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INTRODUCTION

This report summarises Phase 1 of the ‘Inclusive, Accessible, Archaeology’ project, funded by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE FDTL 5) for developments in teaching and learning. The project is directed by Professor Roberta Gilchrist of the Department of Archaeology at the University of Reading in partnership with the School of Conservation Sciences at Bournemouth University and the Council for British Archaeology (CBA), and in collaboration with the Research Group for Inclusive Environments (School of Construction Management) at Reading. The project also has the active support of the Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA), Oxford Archaeology and English Heritage.

PROJECT GOALS

The project aims to address the dual issues of disability and transferable skills in the teaching of archaeological fieldwork. It will:

· Increase awareness of disability issues in archaeology;

· Improve the integration of disability in fieldwork teaching; and

· Improve all students’ awareness of their development of transferable skills for the transition to employability through participating in archaeological fieldwork.

PROJECT OUTCOMES

· The integration of disabled students into archaeological fieldwork and related activities according to, and consistent with, the mandatory legal requirements of disability legislation.

· A change of emphasis from ‘disability’ to ‘ability’: rather than excluding or categorising individuals, all students will be engaged actively in assessing their own skills. This will be achieved by developing a generic self-assessment tool kit suitable for use by all students being taught fieldwork in archaeology and other fieldwork related subjects.

· Dissemination of the results through published guidelines, websites, workshops and conference presentations carried out in association with the project’s professional stakeholders (the Institute of Field Archaeologists, the Council for British Archaeology, English Heritage, and Oxford Archaeology).

I
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF THE SUBJECT 
PROVIDERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

· The amount of time devoted to archaeological field training indicates the importance that this practical instruction has in undergraduate archaeology courses in both large and small departments throughout England, Wales and Scotland. This is confirmed by the requirement to spend time on an archaeological field project as part of the courses.

· A wide range of archaeological field techniques are taught and assessed through practical teaching sessions and on field projects. This is an integral part of undergraduate archaeology courses in both large and small departments.

· Most students are trained ‘in-house’, but a wide range of options and opportunities for other fieldwork are available, allowed and even encouraged.

· Approximately 14% of archaeology students have declared a disability/special need. The vast majority of these students are dyslexic, but this may represent the increased screening for this condition. High figures for dyslexic students are also recorded at a national level and in Geography and Earth Sciences, another discipline which includes an important fieldwork element in its teaching. These figures cannot be seen as totally accurate as there are probably many cases that have not been declared or diagnosed. Direct comparisons with national figures (supplied by HESA) are also difficult; however, the data collected by this survey does appear to match the national trends of numbers and types of disabilities. This is also the case for comparisons with the GDN data. The exceptions are restricted mobility where a surprisingly high number of students in this category are choosing to take archaeology as an undergraduate degree. The lower number of students with a visual impairment doing archaeology may reflect a perception that this condition is incompatible with doing archaeological fieldwork.

· The archaeology departments are closely involved in pre-enrolment arrangements for disabled students. These tend to be organised in conjunction with the Disability Support Services within the respective institutions.

· Few disabled students, if any, change their degree programme because of problems associated with archaeological fieldwork.

· The support provided for disabled students participating in archaeological fieldwork revolves around meeting any special need through discussion with the individual concerned. Health and Safety and risk assessments are also considered important factors. Interestingly, the integrity of archaeological deposits is not considered a major concern when making arrangements for disabled students. 

· Only on very few occasions are archaeological fieldwork and its assessment waived for a disabled student. There is a greater likelihood of the fieldwork element being modified. This survey has revealed that, to a great extent, reasonable adjustments have been incorporated into existing practices in many of the Archaeology Departments who returned questionnaires. However, there is a question over whether this modification always leads to the same learning outcome as in the case of the substitution of museum work for actual archaeological fieldwork.

· Academic staff appear to be aware of the recent disability legislation and its implications. However, few of them expect this to change the way in which they teach archaeological fieldwork.

· An appreciable number of staff have attended disability training courses, but in many cases attendance has been delegated to one member of staff as a designated Disability Representative who may not actually be involved in delivering fieldwork training in every case.

· The written policy/guidelines used for disabled students participating in archaeological fieldwork tend to be produced at institutional level.

· Disabled staff are being employed in academic archaeology. The range of disabilities is similar to the trends identified amongst disabled students. However, it is uncertain whether these figures represent the full picture as many disabilities may remain undeclared.

· Most departments express a willingness to talk further with the project staff about their experiences, but fewer are willing to approach individual disabled students on the project’s behalf.

II
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF THE DISABILITY 
SUPPORT SERVICES’ QUESTIONNAIRE

· The majority of the sample of Disability Support Services had experience of dealing with students seeking advice about archaeological fieldwork, including the pre-enrolment stage. Archaeology staff had also been seeking advice, but to a lesser extent. 

· The advice being given was mainly about general issues at the pre-enrolment stage and more specific issues later. The advice being offered was about foreseeing potential problems, providing support and making adjustments to participate in fieldwork, and problems relating to assessment (especially in the case of dyslexic students) and financial issues.

· Only one of the Disability Support Services had been involved in writing risk assessments relating to archaeological fieldwork, but Health and Safety issues were seen to be of the utmost importance. Very few produce their own specific guidelines for archaeological fieldwork, generic guidelines within the HEIs are used.

· There were no known instances of disabled students changing course because of problems with archaeological fieldwork or of fieldwork being waived. 

· About 25% of the respondents reported that fieldwork had been modified for a disabled student. 

· Archaeology staff at about half the HEIs in the sample had attended disability equality training. This training tended to be on general disability awareness and legislation.

· Just under half of the sample expressed a willingness to talk to the project team in greater depth.

III
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF THE 
EMPLOYERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

· The number of disabled workers employed in commercial archaeology is probably less than the national average, but greater than previously estimated.

· The greatest reported incidence comprises hidden disabilities (especially diabetes and arthritis which tend to be late onset conditions), followed by dyslexia. This is a reverse of the trend reported amongst archaeology undergraduates.

· Disabled employees are mostly employed in field investigation activities whatever their impairment, including restricted mobility. This compares well with the results of the IFA survey of all archaeological employment (Aitchison & Edwards 2003).

· The majority of employers are aware of the implications of the disability legislation and consider that they have either satisfactorily altered, or do not need to alter, their procedures. The few respondents that expressed a lack of knowledge tended to be smaller employers.

· Just over half of the employers in the sample expressed a willingness to talk further with the project team suggesting a high level of concern and interest in disability and archaeological employment.

· There is some confusion over exactly what constitutes ‘disability’. This was mainly expressed by smaller employers and may be a result of the wording of the covering letter accompanying the questionnaire. For the purposes of this survey it would be ‘a physical or mental impairment which has a substantial and long term adverse effect on their ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities’ (DDA 1995). This would probably have eliminated any misunderstanding.

· The major concerns of the employers are, especially the smaller employers:

· the ability of employees to do the job,

· risk factors and Health and Safety,

· honesty when being recruited.

· No mention was reported of making ‘reasonable adjustments’ and only one example of providing support was given. However, these aspects were not specifically mentioned in the questionnaire.

· There was a mixed reaction to the employment of disabled staff in Archaeology and to the survey itself. On the whole, the positive comments tend to outweigh the negative ones which tended to be expressed by smaller employers.

IV
DISCUSSION – DISABILITY AND 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELDWORK

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELDWORK – TEACHING AND EMPLOYMENT

The teaching of archaeological field techniques is an important and integral part of an undergraduate degree in Archaeology. This is revealed by the detailed responses provided by the archaeology subject providers. Practical skills are being taught and assessed in training sessions during term time as a compulsory part of the courses. Attendance on a field project, usually outside term time, is also required where skills are also taught and assessed. This work on field excavations is, in the main, provided by in-house projects. However a wide range of ‘outside’ opportunities are also available, allowed and, in some cases, encouraged.

Experience in a wide range of field techniques is offered by most of the subject providers. The most important of these are on site activities such as excavation techniques, recording techniques, planning, instrument survey, environmental sampling and the processing of artefacts. Off site, or pre-excavation, activities such as field survey and geophysics are taught to a lesser extent, but still remain important aspects.

At the other end of the spectrum amongst the employers, the majority of staff are employed in field activities. This emphasises the importance of being trained in field skills at University level in preparation for the archaeology workplace.

THE INCIDENCE OF DISABILITY IN ARCHAEOLOGY

There are problems in trying to assess the full extent of disability amongst both students and employees. Many disabilities may go undeclared, or even undiagnosed, especially unseen disabilities. On the basis of the surveys in this report, as many as 14% of undergraduate archaeology students and between 2% and 10% of archaeologists in the workplace may have some form of disability. Amongst the students the condition with the highest incidence is dyslexia. This may be the result of a greater awareness of the condition, more screening at all levels of education and the opening up of access to Higher Education to more diverse groups in society. This probably accounts for the perceived increase in disabled students attending going into Higher Education. 

In addition to disabled students, a number of disabled staff in Archaeology Departments were reported in the replies to the questionnaires. These figures may not represent an accurate picture, possibly because some disabilities may not be declared. However, the range and numbers of disability by type resemble the data collected about disabled students.

Amongst the employees, unseen disabilities have the greatest reported incidence, especially diabetes and arthritis. In the latter case this may be partly due to the nature of the job or a case of age-difference with late onset conditions. Interestingly, individuals described as having restricted mobility are represented at a relatively high proportion in both groups.

As there are difficulties in assessing the full extent of disability in archaeology, so there are difficulties with comparing the data in this report with nationally available data, as supplied by HESA. However, there are similarities in the observed trends. In the case of undergraduate students these are the proportion of individuals with specific conditions. Amongst the employees, these are the roles in which disabled staff are employed. The perception of archaeological fieldwork as activity requiring full physical ability may also be challenged by the relatively high numbers of students and employees described as having ‘restricted mobility’ who are involved in field activities.

ATTITUDES TO DISABILITY IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Amongst the archaeology subject providers there appears to be a desire to fully include disabled students in fieldwork. This is balanced by a recognition that there may be practical problems involved in achieving this in every single case, and that there may be limits to what can be done. This emphasises the necessity of dealing with disabled students on an individual case-by-case basis. The Disability Support Services, where they have experience of dealing with archaeology students, are very supportive of inclusion.

A more mixed reaction is in evidence among the employers. This ranges from positive enthusiasm to outright opposition, the latter view being expressed by a few smaller employers. The more extreme views on both sides are very much in the minority, the majority expressing a cautious sympathy. This cautiousness appears to revolve around the practicalities and, especially for commercial businesses, the possible costs involved.

RESPONSES TO DISABILITY IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Amongst the archaeology subject providers there seems to be a high level of awareness of disability and the issues surrounding it in relation to fieldwork. This is reflected in the numbers of staff undergoing disability training and the opinion in most departments that the new disability legislation would not affect their practical teaching programmes. Disability is being dealt with from the first contact with a student at the pre-enrolment stage often in collaboration with relevant Disability Support Services. At this stage, it is more likely that general issues and the foreseeing of potential problems are being dealt with. In relation to actual fieldwork, nearly all the departments in the sample place an emphasis on discussions with their students about individual needs. Health and safety and risk assessments are also seen as important, although archaeological factors such as the integrity of the deposits on a site are seen as less important. The employers’ main concern was also health and safety, there was no mention of the potential damage to archaeological deposits. The Disability Support Services also stress the importance of health and safety and risk assessments. They also tend to be the ones, rather than the departments, dealing with matters of financial assistance for students. The overall picture is one of disabled archaeology students being very much treated as individual cases. The guidelines being used to advise disabled archaeology students (and staff) tend to be part of a general overall policy for fieldwork and field trips produced at Institutional level.

Very few, if any, instances are known of disabled students changing their degree course out of archaeology because of difficulties with field work. The waiving of compulsory practical teaching, and its assessment, and attendance on a field project is also an uncommon occurrence. It is more likely that the practical teaching and assessments are modified to suit the needs of individual students. One of these ‘modifications’ involves the substitution of fieldwork with museum work. In this case, it can be argued that the same teaching outcome may not be achieved.

Overall, the replies provided by the Archaeology Departments are confirmed by the responses from the Disability Support Services. The similarities between these two independent data sets would suggest that the general trends identified in this report are fairly accurate. 

The response to disability amongst the employers was more mixed with negative, positive and sympathetic opinions being expressed. Most employers do not think that the new disability legislation will affect them to any great extent. Although some respondents expressed sympathy to the employment of disabled staff, the main concern is the extent to which employees could carry out their expected duties. Other concerns relate to health and safety issues, and the honesty of staff, when being employed, about any conditions that they may have. 

CONCLUSION

Overall, the responses to the surveys indicate an awareness of, and an interest in, the issue of disability and archaeology. This probably represents the heightened awareness, of disability issues as a result of the recent legislation. The exact numbers of disabled students and employees may be difficult to estimate, but the data collected by this survey suggests that they could well represent a sizeable minority, and that this number may be rising. This is in a discipline in which both the training in, and the practice of, field skills is of the utmost importance. The inclusion of students with special needs in archaeological fieldwork training is being addressed by the archaeology subject providers, usually on an individual basis. This is being done with the active help of the relevant Disability Support Services and using general Institutional guidelines. At present, there are no guidelines which specifically cover the teaching of archaeological field techniques to special needs students nor is there an overall understanding of the experience of disabled people doing archaeology as students or as a career.

V
IMPLICATIONS OF THE SURVEYS

INFORMING PHASE 2 OF THE PROJECT

The aim of the second phase of the project is the characterisation of archaeological field activities: 


‘To develop a generic method of assessing physical and psychological 
abilities of disabled/non-disabled people to participate in archaeological 
fieldwork training.’ 

The surveys inform this characterisation in a number of ways:

· They clearly demonstrate the importance of archaeological fieldwork training and its integral nature in undertaking an undergraduate degree in archaeology.

· They provide a comprehensive list of the archaeological field techniques being taught by the subject providers and the relative importance of these in relation to teaching and assessment.

· They illustrate where problems have occurred and the adjustments/ modifications to teaching and assessment that have been made.

· They highlight the particular areas of concern for both the subject providers and the employers.

GOOD PRACTICE GUIDELINES

From the aspect of the wider goals of the project, the surveys will be invaluable in compiling ‘Good Practice Guidelines’ for disability and archaeological fieldwork training. The guidelines can draw on existing practices that have been used successfully by several subject providers in consultation with their respective Disability Support Services. This will ensure the input of the people on the ground, drawing on their practical experience in formulating any guidelines. The existing practices can be listed under a number of sub-headings (examples of these can be found in Appendix 1 of the complete report):

· Pre-enrolment arrangements:


- There is a body of experience that can be drawn on for advising on 
good practices when dealing with students at this stage.

· Tried and tested examples of ‘reasonable adjustments’ which allow for full participation in archaeological fieldwork training:


- A number examples of good practices have been supplied by the 
respondents to the questionnaires.

· Disability training:


- The answers to the questionnaires point to the need for disability 
training to be provided specifically for fieldwork co-ordinators, as well 
as disability awareness training for students as part of their 
professional skills training.

· Institutional guidelines:


- The lack of specific guidelines covering disability and archaeological 
fieldwork being available in most of the institutions in the sample 
highlights the need for a national set of ‘Good Practice Guidelines’.

· Disability in archaeology:


- The responses to the survey clearly demonstrate a substantial 
number of archaeology students and archaeological employees have 
some form of disability. This can be used to change attitudes towards 
archaeology and disability.



