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FOREWORD

The Council of Europe has declared this year, 2003, the European Year of Disabled People. It is fitting, therefore, that the research report What About Me? concerning the barriers to the greater participation of young disabled people should appear at the outset of the year.

This research was commissioned by Leonard Cheshire Northern Ireland to gather views at first hand from young disabled people and through the medium of a small but significant sample of youth provision workers in the area of the Southern Education and Library Board. It highlights many examples of good practice evoking positive responses. It particularly illustrates the commitment of youth workers in promoting inclusion;  I commend my youth work colleagues on that.

Significantly, the research shows that only a small proportion of young disabled people use youth services. The research findings raise many substantial issues for the service, not only in this area but throughout Northern Ireland.

We, in the Southern Board, are committed to improving provision and encouraging and supporting young disabled people to access youth provision. The research, and the recommendations derived from it, clearly indicate what needs to be done.

I thank Hazel Gordon, Leonard Cheshire NI and the Research Advisory Group members for enabling us to hear the young people distinctly and for the directness of the recommendations to make young disabled people feel included and welcome in youth service settings. 

Helen McClenaghan

Chief Executive

Southern Education and Library Board
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PLAIN ENGLISH 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

Research carried out in Northern Ireland in the past showed that young disabled people are not likely to attend youth clubs that other young people go to. The research team wanted to know why this is the case. It was thought that if the reasons why young disabled people do not go to youth clubs are understood, then the people who offer activities and programmes to young people would change the way youth clubs are run and all young people would feel welcome.
Disability used to be thought about in terms of medical conditions. The medical model of disability blames the person with an impairment (like blindness, deafness, not being able to walk or learn very well) for not being able to get around in the same way that a non–disabled person can. And if people are blamed for something, it is easy to discriminate against them. The new way of thinking about disability is called the social model of disability. The social model of disability says that people may have impairments but it is poor access to transport, buildings, and so on that makes people disabled. For a long time now, disabled people have been arguing for changes in the law that will stop them being discriminated against. 
Europe, Britain and Northern Ireland have laws that say disabled people should not be treated differently to people who do not have disabilities. Northern Ireland has an important  new law called Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998. This law says that people involved in the youth service must involve everybody in its programmes and activities. People in government who run the youth service say they want all young people to be able to attend youth clubs if they want to.

This research has been carried out to discover what sort of things stopped young disabled people from going to youth clubs.

How the research was carried out
The field work was completed in the spring and summer of 2002 in the area around Craigavon, Banbridge and Armagh.

Thirty six young disabled people talked about why they did not go to youth clubs. In the research paper, the names of the young people have been changed. This was done to make sure that their conversations with the interviewers would remain confidential.
Twenty youth workers supplied written answers to some questions about their youth clubs. These questions concerned:

· the number of young disabled people attending their youth clubs 
· whether disabled people can get into the buildings and move around the premises
· whether the youth workers had attended disability awareness training and equality training  
· what the youth workers were doing to encourage young disabled people to attend their clubs.
Disability Action checked six youth club buildings to see if disabled people could get in and move around inside.

What the research found out

1. Some young disabled people go to Gateway and Phab clubs.

2. A much smaller number of young disabled people go to youth clubs that young people who do not have disabilities go to.

3. Some of the young disabled people were angry and some were sad that they did not go to youth clubs like other young people. Disability Action’s report agreed that access would be a problem for disabled people in some of the premises.

4. Sometimes it is people’s attitudes about disability and not access that is the problem. 
5. Youth workers do not have to go to training to learn how not to discriminate against young disabled people. 
6. Youth workers receive papers from the youth service telling them the way to do their work. These are called best practice guidelines. Most youth workers try to follow these guidelines, but they are not required to do so.
7. A lot of good activities are going on in youth clubs but the youth service and youth workers do not do enough to encourage young disabled people to attend.
Recommendations

The government office responsible for youth work in the Craigavon, Banbridge and Armagh area is the Southern Education and Library Board. In its Annual Report 2001–2002, this office published a paper called Code of Practice on the equality of opportunities disabled workers have. Another paper that includes the rights of young disabled people who go to youth clubs now or may want to go to youth clubs in the future should be written.
When the youth service wants to get youth workers change the way they work with young people, it writes a policy statement. Policy statements tell youth workers why they have to change the way they do things and how to do things differently. Policy statements should also make sure that the message does not make any guesses about the lives of young disabled people and should be written in a way that the youth workers know the youth services is serious about the changes.
A few years ago the youth service decided it wanted young people to become more involved in making important decisions about how people lived. This was very successful and young people now speak at conferences and let the government and other organisations know what they think and how they feel about various issues. In the same way, the youth service should make a big effort to include young disabled people in youth and other programmes.
Youth workers should be required to attend good training programmes that include disability awareness and equality training with regard to the new law in Northern Ireland that says disabled people should not be discriminated against.
The young non-disabled people who attend youth clubs should be encouraged to attend good training sessions about disability.
Groups of young people who attend youth clubs make important decisions about how their clubs should be run and what programmes they should have. In the same way, young people should be encouraged to make decisions about how to include young disabled people in their clubs.
Young disabled people, their parents or guardians and youth workers should think about how they can work together to make youth clubs a good and safe place to go to. In 1993, two people called Heyman and Huckle wrote a paper called ‘”Normal” life in a hazardous world’ about how this can be done.

Sign language should be accepted as a language by the government in Northern Ireland. Money should then be spent to encourage people to learn and use it to communicate with deaf people. In the meantime, youth workers and youth club members should be encouraged learn sign language.

Advertisements about what goes on in youth clubs should be placed where young disabled people are likely to find out about them. For example: schools and further education colleges, leisure, sport and community centres, cinemas, post offices and banks, shopping centres, disability clubs like Gateway and Phab, social services, bus and train stations and taxi depots.
Youth clubs should be encouraged to set up ‘buddy’ systems. If youth clubs did this, new disabled members who feel a bit shy about attending a youth club, would have a special friend who would help them get used to things. 
The government department that is responsible for money in the youth service is the Department of Education. This department should make sure that the youth service has enough funds to include all children and young people in its programmes and activities. This means that youth club buildings should be made accessible for disabled people.
Some youth club buildings are old and not accessible for disabled people. The Department of Education should think about different ways of working with young people that do not involve using buildings.

Summer schemes that have enough trained workers should be held in youth clubs during the summer months. Buildings should be accessible for disabled people and all young people should be encouraged to attend.
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1. 
BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

Northern Ireland (NI) has the youngest population in the United Kingdom (UK): of the estimated total population figure of over one and a half million people in 1999, 37% are under 25 years of age (Youth Council for NI, 2001). Reliable figures for the incidence of disability in the population are not available. The Policy, Planning and Research Unit (PPRU), which is the only source of such information, last produced figures in 1990. And while there is no convincing argument why it should be so, there is a general consensus and acceptance of the PPRU findings that the proportion of disabled people in NI is higher than in Britain (ie: 174 per 1,000 compared to 142 per 1,000). 
The PPRU findings are also problematic when reliable figures for the incidence of disability among young people in a specific area are sought. Because the NI sample in 1990 was not big enough to break down into regions, incidence of disability among young people in the Southern Education and Library Board (SELB) area is not available. Other indicators are not reliable either. The Social Security Agency figures for Disability Living Allowance (DLA) pick up issues other than disability: in NI, more people in the 18–65 age group claim this benefit than the PPRU figures would suggest are disabled. And the number of children and young people statemented for educational purposes is more likely to reflect how parents feel and think about their children’s impairments.
Unsatisfactory as the available statistics are, they do give a vague idea of the numbers of people involved. However, they say little about the difficulties, problems and exclusion faced by disabled people on a daily basis. Ironically, while medical conditions may be a factor, much more often disabled people lead difficult and excluded lives because of physical and attitudinal barriers. In 1993 the United Nations (UN) insisted that it is essential to ‘rid ourselves of any feelings of pity or commiseration’ when considering disabled people. For the UN, how disabled people are treated in society is a rights issue and this study will consider the issues arising in that broad context.

The SELB (2001) estimated that over 40% of young people attend youth clubs in NI. By comparison, local research carried out by Educable, in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action (2000), found that very few of the young people with motor impairments, who attend special schools, are members of a mainstream youth club. The principles governing youth work practice in NI include a commitment to preparing young people for civic participation, promoting acceptance and understanding of others, and developing appropriate values and beliefs (DENI, 1997). Organised youth activities enable and encourage young people to make friends, develop new skills, build self–esteem, develop leadership skills and participate in their communities. The large disparity in participation levels of these two groups of young people, illustrates that the opportunities offered by existing youth provision in NI, are not as readily available to young disabled people as they are to their non–disabled peers. 
The young adult Policy Implementation Panel (PIP) established by the Youth Service to oversee the changes recommended in the Youth Service Review, argued that:

Disabled young people are an extremely diverse group who demand a range of services to meet their needs.… Planning services for them is hampered by lack of empirical information [about] the numbers currently receiving a service, the numbers currently not participating and the reasons for their non-participation. Considerable research energy needs to be devoted to these questions. (Cited in Department of Education for NI, Youth Council for NI and Education and Library Boards, 2003.)
This study takes up that challenge and looks at why so few young disabled people attend  mainstream and uniformed (eg: Girl Guides, Boys’ Brigade) youth provision. The research is confined to the SELB’s catchment area which incorporates the Craigavon, Banbridge and Armagh District Councils. It aims to promote greater inclusion of young disabled people by auditing the current levels of participation, identifying barriers (physical and attitudinal) and, using the experiences of young disabled people, make recommendations on good practice. 
Appendix 1 takes a brief look at how disabled people have been treated by society throughout history. This traces the shift from the medical to the social model of disability which is mirrored in international and domestic legislation. 

Appendix 2 presents the international and domestic legislative framework relevant to young people and disabled people with emphasis on the recent changes in NI’s equality law. 
Appendix 3 describes how the research was carried out. Because very little local research on young disabled people has been done, it was essential that whatever method was chosen, the research would include the thoughts, ideas and feelings of the young people themselves. The research plan needed to produce information about the lived experience of young disabled people and allow their voices to inform interested people and organisations in government, the youth sector and the disability, equality and human rights fields. Listening to what young people have to say is also in line with the principles advocated by the Youth Service for NI (1999). Information was gleaned from three sources (young disabled people, youth workers and youth club premises), using three methods (focus groups, written questionnaire survey and access audits carried out by Disability Action).
1.2.
POLICY AND PRACTICE RELEVANT TO YOUNG DISABLED PEOPLE

There is no doubt that the social theory of disability, with its emphasis on the notion of social exclusion together with civic and human rights, has impacted on social policy and practice for all disadvantaged groups. This is perhaps best illustrated by the spread of anti–discrimination procedures and monitoring devices and in the shift in focus of literature and practice. It is ironic, therefore, that few documents have evidenced the involvement of young disabled people.

Within the youth service policy framework, the involvement of children and young people in decision making has been a dominant theme since the late 1970s and a succession of policy initiatives have reinforced this (Green, 2001). For example:

· In 1979 a Department of Education circular stressed the importance of youth involvement, establishing the Northern Ireland Youth Forum and a structure of local youth councils intended to provide a platform for young people’s representation in civic affairs (DENI Circular, 1979/10).

· In 1987 the curriculum stated that members of youth groups should be involved in the management of groups and youth centres (DENI, 1987).

· In 1997 the revised curriculum identified participation as one of the three core principles of youth work. This meant that all youth groups should have opportunities for members, in line with their age and maturity, to share responsibility in policy development, programme planning and implementation, organisational and financial management (DENI, 1997).

· In 1999 a policy review focused on five themes, one of which was ‘promoting the involvement of young people in the management and delivery of youth services’. This document proposed the establishment of five implementation bodies, instructing that the membership of each body must comprise one–third young people (DENI, 1999).

The changed political environment created by the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, the Northern Ireland Act 1998 (known also as the Good Friday Agreement and the Belfast Agreement), particularly in relation to Section 75, the forthcoming Bill of Rights, the proposed legislation on Special Educational Needs and Disability and the New Targeting Social Need document, is an ideal time for young disabled people to articulate their needs and campaign to have them met. The youth service is in a state of change following the publication of the Youth Service Policy Review. The disability PIP, made up of several disability specific organisations (ie: Action Mental Health, Blind Centre NI, Cedar Foundation, Disability Action, Mencap, NI Deaf Youth Association, Phab, Royal National Institute for the Blind, Youth Action and YouthNet), has been established to oversee the implementation of the changes as they relate to young disabled people. 
Lately there has been a plethora of documents emerging from both the statutory and voluntary sectors calling for the participation of young people in decision making at different of levels of society (eg: Youth Service for NI, 2001 and Green, 2001). However, these documents rarely mention the inclusion of young disabled people other than to name them in an obligatory list of people traditionally marginalized, who should not be excluded. Indeed, even when young disabled people are included, the effort is often undercut. For example,  one of the studies which listened to young disabled people, dismissed the importance of including young learning disabled people in research as, ‘not always possible or appropriate’ (Youth Council for NI, 2001b). Further, since sign language has not been formally recognised within the NI Assembly, monies have not been invested in its use and promotion in the same way that other minority languages (eg: Irish and Ulster Scots) have been. This has led to a dearth of signers. Only four are registered and available for work in the whole of NI (NIDYA, 2001). The failure to find a way to include all young people in programmes and activities is a failure of vision and creativity, and illustrates a lack of awareness as well as a lack of knowledge of equality issues and the law, at all levels of society.
Given the potential for civic participation of young disabled people and the youth service’s pivotal role, it is disappointing that the Youth Council for NI’s curriculum discussion paper (2002) has failed to specifically address the needs of disabled youth, although this category has been listed among other disadvantaged groups. The disability PIP (2002) has criticised the document as a ‘re–launch of A Model for Effective Practice, rather than a revision of the curriculum for youth work’, and argued that this ‘tagging on’ of young disabled people ‘will continue to place this group of young people outside the service with only pockets of work […] continuing to be done’. The Equality Impact Assessment (2003) produced by DENI, the Youth Council for NI and the Education and Library Boards’ is contradictory. On one hand it states that ‘Screening of the main youth service activities has identified that not many people with a disability are known to be involved.’ On the other hand, it notes that almost half of the young disabled people in its sample belong to ‘a club, group or society’, many of which ‘are mainstream organised activities’. 

Local research about disabled youth has confirmed that young disabled people are ‘outside’ what the youth service has to offer. For example, McConkey and Smyth (2000), studying the experiences of learning disabled school leavers in Belfast, did not come across any young people attending mainstream youth activities. Neither did the recent study by Barnardos (Monteith et al, 2002) looking at childhood disability (5–15 years) and public services in NI. In the same vein, a number of consultations and conferences (eg: Youth Council for NI’s  Shaping our Future, 1998b, Seen and Heard? Consulting and involving young people within the public sector, 2001b, and Generation 2000: Young People in the New Millennium and NI Assembly’s Transition: youth in democracy, 1999) have included and promoted active participation of young people. The draft Programme for Government drawn up by the Assembly Executive states that:
… central to our vision for the future must be a focus on young people. On their development lies our future and we need to ensure that our policies and programmes take account of their needs.

Green (2001) noted that specific targets identified in the draft programme in relation to young people include ‘commitments to combat social exclusion, promote the concept of citizenship and improve education and health services’. Despite the call to combat social exclusion, the Civic Forum, which was set up under the Northern Ireland Act 1998 to ‘act as a consultative mechanism on social, economic and cultural issues’, has only two members under 25 years of age and no young disabled people.  

Research into the participation of young disabled people in existing youth provision reflects the failures to include young disabled people in policy strategies for the future. Disability Action (2002) has argued that research is ‘sparse and uncoordinated’ and complained that the strength of the disability lobby in NI ‘is dissipated by a focus on disability specific issues and by the real need for agencies to protect their funding base’. Resources targeting young disabled people are directed to small scale pilot projects (eg: projects run by Phab, Mencap) with limited scope for generalisation. This means that communication of current best practice is ad hoc and seldom used to inform strategic planning. In a literature review carried out by the young adult PIP (Disability Action, 2002) little local research on young disabled people was found. There are, however, four local studies that have listened to the voices of young disabled people and have been cited elsewhere in this report, ie: 
· Is Anyone Listening?: Childhood disability and public services in NI, Barnardos (Monteith et al, 2002).
· Big ‘D’ wee ‘d’: The lives of young deaf people in NI (NIDYA, 2002).
· Not So Different?  The experiences and views of parents and school–leavers with severe learning difficulties (McConkey and Smyth, 2000).
· No choice,  No Chance: The educational experiences of young people with disabilities (Educable in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action, 2000).

The Council of Europe has designated 2003 as the European Year of Disabled People. This report is therefore timely and it is hoped that its findings, together with findings from other local research projects, will impact on the policy makers, the people involved in curriculum design and delivery for youth workers of the future, the men and women delivering  statutory and voluntary youth provision currently, and, ultimately, the lives of young disabled people in the SELB area and beyond.

Chapter 2: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The research investigated the barriers to inclusion in youth provision in the SELB area faced by young disabled people. This chapter presents and discusses findings from three sources: (i) the voices of the young disabled people who participated in the focus groups; (ii) the youth workers who responded to the written questionnaire; and (iii) the access audit on several youth club premises carried out by Disability Action. 
It is important to state right away that the findings are not straight forward. Contradictory information is an issue throughout this chapter. On the one hand, the physical barriers reported by young disabled people are supported by the access audits carried out on a sample of youth club premises; on the other hand, the findings suggest that while youth workers welcome the participation of young disabled people, they have different perceptions of access, rights and responsibilities.
Set in the context of society in general, this is not surprising (Appendix 1 presents the literature review on the long history of discriminatory behaviour towards disabled people). Nonetheless, Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 places a duty on statutory bodies to develop and implement policies and strategies that lead to equal opportunities for all citizens and it is in this context that the findings of the study have been interpreted.

2.1.
 ATTENDANCE OF YOUNG DISABLED PEOPLE AT YOUTH CLUBS

One of the most important findings of this study is the low participation rate of young disabled people in youth provision: only 3 out of the 36 young disabled people who took part in the study attend mainstream youth clubs. This finding supports the local research carried out by Educable in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action (2000) and echoes the comment made by the Youth Council for NI (1998) that ‘there were […] very limited opportunities for the participation of disabled young people’ in youth service activities. When attendance at uniformed organisations is taken into account, this figure rises to 5 out of 36. Despite the claim made in the Equality Impact Assessment (2003) presented by DENI, the Youth Council for NI and the education and library boards that many of the leisure and social activities undertaken by young disabled people are mainstream organised activities, this study shows that the majority (31 out of 36) of young disabled people are not involved in mainstream and uniformed youth provision.

It should be noted, however, that some young disabled people do attend disability specific youth clubs (eg: Phab, Gateway, etc). In fact, twice as many (10 out of 36) young disabled people attend youth clubs for disabled people than attend mainstream and uniformed youth provision put together.   

There is no doubt that the relatively higher attendance at disability specific clubs provides a social and recreational outlet for some young disabled people. Nonetheless, the findings show that the majority of young disabled people do not attend youth provision of any description (21 out of 36). This is similar to the estimated non-attendance rate of 50–60% for young non–disabled people at mainstream and uniformed youth clubs (SELB, 2001). It appears, therefore, that in the non–disabled and disabled worlds of young people, under half are involved in youth provision. What is interesting about these findings is the segregated way this is accommodated. 

Furthermore, there is a discrepancy between attendance at youth clubs reported by young disabled people themselves and the attendance figures given by the youth workers for their youth clubs. While the figures gleaned from the young people are very low, the number of disabled people attending youth clubs, as reported by the youth workers, is lower still (102 out of nearly 4,000, or 2.6%), and gives cause for concern. The discrepancy in the findings is mirrored in findings from two previous local research projects: Educable in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action (2000) found a similar number of young people who are not involved in mainstream youth provision; Green (2001) found that only 5 of the 130 responding youth workers throughout the five education and library boards said they were involved with young disabled people. Whatever the reason for the muddle about attendance figures of young disabled people at mainstream and uniformed youth clubs, the figures are discouragingly low. 
Despite these low figures, none of the youth workers had directed their publicity towards young disabled people. Also, the comments made by youth workers about the low rate of involvement of young disabled people are interesting. While one youth worker said that an arts, drama and puppetry project is currently being initiated for both disabled and non–disabled young people, others illustrated how their attitudes may perpetuate the exclusion of young disabled people from their youth clubs. For example, one youth worker said that at his/her youth club, ‘there is no discrimination on disability, race, religion or age’, and goes on to explain that the ‘only drawback is lack of facilities’. Lack of accessible facilities, of course, does discriminate against young people with motor, learning and sensory impairments. Two other youth workers commented on their plans to encourage the inclusion of young disabled people in the near future. Both, however, talk about the separateness and ‘specialness’ of activities for young disabled people. Here is what they said:

I am meeting with […] to discuss the possibility of encouraging a special evening weekly for young people with disabilities.

I intend to be more inclusive of disabled people in September and have been working towards this. I will target disabled [young people] on one particular evening.

When the young people talked about why they did not attend youth clubs, they gave various reasons. Only one (Brian, a 14–year–old wheelchair user) said his poor health made membership of a youth club difficult for him. John (29 years old with an acquired brain injury) felt his life had moved on from youth clubs since he had had children of his own. For the others, several said that they were not aware of local youth clubs (David, 17 years old with motor impairment;  and 14– and 15–year–olds, Christine and Sara, who are deaf). Liz (14 years old and deaf) ‘loves’ attending the Girls’ Brigade and told about her mother’s fears for her safety at the Saturday night youth club. She said:
My mum won’t let me go to it because it’s far too dangerous.  The boys in the youth club are quite rough, they could knock you over.

This statement is reminiscent of McConkey and Smyth’s study (2000) which reported that parents of learning disabled school–leavers often created a special and safe environment by ‘emphasising their preference for special clubs and facilities with high levels of supervision’. Heyman and Huckle (1993) wrote about what they called the ‘danger avoidance’ strategy which is restrictive for the young people and may ‘result in loneliness and inactivity’. This consequence appears to generalise to the motor and sensory impaired world. The findings of the current study show that some of the young people involved are indeed lonely and inactive. David watches television ‘all the time’, and might go to a youth club to be with friends if he had the information about where his local club meets. Others did not know why they did not attend youth clubs. For example, Ken (24 years old with learning disability) said he wanted to go to a youth club but something, which he could not articulate, stopped him. Others shrugged and implied that youth clubs had nothing to do with them. Amy (15 years old and blind) was one of the few who had no time for danger avoidance. Her main priority is being treated like everybody else and she said: 
I’m glad […] fellas are rough with me because it shows they treat me as a normal person.
According to McConkey and Smyth (2000), the alternative to danger avoidance is a ‘shared risk’ strategy, in which parents, young people and professionals explore their mutual perceptions of hazards and work together to reduce risks. These writers noted that schools, further education colleges and social services have failed to make this strategy a reality. Evidence from research participants in the current study makes it clear that the youth service can be included in this list. Neither the young people nor the youth workers talked about discussions and/or negotiations between the key stake–holders in this context.

2.2.
PHYSICAL BARRIERS TO ACCESS
The young people talked about what would need to happen for them to feel welcome at their local youth clubs. While physical access to, from and within the youth club buildings was not the only issue discussed, it was one where the young participants were most political and articulate. For example:
All places now are meant to have ramps. It’s the law,  isn’t it?’ (Maurice, 14–year–old  wheelchair user)

The disabled [access] issue is a very big issue. (Johnston, 13 years old with learning disability)

It is essential that clubs are convenient and people watch their attitudes. (Louise, 17 year old wheelchair user)

But it was Ciaran’s story about why he stopped going to a youth club that most illustrated the indignity and danger caused by inadequate or non–existent access in youth clubs. He remembered that on the one occasion he went to a youth club:
They [carried] me up the stairs,  me and the wheelchair … backwards. I haven’t been back since. I hate being carried up the stairs. Me and my wheelchair. Scary. (14–year–old wheelchair user)

The access audit carried out by Disability Action (available as a technical annex from Leonard Cheshire NI) endorses the young people’s perception of youth clubs and presents a grim picture of the lack of accessibility for young people with motor, learning and sensory impairments. The majority of the youth workers have a perception that their facilities are accessible for disabled people. This is very different from the reality reflected in the access audits and in the responses of the young people. The access audit is discussed under six headings: Car-parking, Approach/Pathway, Entrance, Interior movement, Toilet facilities and Egress (emergency exits).
2.2.1. Car-parking

Nearly all (18 out of 20) of the youth workers reported that their youth clubs had accessible car-parking areas. While the access audit identified only two youth clubs that had accessible car parking spaces, both were on a steep gradient and would therefore cause serious difficulties for disabled people getting in and out of cars independently. The rest of the car parking facilities audited were not accessible for disabled users. Recommendations made to provide accessible car-parking were: reducing gradients, ground levelling, dropping kerbs, designating more accessible spaces of appropriate width and marked clearly, displaying symbol and, importantly, urging management to ensure correct use of spaces.

2.2.2. Approach/Pathway

Over half (13 out of 20) of the youth workers said that the approaches to their youth clubs were accessible. Another two said that work on making their approaches accessible was in progress. However, the access audit was unable to identify any approach that was accessible currently. Instead, it reported steep gradients, stepped access, kerbs and cracked surfaces that were not level. Recommendations made included the fitting of ramps and handrails and, in the meantime, provision of tactile warning strips on steps and directional signs. 

2.2.3. Entrance

Most of the youth workers (14 out of 20) indicated that an accessible entrance had been provided at their youth clubs. The access audit did not assess the entrance of one of the youth clubs. Of the other five, the audit found one reasonably accessible and made only two small recommendations: to  fit an entrance sign and, since security doors were kept locked, provide push bell at an accessible height. At the remaining youth clubs, the access auditors found steps, doors with insufficient opening width, doors opening out towards the user, door handles at an inaccessible height. Recommendations were made for the fitting of ramps, including handrails and tactile warning strip in accordance with Building Regulations NI 2000, fitting accessible doors, opening inward with handles at accessible height, push–button opening device. Also, recommended was the marking of steps in permanent contrasting brightness. 
2.2.4. Toilet facilities

Just over half (11 out of 20) of the youth workers reported that the toilet facilities in their youth clubs were accessible. Significantly, a couple of leaders acknowledged that the accessible facilities were housed within the female toilets, without making any reference to the inappropriateness for both male and female users.

The access audit reported that while some of the youth clubs have multiple toilet facilities, none of them is accessible. Problems noted are, again, insufficient opening width of doors, fittings too high, no tonal contrast, no tactile warning strips etc. Recommendations are made that accessible toilets are fitted along-side male and female toilets, meeting the specifications of Building Regulations NI 2000. Accessible light switches and red pull alarm cords should also be fitted.

2.2.5. Interior movement

More than half (13 out of 20) of the youth workers said that there would be no problems for disabled people moving around the inside of their youth clubs. The access audit shows that if disabled people were able to gain access to the youth clubs, they would not be able to move around inside the buildings, even with assistance. Wheelchair users simply could not get through most of the doors, reach the handles or negotiate steps, raised/stepped thresholds and inappropriately stored equipment and cleaning materials that block access within and between rooms. People with other mobility impairments would have difficulty with blocked routes and tripping hazards caused by clutter, curling mats and fraying carpets. People with visual impairments would have difficulty with the failure to achieve good colour and tonal contrast between walls and floors, walls and doorways and on steps throughout the buildings in most of the youth clubs. Learning disabled people and other users/visitors rarely have the benefit of signs indicating the use of rooms and providing directions to activities/services in different parts of the youth clubs.
The access audit listed an impressive array of activities taking place in youth clubs in the SELB area: games rooms, IT suites, snooker rooms, gymnasiums and changing rooms, classrooms, arts/crafts, music rooms, crèches, kitchens and eating areas, as well as outside facilities such as all-weather pitches. The skills, confidence and personal development, which use of these facilities offer are not available to young disabled people. Getting refreshments from the kitchens independently would be impossible for many wheelchair users or small people because of the insufficient space around the counters, which are too high. 
2.2.6. Egress (emergency exits)

The lack of accessibility at youth clubs must be frustrating for the young disabled people who do attend. Seriously worrying, however, is the lack of accessible emergency/fire exits. The youth workers were not asked to comment specifically on emergency exits and it is assumed that their comments on internal movement cover their views on the accessibility of exits.
The access audit reported that youth clubs generally do not have directional signs at accessible height, audible and visible fire alarms have not been fitted, clutter (eg: stored furniture and equipment and litter bins etc) obstruct exit routes, door thresholds are not level, internal and external steps often have no ramps or handrails, panic bolts are inaccessible and doors have insufficient opening width. One youth club had a sign indicating an escape route where there was none;  another had a fire exit and no sign indicating its location. One youth club that does have two exit doors wide enough for a wheelchair user to get through, placed heavy planks across the doors. None of the youth clubs had fire alarms at accessible height and only a few had good colour and tonal contrast between walls, floors and doorways. 
2.3. ATTITUDINAL BARRIERS TO ACCESS

The physical barriers discussed under the previous section are a symptom of the attitudinal and social barriers constructed by an non–disabled society. Some of the young people are very clear about the psychology behind society’s attitude towards disability. During a discussion about the negative aspects of attending youth clubs, Amy said that it was mainly because there;
… are social barriers between disabled people and non–disabled. Sometimes people can be a bit iffy. I think it’s mainly ignorance and fear.

Amy is clearly trying to understand non–disabled people’s reaction to young people like herself. She also acknowledged the possibility of a two-way breakdown in communication:
Well, the likes of people who have never met a disabled person before […] they mightn’t know how to handle someone who is disabled and would be afraid of doing it wrongly, so they stand off. And that gives the impression […] that they don’t want to know and couldn’t be bothered […] taking the responsibility and making the effort to get to know someone who is disabled. But maybe it’s not like that at all.

Jack (17–year–old wheelchair user) also comes to the conclusion that people are ignorant of disability issues and gives a clear message to youth workers on their role to provide an inclusive youth culture. Here is what he said:

[Youth workers] should help you break in and make friends. But that isn’t going to happen. I think what might help is if people organising the youth clubs took a bigger role in the activities like helping people, introducing people to each other, and making sure they are behaving okay. The people that run the youth clubs need to help [all young people] interact. It’s not just that people are arrogant and abusive to other people. Some of them don’t know enough about disability. 
There was also recognition of the general attitude to disabled people, which gives an insight into the constant harassment experienced by them within the non–disabled world:
Able–bodied people think you are simple. Even if you approach them you think they don’t want to approach you. That’s what leads to disabled people on one side and able–bodied people on the other. (Jack)

They give me dirty looks in town. (David)
When people see and think about people who are disabled, they think somebody in a wheelchair has hearing problems or sight problems. (Jack)

I wish people would just get over thinking that disabled people can’t do anything. (David)

2.4.
POLICY TO INCLUDE YOUNG DISABLED PEOPLE

The SELB does not have a specific policy to include disabled people in its youth provision. It is, however, ‘fully committed to the fulfilment’ of its equality obligations under Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 and promises to provide a service that promotes ‘equal opportunities for all’ (2001–2002). A few of the youth workers surveyed said that they are aware of the Board’s current policy regarding the inclusion and participation of disabled people in youth clubs and it is assumed that it is this statement to which they are referring. 

Three of the 20 youth workers said they had developed policies focusing on the inclusion and rights of young disabled people. And while more than half (11 out of 20) of the youth workers said that they intended to develop an inclusive policy, their comments presented a range of perceptions about the nature of this work. For example, a few of the youth workers are making an effort to meet their responsibilities: one ‘would like to have such a policy’, and another hoped ‘to open up [an] area of inclusive [activities] for those with special needs/disabilities’, and thinks that, ‘this may lead to such a policy being developed’. Another youth worker said that training on disability awareness for staff and senior members is planned and that integrated places will be offered for young disabled people on the summer activity scheme. Other activities developed by the youth workers to prepare and encourage young disabled people to participate in mainstream and uniformed youth provision included: upgrade of physical access to the youth club, identification of training needs, organisation of Phab visit, funding sought, development of project for disabled and non–disabled young people, and liaise with disability agencies. And one of the youth workers commented that while s/he was unable to ‘provide a fully integrated service’ because of the major funding implications, s/he has, for the past three years,
…worked in partnership with social services that have funded staff to allow for the inclusion of disabled young people in our Summer Activity Programme. 
This project ‘was a huge success’. The Carer, User and Volunteer Support Programme has been involved with another youth worker, discussing ways in which young people with special needs can be included in the youth programme from September 2002. Here, the few disabled members who did attend the summer scheme ‘highlighted the need for the club to be more open and welcoming’.

One of the youth workers reported that in his/her youth club a special programme had been developed and that a youth worker, ‘purely for disabled users’, is involved with the club. Unfortunately, this strategy may perpetuate and promote the ‘specialness’ of young disabled people. Disabled people have said that they do not want to be ‘special’. An illustration of this position is made powerfully by James (12 years old with mobility impairment) when he said, ‘Johnston and I are like non–disabled people … there’s just something wrong with our legs.’ Disabled people have ‘specific’ needs and this youth club may have missed an opportunity to develop inclusive policies that will meet those needs and allow the integration of young disabled people into the mainstream activities. Some other youth workers have not considered addressing their responsibilities towards disabled young people at all. Here is what they said in response to the question about future plans to develop policy for inclusion and rights of young disabled people:
I will make plans if the need arises.

[Inclusion and rights for young disabled people] hasn’t been an issue, but worth thinking about.

I will make plans when facilities are appropriate.
We are very aware of the lack of disabled access but [we] have limited resources for [young people generally].
Helen (17–year–old wheelchair user) addressed this lack of awareness when she said that while in some places access is being developed:
… in other places, they maybe don’t realise disabled people might need to use their facility and they don’t [have access].
The notion that the needs of young disabled people will be addressed some ideal time in the future, or when the young people force the issue, is summed up by Sara who, during a discussion about barriers to attending their local youth clubs, said she felt she ‘would have to make the first move’. Brendan (22–year–old wheelchair user) was indignant that he would even be asked why he did not attend his local youth club. Here is his conversation with the interviewer:

Brendan:
Remember, I’m in the wheelchair.

Interviewer:
Do you feel your wheelchair would stop you going?
Brendan:
Aye.
Interviewer:
Would you be fearful there would be no [disabled] access?

Brendan:
There’d be no disabled access.

Interviewer:
Have you checked that out?

Brendan:
Em …

Interviewer:
Or do you think that is the way it is?

Brendan:
I just think that.

Amy complained that the access in youth club she attends, ‘isn’t that good. You’ve got stairs to go up.’ She continued, musing, ‘but they’ve never really had to deal with disabled people before.’ A couple of hearing impaired young people echoed the findings of NIDYA’s study (2002) that lack of access is not only about the physical facilities. Fourteen–year–old Denis, ‘went to a youth club once but then it was really hard to hear’. Christine thought it would be ‘a big help’ if leaders and young people attending youth clubs knew how to sign. When the group was asked if it thought a signer would be available for someone who is deaf, Jack said, ‘I doubt it.’ When asked about support for blind or visually impaired people, Jack shook his head and said he had ‘never heard of that [type of support being available]’. Nonetheless, a couple of the young people said that all access issues in the youth club they attend together ‘had been sorted’. Clearly, the misguided idea that disability access simply means physical access is shared by some people within the disabled, as well as the non–disabled, community.

2.5. 
TRAINING UNDERTAKEN BY YOUTH WORKERS

The SELB’s current Annual Report 2001–2 includes its code of practice on equality of opportunity for disabled people. This relates to existing and future employees and ensures that disabled workers ‘are provided with the same access to training and development opportunities as their colleagues’. The training section of this document does not mention equal opportunities for users of its services nor does it encourage employees to undertake disability awareness/equality training. However, an end–note states:


As a consequence of the enactment of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, this Code of Practice is being revised and will be reissued as soon as it has  been finalised.
Hopefully, the re–issued code will cover equal opportunities for both workers and young people using the service. 
Despite the emerging findings that youth workers’ perception of what constitutes access for disabled people is very different from that of the young people interviewed and the Disability Action’s access audit, some disability training has been undertaken. The responses here perhaps illustrate the small beginnings of the breakdown of what Amy called ‘ignorance’ towards disability. 
Youth workers were asked to indicate training courses covering the Disability Discrimination Act, disability awareness, rights and citizenship, and other similar training that had been undertaken by any workers involved in their youth clubs (see Appendix 7). 
Just under one third of the workers (6 out of 20) in the youth clubs have not attended any disability issues training, although two youth workers commented that some workers have considerable experience working in the disability field. Just over one third (7 out of 20) have been involved in one training course; less than one third in two training courses (6 out of 20), and only one worker out of 20 has participated in three.

What is interesting about these findings, however, is that the youth clubs, which have had workers attend training courses covering disability issues, are not necessarily any more likely to be working towards inclusive practice. For example, one youth club has a regular attendance of 50 young people. There are no disabled members, access is poor and a policy will be developed only ‘when facilities are appropriate’. Workers from this youth club have attended three disability related training courses. On the other hand, one youth club involved in only one training session, has over 500 regular attenders, including 20 young disabled people. This club is currently upgrading access facilities and has plans to develop an inclusive policy ‘with some support’. 
The young people talked about how poorly they thought youth workers were trained in disability issues. Jack acknowledged the lack of disability awareness training for leaders and young non–disabled people and argued that youth workers trained in disability issues could reduce the separation and the bullying that sometimes occurs. He said:
If people organising youth clubs took a bigger role in the activities like helping people, introducing people to each other and making sure they are behaving, that would be better.
Jack went on to tease out what is going on in difficult or hostile situations and came to the conclusion that youth workers need to be trained themselves in order to  raise disability awareness with the non–disabled youth attending their clubs. He said:
 It is not just that people are arrogant and abusive to other people;  some of them don’t know enough about disability.               

While Amy is adamant that youth workers should be: 
Given awareness training about different disabilities so that [they] won’t be scared if someone with a disability does turn up.
she was less hopeful than Jack that awareness training among youth workers will change the prejudice of non–disabled young people. She argued:
If people don’t want to be bothered with disabled people, well then,  no matter how much effort you make, it’s not going to work. And that’s the simple truth.

Asked if she thought it was up to her to make the effort with her non–disabled peers, Amy said:

I feel that if I extend my hand, someone should catch it. It shouldn’t be one sided all the time.

The SELB’s mission statement which ensures ‘a sense of shared responsibility, respect for one another and appreciation of the worth of the individual person,’ provides a basic rule of good practice. And some of the youth workers are clearly trying to implement good practice in a climate of scarce resources. However, there seems to be a long way to go before the young people’s desire for the implementation of inclusive policies has an effect on their social and personal development opportunities.
2.6. 
YOUTH PARTICIPATION IN ORGANISATION AND MANAGEMENT OF YOUTH CLUBS

As well as promoting moral values, the SELB’s mission statement ensures that a high quality youth services will ‘promote learning, provide opportunities for personal development and encourage individuals to acquire core skills’. For over twenty years, DENI (1979, 1987, 1997, and 1999) has stressed the importance of involving young people in civic matters and in the management and delivery of youth services. It was in this context that youth workers were asked to provide information about the extent of participation in the organisation and management activities among the young people who attend their clubs. These findings are discussed in conjunction with the findings from the young disabled people who talked about why, in their views, youth provision exists and how young people benefit from attendance and membership. Because so few of the young people (5 out of 36) attend mainstream and uniformed youth clubs, these discussions also focused on what opportunities they felt they were missing. 
All of the youth workers reported that the young people who attend their clubs are involved in the development and organisation of the activities programme. Almost all (19 out of 20) involve young people in programme evaluation. The majority (15 out of 20) have young people represented on the specific project committees. Slightly fewer (14 out of 20) state that the young people are represented on their management committees. And half (10 out of 20) involve young people in helping to develop and implement policy decisions. 
Three points have been noted about these findings: (i) the benefits to the members of youth clubs; (ii)  the exclusion of young disabled people from these benefits; and (iii) the effectiveness of policy initiatives and their implementation.

First, the benefits of this level of participation and the training it gives to the young people involved is significant. Participating in the general activities associated with the curriculum programmes gives young people opportunities to ‘make personal choices, develop relationships and interact with their peers and adults, broaden their experiences and mature … into thoughtful and responsible citizens’ (DENI, 1997). Participation in the management and organisation of youth provision in their local communities also gives the young people an opportunity to learn and practise leadership skills and gain confidence. The effect of such programmes and early training will not only aid their personal development, it will give the young people confidence and essential tools for their transition into the adult world.

Second, despite the DENI’s assertion that ‘youth groups exist for all those young people who wish to attend them’ (DENI, 1997), the findings of this and other local research (eg: Educable in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action, 2000, Green, 2001) show that young disabled people are largely excluded from the experiences and opportunities to have fun, become empowered and learn leadership and citizenship skills. 

While the young disabled people feel excluded from mainstream and uniformed youth provision, they have no real concept of what they are excluded from. When they were asked why youth clubs existed, none talked about empowerment, independence, or citizenship. Only one (Kate, 29 years old with learning disability) said that youth clubs were ‘for learning new skills’. Below is a list of reasons for youth clubs, as perceived by other young disabled people:

They have the social aspect. I’d say that’s the biggy. (Amy)

Make new friends. (Brenda, 25 years old with learning disability;  Manus, 27 years old with learning disability;  Kate, Louise, David, Johnston and George, 13–year–old wheelchair user)

You can spend time with your friends. (David, Timothy, 25 years old, and Robbie, 24 years old, both with learning disability)

Meet other people your own age. (Jack)
Spend time with your friends, socialise and talk to people … females, males. (Johnston)

[They’re] more or less to meet new people. (Graham, 30 years old with cerebral palsy)

… to keep [young people] out of mischief. To keep people from hanging about the streets. (Maurice)

It’s something to occupy [young people]. (Jack, Johnston)

I suppose it is to get young people to bond and possibly to keep hooligans off the street. (Amy)

[To keep young people] out of trouble. (Paul, 15–year–old wheelchair user)
To have fun. If you can’t do anything around your own neighbourhood, well, there is that. (Denis).
You don’t want to be stuck in the house all the time. (Graham)

To get you out of the house. (Helen and Sean, 21 year sold with motor impairment)

It gets me out of the house for a couple of hours. Then my mum can go for a walk. (Liz)

Play games and sport. (Rowan, 25 years old with learning disability, and Graham)

Soccer and things like that … sport. (Paul)

You can play snooker or pool or table tennis. There is television there, too. (Graham)

You can enjoy the team games. (Manus)

Only one young disabled person articulated the loss associated with being an outsider. Jack said that if he could attend a mainstream youth club, he would be able to ‘interact with people’ he does not normally see, ‘like able–bodied, for instance’. Jack is aware of the muddle created by negative perceptions of disability and his own negative perception of non–disabled people when he talked about the need for interaction between non–disabled and disabled young people. Here is his conversation with the interviewer:

Jack:

I think there is a  gap between how they think about each other.
Interviewer:
How do you think able–bodied people perceive you?
Jack:
[They think] I am less intelligent than them. Able–bodied people think [disabled people] are simple. But maybe they haven’t even said it, but you think that’s what they’ll do. Even if you approach them, you think they don‘t want to approach you. That’s what leads to disabled people on one side and able–bodied people on the other.

The young disabled people’s perception of youth clubs as social and sports organisations, which get young people out of their houses and have a social control element, is clearly not the whole story. The evidence that young disabled people do not know what they are missing, together with Jack’s insight into the complexities of stereotyping and prejudice, highlights the exclusion they experience.
Third, the extent to which policy initiatives involving children and young people in decision-making processes have been implemented illustrates how powerful the whole exercise has been in recent years. DENI, the Youth Service NI, the Youth Council for NI and others have been responsible for creating a culture of youth participation and an expectation that the voices of young people will be heard (see Introduction, 1.2). While the participation and involvement of young disabled people has not been addressed by DENI in the same way, it is hoped that the recent legislative changes and current consultative processes about disability issues will lead to the implementation of similar initiatives. In this way, young disabled people will be in a position to state their needs, have them met and get involved in the development and organisation of youth activities and other civic organisations alongside their non–disabled peers. One of the youth workers illustrated the powerful impact that the implementation of an inclusive policy plus experiential training can make. S/He commented that:

Our youth club members carried out a simulation exercise on disability access in and around our area, which has helped to heighten awareness of the difficulties disabled people face.
The next step, of course, is to become aware of the service providers’ duty and responsibility to promote and accommodate the inclusion of young disabled people in all activities and programmes.
2.7.
CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH AND RECOMMENDATIONS
2.7.1 
Conclusions

What is very encouraging is the willingness of people in the SELB and its catchment area to be so centrally involved in this research. Young disabled people, workers at senior level in the SELB, youth workers, and social workers and care workers have responded positively to the research process and talked openly about a difficult, painful and largely ignored situation. The findings of the study do highlight the physical and attitudinal barriers that hinder many young disabled people living in the area from getting involved in youth provision. This is not unique to the SELB area. In a survey covering all five education and library boards, Green (2001) found very few youth work providers were involved with young disabled people.
The field–work, which took place in the spring and early summer of 2002, adopted a three–pronged approach, gathering qualitative and quantitative information from three sources, using three methodologies. Whatever figures readers accept from the contradictory findings on the number of young disabled people participating in and benefiting from youth provision, it is clear that the participation rate is very low. The failure of the majority of youth workers to recognise the poor physical accessibility of their youth clubs as a major issue is significant and leads to the suggestion that physical barriers are a reflection of  attitudinal barriers. 
While the young disabled people are, in the main, very aware of their status as outsiders, they respond in different ways. Some are angry, some are cynical, and some are cheerful. Most just want to get on with their lives, like everybody else. Their inability to feel welcome in the existing youth provision is an extension of their inability to feel welcome in mainstream schools, theatres, cinemas, restaurants, public transport and so on. Young disabled people are excluded by and from their society to the extent that they do not fully grasp what it is they are excluded from. And, according to the findings, they are excluded from an impressive and exciting range of activities, programmes, training and opportunities for further development which is available to the young non-disabled people of the SELB area. However, anti–discriminatory policies are not a high priority for some of the youth workers on the ground. 
What training has been done, has not necessarily led to the implementation of proactive anti–discriminatory practice. Youth workers are, of course, operating in a climate of scarce resources, and, until recent years, society, including many of its disabled citizens, accepted the argument that disabled people, or their impairments, were the problem. The medical model of disability is no longer acceptable. The social model, and attempts to hone it in a way that takes cognisance of individual experience, is now enshrined in law and in the language of rights and responsibilities. Young disabled people have a right to choose whether to attend mainstream and uniformed youth clubs on the one hand, or disability specific clubs on the other, or, indeed, attend both. The people with a statutory duty to provide youth services, and those who deliver youth programmes on the ground, have a responsibility  to ensure that their services are available to all children and young people.

The SELB’s equal opportunities policy for workers, its mission statement, and its stated core values are  commendable. But it is important to reiterate that the Board does not as yet have a specific policy governing disability for its youth service. Training for youth workers is not compulsory and models of best practice are guidelines only. DENI must also take responsibility for the current state of affairs. While ‘throwing money’ at a problem does not necessarily solve it, the way that resources are allocated to youth provision in Northern Ireland is a critical factor in the shortcomings identified in this study.
 Nonetheless, as Oliver (1999)  noted, times are changing. Hopefully, the abundance of current reviews, consultations and legislative changes will be sufficient to encourage the inclusion of disabled children and young people into the best Youth Service NI has to offer. When injustice towards disabled people has been rectified, society as a whole will be the richer for it. 
2.7.2. Limitations of the research

Many of the young disabled people participating in this research had strong views about the society they live in. They were excited and, in some cases, surprised to be asked their opinions on issues and policies that affect them. In this way, the research process broke new ground for some of the individuals involved. Nonetheless, best practice dictates that the young people should be involved at every stage – project design, data collecting, interpreting and write–up. This was not done. Time and finance were not available to recruit and train young people to a standard high enough to avoid tokenism. It is hoped that any major study in the future will be in a position to address this issue. 
Again, with more time, a larger sample of youth workers could have been included. Some responses from the participating youth workers were curious and could have been elaborated upon in follow–up interviews.

2.7.3. Suggestions for further research

Only four young disabled people who were approached chose not to participate in the research and three of those are deaf. The extent to which these young people are unable to include themselves when given the opportunity, is interesting. NIDYA was asked to help interpret this phenomenon;  the only suggestions made (eg: engage the services of a signer) had already been taken into account in the design and implementation of the information gathering stage of the research process. Therefore, further research is needed to explore thoroughly the whole notion of inclusivity in respect of deaf people.

Despite the high level of exclusion uncovered by the research, there is no doubt that some youth workers are struggling to offer best practice in a disablist and poorly resourced culture. Further research could explore the detail of this work and present findings as models of good practice.

2.7.4. Recommendations

What the research made clear was that young disabled people identify issues important to them that any young person is likely to mention: friendships, growing up, bullying and discrimination. But where non–disabled young people have access to youth services that can support them in their transition to adulthood, this is largely denied to young disabled people. Despite the many areas of good practice highlighted by the research, it is clear that the service is not inclusive enough. Therefore, in order to promote greater participation of young disabled people, recommendations are made under two headings, ie: practice and resources. 

Practice

· The SELB’s forthcoming revised code of practice on equality of opportunity for disabled people, should cover equal opportunities for both its employees and the young people who use its services.

· Policy statements relating to youth work practice should be presented in a tone that reinforces the statements. They should identify and clarify common myths and assumptions as well as addressing why new practice is being introduced and how it should be done.
· The successful policy initiatives encouraging children and young people to get involved in decision making processes in youth activities and other civic organisations should be extended to disabled and other disadvantaged groups.

· Participation in a programme of high quality training should be compulsory for those who work with young people, either in an employed or voluntary capacity. This should include: disability awareness, equality issues, action planning and ongoing monitoring and evaluation of training impact.

· Non–disabled people who attend youth clubs should be encouraged to participate in similar high quality training on disability and other equality issues.

· Generally, youth clubs provide an opportunity for their young members to develop and implement policies in a number of sub–committees. This model should be extended to cover the development and implementation of strategies that will encourage the inclusion of young disabled people and other minority groups.

· Young disabled people, their parents and youth workers should be encouraged to implement a ‘shared risk strategy’ (Heyman and Huckle, 1993).

· Youth workers and youth club members should be encouraged to learn sign language.

· Publicity and recruitment drives for youth club membership, activities and programmes should encourage young disabled people to participate alongside their non–disabled peers. These posters, leaflets, advertisements, and so on, should be placed where young disabled people are likely to become aware of them, eg: schools (including special schools) and further education colleges, leisure, sport and civic centres, cinemas, post offices and banks, shopping centres, disability specific clubs, social services, bus and train stations, and taxi depots.

· A ‘buddy’ system/peer education and mentoring system should be initiated. In this way, young disabled people could be encouraged to get involved in youth programmes and activities in a supportive and friendly environment.

Resources

· The DENI must ensure that sufficient finance and support is available for the youth service to enable it to include all children and young people in its programmes and activities. If the current approach to youth work (ie: working with young people within a youth club setting) is to continue, there is an urgent need, and a legal responsibility, to make existing buildings accessible for young disabled people. As well as the recommendations made to specific youth clubs and discussed above, the Disability Action access audit team made general recommendations. These are:

· Both audible and visible fire alarms should be installed throughout the buildings so that everyone can be alerted in the event of an emergency.

· All wall mounted switches and sockets should be fitted at an accessible height, no less that 450mm and no greater than 1200mm from the finished floor level.

· Good colour and tonal contrast should be achieved throughout the buildings between floor and wall surfaces and those items fitted to or placed on them.

· Directional signs should be provided throughout the buildings and nameplates be displayed on doors and rooms.

· All doors should provide a clear door opening width of at least 800mm to allow good access.

· Alternative approaches to working with young people should be considered. Money currently spent on buildings that are often old and inaccessible could, more appropriately, be spent on inclusive strategies that do not necessarily entail the use of buildings.

· Fully accessible and integrated summer schemes with a sufficient ratio of youth workers trained in disability and equality issues should be held in youth clubs in the summer months. 
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APPENDIX 1

DISABILITY: A BRIEF HISTORY

Until recently little was written about the history of disabled people in western culture. This is not surprising: history is usually in the hands of the powerful and tends to reflect their interests rather than those of the powerless (Hobsbawn and Ranger, 1983). A review of literature (Gordon, 2000) noted that western notions about disability have been traced to the ancient Judaean culture and described in the Christian Bible. The Old Testament regarded impairments unGodly and a consequence of wrongdoing (eg: Leviticus 21:16–20, Deuteronomy 27–27). In the New Testament an example of this way of thinking is presented in Matthew 9–2 where he tells how Jesus cured a man with palsy after proclaiming his sins forgiven. Barnes (1996) noted that because early Christianity was a religion of the underprivileged, the notion of charity was essential to its appeal and even survival. However, presenting people with impairments as objects of charity ‘effectively robbed [them] of a claim to individuality and or humanity’ (Barnes with Fiorentino, 1998/9). Further, these writers argue that, in this context, people with impairments became ‘the perfect vehicle for the overt sentimentality and benevolence of others’.

In the second half of the twentieth century writers produced some interesting and timely work tracing the position of disabled people in the western world from ancient to present times (eg: Haffter, 1968;  Pfeiffer, 1994;  Garland, 1995). From this body of work, it is clear that while social responses to impairment are not universal, disabled people throughout recorded history have experienced a consistent bias against themselves. And this bias was reinforced by the economic and social upheavals of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Prior to the Industrial Revolution, there was scope for the economic contribution of all sorts of people. However, the machinery of the new industrialised society had to be operated by ‘average’ people who could be hired by the industrialists to work in their factories. Those who deviated from the ‘norm’ were likely to become unemployed at the same time as family members were becoming employed outside the home. The social reality then was that people with impairments could no longer be looked after or integrated into peasant or working-class family life. 
Russell and Malhotra (2002) have recently added weight to the argument that disability is a ‘socially–created category’ and a product of ‘the exploitative economic structure of a capitalist society’. Capitalism, with its system of waged labour, made the distinction between the disabled and non–disabled poor crucially important (Barnes with Fiorentino (1998/9). Groups of people became marginalised from productive life and had no alternative except to beg and rely on charity (Finkelstein, 1993). The large numbers of beggars on the streets led to a policy for their removal into alms houses and similar institutions. The inmates of these places were eventually categorised into two groups, familiar today as the deserving and undeserving poor. According to Finkelstein (1993), the activities of doctors, and other experts who diagnosed and classified impairments, began the practice of interpreting disability in medical terms. By the middle of the twentieth century, all disabled people were classified by various agencies according to medically defined categories. The role of medicine provided a ‘rational basis for what was in essence a victim blaming approach to an important social problem’ (Acheson, 1998). 

Looking at how help was offered in services for disabled people, it is clear that medical rehabilitation has had a powerful influence. As Finkelstein (1989) noted, the aim of returning the individual to normality ‘is the central foundation stone upon which the whole rehabilitation machine is constructed’. This way of thinking encouraged voluntary and professional helpers to construe a narrow existence for disabled people. First, professionals are responsible for returning the individual back to ‘normality’;  second, they help him/her with his/her new identity as a person with impairment (Barnes with Fiorentino 1998/9). Just as the impoverished person is poor because of some imagined personality trait or fault, so the disabled person is disabled because of his/her impairment. Oliver (1990) has described this as the ‘personal tragedy theory’ of disability where the proper response of the non–disabled person is pity and charity, and the policy response is rehabilitation or personal adjustment, compensation and segregation.

In the late 1980s, Finkelstein (1989) argued that disability awareness is not about an individual becoming aware of his or her impairment. Rather, it is about a growing collective identity amongst disabled people. There is no doubt that this greater collective identity and participation of disabled people has led to important changes. Finkelstein (1989) cited three areas where these are most notable: visibility, access and influence. An important indicator of this changing situation is the growing confidence of disabled people active in championing their own cause and, in doing so, moving from passive to active social relations. Oliver (1999)  noted that:
In the last 30 years we have begun to shake off the dead hand of charity that has kept us oppressed and excluded for more than 150 years and to confront all those politicians, policy makers and professionals who have offered us little but patronising benevolence while continuing to build their own careers. In so doing we have built a political and social movement that does offer us the very real possibility of changing our futures.

This more positive situation is based on the social model of disability which has emerged from the disability movement and which is based on the experiences of disabled people. Indeed, Russell (2002) has argued that ‘the primary goal of the disability movement has been to confront the disablist society in whatever form oppression manifests [itself].’
The social model of disability locates ‘abnormality’ not in disabled people, but in the society which fails to meet the  ‘normal’ needs of people with impairments (Abberley, 1993). Many writers (eg: Swain et al, 1993) have argued the case for the social, rather than medical, interpretation of disability. This does not mean that the non–disabled world has merely to be more accepting of disabled people, or be more caring and make adjustments for their needs. Writers like Finkelstein (1996) go further and suggest that the non–disabled world has to change, for it is the non–disabled world that is disabling. 
The social model of disability also shows how people with impairments are disabled by discrimination and excluded from participating on an equal basis in mainstream society (Rae, 1998/9). Some writers (eg: Swain and French, 2000) have built on the ethos of the social model and developed an affirmation model of disability, which counters persistent  interpretation of ‘personal tragedy’ in relation to impairment. For some commentators (eg: Vic Finkelstein) the battle for social acceptance has been won;  others (eg: Barnes, 1996 and Rae, 1998/9) disagree. Rae (1998/9) argues that if the battle had been won, disabled people ‘would not still be facing a daunting struggle for human and civil rights’.
APPENDIX 2

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK

The shift from the medical model of disability to the social model has forced profoundly important changes in the context of human rights and anti–discrimination legislation. Looking at international and domestic legislation governing the treatment of disabled people in a historical context illustrates Rae’s position (1998/9) that disabled people’s struggle for human and civil rights is not yet won. Some laws excluded disabled people; other laws, which were particularly appropriate for disabled people, often did not have enforcement mechanisms and, therefore, were aspirational only. And some laws that both included disabled people and incorporated enforcement mechanisms have never been used successfully to argue that the barriers disabled people confront on a daily basis are unlawful (Dickson and White, 1993).
The UN laid down minimum standards for the treatment of all human beings and the fundamental principles are embodied in a number of international human rights instruments, particularly, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 1966, and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 1966. None of the early documents on human rights produced by the UN referred specifically to disabled people and disability was not explicitly included in the non–discrimination provision of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), which stated:

Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in the Declaration without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status (Article 2).

Two International Covenants grew out of the Universal Declaration in 1966 (coming into force in 1976) but neither of them can be drawn upon directly in the UK by individuals with impairments. Unlike the Universal Declaration, the two Covenants created binding obligations in international law for those states which ratified them, and did propose specific enforcement mechanisms. However, although the UK ratified the Covenants, it did not adopt the Optional Protocol to the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights that would allow individual UK citizens to directly petition the Human Rights Committee in New York or Geneva to consider claims of violations of rights.

Like the UN, the development of the European Community legislation to address discrimination against of disabled people has, until recently, been limited. In the European Community, the basic constitutional documents (the Treaty of Rome and the Single European Act) did not make explicit provision for disabled people. The Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers, better known as the ‘Social Charter’ and attached to the Maastricht Treaty, has provided ‘the best opportunity thus far for the enactment of disability–specific legislation’ (Dickson and White, 1993). At paragraph 26, the Charter stated:

All disabled persons, whatever the origin and nature of the disablement, must be entitled to additional concrete measures aimed at improving their social and professional integration.
Within the institutions of the Council of Europe, there have been no relevant substantive, rights–based developments specifically related to disabled people and the Charter which sets out to protect social and economic rights at European level is ‘the poor relation’ of the Council’s European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (Dickson and White, 1993). The European Convention on Human Rights is enforceable through the European Court in Strasbourg and allows individuals to take cases. The Convention covers civil and political rights rather than economic and social rights. Article 14 provides broad protection against discrimination and although it includes ‘other status’, it does not explicitly refer to disability. Moreover, this Article is currently not free–standing and cannot be invoked unless the discrimination relates to another Article in the Convention. This is expected to change in the near future (Committee for the Administration of Justice, 2003). Since October 2000, the Convention has been incorporated into British legislation by way of the Human Rights Act. In NI, the Human Rights Act had already been partially in place from 2 December 1999 as a result of the Northern Ireland Act 1998.

In NI various pieces of legislation gave a degree of protection to disabled people. For the most part, these mirror provisions which exist in England and Wales and are contained in separate acts, orders or regulations (eg: the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970 translated into the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons (NI) Act 1978). 
The Disability Discrimination Act 1995, a UK-wide piece of legislation, came into effect in December 1996. The legislation was introduced following a long-standing, publicly supported campaign but fell far short of the demands made by disabled people and campaigning organisations. For example, the original legislation did not tackle barriers created by public transport or access to educational establishments. The Act has been strengthened by a number of amendments since its initial enactment. Moreover, the government is currently consulting on the Single Equality legislation, which will examine the prospects of harmonising anti–discrimination legislation covering race, gender, religion and political opinion as well as disability. This brings on board the paragraph in the Northern Ireland Agreement 1998 which stated that power:
… shall be exercised with rigorous impartiality on behalf of all the people in the diversity of their identities and traditions and shall be founded on the principles of full respect for, and equality of, civil, political, social and cultural rights, of freedom from discrimination for all citizens.
The Equality Provisions of Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998, place a statutory duty to promote equality of opportunity throughout the public sector. According to the Equality Commission’s guide to implementation of the statutory duties, mainstreaming equality policies should ‘assist public authorities to effectively and efficiently address issues of equality, targeting disadvantage and social need and promoting social inclusion’. 
Further, the statutory duty ensures that policies are put into effective and visible practice. Paragraph 1.8 of the guide states that:

Strong leadership will be necessary within public authorities to ensure that the Section 75 duties are integrated into the development and design of all policies and services. An Equality Scheme brought into being but without effort to effectively implement it is meaningless, and effort, undirected by a specific and meaningful plan of action, is unlikely to be effective. This will require the development of an effective internal system within each public authority.
The guidelines state that bodies must consult directly with affected groups. This means that public authorities have to consult with both groups of people relevant to this research: disabled people and young people. Green (2001) pointed out that the traditional low levels of involvement of young people in decision making, together with the significant challenges faced by public bodies in meeting their obligations, have been recognised at government level and a number of measures are currently being addressed by central government and by a number of organisations to ‘encourage, support and facilitate developments in this area’.
Also under the Northern Ireland Act 1998, the Equality Commission and the Human Rights Commission were established. The Human Rights Commission is charged with bringing forward a Bill of Rights additional to those in the European Convention and reflecting the particular circumstances of NI. In the meantime, the Human Rights Commission has indicated its commitment to address the rights of children and young people. In its Strategic Plan 1999–2002, the Commission stated that it ‘wishes to act in some way … as an independent watchdog for children’s rights’. 
Green (2001) listed the three main pieces of legislation in addition to the Human Rights Act, 1998 and the impending Bill of Rights which the Human Rights Commission can draw on in order to carry out this ‘watchdog’ role. These are:
· The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, Article 12, which states that children have the right to express their opinion in all matters affecting them.

· The Children (NI) Order 1996, which asserts that public bodies and the courts take account of children’s views when making decisions about them. Also, Article 18 of the Order stated that Children’s Services Plans covering certain geographical areas must also be developed to protect vulnerable children and young people.

· The Education Order 1996, whose Code of Practice for producing Statements of Special Education Need, required the child’s view to be considered.
· Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998, which impose the equality duty on all public bodies and require them to consult effectively with both young people and disabled people (see above).
At the time of writing, five consultation processes relating to the rights of disabled and/or young citizens of Northern Ireland are at various stages of completion. These are: 
1. The consultation process to draw up the Bill of Rights has included the views of children and young people as well as disabled people. It is also noted that children and young people and disabled people have featured in the Human Rights Commission’s literature and media campaigns. 
2. The Office of the First and Deputy First Minister has completed its  consultation process on the establishment of a Commissioner for Children. Applications are currently being sought for this position; it will be his/her role to ensure the protection of children and young people’s rights (www.allchildrenni.gov.uk, 14.01.03).
3. It is also the responsibility of the Children and Young People’s Unit of the Office of the First and Deputy First Minister to bring forward a ten year strategy for children and young people. Discussions are taking place currently in order to decide what strategy should be in place. The formal consultation exercise will be launched in March 2003 (www. allchildrenni.gov.uk, 14.01.03).
4. The Department of Education and the Department for Employment and Learning is carrying out a consultation exercise on legislation to translate the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act 2001, into NI law. Part 3 of the proposed new legislation will place new duties on Education and Library Boards which are relevant to this research. These are:

· a duty not to treat disabled people less favourably, without justification, for a reason which relates to their disability.
· a duty to make reasonable adjustments to ensure that people who are disabled are not put at a substantial disadvantage (compared to people who are not disabled) in accessing further and higher education and youth services. 

5. The Equality Commission for NI, as part of its ongoing duties, is reviewing the Disability Discrimination Act and how it operates in NI. 

The importance of clear policies, as opposed to procedures, emanating from the top of organisations and ‘trickling down’ to practitioners has emerged from a number of studies in relation to child care (DH&SS, 1985). There is no reason to suppose that this is any less important in youth work practice. Robbins (1990) argued that it is not enough for practitioners to know why they are introducing new practice and how it should be done, but that when it comes to policy statements, ‘Concepts must be clearly distinguished, assumptions spelt out, and a tone established which reinforces the message of the statement.’ It is expected that through the various consultation exercises listed above, Northern Ireland’s equality legislation, together with existing domestic and international anti–discriminatory laws, will create inclusive policies for young disabled people whose needs, up to now, have not been taken on board to any great extent.

APPENDIX 3
RESEARCH PROCESS

Appendix 3 covers the design of the research project, the people and places involved, the documents and papers consulted, and how the work was carried out. 
Research planning (design)
Information was gathered in three ways:
· Focus groups with young disabled people

· Survey of youth workers

· Access audit of youth club premises

Gathering information from different sources and using different techniques enriched the findings and added validity to the research project.

Focus groups with young disabled people

In order to gather young people’s thoughts and opinions, it was particularly appropriate to use focus groups for two reasons: 

· focus groups are ‘group discussions organised to explore a specific set of issues’ (Kitzinger, 1994).
· the number of young disabled people between the ages of 10 and 30 living in the SELB area is relatively small.
Using focus groups, up to ten young people can be interviewed at the same time. This meant that the researcher was able to source as many young people as possible and invite them to participate which avoided the need of taking a sample, as was done with the participating youth workers (see below).

Survey of youth workers

To discover the degree of inclusion of disabled young people in existing youth provision, the research also sought information from people working in youth clubs. Because there are nearly 500 youth workers known to be working full–time or part–time in the SELB area, the focus group method could not handle such a large number in the time available. Instead, a survey allowed information about this large group of people to be gathered from a small number within that group. Although there are limits to the usefulness of questionnaire surveys when beliefs and values are being considered (Marshall and Rossman, 1995), for this research, a questionnaire survey was mailed to a sample of youth workers in the SELB area in order to gather information about:

· young disabled and non–disabled people attending youth clubs 

· whether leaders thought the premises that housed their youth clubs are accessible. 
Access audits of youth club premises 

So that the research project could get an objective opinion on the accessibility of youth club premises, several access audits in the SELB area were carried out by Disability Action. 
The basic minimum standards, as laid down by the Building Regulations NI 2000, required for reasonable accessibility, are found in Technical Booklet R: Access and Facilities for Disabled People. However, in the interests of providing an environment that is as user friendly as possible, Disability Action occasionally make recommendations which exceed the current minimum standards.
The Disability Discrimination Act 1999 enforces the provision of auxiliary aids and equipment and reasonable adjustments to policies, practices and procedures (Disability Action, 2003). The 2004 provisions will require the physical alteration of premises. The technical guidance which supplements current legislation relating to accessibility can be used as a likely benchmark for future requirements. Disability Action advocates the application of best practice in relation to access facilities and anticipates future improvements in standards. 

Relevant key features of the access audits are reported in Chapter 2, ‘Findings and Discussion’; the full audits are presented as a technical annex to this report and are available from Leonard Cheshire NI.
People and places involved
Nine focus groups involving 41 young disabled people were carried out. While 41 individuals took part in the discussions, the responses of 5 have not been included in the findings because their ages fall outside the age range planned. Of the 36 eligible focus group members, 24 are male and 12 are female. The young people experience a range of impairments, eg: motor, learning, sensory and acquired brain injury. Their ages range from 10 to 30 years. While the youth service aims its resources at young people from 5 to 25 years, this research was interested in the views of disabled young people who are of an age to be interested in youth provision, hence the higher age of 10. The extension beyond 25 years to 30 years was planned because it was known that youth clubs sometimes offer young disabled people a leadership role in order to encourage them to remain with the club. For the sake of confidentiality, the young people’s names have been changed when their voices are quoted in the body of the report.
Four of the young people approached did not want to take part in the research process (three are deaf and one has a motor impairment). The rest of the young people were keen to participate.

Youth workers’ survey
There are 480 youth clubs in the Craigavon, Banbridge and Armagh District Councils catchment area known to the SELB (2001). Of this total, 22 have full–time, qualified youth workers employed by the Board. These 22 professional workers became the sample target and 20 completed and returned the questionnaire survey. Nothing else is known about the youth workers who took part in the research. Other variables, eg: age, sex, ability/disability, race, sexual orientation, were not requested.
Access audits on buildings used by youth clubs

Access audits were carried out on a random sample of 6 of the 22 premises used by the full–time youth workers who took part in the youth workers’ survey. The audits were carried out by Disability Action’s access audit team. The team approached 3 youth clubs in the voluntary sector and 3 in the statutory sector and all six leaders made their premises available for the access audits. Because this stage of the study was organised and carried out by an organisation outside the research team, added objectivity was achieved. Disability Action’s access audit report is discussed in Chapter 2, ‘Findings and Discussion’ and presented as a technical annex available from Leonard Cheshire NI.
Documents/papers consulted
1. Background information about the research process (see Appendix 3).  

2. Background information and research rationale (see Appendix 4).
3. Check–list for confirming informed consent (see Appendix 5). Because of the importance of getting the potential participants to make their own decisions about being involved in the research, guidance was taken from the work of Singleton and McLarnon (1995) and Arscott, Dagnan and Kroese (1998). 
4. Questions to guide focus group discussions (see Appendix 6). A list of ten questions in line with the aims of the study was used to guide the focus group discussions with the young people. Some of the items had several parts and the young people were encouraged to expand on their responses. This method has been described by Heyman and Huckle (1993) as a ‘funnelling technique’, which ensures that important issues are addressed without leading the research participants. 
5. Youth workers’ survey questionnaire (see Appendix 7). The six item questionnaire used open and closed questions and provided space for other relevant comments. 
How the research was carried out (procedure)
· Early in the life of the research project a research advisory group was established. This group widened the power base of the research by bringing on board people and organisations with experience of, and knowledge and skills related to, the fields of disability and youth. Its influence created a research project more likely to be meaningful to disabled young people, service providers and policy makers. The group supported the researcher throughout the life of the research project and countered the potential for researcher bias. The role of the Research Advisory Group was to guide, inform and monitor the research process so that best practice was observed and to provide links with the communities represented, to identify useful contacts (eg: research participants, social workers) and to offer practical assistance at various stages. (See Appendix 8 for list of individuals and organisations involved.)
· Because the research project was established to find out why young disabled people are less likely to attend youth clubs than their non–disabled peers (Educable in conjunction with Save the Children and Disability Action, 2000), youth clubs were not an appropriate source of potential research participants. Access to young disabled  people was via special schools in Belfast (where young disabled people living in the SELB area are most likely to be educated) and networking with social workers. Telephone calls and follow up explanatory letters were sent to the principals of the three special schools in Belfast. All were interested in the research project and agreed to identify pupils/students who were at least ten years of age and whose home addresses were in the SELB area. The remaining research participants were traced through social workers involved in an activity club for young people with hearing impairments and social and educational centres. Three of the young deaf did not want to take part. At the day centres, the social workers and care workers informed the people who used the service within the specified age range about the research project and asked for volunteers. Here, five people older than the age range required took part, although their responses have not been included in the findings.

· The questions to guide the focus group sessions had been piloted with the members of the Research Advisory Group and adjustments in content and clarity were made. The 9 focus group sessions were carried out between January and August 2002 at the convenience of the young people, teachers and social workers. Each session lasted about one hour and took place at the schools, social and education centres and activity club that the disabled young people attended. Signers/interpreters were used when appropriate. Seven of the nine focus group sessions were facilitated by two researchers, one of whom is a wheelchair user. At the beginning of each focus group session, the group members were told about the background to the research and asked for their consent (see Appendices 4 and 5). Most of the young people approached were keen to be involved and also gave their consent for the sessions to be recorded. The young people who decided not to take part were thanked for their candour and released from the sessions. 
· The interview guidelines (see Appendix 6) offered a standardised way of introducing the research to the young people involved. It also allowed the research team to cover specific issues in a flexible way allowing the young people to raise their own issues about their experiences of youth provision. he sessions were recorded. In the closing stage of the focus group sessions, the young people were thanked for their participation and their questions about the research were answered. The interviewers also explained how the research participants’ names would remain confidential and that, in the written report, they would be given fictitious names. The audio tapes were transcribed, emerging themes identified and significant quotations noted as soon as possible after the focus group sessions. 
· The SELB forwarded the questionnaires (see Appendix 7) to the youth workers’ home addresses and requested that they be completed and returned to the researcher. The high return rate of 20 confirms Cohen and Manion’s (1991) advice that a postal survey is often the most successful method for surveying the educational field. 
· Disability Action’s access audit team carried out access audits on 6 of the 22 youth clubs most closely connected to the SELB. The addresses of venues and contact names and phone numbers of the youth workers were made available to Disability Action. The access audit team selected three venues from the maintained sector and three from the voluntary sector. Disability Action organised the six access audits without involving the research team further. Key findings from access audits are reported in Chapter 2, ‘Findings and Discussion’ and available as a technical annex to this report from Leonard Cheshire, NI.
APPENDIX 4
BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND RESEARCH RATIONALE

Aim
This project aims to promote greater inclusion of young disabled people in mainstream youth provision by:

· auditing the current levels of participation by young disabled people in youth clubs

· identifying physical and attitudinal barriers to participation

· making recommendations for good practice.

Need for project

Recent research found that very few young motor impaired people attending special schools went to mainstream youth clubs. Attending youth provision enables young people to make friends, develop new skills, build self–esteem, develop leadership skills and participate in their communities. These opportunities are not as readily available to young disabled people as their non–disabled peers.

Location

The research project will study provision in the Craigavon, Banbridge and Armagh District Council areas. This will afford the opportunity to study provision in both urban and rural environments.

Research Advisory Group

The project will establish an advisory group to guide the research, inform the study, and provide links with the local community. The advisory group will include disabled people, representatives of organisations managed for and by disabled people, the Southern Education and Library Board, and Leonard Cheshire NI.

Involvement of disabled people
The project will involve disabled people on the advisory group and as co–interviewer. It will seek and value the input of young people in identifying barriers and in making recommendations for good practice.

APPENDIX 5

OBTAINING INFORMED CONSENT

Rationale for process

In order to obtain informed consent for health care, Singleton and McLarnon (1995) suggest that information should be processed in writing and verbally, in clear understandable language, giving sufficient time for consideration.

For research purposes, Arscott, Dagnan and Kroese (1998) list five steps for valid consent to be obtained:

· ensure that all participants have understood the nature of the research

· present an accurate picture of the gains and harm that may result

· seek advice of others where no meaningful consent can be obtained

· the consent of carers is based on legal authority

· allow for the withdrawal of consent at any stage.

This means that participants need to understand:

· the presenting problem

· the proposed intervention

· the alternatives, risks and benefits

· their involvement in the decision–making process

· their rights, options and ability to express a clear decision
Check–list for obtaining informed consent
1.  What will we be talking with you about?

2.  How many times will we want to talk with you?
3.  Are there good things about talking with us?

4. 
 Are there bad things about talking with us?

5. 
What can you do if you decide you don’t want to talk with us any more?

APPENDIX 6
QUESTIONS TO GUIDE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS
1. Do you go to a youth club organised by Phab?


If yes:
· Why do you go to that youth club?
· Who decided you would attend?
· Is attending a good or bad experience for you?
· In what way is it good for you to attend?
· In what way is it not so good for you to attend?
If no:

· Why do you not attend the Phab youth club?

· Who decided you would not attend?

2. Do young non–disabled people also attend the Phab club?


If yes:

· How many?
3. Do you have a friend who lives near you who is not disabled?


If yes:

· Where did you meet?

· How easy/difficult is it for you to meet up with your friends?

4. Do you attend a youth club in your home district?


If yes:

· Why do you go to that youth club?

· Who decided you would attend?

· What is good about attending the local youth club?

· What is not so good about attending the local youth club?


If no:

· Why do you not attend the local youth club?

· Who decided you would not attend?

· Has anyone encouraged you to attend a local youth club?

· Why do you think that is?

5. What are youth clubs for?

6. What do you think people who attend youth clubs get out of them?

7. Is there any way you can get this kind of experience?


If yes:
How?


If no:
how do you feel about not experiencing these things?
8. What would need to happen for you to feel welcome at your local youth club?
9. What would need to happen for you to be able to attend your local youth club?

  10. Have you any questions you would like to ask us?

Debrief and thank participants.

APPENDIX 7

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR YOUTH WORKERS’ SURVEY

Leonard Cheshire NI wants to find out why disabled young people do not make as much use of youth provision as their non–disabled peers. We are currently listening to the views of disabled young people who live in the Southern Board area. We are also interested in the views and experiences of some youth leaders. Please help us by filling in this form and sending it back to the researcher (see final page for address). Thank you.

Attendance

Please let us know:

The number of young people who attend your 

youth club on a regular basis:


[           ]











How many of these young people are disabled:
[           ]

Have you aimed your publicity material
    

specifically at disabled young people, eg: 

placing posters and advertisements where 

they are likely to be and making use of

Braille, audio tapes etc.

    Yes   [           ]

       No [           ]
     









If yes, please let us know how this was done.

Comment:

Location

This section is about the location of your youth club. Is it in:

Urban setting  




[           ]

Rural setting




[           ]

Part of community complex


[           ]

Church based




[           ]

Other (please identify)



[           ] _______________________________
Access
This section is about the physical layout of your youth club. Please tick the appropriate boxes in relation to people with restricted mobility and/or sensory impairment.

Does your youth club have suitable 

car–parking facilities?


    Yes
[           ]
       
      No  [           ]

Comment:

Is there a suitable pathway between 

the parking area and the building?            Yes 
[           ]
No  [           ]

Comment:

Is the entrance accessible?
Yes   [           ]
No  [           ]

Comment:

Can people move around inside

the building?



    Yes  
[           ]
                  No  [           ]

Comment:

Are the toilet facilities suitable?
 Yes   [          ]
No   [          ]
                  

Comment:

If you have answered ‘no’ to any of these  
questions, does your youth club have 

plans to develop accessible environment 
for disabled young people?
 Yes   [          ]                             No  [           ]
Comment:

Policy

Has your youth club developed a policy

which focuses on the inclusion rights of

disabled young people? 
 Yes   [          ]
No  [            ]

If yes, what has your youth club done to 

prepare and encourage disabled young

people to participate in youth activities?

1.

2.

3.

4.

If no, does your youth club intend to           



develop such a policy?                               Yes   [          ]                             No  [           ]
Comment:
Training

Please tick any of the following training courses undertaken by the workers at your youth club:

The Disability Discrimination Act

[           ]

Disability Awareness 



[           ]

Rights and Citizenship



[           ]

Other similar training



[           ]

Comment:
Are you aware of the Southern Education and Library Board’s current policy regarding the inclusion and participation of disabled young people in youth clubs?

                                                                       Yes  [           ]
No  [           ]
Comment:
Participation

Do your members participate in the running of the youth club in any of the following ways?

Development and organisation of activities 
       Yes  [           ]
No  [           ]    Representation on management committee
       Yes  [           ]
No  [           ]

Representation on specific project committees   Yes  [           ]   
      No  [           ]

Programme evaluation

                         Yes  [           ]

      No  [           ]
Policy development and implementation
 Yes  [           ]                    No  [           ]

Comment:

Other comments

Please let us have other comments and information you think is relevant to our study.

THANK YOU FOR HELPING US

Please return completed questionnaire

to the researcher

APPENDIX 8
INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANISATIONS INVOLVED IN THE RESEARCH ADVISORY GROUP
Nick Acheson, University of Ulster

Gerard Doran, Southern Education and Library Board

Róisín Foster, Leonard Cheshire NI

Anita Gracey, Independent

Goretti Horgan, Save the Children

Andrea McAfee, Leonard Cheshire, NI

Brendan McKeever, Family Information Group

Kevin McLaughlin, ex Leonard Cheshire NI

Harry Murphy, North and West Belfast Health & Social Services Trust
�    DENI allocates 1.5% of its budget to the education and library boards for youth provision (DENI, 2003).





