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Abstract
Purpose – This study assessed two technology systems aimed at enabling a man with intellectual disability,
blindness, deafness and motor and tactile discrimination problems to make verbal requests through simple
one-hand signs.
Design/methodology/approach – The study was conducted according to an ABAB design. During the B
(intervention) phases, the man used the two systems, which included (1) nine mini recording devices fixed on
the man’s clothes or wheelchair (i.e. in positions the man touched with his sign movements) and (2) nine tags
with radio frequency identification codes (fixed at approximately the same positions as the mini recording
devices) and a dedicated tag reader, respectively. Making a sign (i.e. touching a recording device or reaching a
tag) led to the verbalization of the request related to that sign.
Findings – During baseline, the mean frequency of signs/requests made was below 2 per session, and only
someof those requestswere identified/satisfied. During the intervention, themean frequency of requestsmade
and satisfied was about 10 per session with each of the systems.
Originality/value – The results, which are to be taken with caution given the preliminary nature of the study,
seem to suggest that the systems can help translate simple signs into verbal requests.

Keywords Technology systems, Communication, Request verbalization, Intellectual disability, Blindness,
Deafness, Motor impairment
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Introduction

People with intellectual and multiple disabilities are likely to encounter very serious difficulties in
acquiring functional communication skills and particularly expressive communication skills
(Holmqvist et al., 2018; Lancioni et al., 2019; Skarsaune et al., 2021). In fact, many of them may
not be able to develop verbal abilities andmay need to rely on nonverbal strategies for any form of
interaction and particularly for making requests (Alzrayer et al., 2017; Ivy et al., 2020). The non-
verbal strategies typically employed for making requests involve the use of: picture exchange
communication systems (PECS), speech generating devices (SGDs), manual signs, and eye-
gaze communication devices (Fleury et al., 2019; Holmqvist et al., 2018; Kunze et al., 2019;
Meuris et al., 2015; Rombouts et al., 2018; Treszl et al., 2022). While widely recommended,
those strategiesmight present clear limitationswhen employedwith people with combinations of
intellectual, sensory and motor disabilities (Flink et al., 2022; Prynallt-Jones et al., 2018; Ricci
et al., 2017).
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For example, standard PECS relying on the use of pictures and eye-gaze technology would not
be viable with people whose condition also includes blindness. An adaptation of the PECS (i.e.
with object cues instead of pictures) would suit people with blindness or deaf-blindness (Bracken
and Rohrer, 2014; Ivy et al., 2020; Trief et al., 2013) but only if they have no problems in
manipulating and discriminating objects. The use of typical SGD systems relying on the
discrimination and activation of images through touch responses may be impossible for people
with blindness and/or motor problems interfering with fine hand/finger movements
(e.g. movements typically required to select and activate an image on a tablet screen; Ricci
et al., 2017). Manual signs might be useable even with people with blindness, deaf-blindness and
fine motor coordination problems or tactile discrimination problems (i.e. inability to easily
discriminate and use daily objects; McIntyre et al., 2021; Ricci et al., 2017). A disadvantage
common tomanual signs and object cues is that their usemight not always guarantee an effective
communication process. In fact, signs and object cues can convey messages/requests only
when the intended communication partner (e.g. a staff or family member) is in the proximity of the
person using the signs or the object cues and watches the person while this makes the signs or
shows the objects (Lancioni et al., 2023).

In light of the above, one may argue that new research is needed to find ways of tackling the
limitations of the aforementioned strategies and offer people with intellectual, sensory and motor
disabilities the possibility of making successful requests. The objective of this study was to
circumvent one of the main limitations of manual signs and so increase their communication
effectiveness. Specifically, the study assessed the applicability and potential of two technology
systems aimed at making a man’s one-hand signs produce specific verbal outputs, that is, the
verbalization of the signs’ intended messages/requests. Such verbalization was meant to be
audible by the man’s intended communication partners even when these were not in the man’s
proximity and/or were not paying attention to him.

Method

Participant and setting

The participant (hereafter referred to with the pseudonym of Burt) was 49 years old and presented
with blindness, deafness,motor impairment (i.e. inability towalk andminimalmobility of the left arm)
and extreme difficulty to recognize objects due to tactile discrimination problems. Burt’s age
equivalents, assessed via the second edition of the Vineland adaptive behavior scales (Balboni
et al., 2016; Sparrow et al., 2005), were 2 years and 2 months for daily living skills (personal
subdomain), 1 year and 9 months for receptive communication, and 2 years and 3 months for
expressive communication. He had a repertoire of about 50 signs that he made through
movements of his right arm and hand and mainly used for expressing his feelings, asking or telling
about daily events, and making requests to staff and family members when these were in physical
contact with him and thus could see and respond to the signs. Requests would typically concern
forms of attention and interaction as well as objects for activities or preferred food. When the
communication partners were away from him (and had very limited opportunities to see and
respond to his signs), he tended to remain passive and refrain from making signs. His level of
intellectual disability had been estimated to be in the moderate to severe range by the
psychological service of the rehabilitation center he attended. The study was carried out in Burt’s
living and occupation room within the aforementioned rehabilitation center.

Ethical approval and informed consent

Burt seemed eager to use the technology systems assessed in this study, which (1) had been
introduced to him in advance and (2) were considered suitable to provide him with a new
(satisfactory/positive) communication experience. However, he could not give any formal consent
for his involvement in the study given his inability to read and sign a consent document. In light of
this, his legal representative was required to provide such consent on his behalf. The study
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complied with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments and had been approved by
an institutional ethics committee.

Technology system I

The first technology system entailed nine mini recording devices, which were fixed on Burt’s
clothes or wheelchair (i.e. in positions/places such as shoulders, legs and wheelchair’s armrest,
which constituted the landmarks for the signs Burt used for making requests). Those devices
consisted of small cylinders having a 4.5-cm diameter and a 2.3-cm height (Borgione, art.
804,942). Each of the devices contained a recordedmessage (request) and uttered suchmessage
when activated through a light hand touch/pressure. The upper section of Figure 1 provides a
schematic representation of the positions/places where those devices were fixed, and Table 1
provides a list of the signs used and the related verbal requests emitted by the mini recording
devices in connectionwith the signs. For example, bringing the right hand to the right shoulder (and
pressing/activating the mini recording device fixed there) led to the verbal request for yoghurt.
Bringing the right hand to the left edge of the protective abdominal belt (and pressing the mini
recording device fixed there) led to the verbal request for an activity involving tennis balls. Bringing
the right hand to the edge of the wheelchair’s right armrest (and pressing themini recording device
fixed there) led to the verbal request for an activity involving the use of blocks. Bringing the right
hand to a central area of the wheelchair’s right wheel (and pressing the mini recording device fixed
there) led to the verbal request for playing an arm-wrestling game with the research assistant or
staff member available. Most of the signs were new as Burt did not possess a specific sign for a

Figure 1 Schematic representations with the positions of the mini recording devices and
the tags (upper and lower sections of the figure, respectively)
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variety of food items and activities (even though they were familiar and attractive to him). The verbal
requests could consist of single-word utterances (e.g. “YOGHURT”) or two-to four-word
utterances (e.g. “YOGHURT PLEASE” and “LET’S PLAY WRESTLING”). The use of the different
formulations (which were intended to be clear and immediate) was to bring some, presumably
desirable, variability in the verbalization of the requests.

Technology system II

The second technology system entailed (1) nine tags of 5.4 x 8.5 cm with radio frequency
identification codes (NCF MIFARE RFID, 1K 13,56 MHz; Yarongtech), which were fixed at
approximately the same positions as themini recording devices (see the lower section of Figure 1),
and (2) a tag reader linked via Bluetooth to a smartphone. Each tag was programmed to represent
a specific request message that was to be recognized by the tag reader and verbalized by the
smartphone. The tag reader, which was built specifically for this study, involved a combination of
two connected watch-like devices (of 4 x 5.5 x 1.5 cm and of 5 3 5 3 2 cm, respectively; see
Figure 2), which Burt wore at the right wrist. The device that wasworn on the lower/volar side of the
wrist consisted of a near field communication (NFC) module that recognized the tags’ identification
codes and related messages. The device that was worn on the upper side of the wrist included an
electronic circuit, which was linked via Bluetooth to a smartphone. When Burt used his hand to
make a sign (i.e. bringing hiswrist in the proximity of one of those tags), the tag reader discriminated
the tag approached and uttered via the smartphone the related message/request. The
smartphone was attached to Burt’s wheelchair or placed on a desk in his proximity. The use of

Table 1 List of signs available and corresponding verbal requests uttered by the mini
recording devices (first system) or tag reader (second system)

Signs Corresponding verbal requestsa

Bringing the right hand to the right shoulder Yoghurt
Bringing the right hand to the left shoulder Pistachios
Bringing the right hand to the edge of the wheelchair’s right armrest Blocks
Bringing the right hand to the left edge of the protective abdominal belt Balls
Bringing the right hand close to the wheelchair back at the hip level/side Pushing
Bringing the right hand to the center of the wheelchair’s right wheel Wrestling
Bringing the right hand to the left leg Staff
Bringing the right hand to the right leg Peanuts
Bringing the right hand to the left arm Walk

Note(s): aOnly the single-word formulations are listed
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Figure 2 Schematic representation of the electronic circuit and NFC module involved in
the tag reader
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this system did not require any particular adjustment in the sign movements. This was possible
given the slight change in the position of the tags compared to the position of the mini recording
devices (see upper and lower sections of Figure 1). The only difference between systems was that
for the first the arm/hand movement was also to include a little pressure on the mini recording
device available in the area whereas for the second no such pressure component was involved.

Experimental conditions and data collection

The study was carried out according to an ABAB design, in which A and B represented baseline
and intervention phases, respectively (Barlow et al., 2009). The baseline (A) and the intervention (B)
phases included totals of 10 and 61 sessions, respectively. During all phases, data were collected
by a research assistant over 20-min sessions. Data collection consisted of recording the requests
Burt made and whether those requests were noticed and followed by a response (i.e. were
satisfied). During the baseline sessions, staff was to behave as they typically did with Burt (i.e.
regarding interactions with him and responses to his requests). During the intervention sessions,
the research assistant was in charge of responding to (satisfying) Burt’s requests. This direct
involvement of the research assistant was decided for practical reasons (i.e. to free staff from the
need of committing to specific session schedules and consequently avoid any possible conflict
between their adherence to those schedules and their performance of other daily tasks).

Baseline and intervention

The baseline sessions did not include the technology systems and were intended to provide a
picture of typical daily situations. The research assistant’s role during those sessions was limited
to data recording. The intervention sessions (1) included the technology systemswhose usewas
alternated across sessions (i.e. following an alternating treatment approach; Barlow et al., 2009)
and (2) served to determine whether Burt could use the systems successfully and thus made
audible verbal requests that could be readily identified and eventually responded to even by
people not in his immediate proximity. The research assistant who, as in the baseline sessions
stood a few meters away from Burt, was to collect data and respond to Burt’s requests in place
of staff (see above). The first B phasewas preceded by seven introductory sessions duringwhich
Burt (1) practiced the nine signs to be used during the intervention sessions with the technology
systems (see Table 1), (2) received the events (e.g. food items and activity material) requested via
the signs as soon as these were emitted, and (3) also familiarized with the systems and the way
they worked.

During the intervention sessions, each sign (arm/handmovement leading to the activation of a mini
recording device or of the tag reader) was followed by the related verbal utterance/request. Every
verbal request was followed by the research assistant’s response. For example, the request for a
particular food item led to the research assistant’s delivery of such food item (e.g. a few spoonsful
of yoghurt). The request for an activity led to the research assistant’s delivery of thematerial needed
for such an activity (e.g. tennis balls to fill up one or two tennis balls’ tubes). The request for staff led
to the research assistant helping Burt get in touch with a preferred staff member. If Burt repeated
the same request (e.g. for a specific food item) for up to three times, the research assistant
responded by satisfying such request each time. Any additional repetition of the same request was
not counted/recorded and the research assistant informed Burt that he could choose one of the
other request options.

Inter-rater agreement

Inter-rater agreement on data recording was checked in all 10 baseline sessions and 22 of the 61
intervention sessions, through the involvement of a reliability observer in addition to the research
assistant. The percentage of agreement (computed by dividing the number of sessions in which
the research assistant and reliability observer reported the same scores on requests made and
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requests satisfied by the total number of sessions in which agreement checks were made and
multiplying by 100%) neared 94%.

Results

Figure 3 reports the baseline and intervention data. The empty circles and dots indicate the mean
frequency of requests that Burt made and the mean frequency of requests that staff recognized
and responded to (satisfied) per session over blocks of baseline sessions. The black triangles and
asterisks indicate the mean frequency of requests made and responded to (satisfied) per session
over blocks of intervention sessions with the system using mini recording devices and with the
system using the tag reader, respectively. The blocks typically include two sessions. Occasional
blocks with three sessions (i.e. at the end of the phases) are indicated with an arrow. The
verbalization of the requests during the intervention sessions ensured that those requests were
easily identified and eventually satisfied and thus requests made and requests satisfied
corresponded. The figure does not report the introductory sessions.

As shown by the figure, the frequency of requests Burt made during the baseline phases was
relatively low (i.e. a mean of less than 2 per session). Only some of those requests (i.e. a mean of
about 1 per session) were apparently noticed and eventually responded to by staff. Staff, in fact,
could be at some distance from Burt and pay no visual attention to him when he made a sign.

The first intervention phase showed a clear change. During the sessions with the system involving
mini recording devices, Burt had a mean frequency of about 10 requests per session. Those
requestswere verbalized by themini recording devices and easily recognized and responded to by
the research assistant. During the intervention sessions with the tag reader, the request frequency
was similar to that obtainedwith themini recording devices. The relatively high request frequencies
observed during the sessions were typically due to the fact that some of the requests could be
satisfied fairly rapidly (e.g. requests for food and wrestling or pushing games) and could be
repeated during the sessions. The data for the second baseline and the second intervention phase
were largely consistent with the data observed during the first baseline and first intervention phase.

Figure 3 The empty circles and dots indicate the mean frequency of requests that Burt
made and the mean frequency of requests that staff recognized and responded
to (satisfied) per session over blocks of baseline sessions, respectively. The
black triangles and asterisks indicate the mean frequency of requests made and
responded to (satisfied) per session over blocks of intervention sessionswith the
system using mini recording devices and with the system using the tag reader,
respectively. The blocks typically include two sessions. Blocks with three ses-
sions (i.e. at the end of the phases) are indicated with an arrow
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Discussion

The results, which are to be taken with caution given the preliminary nature of the study, seem to
suggest that it is possible to set up technology systems that can help a participant with intellectual
disability, blindness, deafness, motor impairment and poor tactile discrimination to produce verbal
requests through simple one-hand signs. In light of these results, five basic considerations can
be made.

First, enabling people like Burt to make requests that are easily audible and recognizable by staff
and caregivers even when they are not in the immediate proximity represents a meaningful
achievement. Indeed, it empowers generally marginalized people to have an active (successful)
role and conceivably improves their quality of life (Wehmeyer, 2020). It may also help staff and
caregivers reduce misinterpretations of the people’s needs and desires (Lancioni et al., 2023).

Second, while the two systems used in this study appear equally effective and user-friendly,
a difference exists as to their accessibility and cost. The first system relies on commercially available
mini recording devices, which can be directly acquired at a cost of about US$15 per device and can
be readily applied (Kulkarni et al., 2022; Mishra et al., 2022). The second system relies on the use of
commercially available and inexpensive tags (i.e. US$1per tag), a basic smartphone and adedicated
tag reader. This reader includes commercially available components as well as specific electronic
circuit allowing staff personnel to easily customize/program the system for different participants.
Acquiring the tags, the commercially available components, and the smartphone may cost about
US$350–400. The design of the electronic circuit is available at no cost from the authors.

Third, both systems are easily transportable and useable across settingswith practical advantages
for participant and staff or caregivers (Zonneveld et al., 2020). At the same time, both systems
might be viewed as relatively intrusive because they require the participant towear a number ofmini
recording devices or a number of tags and a tag reader. In spite of this limitation, it may be argued
that putting on those technology components is relatively easy andwearing themdoes not seem to
interfere with the participant’s typical actions (Moon et al., 2019).

Fourth, to extend the number of requests possible, two options might be considered. One would
entail the use of additional recording devices/tags and related signs. The other (probably more
practical and realistic) would maintain the same number of recording devices/tags and signs
utilized in this study, but make each device/tag and sign produce a request for two similar events
(e.g. two food items and two occupational activities) rather than a single event. The communication
partner responding to the request would then ask the participant to indicate which of the two
events was specifically intended (preferred) at that particular time.

Fifth, future research might extend the present investigation in different ways. For example, it may
replicate the present study with new participants to determine the strength and generality of the
present data. It may evaluate ways of enlarging the number of requests manageable. It may also
develop new systems that are inexpensive, easily accessible, as well as less visible/intrusive than
the present ones.
Ethical approval: The study was approved by an institutional ethics committee. All procedures performedwere
in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the
1964 Helsinki Declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed consent: The participant’s legal representative providedwritten informed consent for the participant’s
involvement in the study.

Conflict of interest:The authors developed the technology system involving the tag reader andmakeavailable at
no cost the design of the electronic circuit regulating the system.

References

Alzrayer, N.M., Banda, D.R. and Koul, R. (2017), “Teaching children with autism spectrum disorder and other
developmental disabilities to perform multistep requesting using an iPad”, Augmentative and Alternative
Communication, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 65-76, doi: 10.1080/07434618.2017.1306881.

PAGE 56 jJOURNAL OF ENABLING TECHNOLOGIESj VOL. 18 NO. 1 2024

https://doi.org/10.1080/07434618.2017.1306881


Balboni, G., Belacchi, C., Bonichini, S. and Coscarelli, A. (2016), Vineland II. Vineland Adaptive Behavior
Scales, 2nd ed., Standardizzazione Italiana, OS, Firenze.

Barlow, D.H., Nock, M. and Hersen, M. (2009), Single-case Experimental Designs: Strategies for Studying
Behavior Change, 3rd ed., Allyn & Bacon, New York.

Bracken, M. and Rohrer, N. (2014), “Using an adapted form of the picture exchange communication system
to increase independent requesting in deafblind adults with learning disabilities”, Research in Developmental
Disabilities, Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 269-277, doi: 10.1016/j.ridd.2013.10.031.

Fleury, A., Wu, G. and Chau, T. (2019), “A wearable fabric-based speech-generating device: system design
and case demonstration”, Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, Vol. 14 No. 5, pp. 434-444,
doi: 10.1080/17483107.2018.1462860.

Flink, A.R., Thunberg, G., Nyman, A., Broberg, M. and Johnels, J.�A. (2022), “Augmentative and alternative
communication with children with severe/profound intellectual and multiple disabilities: speech language
pathologists’ clinical practices and reasoning”, Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, pp. 1-13,
doi: 10.1080/17483107.2022.2137252.

Holmqvist, E., Thunberg, G. and Dahlstrand, M.P. (2018), “Gaze-controlled communication technology for
children with severe multiple disabilities: parents and professionals’ perception of gains, obstacles, and
prerequisites”, Assistive Technology, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 201-208, doi: 10.1080/10400435.2017.1307882.

Ivy, S., Robbins, A. and Kerr, M.G. (2020), “Adapted Picture Exchange Communication System using
tangible symbols for young learners with significant multiple disabilities”, Augmentative and Alternative
Communication, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 166-178, doi: 10.1080/07434618.2020.1826051.

Kulkarni, P., Duffy, O., Synnott, J., Kernohan, W.G. and McNaney, R. (2022), “Speech and language
practitioners’ experiences of commercially available voice-assisted technology: web-based survey study”,
JMIR Rehabilitation and Assistive Technology, Vol. 9 No. 1, e29249, doi: 10.2196/29249.

Kunze, M., Drew, C., Machalicek, W., Safer-Lichtenstein, J. and Crowe, B. (2019), “Language preference of
a multilingual individual with disabilities using a speech generating device”, Behavior Analysis in Practice,
Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 777-781, doi: 10.1007/s40617-019-00379-w.

Lancioni, G.E., Olivetti Belardinelli, M., Singh, N.N., O’Reilly, M.F., Sigafoos, J. and Alberti, G. (2019), “Recent
technology-aided programs to support adaptive responses, functional activities, and leisure and communication
in people with significant disabilities”, Frontiers in Neurology, Vol. 10, p. 643, doi: 10.3389/fneur.2019.00643.

Lancioni, G.E., Singh, N.N., O’Reilly, M.F., Sigafoos, J., Alberti, G., Troccoli, O., Orlando, I. and Ricci, C.
(2023), “Enabling people with intellectual and other disabilities to make verbal requests using cardboard
chips with mini objects or pictures and a smartphone”, Frontiers in Rehabilitation Sciences, Vol. 4, 1257493,
doi: 10.3389/fresc.2023.1257493.

McIntyre, S., Nagi, S.S., McGlone, F. and Olausson, H. (2021), “The effects of ageing on tactile function in
humans”, Neuroscience, Vol. 464, pp. 53-58, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2021.02.015.

Meuris, K., Maes, B. and Zink, I. (2015), “Teaching adults with intellectual disability manual signs through their
support staff: a key word signing program”, American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, Vol. 24 No. 3,
pp. 545-560, doi: 10.1044/2015_AJSLP-14-0062.

Mishra, S., Laplante-L�evesque, A., Barbareschi, G., De Witte, L., Abdi, S., Spann, A., Khasnabis, C. and
Allen, M. (2022), “Assistive technology needs, access and coverage, and related barriers and facilitators in
the WHO European region: a scoping review”, Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, pp. 1-12,
doi: 10.1080/17483107.2022.2099021.

Moon, N.W., Baker, P.M. and Goughnour, K. (2019), “Designing wearable technologies for users with
disabilities: accessibility, usability, and connectivity factors”, Journal of Rehabilitation and Assistive
Technologies Engineering, Vol. 6, doi: 10.1177/2055668319862137.

Prynallt-Jones, K.A., Carey, M. and Doherty, P. (2018), “Barriers facing social workers undertaking direct
work with children and young people with a learning disability who communicate using non-verbal methods”,
British Journal of Social Work, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 88-105, doi: 10.1093/bjsw/bcx004.

Ricci, C., Miglino, O., Alberti, G., Perilli, V. and Lancioni, G.E. (2017), “Speech generating technology to
support request responses of persons with intellectual and multiple disabilities”, International Journal of
Developmental Disabilities, Vol. 63 No. 4, pp. 238-245, doi: 10.1080/20473869.2017.1288888.

Rombouts, E., Maes, B. and Zink, I. (2018), “Use of key word signing by staff in special schools and in day
centres for adults with intellectual disabilities”, Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, Vol. 62 No. 1,
pp. 21-29, doi: 10.1111/jir.12444.

VOL. 18 NO. 1 2024 j JOURNAL OF ENABLING TECHNOLOGIESj PAGE 57

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2013.10.031
https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2018.1462860
https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2022.2137252
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400435.2017.1307882
https://doi.org/10.1080/07434618.2020.1826051
https://doi.org/10.2196/29249
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-019-00379-w
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2019.00643
https://doi.org/10.3389/fresc.2023.1257493
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2021.02.015
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_AJSLP-14-0062
https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2022.2099021
https://doi.org/10.1177/2055668319862137
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcx004
https://doi.org/10.1080/20473869.2017.1288888
https://doi.org/10.1111/jir.12444


Skarsaune, S.N., Hanisch, H. and Gjermestad, A. (2021), “Self-determination: what can we learn from
persons with profound intellectual and multiple disabilities?”, Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research,
Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 317-327, doi: 10.16993/sjdr.830.

Sparrow, S.S., Cicchetti, D.V. and Balla, D.A. (2005), Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales, 2nd ed., Pearson,
(Vineland II). Minneapolis.

Treszl, A., Koudys, J. and O’Neill, P. (2022), “Evaluating the effects of Picture Exchange Communication
System mediator training via telehealth using behavioral skills training and general case training”, Behavioral
Interventions, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 290-305, doi: 10.1002/bin.1835.

Trief, E., Cascella, P.W. and Bruce, S.M. (2013), “A field study of a standardized tangible symbol system for
learners who are visually impaired and have multiple disabilities”, Journal of Visual Impairment and Blindness,
Vol. 107 No. 3, pp. 180-191, doi: 10.1177/0145482X1310700303.

Wehmeyer, M.L. (2020), “The Importance of self-determination to the quality of life of people with intellectual
disability: a perspective”, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 17 No. 19,
p. 7121, doi: 10.3390/ijerph17197121.

Zonneveld, M., Patomella, A.H., Asaba, E. and Guidetti, S. (2020), “The use of information and
communication technology in healthcare to improve participation in everyday life: a scoping review”,
Disability and Rehabilitation, Vol. 42 No. 23, pp. 3416-3423, doi: 10.1080/09638288.2019.1592246.

Author affiliations
Giulio Lancioni and Gloria Alberti are both based at the Lega F. D’Oro Research Center,
Osimo, Italy.

Francesco Pezzuoli and Juri Bruciati are both based at the University of Camerino, Camerino, Italy.

Nirbhay Singh is based at the Augusta University, Augusta, Georgia, USA.

Mark O’Reilly is based at the University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas, USA.

Jeff Sigafoos is based at the Victoria University of Wellington, Wellington, New Zealand.

Corresponding author

Giulio Lancioni can be contacted at: giulio.lancioni@uniba.it

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

PAGE 58 jJOURNAL OF ENABLING TECHNOLOGIESj VOL. 18 NO. 1 2024

https://doi.org/10.16993/sjdr.830
https://doi.org/10.1002/bin.1835
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145482X1310700303
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17197121
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2019.1592246
mailto:giulio.lancioni@uniba.it

	Technology systems to enable a man with intellectual, sensory and motor disabilities to make verbal requests through simple ...
	Introduction
	Method
	Participant and setting
	Ethical approval and informed consent
	Technology system I
	Technology system II
	Experimental conditions and data collection
	Baseline and intervention
	Inter-rater agreement

	Results
	Discussion
	References


