being relegated to bio-
medical spheres and individual impairments.

We can further point to these social processes of vulnerabilisation through
the work of Martha Fineman (2008) and the way she has deconstructed vul-
nerability to create what she termed the ‘Vulnerability Paradigm’
(Fineman, 2008). Fineman argues that focusing on acts of discrimination
alone is too narrow; it produces an analysis of a particular action or moment
of harm that privileges the individual and there is a danger that the ‘historical,
systemic and institutional structures that surround that moment’ remain
unexplored (Fineman, 2015). Equality has traditionally focused on fighting
forms of discrimination with regards to race, gender, religion, etc. by provid-
ing the same treatment to all, in what Fineman has called the ‘equal protection
doctrine’. Fineman argues that this understanding of equality is inadequate

S c h e r e r e t a l . 5



(Fineman, 2008). By highlighting individuals and individual actions it fails to
address the impact of economic and social disadvantage on wellbeing. The
equal protection doctrine does not challenge the underlying structures and
practices. This is particularly harmful when applied to disability. Instead,
Fineman calls for an approach that takes account of the context and structures
that surround and create harm. Fineman argues that this is best achieved by
focusing on differences rather than equality, by understanding the way in
which different subjects are constructed in political and legal discourse. In
recent years, Fineman’s concepts have been increasingly applied to disability
and learning disabilities (Clough, 2017; Heikkilä et al., 2020; Scully, 2014;
Snipstad, 2021).

Fineman’s approach starts from the basis that all people share common
characteristics but that there are differences between them (Fineman, 2004).
According to Fineman, we are all vulnerable; it is, she argues, part of the uni-
versal human condition. We are all susceptible to change and physical or social
harm. Vulnerabilities are then embodied and embedded (Fineman, 2015;
Fineman, 2017). Embodied differences are those that arise from biology,
development, social relations or conventions. These include identity categor-
ies, such as ethnicity, gender and disability, and the way in which these
have been constructed to create hierarchies and bias. People with learning dis-
abilities are often excluded because they have been marked as incapable, infer-
ior, weak or dangerous, for example. This exclusion is not universal; it is
socially imposed, contingent and can take many forms (Scully, 2014).
Vulnerabilities are also embedded in ‘social relationships and within societal
institutions’ (Fineman, 2015). These economic, social, cultural and institu-
tional relationships create embedded differences and it is these, Fineman
argues, that shape our lives and create vulnerability. Emphasis is placed not
on the individual, but on the structural, societal or institutional failings
that cause vulnerability. People with learning disabilities are thus made vulner-
able through social systems that exclude, actively harm and invisibilise, to
render them devalued in everyday communities. These combine with and
reinforce embodied vulnerabilities.

We have used Fineman’s vulnerability paradigm as an overarching
concept to explore the experiences of people with learning disabilities. In
our analysis we have aimed to locate the experiences of people with learning
disabilities during COVID-19 within the structures and practices that have
rendered them vulnerable, placing them at greater risk.

Methods

The findings presented here are drawn from a subset of data collected as part of
a longitudinal qualitative study into the experiences of disabled people in
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England and Scotland. In this larger study, we conducted semi-structured,
in-depth interviews with 71 disabled people and 31 key informants from dis-
ability support organisations across England and Scotland (Shakespeare et al.,
2021). Two rounds of interview were held with this group of participants and
key informants in June–August 2020, during the first wave of the pandemic,
and February–April 2021, towards the end of the second. Of the 71 partici-
pants in the larger study, 24 were people with learning disabilities, caregivers
or proxy respondents, from which the findings of this article are drawn.

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Research Ethics
Committee at the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine (Ref:
21878).

Participants

Participants were recruited through Disabled People’s Organisations (DPOs)
and other third sector organisations, via online advertisements and mail-outs.
Participants were purposively selected, in order to maximise variation in line
with Patton’s sampling strategy, based on impairment (e.g. physical, sensory,
intellectual), gender, age and geographic location (Patton, 1990).

Of the 71 disabled participants interviewed, 13 were adults with learning
disabilities, six caregivers and proxy respondents of adults with learning dis-
abilities, and five caregivers of children with learning disabilities. In total,
24 participants with learning disabilities were included (Table 1), along
with 31 key informants based in organisations of and for disabled people.

Data collection

The interview guide was developed by the research team and adapted itera-
tively in response to participants’ engagement in the first interviews.
Questions explored the experiences of disabled people and their caregivers
during the pandemic across key life areas including work, education,
leisure, social care, health and the government pandemic response. The key
informant interview guide included similar topics of relevance to the experi-
ences of disabled people, but also focused on organisational and sector
response, including changes in the organisation’s work and member
support, collaboration with government and other third sector organisations,
and challenges in service provision.

Inclusive research

Social distancing measures were in place in the UK at the time of each inter-
view and we adjusted research practices to maintain inclusivity (Walmsley and
Johnson, 2004). Participants were provided the information sheet and consent
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form in easier to read formats during recruitment and were invited to inter-
view via telephone, Zoom or email, depending on their preference. People
with learning disabilities are a digitally excluded group and we worked
with third sector organisations to recruit those without immediate access to
online technology, ensuring their inclusion. For those that found telephone,
Zoom or similar online communication technology inaccessible, we offered
response via email or proxy. We encouraged participants to have a supporter
present for the interview if helpful to them. Some interviews were conducted
with a caregiver and self-advocate together. We also invited participants to
speak with us a day or two before the scheduled interview, providing an oppor-
tunity to familiarise themselves with the online technology, to ask questions
about the process and to get comfortable with the research team.
Researchers used Easy Read materials to support the informed consent proce-
dures. The methods used and described were trialled across six interviews and
adapted in response to participant feedback. Each interview lasted between
30–60 min. All participants received a £20 voucher for taking part and access-
ible research summaries have since been provided to all.

Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Variable Number (%)

Participant
Direct 13 (54%)
Proxy (caregiver) 11 (46%)
Location
England 8 (33%)
Scotland 16 (77%)
Age
<18 3 (13%)
18–65 20 (83%)
>65 1 (4%)
Gender
Female 13 (54%)
Male 11 (46%)
Living arrangement before COVID-19
Own home 6 (25%)
Family home 13 (54%)
Residential care 5 (21%)
Total 24 (100%)
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Data analysis

Interviews were transcribed verbatim, anonymised and stored on a secure
server. Each transcript was coded in NVivo 12. The research team developed
an initial coding frame and adapted this as needed throughout the analysis
using mechanisms of reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006).
The teams at the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine and the
University of Glasgow cross-reviewed eight transcripts in the early stages of
analysis to ensure consistent coding. During the analysis, themes were identi-
fied, reviewed and refined by the research team. Participant narratives and
quotes are presented in this paper and have been anonymised through use of
pseudonyms. Quotes are from people with learning disabilities, unless other-
wise stated. The round of interview from which a quote is derived is noted by
T1 (first round) and T2 (second round).

Findings

Findings emerged across four key themes. First, we explore the limited inclu-
sion of people with learning disabilities in pandemic response strategies.
Second, we examine how the suspension and removal of social care impacted
on people with learning disabilities and their families. Third, we discuss the
impact of the pandemic on people’s everyday routines, which left many iso-
lated. Finally, we explore the initial lack of vaccine support for people with
learning disabilities and the fight for prioritisation.

Afterthought, lack of thought or no thought

From the outset of the pandemic, respondents described how people with
learning disabilities were rarely considered in the national response. They
felt invisible and ignored.

When I watched them [news briefings] with mum I never once heard the word
learning disability. We were completely forgotten about.

((voice breaking and close to crying)) Do they ever think about people like us?
When they mention the word ‘shielding’, you think about the elderly, the vul-
nerable. Aren’t we vulnerable? They’re not the only ones shielding. We’re
missing out on our social care and our healthcare because of the coronavirus,
because of shielding. But could they care less? No. Do they care? No.
(Kelly, England, T1)
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Government neglect was experienced not just in the early stages when the
response could perhaps be expected to be uncertain, but throughout.

I think we’ve just been pushed underneath the carpet, because I don’t think the
government give a damn. As long as they’re okay and they’ve got their wage
packet, they don’t give a – excuse my language here – they don’t give a toss.
(Sally, Scotland, T2)

Policy focus was given to hospitals and it is clear from our data that people
with learning disabilities were not considered a priority. At the root of this
problem was neglect and limited understanding on both their needs and
the way that they live their lives. This was seen among both national and
local actors.

I inveigled myself into a meeting of [Local Authority senior management] quite
recently and I was just fascinated about how little they knew about people with
learning disabilities and how little they knew about people in their communities
who had learning disabilities.
(CEO, national learning disability organisation, Scotland, T2)

This lack of engagement and understanding is illustrated by the failure to
provide information and guidance to people with learning disabilities in mul-
tiple and accessible formats.

Poppy: The government should give more information, that’s what I think. They
should give more information. They should get more information and I think
they should explain it more to people with learning disabilities, ‘cause some
people don’t understand what they’re saying.

Basil: No, that is the problem, isn’t it?

Poppy: That’s what they should’ve… that’s what they should have done. ‘Cause
I’ve found out that their words, that they’re using big words, not little words.
They don’t break it down. (Poppy and Basil, England, T1)

As the pandemic progressed, there were attempts by governments to provide
information in Easy Read format, but these were often only available online,
making it difficult for digitally excluded people with learning disabilities to
access. Inaccessible information resulted in misunderstanding and increased
fear and anxiety, creating and deepening risk. Third sector organisations
stepped in to provide accessible materials on the virus, with examples pro-
duced by Beyond Words and the Scottish Consortium for Learning
Disabilities. Third sector organisations also hosted COVID-19 information
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sessions on Zoom and helped people with learning disabilities access the
regular government briefings and other news stories.

Insufficient government consideration on the needs of people with learn-
ing disabilities impacted on the quality of care and support they received and
it is to this we now turn.

Dissolution of care and support

At the start of the pandemic, many people with learning disabilities saw their
social care services and packages cut. Often social care was removed overnight
and with very little warning.

[name of provider], who provide most of Maurice’s care, phoned me up and said:

‘Obviously this virus is getting more serious, so we’ve had to prioritise the
support we provide, and in two days, Maurice’s care will be ceasing altogether,
and it’s over to you. You need to now cover all of it.’

So as you can imagine, that was a surprise.
(Pearson et al., 2022) (Abby, sister of Maurice, Scotland, T1)

For the majority of our participants, support packages were cut, with no further
word from providers as the pandemic progressed. Where social workers and
others did get in touch, it was often cursory and had little effect. Some told
us, for example, that the only contact they received was related to their
annual review. This was seen by many as very poorly timed and insensitive,
after no contact for months.

The day centre called me maybe about a month ago to say it was time for his review
and could they perhaps come round to do it in the garden? And I said: ‘Are you
having a laugh here? You haven’t seen him for five months. What is there to
review?’. And they said that: ‘We have to do it, we’ve got paperwork to do’.
And I said: ‘No, I’m sorry, it’s just a tick box exercise’. (Kris, mother of Jim,
Scotland, T1)

Although the governments talked often about increased payments for unpaid
family carers, our respondents reported little additional funding being made
available in practice, even at the second-round of interviews in 2021. In
fact, many families were asked to continue paying for support, despite
support being withdrawn.

The first wave of activity and the first wave of calls we received from families were
about the withdrawal of social care support. In one or two instances we had a
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situation where some very well-known social care providers, who also are char-
ities, not only withdrew support but asked the families to continue paying for
support. Along the lines of saying to them: ‘Well we need to keep your space
open for your son or daughter so it would be better if you kept paying’. And
these weren’t isolated incidents, these were coming from a number of families
across Scotland. (CEO, national learning disability organisation, Scotland, T2)

People also received little or no guidance from the government or local
authority on how they could get support in their home, or how they could
make that support COVID secure. We were told of occasions where staff
who normally worked with people with learning disabilities were transferred
to work in the care of older people. As the Care Manager of a service in
Scotland told us, her service provided support to 50 people with learning dis-
abilities before the pandemic. At the time of interview in June 2020, they sup-
ported only 14 people. The rest were left unsupported.

This shift of care staff meant a lack of consistency in the delivery of care.
Where support was provided, the workers were often changed at short notice,
putting people with learning disabilities at increased risk. Participants had to
develop their own guidelines and procedures on COVID-19 measures in their
home, and in many cases, the provision of personal protective equipment
(PPE) for staff in the domiciliary sector was hard to source. It was also, for
some, hard to persuade staff to wear PPE, and unlike in care homes and hospitals,
it does not appear that guidelines were provided for domiciliary care staff. If they
were, they were not well disseminated and there was limited accountability.

Participants often had to fight with local authorities to restart their
support packages and some of our participants had still not seen these rein-
stated by early 2021. Throughout the pandemic, there was an expectation
from governments, local authorities and service providers that families
would be able to revert to becoming chief providers of care. For many
family members this produced stress, burnout and mental health concerns,
as they tried to juggle 24/7 care, with no support or respite. One mother
told us of how she was accidentally copied into the minutes of a social care pro-
vider, who had discussed her request for short break care. They were going to
refuse, as they believed she, as a mother, needed to be doing more. All of this
despite her caring for her son 24/7 for five months, without a break.

It made me understand that there was a complete lack of awareness of caring for
someone in your own home in a national lockdown, 24 hours 7 days a week and
not even being able to go out to work. That’s unforgiveable. (Donna, mother of
Ryan, England, T2)

Most participants expressed grave concern that cuts to social care packages
would continue once the pandemic was over, as families had effectively
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‘proven’ that they could undertake the role of the state, despite substantial
socio-economic impact and impact on wellbeing.

I feel as well that both social and healthcare services have a very limited – I’m
going to use limited – understanding of what challenges people with learning
disabilities have. I think they feel that it’s like people with disabilities are
making special demands… wanting special treatment. But actually that’s not
really it, they just want the same outcomes as other people. They just want to
live their lives.
(Abby, sister of Maurice, Scotland, T2)

Ultimately, participants felt abandoned. They were asked to fend for
themselves and often without the proper means. Providers were rarely in
touch, despite payment for support frequently remaining in place. In their
joint interview Kris, the mother of Jim, a 30-year-old man with learning dis-
abilities who lived with her, told us how, even by March 2021, nobody had
been in touch with them:

I’ve never been asked the question if it’s okay, if we’re doing okay… Nobody
called me to see if I was managing without respite for a year, so from that
point of view, I wouldn’t say that the local authority had looked after us. I
think it’s been a case of, if we were in crisis, they would expect that we would
get in touch, and because we haven’t, they’re assuming everything’s alright.
(Kris, mother of Jim, Scotland, T2)

Participants told us one of the major issues throughout the pandemic was the
lack of consultation with them and their families from government, local
authorities and social care services about their social care needs, with most
having to react as best they could to a top-down approach, which resulted
in withdrawn and inadequate provision.

Disrupted routines

The suspension of services and support disrupted daily routines. Of course,
everyone’s normal routines were disrupted during the pandemic, but the
impact of closures on the lives of people with learning disabilities was pro-
found. For many of our participants, activities such as drama groups and
book clubs provided structure, routine, and security, in otherwise precarious
and isolated lives. Day services also acted as platforms to socialise, and many
reported missing their friends and connections regularly seen at these settings.
With these closed during the pandemic, many participants felt isolated and
lonely, with a sense of loss and worthlessness. Some felt they had lost their
independence, and now relied too much on family.
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I also feel my independence has gone, due to now I am always with my parents or
if we go out they are always supporting me but I’m not having my independence.
Before I was out on my own and using public transport.

Also my freedom of choice is reduced as less opportunities to choose that are of
interest to me.

Now I am transported by cars all of the time by my parents. It’s very hard as they
changed daily depending on how I am coping.

I often feel sad no clubs and hobbies are available yet.
(Frances, Scotland, T2)

These feelings of isolation and lost independence led some to show increased
instances of distress; for example, through challenging behaviours, including
violence towards themselves and family members.

That was really hard, you know, people were saying that they felt they had lost
their children, that their child now was so low in mood and, you know, lethargic,
not carrying out activities. Self-injurious behaviours, communicating in adverse
ways, had put on weight, lost skills, not able to do the things that they used to be
able to do. And a couple of families saying: ‘I don’t know whether I’ll ever have
my son back again’. Oh, I mean, honestly it was enough to bring you to tears
really. (CEO, national learning disability organisation, Scotland, T2)

Many expressed concern that without the stimulation provided by these ser-
vices, including the social interaction central to activities, they would lose
hard fought life skills. Caregivers were concerned that they could not
provide as stimulating an environment or the variety of experiences as these
services and as a consequence were seeing their loved ones regress.

It’s a real concern to, well, most of us, that it might just never reopen, and that
has been suggested as a possible case scenario. That is a real worry, because as I
was saying earlier, Lucy’s health and wellbeing have been impacted on,
because she hasn’t been able to go to her day service. She needs to be out and
about, she needs to be doing, she needs more challenge than she gets from just
staying in the house all the time. (Priscilla, mother of Lucy, Scotland, T2)

With the cycle of routine broken, many were less stimulated and expressed
anxiety about being able to return to their pre-pandemic routine. As the pan-
demic progressed, the strains and demands of lockdown started to deepen.
Mental health support was, however, severely disrupted. It was removed for
many, or was offered only online, inaccessible to many people with learning
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disabilities. One mother in England asked for mental health support from
Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS) in March 2020, at
the start of lockdown, but she did not receive a response until October
2020, with services offered only by Zoom, which was inaccessible to her
son. They asked for reasonable accommodation but were told this was not pos-
sible. She paid £2000 for private mental health care instead and her son has
shown substantial improvements in his wellbeing. Private mental health
support is only available to a small minority of the general and learning dis-
ability population, however.

Again, third sector organisations stepped in with online activities when ser-
vices closed, including online book clubs, cooking courses and quizzes, as well as
mental health support lines, which were all received very positively by our par-
ticipants. To overcome digital exclusion, third sector organisations provided
training on how to use Zoom and some were able to provide digital tablets
and laptops to those in need. That said, we were told that many people with
learning disabilities remained digitally excluded throughout the pandemic.

At the second round of interviews, some had begun to see their day ser-
vices and other activities resume at reduced hours, and after a few ‘teething’
issues on return, some had seen a boost to their mental wellbeing.

They were really supportive within the parameters they could work in, which for a
long time was no access to the day centre whatsoever, which was hellish for my
brother. And they’ve gone back to two days a week. So, he has some access then,
which has given him a bit of a routine and a bit of a sense of purpose, and his
mental health has levelled out a bit. So that’s helpful. (Alice, sister of Michael,
Scotland, T2)

As well as social care, health management routines were also severely impacted
during the pandemic. Routine health checks were suspended or delayed with
consequences to the everyday health of participants. Day centre closure contrib-
uted to reduced mobility and physical health, with many of the participants
missing out on organised activities, such as swimming. There were further con-
cerns from participants with regards to foot care, dental care and diet manage-
ment. Participants described how the pandemic had adversely affected the
management of their epilepsy and control of their diabetes, for example.

Delayed vaccine priority

There was also concern expressed with regards to the vaccine and protection
from COVID-19. For months, people with learning disabilities were
ignored for vaccine priority, despite early evidence that they had a high-risk
of morbidity and mortality from the disease (Mahase, 2021; Public Health
England, 2020). Self-advocates, families and third sector organisations had
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to fight for priority status in the vaccination programme, with a number of
coordinated campaigns directed towards the government.

I have a simple example of that when I was – I’m not sure I was lobbying – but I
was in a meeting with the Scottish Government’s lead for vaccination… I said:
‘So what I’m actually trying to help with here is the efficacy of your administra-
tion of your vaccination programme’. And the response I got was: ‘that would be
taking somebody else’s vaccine’. And I thought, you’re not even listening to the
argument, you’re not even engaging with me on this. It’s similar to that [previ-
ous] response: ‘but there’s only 8000 of them’ [people with Down Syndrome].
The human rights of people with learning disabilities have been absolutely
trampled on. (CEO, national learning disability organisation, Scotland, T2)

Only after a media storm, brought into the public’s view by well-known rela-
tives of people with learning disabilities, such as Ian Rankin and Jo Wiley,
were people with learning disabilities eventually given priority. For many of
our participants, their vaccination was a good experience. However, for
others, there were issues. The vaccination programme prioritised people
with learning disabilities registered with a GP, but people with learning dis-
abilities frequently fall through the net and they are less visible to health ser-
vices (Buszewicz et al., 2014). Many of our participants were not invited for
the vaccine because they were not registered as having learning disabilities.
Many had to contact their GP themselves to arrange their vaccine and many
expressed confusion with the system and the eligibility criteria.

For others who received the vaccine, the experience itself was a challenge.
Although people with learning disabilities had been placed in the priority
group, there were often no accommodations made at vaccination centres.
Information on the vaccine process was not provided in an accessible format,
and often those administering had no experience working with a person
with additional needs. Donna told us how her son Ryan refused the vaccine
because there were no accommodations made. She asked for support from a
learning disability nurse, Easy Read materials, a private space and a longer
appointment. These were denied.

It’s the same – there’s no facility. It’s a backhanded compliment, saying all these
people with autism or learning disability can go and have their vaccine, but they’re
not going to take it up if they can’t access it. It’s so cruel really. There would be
uproar, wouldn’t there, with no wheelchair access to a building for vaccination. But
it’s exactly the same - accessibility. (Donna, mother of Ryan, England, T2)

Inaccessible vaccine procedures and delayed prioritisation increased vulner-
ability to the virus. Uptake of vaccinations by people with learning disabilities
has been historically low (flu vaccine uptake was just 58% in 2019 to 2020)
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and the findings of our study reinforce the need for inclusive, targeted pro-
grammes (Public Health England, 2021).

Discussion

Our findings leave no doubt that the pandemic and the measures introduced to
stop the spread of the virus had a significant impact on the lives and wellbeing
of people with learning disabilities in England and Scotland. Government
action (and inaction) exposed people with learning disabilities to risk and to
harm. The pandemic revealed how poorly their needs are understood and
how rarely people with learning disabilities are considered in policy planning.

Based on these findings, this paper has explored how people with learning
disabilities have been made vulnerable during the COVID-19 pandemic.
These vulnerabilities are both embodied, in that they are underpinned by
greater risk of morbidity and mortality, and also embedded in social processes
and practices. Vulnerabilities are produced not just because of people with
learning disabilities’ increased risk of acquiring and dying from the virus,
but also because of inappropriate, inadequate and discriminatory social struc-
tures, and the processes and practices that they are embedded within. As Scully
(2014) argues, vulnerabilities associated with an impairment can be ‘amplified
through structural and institutional processes that distribute unequally the
resources that people might use to shield themselves and foster resilience
against the impact of disability’ (Scully, 2014). Our findings demonstrate
the social production of vulnerability experienced by people with learning
disabilities.

People with learning disabilities in England and Scotland were, initially
at least, abandoned in the Westminster and Scottish governments’ response to
the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic exposed the limited understanding
and neglect of governments and other statutory agencies of the needs and lives
of people with learning disabilities and their families. While the marginalisa-
tion of people with learning disabilities is not new, they have, in this pan-
demic, faced the same crisis in a new form. To date, almost all of the
official dialogue surrounding people with learning disabilities and
COVID-19 has focused on their clinical vulnerability to the virus, largely
ignoring the social and cultural practices that have placed them at increased
risk. As we look back over the course of the pandemic and our longitudinal
data, we see a focus from government on the biomedical, with little consider-
ation for social dimensions and the impact these have on health and wellbeing.

Our findings suggest that the marginalisation and vulnerabilisation of
people with learning disabilities has been the result of government action,
or rather, inaction, entrenching pre-existing inequitable social structures
(Fineman, 2008; Hatton, 2021). The removal of social care during
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COVID-19 presents the clearest of example of this. Throughout the pandemic,
social care was seen as secondary to health care; disabled people’s social care
needs were neglected and restricted by the UK and Scottish governments
(Pearson et al., 2022; Shakespeare et al., 2021). In a 2020 analysis of national
government policy response during the first wave of the pandemic, the Health
Foundation concluded that government support for social care came too late
and faced widespread implementation problems (Dunn et al., 2020). This
led to limited protection and support for people using adult social care,
increasing unmet need for social care (Dunn et al., 2020). Removing care
increased demands on people with learning disabilities and their families at
a time when support was most needed, causing stress, isolation, anxiety and
fear. This neglect came after years of austerity-imposed erosion in social
care, which was, as noted by the Health Foundation, ‘underfunded, under-
staffed, undervalued and at risk of collapse’, prior to the pandemic (Dunn
et al., 2020). This neglected social care, both before and during the pandemic,
has deepened legacies of exclusion and disregard for the health, wellbeing and
rights of people with learning disabilities (Glasby and Needham, 2020;
Martinelli, 2017; Pearson et al., 2022). Further, inaccessible COVID-19 infor-
mation, delayed vaccination priority, and limited care guidance for families
and providers all increased vulnerabilities experienced by people with learning
disabilities, impacting their wellbeing and quality of life. Our findings are
consistent with other evidence generated during the pandemic; government
inaction and indifference exacerbated the pre-existing vulnerabilities of
people with learning disabilities during the pandemic, whilst producing
new precarities, putting their lives and wellbeing at risk (Flynn et al.,
2021; Armstrong and Pickering, 2020).

In September 2021, the UK government announced plans to review strat-
egies, policies and funding for health and social care in England. In Scotland,
the Feeley Review into Adult Social Care is currently under consultation
(Scottish Government, 2021). If they are to have the necessary impact, these
reviews must transform the existing chronically underfunded system, rather
than prop up that which already exists (Pearson et al., 2022). Governments
must also prioritise areas that contribute to wider health inequalities experi-
enced by people with learning disabilities. Emerson and Hatton have identi-
fied causes of health inequalities for people with learning disabilities, from
which the government must learn and act (Emerson and Hatton, 2014).
Key amongst these are the social determinants of health, which include
social factors such as socioeconomic disadvantage, inadequate housing, dis-
crimination, isolation, exclusion and violence. These are central to
Fineman’s model of vulnerability, and have played a key role in creating
the disadvantages experienced by people with learning disabilities during
the pandemic.
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Entwined in this process of transformation is the need for governments to
work in co-production and partnership with people with learning disabilities
and their families. In part, the failure to account for people with learning dis-
abilities during the pandemic arose because of limited consultation when plan-
ning the response, resulting in abrupt and inappropriate actions. Not only did
the policies not meet the needs of this group, they served to amplify their dis-
advantage. People with learning disabilities were placed at increased risk
because governments failed to work in partnership with them, their families
and DPOs. Such engagement would have been relatively easy; there are
large numbers of DPOs and other third sector organisations that could have
acted as proxies at the start of the pandemic. As we discussed in an earlier
article, these non-statutory agencies played a central role in covering the
inaction of central government (Shakespeare et al., 2021; Cullingworth
et al., 2021). DPOs across England and Scotland have called for increased
funding, support and responsibility going forwards, and there must be recog-
nition of the value they play in helping disabled people access their rights
(Inclusion London, 2020; Glasgow Disability Alliance, 2020; Inclusion
Scotland, 2020; Greater Manchester Disabled People’s Panel, 2020).

Over the last two decades, governments across the UK have received evi-
dence, reports and advocacy on the systematic inequalities experienced by
people with learning disabilities, stemming from limited understanding,
neglect and indifference (Health and Social Care Committee, 2021; Joint
Committee on Human Rights, 2008; Mencap, 2007; Scior and Werner,
2015; Simmonds et al., 2018). They have had a long time to act, but have
shown little willingness to do so. In December 2021, the UK Government
published a follow-up report to the 2016 inquiry by the United Nations
Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, covering actions in
2020 and 2021 taken in line with United Nations recommendations for
welfare reform, accessible information and consultation (Department for
Work and Pensions, 2021). The UK Government’s reported actions to
these recommendations do not, however, reflect the information told to us
by people with learning disabilities and their families, and as seen in numer-
ous pieces of research conducted during COVID-19. Independent inquiry,
review and accountability continue to be needed to ensure that governments
in the UK transform the health and social landscape into one that empowers
people with learning disabilities to reduce health inequalities, vulnerabilities
and help them to reach their potential.

In our analysis and by employing Fineman’s vulnerability paradigm we
have shown how the response of the governments has increased risk and vul-
nerabilised people with learning disabilities, exacerbating existing vulnerabil-
ities and imposing new. Given this, it is not surprising that people with
learning disabilities have suffered poor health outcomes and wellbeing
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during the COVID-19 pandemic. These inequalities are not new and urgent
reform is needed; for people with learning disabilities, returning to the status
quo is not an option. Governments must work in partnership with people with
learning disabilities, families and disability organisations to build back a
better and fairer society, addressing the challenges that contribute to poorer
health, wellbeing and quality of life. In order to understand and respond to
the harms that people with learning disabilities have experienced throughout
the COVID-19 pandemic, we need to pay attention to the ways in which they
are made vulnerable, the processes involved in making them vulnerable and
the consequences on their lives.

Acknowledgements

Firstly, we thank the study participants who generously gave their time to take
part in the study. Thank you also to Nicola Burns and Veronika Reichenberger
for supporting the research and dissemination.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This work was sup-
ported by UK Research and Innovation (grant number ES/V004069/1).

References

Andorno R (2016) Is vulnerability the foundation of human rights? In: Masferrer A
and García-Sánchez E (eds) Human Dignity of the Vulnerable in the Age of Rights:
Interdisciplinary Perspectives. Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp. 257–
272.

Armstrong S and Pickering L (2020) Left Out and Locked Down. Glasgow: University of
Glasgow.

Baksh RA, Pape SE, Smith J, et al. (2021) Understanding inequalities in COVID-19
outcomes following hospital admission for people with intellectual disability
compared to the general population: A matched cohort study in the UK. BMJ
Open 11(10): e052482.

Braun V and Clarke V (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology 3(2): 77–101.

Buonaguro EF and Bertelli MO (2021) COVID-19 and intellectual disability/autism
spectrum disorder with high and very high support needs: Issues of physical and
mental vulnerability. Advances in Mental Health and Intellectual Disabilities 15(1):
8–19.

20 C r i t i c a l S o c i a l P o l i c y 0(0)



Buszewicz M, Welch C, Horsfall L, et al. (2014) Assessment of an incentivised scheme
to provide annual health checks in primary care for adults with intellectual dis-
ability: A longitudinal cohort study. The Lancet Psychiatry 1(7): 522–530.

Clough B (2017) Disability and vulnerability: Challenging the capacity/incapacity
binary. Social Policy and Society 16(3): 469–481.

Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2016) Inquiry concerning the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland carried out by the
Committee under article 6 of the Optional Protocol to the Convention.
Geneva: United Nations Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

Cooper SA, McLean G, Guthrie B, et al. (2015) Multiple physical and mental health
comorbidity in adults with intellectual disabilities: Population-based cross-
sectional analysis. BMC Family Practice 16: 110.

Courtenay K and Cooper V (2021) COVID 19: People with learning disabilities are
highly vulnerable. BMJ 374: n1701.

Cullingworth J, Waston N and Shakespeare T. (2021) ‘They Have Been a Saving
Grace’ - The Role of the Third Sector in Disabled People’s Experiences of
COVID-19 and Implications for Third Sector-State Relations. In: 2021
Voluntary Sector and Volunteering Research Conference, Birmingham, UK,
6–7 Sept 2021. Birmingham: Voluntary Sector Studies Network.

Department for Work and Pensions (2021) UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities 2016 Inquiry – UK 2021 Follow-up Report. London: UK Government.

Dunn P, Allen L, Humphries R, et al. (2020) Adult Social Care and COVID-19:
Assessing the Policy Response in England so far. London: Health Foundation.

Embregts PJCM, van den Bogaard KJHM, Frielink N, et al. (2020) A thematic
analysis into the experiences of people with a mild intellectual disability
during the COVID-19 lockdown period. International Journal of Developmental
Disabilities. Epub ahead of print 05 October 2020. DOI:10.1080/
20473869.2020.1827214.

Emerson E and Baines S (2011) Health inequalities & people with learning disabilities
in the UK. Tizard Learning Disability Review 16: 42–48.

Emerson E and Hatton C (2014) Health Inequalities and People with Intellectual
Disabilities. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Fineman M (2004) The Autonomy Myth: A Theory of Dependency. New York, NY: The
New Press.

Fineman M (2008) The vulnerable subject: Anchoring equality in the human condi-
tion. Yale Journal of Law & Feminism 20(1): 8–40.

Fineman M (2015) Equality and difference - the restrained state. Alabama Law Review
66(3): 609–626.

Fineman M (2017) Vulnerability and inevitable inequality. Oslo Law Review 4(3):
133–149.

Flynn S, Bailey T, Hastings R, et al. (2021) Coronavirus and People with Learning
Disabilities Study Wave 1 Results: March 2021 (Full Report). Coventry:
University of Warwick.

S c h e r e r e t a l . 21



Flynn S and Hatton C (2021) Health and social care access for adults with learning
disabilities across the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. Tizard
Learning Disability Review 26(3): 174–179.

Glasby J and Needham C (2020) The neglect of adult social care during COVID-19.
BMJ 370: m3103.

Glasgow Disability Alliance (2020) Supercharged: A Human Catastrophe. Inequalities,
Participation and Human Rights Before, During and Beyond COVID19. Glasgow:
GDA.

Grear A (2006) Human rights – human bodies? Some reflections on corporate human
rights distortion, the legal subject, embodiment and human rights theory. Law
and Critique 17(2): 171–199.

Greater Manchester Disabled People’s Panel (2020)GM Big Disability Survey Covid-19
Report. Manchester: GMDPP.

Hatton C (2021) COVID 19: People with learning disabilities are highly vulnerable;
rapid response: People with learning disabilities and COVID 19 - vulnerability.
BMJ 374: n1701.

Health and Social Care Committee (2021) The Treatment of Autistic People and People
with Learning Disabilities. London: United Kingdom Parliament.

Heikkilä M, Katsui H and Mustaniemi-Laakso M (2020) Disability and vulnerability:
A human rights reading of the responsive state. The International Journal of Human
Rights 24(8): 1180–1200.

Henderson A, Fleming M, Cooper S-A, et al. (2021) COVID-19 infection and out-
comes in a population-based cohort of 17,173 adults with intellectual disabilities
compared with the general population. Journal of Epidemiology and Community
Health 76(6): 550–555.

Inclusion London (2020) Abandoned, Forgotten and Ignored. London: Inclusion London.
Inclusion Scotland (2020) Rights at Risk: Covid-19, Disabled People and Emergency

Planning in Scotland. Edinburgh: Inclusion Scotland.
Joint Committee on Human Rights (2008) A Life Like Any Other? Human Rights of

Adults with Learning Disabilities. London: United Kingdom Parliament.
LeDeR Programme (2019) Annual Report 2019. Bristol: University of Bristol.
LeDeR Programme (2020) Deaths of People with Learning Disabilities from COVID-19.

Bristol: University of Bristol.
Mahase E (2021) COVID-19: All adults on learning disability register should be

prioritised for vaccination, says advisory committee. BMJ 372: n547.
Malli MA, Sams L, Forrester-Jones R, et al. (2018) Austerity and the lives of people

with learning disabilities. A thematic synthesis of current literature. Disability &
Society 33(9): 1412–1435.

Martinelli F, Anttonen A and Mätzke M (2017) Social Services Disrupted Changes,
Challenges and Policy Implications for Europe in Times of Austerity. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar Publishing.

McCausland D, Luus R, McCallion P, et al. (2021) The impact of COVID-19 on
the social inclusion of older adults with an intellectual disability during the

22 C r i t i c a l S o c i a l P o l i c y 0(0)



first wave of the pandemic in Ireland. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research
65(10): 879–889.

Mencap (2007) Death by Indifference. London: Mencap.
Patton MQ (1990) Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA:

SAGE.
Pearson C, Watson N, Brunner R, et al. (2022) COVID-19 and the crisis in social

care: Exploring the experiences of disabled people in the pandemic. Social
Policy and Society. Epub ahead of print 08 April 2022. DOI:10.1017/
S1474746422000112.

Public Health England (2020) COVID-19: Deaths of People with Learning Disabilities.
Reportno. London: PHE.

Public Health England (2021) Seasonal Influenza Vaccine Uptake in GP Patients: Winter
Season 2020 to 2021. London: PHE.

Scior K and Werner S (2015) Changing Attitudes to Learning Disability. London:
Mencap.

Scottish Government (2021) Independent Review of Adult Social Care in Scotland.
Edinburgh: Scottish Government.

Scully JL (2014) Disability and vulnerability: On bodies, dependence, and power. In:
Mackenzie C, Rogers W and Dodds S (eds) Vulnerability: New Essays in Ethics and
Feminist Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 204–221.

Shakespeare T, Watson N, Brunner R, et al. (2021) Disabled people in Britain and
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. Social Policy & Administration 56(1):
103–117.

Simmonds R, Burke C, Ahearn E, et al. (2018) A Life Without Fear? A Call for
Collective Action Against Learning Disability Hate Crime. London: Mental Health
Foundation.

Snipstad ØIM (2021) Concerns regarding the use of the vulnerability concept in
research on people with intellectual disability. British Journal of Learning
Disabilities 50(1): 107–114.

Turner BS (2021) Vulnerability and Human Rights. Pennsylvannia, PA: Penn State
University Press.

Walmsley J and Johnson K (2004) Inclusive Research with People with Learning
Disabilities: Past, Present and Futures. London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

Williamson EJ, McDonald HI, Bhaskaran K, et al. (2021) Risks of COVID-19 hos-
pital admission and death for people with learning disability: Population based
cohort study using the OpenSAFELY platform. BMJ 374: n1592.

Wiseman P and Watson N (2021) ‘Because I’ve got a learning disability, they don’t
take me seriously:’ Violence, wellbeing, and devaluing people with learning dis-
abilities. Journal of Interpersonal Violence. Epud ahead of print 02 February 2021.
DOI: 10.1177/0886260521990828. 0886260521990828.

S c h e r e r e t a l . 23



Author biographies
Nathaniel Scherer is a Research Fellow at the International Centre for Evidence in Disability,
London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. His research is centred on mental health, well-
being and the quality of life of disabled people and caregivers in the UK and low- and
middle-income countries. Address: International Centre for Evidence in Disability, London
School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, Keppel St, London WC1E 7HT, England, United
Kingdom.

Email: Nathaniel.Scherer@lshtm.ac.uk.

Recent publication: Scherer N, Banks R, Murko M and Chisholm D (2022) Better Health,
Better Lives? 10-Years on From the World Health Organization’s Declaration on the Health
of Children With Intellectual Disabilities. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities Epud ahead of
print 09 March 2022. DOI:10.1177/17446295221076687.

Phillippa Wiseman is a Lecturer in Sociology at the Centre for Disability Research and the
Institute of Health and Wellbeing, University of Glasgow. Her research is focused on disability
inclusion, human rights and citizenship, including work on people with learning disabilities’
experiences of hate crime and violence in Scotland and its impacts on belonging and wellbeing.

Recent publication: Wiseman P and Watson N (2021) ‘Because I’ve Got a Learning Disability,
They Don’t Take Me Seriously:’ Violence, Wellbeing, and Devaluing People With Learning
Disabilities. Journal of Interpersonal Violence Epud ahead of print 02 February 2021. DOI:
10.1177/0886260521990828. 0886260521990828.

Nicholas Watson is Professor of Disability Research and Director of the Centre for Disability
Research, University of Glasgow. His research has focused on a wide range of disability related
topics including disability and social care, disability and aids for daily living, hate crime and
disability, and access.

Recent publication: Gormley C and Watson N (2021) Inaccessible justice: exploring the bar-
riers to justice and fairness for disabled people accused of a crime. Howard Journal of Crime
and Justice 60(4): 493–510.

Richard Brunner is a Research Associate at the Centre for Disability Research, University of
Glasgow. His ongoing research seeks to understand the experiences and inequalities of people
with mental distress, disabled people, people with health issues, and other easy-to-ignore
groups, using sociological concepts.

Recent publication: Bennett H and Brunner R (2022) Nurturing the buffer zone: conducting
collaborative action research in contemporary contexts. Qualitative Research 22(1): 74–92.

Jane Cullingworth is a Research Associate at the University of Strathclyde. Her research is
focused on the relationship between the third sector and the state, with a particular interest
in the role of intermediary bodies in representing third sector interests in governance networks,
as well as the experiences and rights of disabled people in accessing public services.

Recent publication: Cullingworth J, Waston N and Shakespeare T. ‘They Have Been a Saving
Grace’: The Role of the Third Sector in Disabled People’s Experiences of COVID-19 and
Implications for Third Sector-State Relations. 2021 Voluntary Sector and Volunteering
Research Conference, Birmingham, UK, 6–7 Sept 2021.

24 C r i t i c a l S o c i a l P o l i c y 0(0)



Shaffa Hameed is an Assistant Professor at the International Centre for Evidence in Disability,
London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. Her research includes focus on the health, well-
being and social inclusion of disabled people, and the sexual and reproductive health and rights
of vulnerable groups in the UK and low- and middle-income countries.

Recent publication: Hameed S, Walsham M, Banks LM, Kuper H (2022) Process evaluation of
the Disability Allowance programme in the Maldives. International Social Security Review
75(1):79–105.

Charlotte Pearson is a Senior Lecturer in Social and Public Policy in Urban Studies/Institute of
Health &Wellbeing at the University of Glasgow. Her research interests focus on disability and
social policy, particularly in relation to social care, personalisation and independent living.

Recent publication: Pearson C, Watson N, Brunner R, Cullingworth J, Hameed S, Scherer N
and Shakespeare T (2022) Covid-19 and the crisis in social care: exploring the experiences of
disabled people in the pandemic. Social Policy and Society. Epub ahead of print 08 April
2022. DOI: 10.1017/S1474746422000112

Tom Shakespeare is Professor of Disability Research and co-Director of the International
Centre for Evidence in Disability, London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. His quali-
tative social research has been with disabled people, in the UK and Africa, exploring social and
economic consequences of impairment and illness.

Recent publication: Shakespeare T, Watson N, Brunner R, Cullingworth J, Hameed S, Scherer
N, Pearson C and Reichenberger V (2022) Disabled people in Britain and the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Social Policy and Administration 56(1): 103–117.

S c h e r e r e t a l . 25


	 Introduction
	 Learning disability, vulnerability and COVID-19

	 Methods
	 Participants
	 Data collection
	 Inclusive research
	 Data analysis

	 Findings
	 Afterthought, lack of thought or no thought
	 Dissolution of care and support
	 Disrupted routines
	 Delayed vaccine priority

	 Discussion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


