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Foreword
Accentuate challenges perceptions of disability by providing life changing opportunities for Deaf and disabled people to participate and lead within the cultural sector. Accentuate launched in 2009 as the Paralympic inspired 2012 legacy programme for the South East supported by Legacy Trust UK and DCMS.  We have a proven track record in brokering partnerships with mainstream organisations such as English Heritage and Arts Council England, alongside specialist knowledge regarding best practice supporting and developing disabled people as talented individuals. In 2013, Accentuate successfully secured transition funding from Legacy Trust UK which has enabled us to consult more widely, build new concepts for programmes promoting disabled people, broker new strategic partnerships and establish a national footprint.  We are now at the stage where we are ready to progress these new projects and secure a sustainable practice in supporting emerging disabled talent and creating accessible structures within the cultural sector to allow disabled people to participate equally.  Accentuate is an independent programme operating under the umbrella of Screen South, a not for profit company.  Screen South works regionally and nationally on cultural development and training programmes with a wide range of partners such as Creative Skillset and the BFI.  

Esther Fox

Accentuate Programme Director
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Executive Summary
This literature review considers evidence relating to the engagement of Deaf and disabled people with the Cultural sector, and to the level of employment of Deaf and disabled people in the sector. The evidence includes information about the number of people in the UK who are considered to be Deaf and disabled, their qualification and skills profile, and their levels of employment in both the Cultural sector and across the UK workforce as a whole.
The key findings of this review are:
· 30% of people in the UK reported a long-standing illness or disability in 2012

· 15% of working-age adults in 2010/11 were covered by the disability provisions of the Equality Act – 5.4 million people

· The total number of people in the UK with a disability is expected to rise in the coming years

· People have been more likely to report good health and satisfaction with life when they engage with the Cultural sector, including those with a disability or long-standing illness
· Those who have reported a long-standing illness or disability have been found to be less likely to engage with the arts

· It has been shown that disability and illness acts as a barrier to attending and participating in the arts

· Only 1% of Arts Council England regularly funded organisations in 2011/12 were defined as disabled-led, and just 6% reported that the majority of their work was disability-focused

· Evidence shows that disability-focused projects have been far more effective in engaging Deaf and disabled people than where there was no specific focus

· The proportion of Deaf and disabled people that hold no qualifications is twice that of non-disabled people
· It is recognised that children with special educational needs and disabilities are disadvantaged in the education system

· It has been found that at every qualification level, a much lower proportion of Deaf and disabled people hold qualifications than non-disabled people

· Deaf and disabled young people have been shown to be twice as likely not to be in education, employment or training (NEET) at ages 18-21 as those who are non-disabled

· The proportion of Deaf and disabled adults that have reported barriers to learning opportunities is almost twice as great as the proportion of non-disabled adults 
· Deaf and disabled people have reported that one of their most significant issues is employment
· 11.5% of those employed in the UK in 2012 were Deaf and disabled

· The proportion of working-age Deaf and disabled people in employment has been found to be far lower than that of non-disabled people

· It has been found that Deaf and disabled adults have been more likely to be living in persistent poverty than non-disabled adults
· Research has found a persistent pay gap between Deaf and disabled people and non-disabled people

· Deaf and disabled people have often ended up in employment in which their qualifications and skills were not fully utilised

· Only 2% of employees in Arts Council England regularly funded organisations in 2011/12 were Deaf and disabled

· The proportion of Deaf and disabled people employed in the creative media industries has been found to be far lower than the proportion employed across the UK workforce as a whole

· A higher proportion of Deaf and disabled people have been employed in senior positions than in lower positions in Arts Council England regularly funded organisations – 5% of Chief Executives in 2011/12 were Deaf and disabled

· It has been shown that Deaf and disabled people in the creative media industries are more likely to seek learning or skills development than those who are non-disabled 

· Deaf and disabled people have reported barriers to accessing professional development and training, and to opportunities to network and profile their work

For this study, the intention was to use the most recent evidence available that was reliable and relevant. Commonly, this evidence was from 2009-2013, with some from an earlier date (notably, the oldest being from 2006).
To identify relevant evidence, contact was made with charities that work in the interests of Deaf and disabled people, a range of Cultural organisations, a think-tank that conducted research on Cultural engagement and employment as part of London 2012 Legacy projects, the Greater London authority, and academics in the field of disability studies. Academic electronic databases were searched for journal material, and searches were made of information available on discussion forums relating to disability studies. A number of websites were searched, including those of UK Government departments, charities, and organisations related to the London 2012 Paralympics and Cultural Olympiad. 
A wide body of evidence was available that detailed the engagement of Deaf and disabled people with the Cultural sector. There was also a great deal of existing research into qualifications and skills levels amongst Deaf and disabled people, and relating to the employment of Deaf and disabled people across the UK workforce as a whole. Very little evidence was discovered that relates to the employment of Deaf and disabled people in the Cultural sector, and therefore the need for further research is detailed at the end of this review.

1. The number of people in the UK who are Deaf and disabled
There are various different measures that are used to calculate the number of Deaf and disabled people in the UK. Often calculations are based upon self-reported disabilities: this means that factors such as the feeling of health that a person has on the day or the degree to which they understand the question has an impact upon the data collected.

The calculations vary from a figure of 10% that is based upon the proportion of people in receipt of disability-related benefits (DWP, 2013a), to a figure of 19% based upon those covered by the disability provision of the Equality Act (DWP, 2012a), and to an upper estimate of 30% based upon the proportion of people reporting a long-standing illness or disability (ONS, 2012).

Calculations can fail to give a true picture of the number of people who are Deaf and disabled, because many of the people in residential care homes who may have a disability are not included in the samples surveyed (DWP, 2013a). 

It is useful to note the 19% of the population stated to be covered by disability provision in the Equality Act, since this provides a framework to tackle disadvantage and discrimination. However, the “substantial adverse effect on their ability to carry out day-to-day activities” discussed by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) when considering the Equality Act statistic of 19% (2013a, p. 13) may not fully take into account health issues or impairments that, despite not being covered by the disability provision of the Act, present difficulties and act as a barrier to people’s engagement with the Cultural sector. Such difficulties will affect how many Deaf and disabled people are able to engage with activities, based upon either their perceptions of accessibility or the reality of barriers that they face. 
When considering the employment of Deaf and disabled people, it is useful to note that the Family Resources Survey estimated that 15% of adults of working age in 2010/11 were covered by the disability provisions of the Equality Act, equating to 5.4 million people (DWP, 2012a). 
The Life Opportunities Survey (LOS) studies whether or not individuals have a chronic health condition or an impairment, and defines someone as having an impairment if they have “moderate, severe or complete difficulty with physical or mental functioning and activities are limited as a result” (DWP, 2013a, p. 11); based upon this definition, the estimate in the 2009/11 LOS survey was that 29% of adults in the UK have at least one impairment (ODI, 2011).
1.1 Predicted future numbers

Whilst the number of children and working-age adults considered to have a disability has seen little variation since 2002/3 (DWP, 2012a), the total number across the UK population is expected to rise in the coming years. 
As life expectancy increases, and due to the fact that both those with a disability from birth and those who acquire a disability later in life are living longer, it is expected to be the oldest section of society that will see the greatest increase in the number of those who are Deaf and disabled (ODI, 2013). Only 3% of people are born with an impairment, whereas almost half of all disabled people acquire their impairment after the age of 50 (Williams, Copestake, Eversley, & Stafford, 2008), and a study for the Office for National Statistics (ONS) found that in 2009 “reported long-standing illness or disability was more than 8 times higher among the very elderly than the very young” (Sweet, 2011). 
2. Engagement with the Cultural sector
There is evidence that demonstrates that those who participate in culture or sport, or attend cultural events, or visit cultural sites are more likely to report that they are satisfied with their life and that they are in good health. Research has found this to be the case even when other factors – including having a disability or a long-standing illness – were taken into consideration (Leadbetter & O’Connor, 2013). Despite these positive health benefits, it appears that barriers exist that discourage or prevent engagement for Deaf and disabled people with arts and cultural activities and thus restrict potential benefits.

2.1 Participation in and attendance to events

Those who report a long-standing illness or disability have been found to be less likely to engage with the arts than those who do not report a long-standing illness or disability. The Taking Part Survey found that in the year to March 2013, the arts engagement rate was 80.7% for those without a long-standing illness or disability, whereas the figure for those with a long-standing illness or disability was only 73.4%. Therefore, although engagement rates have increased significantly for both groups since 2005/06, a gap remains (DCMS, 2013d). 
Arts Council England (ACE) used the figures from the 2008/09 Taking Part Survey to inform its Disability Equality Scheme. It noted that of adults who had reported that they did not attend arts events, 40.2% of those who had a non-limiting or no disability/illness indicated that they would like to attend, with the most-commonly cited main reason for non-attendance being a lack of time, indicated by 37.4% of this group. However, only 31.2% of adults with a limiting disability/illness who had not attended arts events indicated that they would like to do so. It appears that having a disability/illness discourages people from wishing to attend arts events.
For those with a desire to attend arts events, disability/illness can act as a barrier. Poor health was cited as the main reason for non-attendance by 34.1% of those with a limiting disability/illness who wished to attend, whereas only 1.5% of those with a non-limiting or no disability/illness cited poor health as the main reason for non-attendance (ACE, 2010).
The ACE Disability Equality Scheme also considered participation in the arts, noting that in 2008/09 only 23.6% of those with a limiting disability/illness who did not participate indicated that they would like to do so, whereas 29.3% of those with a non-limiting or no disability/illness who did not participate indicated that they would like to do so. Just as was the case with non-attendance, poor health was the most-commonly cited reason for non-participation amongst those with a limiting disability/illness who wished to attend but did not, and the most-commonly cited main reason for those with a non-limiting or no disability/illness was difficulty in finding the time (ACE, 2010). 
2.2 Disability-led and disability-focused programmes

Organisations are considered by ACE to be disability-led “where that organisation self-defines as such and where more than 50 per cent of the organisation’s board and senior management are disabled” (ACE, 2012, p. 20). In 2011/12, 1% of the regularly funded organisations (RFOs) within ACE’s portfolio were defined as disabled-led (ACE, 2012). 

ACE also asks organisations to estimate how much of their work is disability-focused. 44 of the RFOs stated that over 50% of their work was disability-focused: this represents 6% of ACE’s portfolio (ACE, 2012). 

In 2011/12, some areas of England had less than 1% of RFOs being disabled-led (ACE, 2012). 

When different artforms are explored, it can be noted that aside from Literature and ‘not artform specific’ (NAS),
 all other artforms had less than 1% of organisations being disabled-led. The NAS RFOs particularly stand out, with 8% disabled-led and 11% disabled-focused. Yet NAS RFOs received less funding than any other artform, with only a 1% share of ACE subsidies. NAS RFOs also received the lowest level of contributed income when compared to other artforms. As can be expected from low subsidy and other income levels, NAS RFOs also had the lowest expenditure of any artform (ACE, 2012).

This low level of funding could be explained by virtue of the fact that despite having similar levels of performances, exhibitions, and film screenings to RFOs from other artforms such as Music and Dance, NAS RFOs received by far the lowest audience attendance across the year (0.5% of the total, with the next lowest being Dance with 2.4% of the total). NAS RFOs did see an increase of 134% in their activity in 2011/12 from 2010/11, but this was accompanied by a drop in attendances from the previous year (ACE, 2012).

One point that should be noted is that although NAS RFOs were far more likely than other RFOs to be disability-led and disability-focused, this fact does not necessarily indicate shortcomings on the part of organisations in other artforms. Although less than 1% of organisations in both the visual arts and in dance were disability-led, 3% and 5% (respectively) of their organisations were disability-focused (ACE, 2012). This indicates that being disability-led is not a pre-requisite for organisations to be disability-focused. 
Whilst it must be admitted that there was indeed a higher proportion of NAS RFOs that were disability-focused than the proportion of those of each other artform, it should also be remembered that an organisation does not have to be disability-led or disability-focused to engage with Deaf and disabled people. 

There is some debate about whether or not programmes that are disability-focused are required. In a Lifetime Review of its activities from 2007-13, Legacy Trust UK (LTUK) considered the programmes that it had funded and acknowledged the argument that “People would argue that work with disabled people should not be separated out or detached from mainstream work” (2013, p. 41). However, the organisation believes that the evidence from the programmes that it supported demonstrates that “sometimes focused work is required . . . programmes could be more considerate of how disabled people are involved or specific projects designed where there are particular barriers to involvement to be overcome” (LTUK, 2013, p. 41).

Monitoring data gathered by the LTUK showed that: 

[W]here there was a lack of specific focus of working with disabled people within a programme, the number of disabled people engaged in the work dropped significantly when compared with the national population percentage. Where there was a focus, the number far exceeded this percentage. (LTUK, 2013, p. 41)
Whilst across all programmes an estimated 75,000 participants were disabled (5.5% of all participants), for many programmes only around 1-2% of participants were disabled (LTUK, 2013). The LTUK considered this to indicate that “engaging people with disabilities requires a specific focus” (2013, p. 41). It should be noted that whilst the figure of 75,000 participants – 5.5% of all participants – was quoted looking across all programmes as a whole, LTUK highlighted the work of Accentuate, which recorded almost 22,000 disabled participants. The Deaf and disabled participants in the disability-focused projects of Accentuate accounted for around 29% of the total of disabled participants recorded across all LTUK programmes (LTUK, 2013).
As the LTUK programme for the South East, Accentuate was awarded £1.9m in funding (in context, funding awards for each region ranged between £1.3m and £3m). This £1.9m represented just over 8% of the LTUK funding for regions projects (LTUK, 2013). Since the Accentuate programme was disability-focused, it managed to engage far more Deaf and disabled participants than any other programme, despite being in the middle-ground in terms of the amount of funding that it was allocated. 

2.3 Visits to Cultural sites

The Taking Part Survey 2012/13 found that people with a long-standing illness/disability were over 6% less likely to have visited a museum/gallery (DCMS, 2013c) and just under 5% less likely to have visited a heritage site when compared to those with no long-standing illness/disability (DCMS, 2013a). However, the figures for visits to libraries showed that people with a long-standing illness/disability were slightly more likely to have visited than those with no long-standing illness/disability (DCMS, 2013b).
It therefore appears that barriers exist that discourage or prevent disabled people from visiting some Cultural sites. The ONS Opinions Survey found that in 2011 “32 percent of disabled adults experienced difficulties, related to their impairment or disability, in accessing goods or services” (as cited in ODI Disability Equality Indicators, n.d., section F4). The “goods and services” included such things as using banks, health services, and insurance, but – significantly for this report – also included visits to cinemas, theatres, concerts, libraries, art galleries, and museums. The barriers in question were also not just aspirational barriers that discouraged disabled adults: physical barriers also affected visits to Cultural sites. The barrier that was most commonly reported by adults with an impairment was difficulty in moving around the building (ONS 2010a), and adults with an impairment were more likely than adults with no impairment to report difficulty with accessibility to every type of Cultural venue included in the study –particularly to theatres or cinemas (ONS 2010b). Despite the best efforts of the Equality Act, and with an understanding that some historical sites face difficulty in adapting to the accessibility needs of disabled people, it must be accepted that barriers exist that discourage or prevent disabled people from visiting Arts and Cultural sites.
3. Education and qualifications

A marked difference can be seen between disabled and non-disabled people in terms of the number of people that attain qualifications and in the level of these qualifications. 19.5% of disabled people hold no qualifications, over twice the figure for non-disabled people at 8.1%, and the proportion of disabled people that achieves the highest levels of qualification at National Qualification Framework (NQF) level 4 and above (equivalent to BTEC Professional Diplomas and Certificates of Higher Education) is just 22.7%, considerably lower than the proportion of non-disabled people that does so, which is 31.3% (LFS Q2 2010, as cited in Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 9).
It might be thought that the difference in qualification attainment of disabled people can be explained according to the difference in the average age of disabled and non-disabled people: the majority of disabled people are over state pension age, with only 2-3% of Deaf and disabled people being born with an impairment (Williams et al., 2008), and only 15% of working age adults being disabled (DWP, 2012a). However, whilst it is true for both disabled and non-disabled people that the older a person is, the lower their qualification level is likely to be (due to increases over time of the number of people remaining in education and gaining qualifications), this does not entirely account for the qualification gap (Meager & Higgins, 2011). In every age group, “the proportion of disabled people with no qualifications is twice that of non-disabled people”, and “the proportion of disabled people qualified to NQF level 3 and above is, in all groups, 10-15 percentage points lower than among non-disabled people” (Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 10).
In 2012 there was a gap of 37% between the employment rate of disabled people who had any qualifications, which stood at 54%, and disabled people who had no qualifications, at 17% (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 42). Meager and Higgins found that “the relative disadvantage associated with lack of qualifications is greater for disabled than non-disabled people”, but also concluded that “qualifications explain only part of the employment disadvantage that disabled people face”, with Deaf and disabled people facing a “double disadvantage” of a skills deficit interacting with other barriers to employment (2011, pp.11, 36). 

Research has also discovered a correlation between the qualification level of people and whether they report developing or recovering from an impairment. People do not always have a disability for the duration of their life; as some people report that they have developed impairments over time, others report that they no longer have impairments. The ONS conducted two waves of survey, and gathered data on the number of people that reported an impairment at Wave 1 who then reported no impairment at Wave 2 (thus becoming part of the ‘offset’ group), and also on the number of people who reported no impairment at Wave 1 and then reported at least one impairment at Wave 2 (thus becoming part of the ‘onset’ group). The level of qualification held by a person was found to be a key factor in determining whether they became part of the offset group or the onset group. Those with a degree-level qualification had much higher offset rates (45%) than those with no formal qualifications (28%). The research also discovered that only 5% of adults with a degree-level qualification reported onset at Wave 2, whilst onset was reported by 10% of those with no formal qualification (LOS Wave 2 2010/12, as cited in DWP, 2013a, pp. 22-23).

3.1 Secondary Education

The Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) has stated that “children with SEN/disabilities are generally recognised as being particularly disadvantaged within the education system” (2011, p. 314). The EHRC used Special Educational Needs (SEN) as a way of measuring disability, although disabled children represented a sub-set within the data about all pupils with SEN: not all pupils identified as having SEN are considered disabled in accordance with the provisions of the Equality Act. However, data about the qualification levels of those with specific impairments were separated out by the EHRC, meaning that analysis of the attainments of Deaf and disabled pupils was possible. It should however be noted that not all children who have rights under the Equality Act are considered to have SEN, and so whatever conclusions are drawn regarding Deaf and disabled pupils do not include analysis of these children who are disabled but are not identified as having SEN. 

At age 16, only 17% of all pupils with SEN in England achieved five or more ‘good’ GCSEs or equivalent qualifications (‘good’ defined as A*-C or equivalent). Of those pupils with no identified SEN, 61% achieved five good GCSEs or equivalent. The achievements of those with SEN varied according to the type of impairment (EHRC, 2011).

The data presented by the EHRC separated achievement not only according to impairment, but also by gender and by Free School Meals (FSM) status. Pupils who receive FSM are considered to be from low-income families, although such an assessment is admitted by the EHRC to be “imperfect” (2011, p. 303). Despite the fact that it is an imperfect measure, the research separates this data not only by impairment but by FSM as a means to account for the fact that educational achievement is often higher for pupils from higher-income families. 

Whether or not a Deaf or disabled pupil is entitled to FSM, they have still been found less likely to achieve five or more good GCSE or equivalent qualifications at age 16 than non-disabled pupils. Of all SEN pupils not eligible for FSM, 21% of girls and 18% of boys were found to achieve 5+ good GCSEs or equivalent; of those eligible for FSM the figures were 10% of girls and 8% of boys. These are very different to the figures of 65% / 62% (non-FSM) and 41% / 38% (FSM) for those pupils without identified SEN (EHRC, 2011). 

The figures for pupils with a visual impairment are 38% / 35% (non-FSM), and 22% / 11% (FSM). With a hearing impairment, the figures are 37% / 30% (non-FSM) and 17% / 9%. (FSM). With a physical disability the figures are 29% / 26% (non-FSM) and 12% / 15% (FSM) (EHRC, 2011).
This snapshot of three groups of Deaf and disabled pupils demonstrates that having a disability impacts upon educational achievement. It should also be noted that whilst there is a wide percentage difference between non-FSM Deaf and disabled pupils and non-FSM non-disabled pupils, there is an even wider difference between FSM Deaf and disabled pupils and FSM non-disabled pupils – as one example, FSM non-disabled boys were found to be over four times more likely to get 5+ good GCSEs or equivalent than FSM boys with a hearing impairment (EHRC, 2011). That there is a link between family income and educational attainment is evident, even allowing for the imperfection of the FSM measure; it is also evident that Deaf and disabled pupils who are eligible for FSM are even less likely to achieve good qualifications than their non-disabled FSM-eligible peers. 

Although the percentage of pupils with visual or hearing impairments, or a physical disability, who achieved 5+ good GCSEs or equivalent at age 16 was higher than the percentage when all SEN pupils were included, it was significantly lower than the percentage of pupils without a reported SEN who did so (EHRC, 2011). 
That FSM Deaf and disabled pupils seem further disadvantaged by a lower family income than FSM non-disabled pupils is a cause for concern: the proportion of disabled children living in poverty is greater than the proportion of non-disabled children. Analysis of figures from the DWP found that 27% of all children live in poverty (as cited in CPAG, n.d.); however, the Children’s Society estimated that the figure for disabled children living in poverty is 40% (2011). 

In 2012 54% of disabled people either had no qualifications or had qualifications that were below GCSE grade A*-C (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 42). This group is therefore placed at a great economic disadvantage when compared even to those who only have between 1-4 GCSEs at A*-C, who are expected to earn between around £60,000 a year (women) and £85,000 a year (men) more across their working lives (DfE, 2011). 

3.2 Further Education

In 2010 53% of disabled 19 year olds did not have an NQF level 3 qualification (equivalent to AS/A-level), whereas the proportion of non-disabled 19 year olds without was only 42%. Whilst this is still a large difference, progress has been made in recent years: in 2000, the proportion of disabled 19 year olds without an NQF level 3 qualification was 74%. This figure has fallen much more quickly than for non-disabled 19 year olds, which has meant that the difference between the two groups has narrowed from 21% in 2000 to 11% in 2010 (Aldridge et al., 2012).

It has been found that more Deaf and disabled people have been gaining NQF level 3 qualifications by age 19 than was previously the case, and that “learners in colleges who declare a disability achieve as well as their peers”, with the success rate of learners in 2009-10 being equal at 81% (Ofsted, 2011, p. 34). However, it has continued to be the case that people with SEN have been at age 18 more likely not to be in education, employment or training (NEET) than those without SEN (DfE, 2011). In 2009 it was estimated that 30% of those with an SEN statement in Year 11, and 22% of people who declared a disability, were NEET at age 18 – amongst non-disabled people there was estimated to be only 13% that were NEET (Ofsted, 2011).

The situation in England will change as government policy now dictates that the school leaving age, having already risen to 17 in 2013, will rise to 18 in 2015. That it will be compulsory for young people to remain in education longer may see more Deaf and disabled people entering the labour market with higher levels of qualifications. However, as has been noted, it has been found that less Deaf and disabled pupils achieve what are considered as ‘good’ qualifications at NQF level 2, and so simply instituting a higher leaving age may do little to narrow the qualifications gap between Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people. 

3.3 Higher Education

Achieving a degree-level qualification can make a considerable difference in terms of employment for Deaf and disabled people. In 2012 71% of disabled graduates were in employment, whereas the figure was only 42% for disabled non-graduates (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 36).
In 2010, there was only a 3.5% difference between the proportion of disabled graduates and the proportion of non-disabled graduates that were in full-time employment (45.5% and 49% respectively), and the proportion of disabled and non-disabled graduates in part-time employment was equal, at 12%. Looking at solely graduate-level employment, both disabled and non-disabled graduates were equally likely to be in such positions (AGCAS, 2012). 

When undertaking degree-level study, Deaf and disabled students have been found to be almost equally as likely to achieve a First or Upper Second class Honours degree as non-disabled students (with less than 1% difference), and there is very little variation in results for students with different types of impairment. The same is the case for those students achieving Lower Second class or Third class Honours, or a Pass (HESA Student Record 2008/09, as cited in EHRC, 2011, pp. 342-343).
Despite the fact that levels of achievement have been equal between Deaf and disabled students and non-disabled students, and despite the fact that holding a degree has been shown to significantly improve employment prospects for Deaf and disabled people, in 2012 only 15% of working-age Deaf and disabled people held a degree-level qualification, whereas of non-disabled people the proportion was 28% (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2011). The levels of entry into Higher Education by age 19 have been much lower for Deaf and disabled people than for non-disabled people: in 2009/10, 33% of disabled 19 year olds were in higher education, whilst the figure for non-disabled 19 year olds was 41% (YCS Cohort 13 Sweep 4 & LSYPE Wave 7, as cited in ODI Disability Equality Indicators, n.d., section A8). Unless the number of Deaf and disabled people who undertake Higher Education study later in life or who enter by age 19 increases compared to the number of non-disabled people who do so, this qualification gap will remain.
Whilst 7.2% of young non-disabled students in 2010/11 did not continue in Higher Education after their first year, the figure was 9.1% for young disabled students who did not receive Disabled Students’ Allowance (DSA)
. This can be compared to a figure of 5.5% of young disabled students who did receive DSA who failed to continue their studies after their first year (ODI Disability Equality Indicators, n.d., section A10). This indicates that the extra financial assistance provided by the DSA enables and/or encourages young Deaf and disabled students to continue their Higher Education studies.

3.4 Barriers to gaining qualifications

Of young Deaf and disabled people aged 19-21 in 2009, 44% were NEET; only between 23% and 31% (varied according to ethnicity) of non-disabled people of these ages were NEET (Smeaton, Hudson, Radu, & Vowden, n.d.). 

Analysing post-16 education (Further and Higher) the Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted) found in 2011 that not enough progression pathways existed to allow disabled people to enter apprenticeships, that the application process for DSA was awkward, and that provision for Deaf and disabled learners varied widely according to local provision. However, certain programmes and providers were found to be improving the situation for Deaf and disabled students, with better and more prevalent training meaning that specific needs were better accommodated, leading to improved outcomes (Ofsted, 2011). Whilst Ofsted found that, in terms of participation rates and success rates, there was a “largely positive picture and an improving trend for the majority of learners who declare a disability”, for certain aspects of post-16 education a lack of complete data and variations in the data gathered prevented the drawing of detailed conclusions about the effectiveness of provision (2011, pp. 37-38). 

Case studies that Ofsted provided in their report demonstrated that barriers to Deaf and disabled people gaining qualifications included decisions by local authorities leading to problems for training providers, confusion regarding the organisation of support workers, and a lack of interpreters with the knowledge to communicate technical terms as part of educational courses. Although Ofsted noted, in some cases, that outcomes for the students involved were eventually positive, in others (at the time of their research) no resolution to the problems had yet been found. Even where problems were eventually resolved, Ofsted still recognised these as barriers that Deaf and disabled learners had to overcome: barriers that did not hinder non-disabled students (2011).

A study into the interactions of Deaf and disabled young people with the education system found in 2012 that the respondents – all of whom had “sought full time further education with several pursuing education to degree level” – reported “a lack of flexibility regarding facilities at schools, colleges and universities” (Hamer, 2012, p. 7). The respondents reported that it took them a long time to assess different education institutions to discover the provisions that could be put in place to meet their needs, and that once they had selected an institution, it also took a long time to arrange for these provisions to be put into place (Hamer, 2012). 

Aside from barriers relating to facilities provision, some learners reported that the reality of living with an impairment created a direct barrier to their attainment of a Higher Education qualification, with poor health being cited as a reason for their not being able to complete a degree (Hamer, 2012). These students reported that they sometimes had to miss work and assignments because of periods of ill health, and that “in some circumstances, respondents were advised not to continue with studies when it was perceived that they would be unable to catch up” (Hamer, 2012, p. 7). This indicates a lack of understanding upon the part of Higher Education institutions, or of individuals advising students, that disabled students might take longer to complete their studies and achieve a qualification than non-disabled students: or if not a lack of understanding, perhaps an unwillingness or a (maybe) misplaced attempt to do what advisors or institutions feel is ‘best’ for some disabled individuals. Such problems are similar to those found by the Adult Learning Inspectorate in 2006 concerning apprenticeships and other programmes where providers failed to make adjustments to age limits and the time span of programmes despite it being “well established that learners with disabilities may take longer to achieve than their peers” (2006, p. 5). 

The barriers to gaining qualifications that have been reported by young Deaf and disabled people have been found to continue to present problems to Deaf and disabled people who wish to pursue study later in life. Of all adults with impairments, 16% of them reported barriers to learning opportunities, whereas only 9% of non-disabled adults reported barriers (LOS Wave 1 2009/11, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 44). This may explain why only 23% of Deaf and disabled people in Britain undertake adult learning, only half the figure for non-disabled adults whose participation rate stands at 46% (EHRC, 2011, p. 400).  

4. Employment, income, and career development
Deaf and disabled people believe that employment is “one of their most significant issues” (DWP, 2013b). Many barriers have been shown to exist that have acted to prevent Deaf and disabled people from being in employment, including problems with access to transport, difficulties accessing information on websites, and prevailing negative attitudes on the part of employers. These issues have made some Deaf and disabled people doubt their opportunities and their rights (EHRC, 2011). 
The negative attitudes of employers have often been expressed in terms of worries about health and safety; however, there is no evidence of a higher risk of illness or injury in the workplace for disabled people. It may be that employers use health and safety as an excuse, to mask their misgivings about the levels of productivity of disabled people and misplaced concerns about the risks associated with employing disabled people (EHRC, 2011). Hamer found that amongst young disabled people (aged 18-26) there was a widespread belief that their ability was doubted before they were given the chance to show what they could do. This had acted in some cases to discourage the respondents from applying for work, with negative attitudes rather than overt discrimination creating the barrier (2012). 

Although there were variations according to impairment type, the ONS in 2012 found that of Deaf and disabled people who were covered by the disability provisions of the Equality Act, those who were in employment and had a medium-high level of income were less likely to think of themselves as disabled (as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 16). This demonstrates a link between perceived abilities/opportunities in life and the attitude of an individual to their own disability: a link that is similar to the relationship between qualification level and offset/onset of impairments that was shown in the 2010/12 LOS. 

4.1 The number of Deaf and disabled people in employment

Although the proportion of disabled people who have never been in employment is similar to the proportion of non-disabled people who have not (9.1% and 8.9% respectively) (ODI, n.d., B5), the gap between levels of employment between the two groups is substantial: the Labour Force Survey (LFS) Q2 2012 found that only 46.3% of working-age disabled people were in employment, whereas the figure for working-age non-disabled people was 76.4% (as cited in DWP, 2013a, table 46.1). Employment rates have been found to vary according to impairment type, with some much lower than others: in 2012 only 14% of people with mental health conditions were in employment (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, table 36.1). 

Data from 2012 showed that 3.2 million Deaf and disabled people were employed: this was 11.5% of all employed people in the UK (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 27). By the definition used for the LFS, in 2012 there to were almost 7 million disabled people in the UK who were of working age (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 39). The research found that around 70% of these working-age disabled people stated that the amount or type of work that they were able to do was limited by their impairment. The remaining 30%, who did not state that they had an impairment that was work-limiting, had an employment rate of 75%. This is almost the same as the employment rate for non-disabled people. However, the employment rate of the 70% with a work-limiting impairment was only 33% (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, table 46.2). Therefore, those who reported a work-limiting impairment were much less likely to be in employment than either those who were non-disabled or those who were considered disabled by the LFS but did not report their impairment to be work-limiting. 

Research has shown differences in employment rates according to the age group being studied. Whilst working-age young people (16-24) saw an overall fall in their employment rate in the decade to 2012 (Deaf and disabled, 46.0% to 36.0%; non-disabled, 66.2% to 52.0%), older working-age (50-64) people saw an overall rise (Deaf and disabled, 34.9% to 41.0%; non-disabled 71.6% to 77.1%) (DWP, 2013a, table 40.2). 

In 2012, over a third of disabled people who were not in work would have liked to have been in work (37.4%). This was lower than the 44.8% of non-disabled people not in work who stated that they would like to be in work. In 2010 the figures were 34.7% of disabled people, and 43.7% of non-disabled people (ODI, n.d., B9). 
However, focusing upon economic inactivity, the LFS Q2 2010 found that of disabled people who were economically inactive, 29.6% would have liked a paid job, with the figure for non-disabled economically inactive people being 23% (as cited in Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 29). Worklessness amongst disabled people is “largely a problem of economic inactivity rather than unemployment”(Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 4). 6.6% of disabled people were classified as unemployed in 2010, with the proportion of non-disabled people unemployed being similar at 6.3% (LFS Q2 2010, as cited in Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 4). Although economically inactive people might not be actively seeking/available for work, a higher proportion of those who were economically inactive and disabled wanted to be in work than of those who were economically inactive and non-disabled. 

A higher proportion of disabled people who are in work are in part-time positions than is the case for non-disabled people. In 2012 33.3% of working-age disabled people were in full-time employment, whereas the proportion of working-age non-disabled people in full-time employment was 58.7%. 15% of working-age disabled people were in part-time employment, whilst the proportion of working-age non-disabled people in part-time employment was 19%. This means that non-disabled people were about three times as likely to be in full-time employment as to be in part-time employment, whereas disabled people were only twice as likely (ODI, n.d., B1). This difference in the likelihood of being in full-time employment might reflect health issues for disabled people, but might also indicate that there are other barriers in place that prevent disabled people gaining full-time positions. 
DWP research amongst young disabled people found that “Having paid work was a primary goal for nearly all respondents, although most could only see themselves working part-time due to their need to manage fluctuating health conditions” (Hamer, 2012, p. 9). However, some other respondents expressed a wish to work part-time to allow them to undertake voluntary work (Hamer, 2012). It should therefore be noted that not all Deaf and disabled people who work part-time do so because of barriers to them gaining full-time employment. 

Despite the disadvantages that Deaf and disabled people face in the labour market, they have been found to be only very slightly more likely than non-disabled people to be in temporary employment (LFS Q2 2010, as cited in Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 35). 

A higher proportion of disabled people in work have been found to be self-employed than the proportion of non-disabled people for whom this is the case (in 2010, 15.5% and 13.1% respectively) (LFS Q2 2010, as cited in Meager & Higgins, 2011, p. 34). This might be due to the fact that when Deaf and disabled people are self-employed, they are able to adapt their working environments to their impairments without recourse to the provisions of an employer, or it might also be a reaction to discrimination from employers. 

4.2 Differences in income gained from employment

The Office for Disability Issues (ODI) has stated that “disabled adults are more likely to live in persistent poverty than non-disabled adults” (n.d, C5). This is based upon data from 2005-08 that shows that before housing costs were taken into consideration, and including Disability Living Allowance and Attendance Allowance as part of income, the proportion of Deaf and disabled people that was living in persistent poverty (12%) was twice that of non-disabled people (6%). After housing costs were included, the figures stood at 11% and 7% respectively (British Household Panel Survey 1999-2008, as cited in ODI, n.d, C5). 

As has been noted, Deaf and disabled people in work are more likely to be in part-time employment. Research in 2012 found that the number of disabled people who wanted to work more hours was 2% higher than was the number of non-disabled people (12.9% and 10.9% respectively) (ODI, n.d., B6). 

Not only have a higher proportion of Deaf and disabled people been shown to wish to work more hours, but it has been found that on average they earn less than non-disabled people. In 2012 there was a difference of £1.10 between the mean hourly wage rate of Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people (£12.15 for Deaf and disabled people, £13.25 for non-disabled). This gap has widened since 2010, when it stood at £0.72 (ODI, n.d., B7). Research found that in 2010 the median hourly wage of men who were both Disability Discrimination Act (DDA)
 and work-limiting disabled was 20% lower than that of non-disabled men, and for DDA and work-limiting disabled women 12% lower than that of non-disabled women. This has been attributed to factors including the qualification profile of Deaf and disabled people and discrimination by employers (National Equality Panel, 2010).
A significant difference according to gender has been found in the level of income from employment received by Deaf and disabled people. The EHRC found that in 2009, whilst a gap of 11% existed between the median pay levels of disabled and non-disabled men, the pay gap between disabled and non-disabled women was 22%. After other characteristics, including qualification level, were taken into account the pay gap for men was 9% whereas for women it was 31% (EHRC, 2011). 

4.3 Training opportunities and career development

Some Deaf and disabled people have found difficulty in training or re-training, and have stated that they believe that there is a need for more apprenticeships, supported internships, and volunteering and work experience opportunities (DWP, 2012b). For a five-year period from 2005/6 to 2010/11, there was an increase in the number of disabled apprentices (from 19,200 to 35,600); however, as the number of non-disabled apprentices also increased, the proportion of apprentices that were disabled dropped from 11% of all apprentices to 8% (Little, 2012). This indicates that efforts to get more people into apprenticeships, although they have increased the number of Deaf and disabled people involved, have not had as great an impact upon their participation as they have upon the participation of non-disabled people. 

Training for those in work has been found to be provided equally to Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people when looking at the workforce as a whole: Deaf and disabled people have been no less likely to receive training. However, this disguises the fact that whilst Deaf and disabled people with higher-level qualifications have been more likely to receive training than those are non-disabled, those with lower-level qualifications or no qualifications have been much less likely to receive training than non-disabled people (Meager & Higgins, 2011). 

When in employment, Deaf and disabled people have often found that they are not given the chance to take on responsibilities and that their opportunity to progress in their career is limited. The LOS Wave 1 2009/11 found that the most common complaint from adults who reported health- or disability-related discrimination was that they were “given fewer responsibilities than  . . . wanted”; the second most common was that they had “not been promoted” (ODI, 2011b). The ODI noted a significant gap between the proportion of Deaf and disabled people and the proportion of non-disabled people who were in high-level employment (in 2012, 49.4% compared to 55.5% respectively) (n.d., B4). The EHRC made a statement that indicates the opposite view, that Disabled and non-disabled people “appear to have similar occupational profiles” (EHRC, 2011, p. 426). However, analysis of the figures that they provided demonstrates a similar gap of around 5% between Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people in high-level positions (EHRC, 2011). 
Where Deaf and disabled people have gained skills and qualifications, they have often ended up working in positions in which they are not fully utilised. This may be due to employer discrimination or to other barriers including the demands of particular jobs, hours of work, and transport or accessibility issues (Meager & Higgins, 2011; Jones & Sloane, 2010). 

5. Employment in the Cultural sector
The ACE Disability Equality Scheme (2010) stated that “the profile and presence of disabled people in the arts remains low”. Thanks to the 2012 Cultural Olympiad, it might be argued that since this statement was made the profile and presence of Deaf and disabled artists has been raised by programmes that encouraged and promoted their work. This may then in turn encourage other Deaf and disabled people to pursue employment in the Cultural sector, be it as a creative or employed in some other capacity. There is much scope for improvement: the little research that exists appears to indicate that a far lower proportion of employees in this sector are Deaf and disabled than is the case in the overall national workforce.

5.1 The number of Deaf and disabled people employed 
Very little research appears to have been undertaken to discover the number of Deaf and disabled people that are employed in the Cultural sector. 

Although it does not cover all the artforms considered part of the Cultural sector, the Creative Skillset (CS) Employment Census provides a useful snapshot of the level of employment of Deaf and disabled people in the sector. Employers in creative media reported that 1% of staff were Deaf and disabled (CS, 2012). This figure is much lower than that self-reported by the workforce in the 2010 Creative Media Workforce Survey – stated as 5.6% in the Employment Census (CS, 2012) and as 6% in the Workforce Survey itself (CS, 2010): it therefore appears that a higher number of people in the creative media industries consider themselves to have a disability than are considered to have a disability by their employers. Even these higher figures of 5.6% or 6% (which may be considered more accurate representations of the level of Deaf and disabled employment in the artforms concerned) are far below the percentage of the UK workforce as a whole that is Deaf and disabled (11.5% in 2012) (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 27).
Reporting by ACE RFOs presented a figure of 2% of all permanent and contractual staff being Deaf and disabled. In three years to 2012, whilst the number of permanent and contractual Deaf and disabled staff decreased from 1,216 to 1,164, the number of non-disabled increased from 66,248 to 68,516 (ACE, 2012). 
The proportion of staff that was Deaf and disabled was found to vary in different levels of positions held in RFOs. In 2011/12 the position of Chief Executive had the highest proportion of Deaf and disabled people (5%), and 3% of staff in managerial or higher positions were Deaf and disabled; however, for artistic staff, the figure was 2%, and the figure for other staff was 1%. ACE found that 4% of all board members were Deaf and disabled (ACE, 2012).

As has already been discussed concerning engagement with the Cultural sector, the percentage of disability-led RFOs in each region has been very low (between 1% and 4%), and the percentage of disability-focused RFOs, even at the highest – in the South East, 8% – has still been well below the percentage of the population that is considered to have a disability (ACE, 2012). The ACE Disability Equality Scheme stated that “funding to disabled-led organisations remains static and disabled people have highlighted the need for more clarity on the . . . definition of ‘disabled-led’” (2010, p. 25). Although there is a desire to include Deaf and disabled people in activities by mainstream arts organisations, research has shown that disability-led and disability-focused programmes have been far more effective at engaging Deaf and disabled people than where this was not a specific focus (LTUK, 2013). It might be ventured that what holds true for engagement with the Cultural sector also holds true and can impact upon employment in the sector: a lack of involvement and engagement might be a missed opportunity to encourage Deaf and disabled people to consider employment in the sector. 

The LTUK disability-focused programme of Accentuate awarded 19% of its 12+ month job contracts awarded to Deaf and disabled people, and 54% of its shorter-term contracts (ICC, 2013). The focus upon Deaf and disabled people resulted in a higher proportion of Accentuate’s workforce being made up of Deaf and disabled people than the 11.5% of the overall UK workforce that is estimated to be Deaf and disabled.  

The Grants for the Arts funding scheme from ACE saw an increase between 2005/6 and 2008/9 of 3.9% (from 0.4% to 4.3%) in the proportion of applications that were from Deaf and disabled people, and there was an increase (in value) of 1.9% (from 0.4% to 2.3%) in the proportion of awards to successful disabled applicants over the same period (ACE, 2010). ACE noted that despite this increase, it “is not representative of the wider disabled population in England” (2010, p. 24). If more Deaf and disabled people are encouraged to apply for such funding, and are awarded funding, there may be an increase in the number of those who are able to maintain self-employment as creatives.

5.2 Education level and qualifications

The 2010 Creative Media Workforce Survey found that 68% of the workforce were graduates (CS, 2010). CS compared this to a figure of 37% of the UK working-age population who hold a degree-level qualification (2010); the LFS estimated that in 2012 28% held a degree-level qualification (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2011). Using either figure still indicates that a far higher proportion of the creative media workforce are graduates than is the case for the UK working-age population as a whole. As has been noted, the CS surveys do not include all artforms that are considered to be part of the Cultural sector, but these data present an idea of the level of qualification in some parts of the sector. 

In the light of this higher proportion of the creative media workforce being graduates, it is useful to note once again that in 2012 71% of disabled graduates were in employment, whereas only 42% of disabled non-graduates were in employment (LFS Q2 2012, as cited in DWP, 2013a, p. 36). Having a degree-level qualification makes a substantial difference to the employment prospects of Deaf and disabled people, and it seems that a qualification of that level would make even more of a difference to prospects in the Cultural sector. That a lower proportion of Deaf and disabled people than non-disabled people have a degree-level qualification may go some way to explaining the low proportion of the workforce of the Cultural sector that is Deaf and disabled.
5.3 Training opportunities and career development

Since the proportion of Deaf and disabled staff has been found to be greater in more senior positions of RFOs, it appears that there are opportunities for Deaf and disabled people to enter higher-level positions in the Cultural sector; however, the low proportion of staff in lower-level positions might indicate barriers that restrict entry into the sector. 
ACE recognised in its Disability Equality Scheme that “Leadership is central to promoting prominence”; therefore, it expressed a desire to be “increasing disabled people’s leadership roles within the arts sector” (2010, p. 27). The Scheme also recognised that disabled people should be “a key part of developments in all aspects of the arts”, and so it appears that the efforts that are being made to remove barriers to entry may improve the prospects of Deaf and disabled people seeking lower-level positions in the sector.
That it is recognised that having higher-level qualifications and skills makes a substantial difference to the employment prospects of Deaf and disabled people might explain the fact that a greater proportion of those in the creative media industries seek to develop their education and skills through training than is the case for non-disabled people in these industries. CS reported that 83% of disabled people sought learning or skills development, whilst the proportion of non-disabled people who did so was only 61% (CS, 2010, figure 6.21). 
ACE noted in its Disability Equality Scheme that it was frequently reported that Deaf and disabled people found barriers to accessing professional development, training, and opportunities for leadership and to network and profile their work (2010, p.31). That barriers to training exist for Deaf and disabled people was also highlighted by CS, with research finding that almost every obstacle to learning and skills development was cited more commonly by Deaf and disabled respondents than by non-disabled respondents. One notable exception where a far higher proportion of non-disabled respondents reported a barrier than non-disabled respondents was of an employer being unwilling to pay for training and development (CS, 2010, p. 120-121). It appears that, in the creative media industries at least, employers are more willing to fund training and development for Deaf and disabled people than for non-disabled people, yet other barriers present obstacles to accessing this training and development.

6. The need for further research

There is much research widely available that explores the education and employment of Deaf and disabled people in the UK. It was easy to find data that demonstrated the gap between the educational achievements and employment prospects of Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people, and to show the barriers and reasons that are responsible for this gap. 

In terms of engagement with the Cultural sector, there is also a large body of research available. This research not only shows the gap in engagement between Deaf and disabled and non-disabled people, but also demonstrates the efficacy of disabled-led and disabled-focused programmes in improving levels of engagement of Deaf and disabled people.

It was in attempting to explore the employment of Deaf and disabled people in the Cultural sector that difficulty was encountered. Very little research has been undertaken and/or is accessible that demonstrates the number of Deaf and disabled people that are employed in the Cultural sector. The research that does exist is mainly from Arts Council England, but is of limited use since it only concerns its regularly funded organisations. There has been some research into Deaf and disabled people employed in the creative media industries, and although this provides a useful snapshot of some artforms that are part of the Cultural sector, it cannot and does not enable firm conclusions to be drawn about the employment of Deaf and disabled people across the sector as a whole. Therefore, there is a need for much more research to be undertaken to explore what proportion of the Cultural workforce is Deaf and disabled and to discover what barriers face Deaf and disabled people seeking to enter and progress in the sector. This would enable a better analysis of how the level of employment of Deaf and disabled people in the sector – that, based on limited evidence, appears low – might be increased.
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� ‘Not artform specific’ is defined by Arts Council England as “those organisations that cannot be specifically categorised into the six other artforms [including those] whose work includes service, umbrella and networking functions (SUN) and other organisations that do not have a specific artform” (ACE, 2012, p. 8).


� Higher education students living in England may be eligible for DSA if they have a disability, long-term health condition, mental health condition, or a specific learning difficulty.


� The Equality Act 2010 has superseded the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. It has continued the protection outlined in the DDA, and some additional protection has been included.






