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7. Summary of Panel Discussion

The panel discussion was facilitated by Hana Janeckova. The speakers first delivered
their short statements of about 8 to 10 minutes, then there was the opportunity for the
panel participants to address each other, before the floor was opened for contributions
from the audience. The discussants agreed with Marcia Scherer in that the issue was
highly complex. Overall, the discussion mainly revolved around the need for more
information on and integrated training in dealing with AT, the problem of funding, as
well as the lack of awareness on the part of many governments. The EU was generally
seen as an important partner in advancing the issue. The following is a summary of the
main questions and comments.

Nikos Katevas (Ideasis Ltd., Greece) took an interest in Klaus Miesenberger's (Univer-
sity of Linz, Austria) interdisciplinary university diploma course, who then explained a
bit further. This course is designed for people with diverse backgrounds (caregivers, AT
staff etc.), who want to learn more about the usage of AT, the integration into the labour
market and the like. The course started in 2003, the first graduation was in 2006. Mie-
senberger added that there was a need to bring the competencies together. He thought
that it was time to set up a programme for AT on a European level.

Alfred Wurmbrand (Wirth Handelsges.m.b.H.) was asked to elaborate on his experi-
ence. He stated that most company leaders didn‘t know what people with disabilities
could do, what one could do for them, and which perspectives to give them. According
to his experience employers tend to quickly make redundant people who have had a
severe accident, for fear these employees could later on be under special legal protec-
tion, and they would be forced to keep them. He urged that there was a great need for
information.

Concerning information, Miesenberger explained that his university course in fact
included modules on communication efforts, press activities and awareness raising, as
well as on how to find funding, how to offer adequate possibilities for individual staff
etc. He thinks that this topic is a very complex problem in various aspects: social, legal,
ethical, financial, awareness, etc., and that we do not have enough good experts in this
field up to now.

Hana Janeckova brought in the Czech perspective, where university degrees are part of
different and separate faculties, where it is difficult to organise a cross-disciplinary course.
Miesenberger agreed that it was difficult to co-operate with different universities. Never-
theless, he currently collaborates with several different universities, also outside Linz.
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Janeckova then opened the floor. Lidija Krstevska (Open the Windows, Macedonia)
took the opportunity to present the work of her organisation, talk about the situation
in Macedonia and make a few comments. Open the Windows is a service provider
and has centres with hard- and software. In Macedonia most people still do not know
about the benefits of AT. Another problem is that most people can't afford AT. Open the
Windows tries to replicate AT software with local resources to ensure that their clients
can use AT at home. Also, Open the Windows tries to share the knowledge of AT and
organises trainings for NGO's, centres for children, the government etc. She regrets that
the Macedonian government still does not link the idea of the computer and AT, and
even schools for children with special needs are often forgotten.

Vaclav Krasa (Czech National Council of the Disabled, Czech Republic) agreed that it
was extremely difficult to raise funds for AT. According to him the only solution is that
insurance companies are obliged to provide AT tools for people with disabilities. He
says that it is their obligation to create a system for using all technological possibilities
to enable the concerned persons to get back to work as soon as possible. Eventually,
these people will be able to contribute to the health insurance companies in turn, i.e.
those who have taken become those who give.

Marcia Scherer compares this to the US, where there is fine for road traffic accidents
that include alcohol. This amount is then used as a contribution towards the usage AT
tools by people with disabilities.

Then somebody from the audience asked about the difference the EU made to their
countries. Laila Onu (Pentru Voi, Romania) responded that the new EU law was adopted
in Romania just before Romania joined the EU. She thinks that without the EU mem-
bership this new law would not have been possible. Tamara Blagojevit (EHO Resource
Centre for People with Disabilities, Serbia) responded that she in fact hoped that the
perspective of a potential EU membership would make the Serbian leaders adopt the
new law.
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8. Summary of Open Space & Conclusion

The afternoon of the 23rd and the morning of the 24th were characterised by active parti-
cipation on the part of those who attended the conference. We left the typical conference
format of input lectures and panel discussions and made people get involved in the
choice of topic and the presentation of interesting statements as well as in discussions.
The format chosen was “Open Space Technology” (OTS).

Accordingly, the facilitator, Franz Neunteufl, explained the conditions and usual pro-
cedure of an open space type group activity. To initiate action, he presented us with an
over-arching statement:

o We have the technology

e We have a vision

o We have the people

e How can we bridge the gap?

e How to remove the obstacles?

e How to make use of the opportunities that are there?

To those who attended the morning session this was not new. It is taken from Nikos
Katevas's presentation, and essentially represents his take on the situation. Yet, many
would agree that it aptly described the situation and the dilemma of needing to bridge
the gap.

The facilitator then invited participants to propose topics that could be discussed in
workshops. Three topics were suggested at the outset:

e How can we motivate companies to employ more people with disabilities?
e How to link employers with providers of AT and with people with disabilities?
e Who are the actors in the field? What are benefits and barriers?

What could be the solutions — methods? How about an EU-wide association of AT?

Participants were then asked to show their preferences by sticking a post-it on the
poster that had the topic of their choice on it. Topics 1 and 3 received most votes, and
therefore received the bigger rooms for their workshops.

It was arranged to work for around 2 hours and then to meet again, to see whether

groups needed more time, or whether there would be a need to form new groups with
new topics. In these regular plenary sessions, group initiators were asked to present the
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results of their group work according to who participated, what was the topic, what were
important findings, and which action would be taken. In the groups we witnessed lively
debates. After the two hour slot, all groups had interesting things to say. Yet, at least
group 3 found they still had so much work to do, so this group continued.

There were two more topics that came up in the process

o Concrete examples of AT for people with intellectual disabilities in the workplace
e How to motivate all stakeholders to work together in the field of AT.
Where are best practice examples that we could share?

Topic 4 started a group on their own. Whereas it was felt that topic 5 was situated about
mid-way between group 1 and 3. Eventually, these groups all merged into one, in order
to discuss how to bring all stakeholders together. This group then convened in the
conference hall.

Here are some of the results of the workshop groups:

e How can we motivate companies to employ more people with disabilities
(group initiator: Katharina Meichenitsch, Diakonie, Austria)

TOPICS: Employment of pwd

e Motivate employers

e Which measures are appropriate?
e Picture of pwd in society

e Motivate with pwd's to work

The participants agreed that they favoured an ability centred approach. The found that
society consisted of people with disabilities to an important extent, that it would be
important to promote social acceptance, and to show best practice examples, as there is
little knowledge about AT. Many people / companies are afraid of people with disabili-
ties. More information is needed. Measures could be physical help for people with disa-
bilities, introducing quotas (bearing in mind that many companies prefer to get away by
paying a fine), introducing subsidies, and providing an adequate legal framework.

This group then realised that many pwd were reluctant to work themselves. So they
discussed ways of addressing this issue via: financial incentives, diversified schooling
system, lowering special working conditions for pwd, convince personal environment,
stressing that every disability is different, opening an agency for supported employ-
ment, creation of a mentoring system etc. Linked to this are some thoughts that concern
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more the environment of pwd. Do families and friends prevent pwd from paid work? Are
there too many courses and leisure activities for pwd? Is the tax situation unfavourable
to active employment? Is society's picture of pwd to blame?

Participants:
from Czech Republic, the Netherlands, Poland, Serbia, Macedonia, Austria, Slovenia

WHAT ACTION:
e mainly along the axes: public attention / media campaigns,
measures for employers, measures for employees;
e among the possible activities were:
prize for philanthropy organization, quality certification, making films,
CSR strategies, international organisation for promoting employment and AT,
agency for supported employment, buddy system.

e How to link employers with providers of AT and with people with disabilities?
(group initiator: Franz Karl Priller, ERSTE Foundation, Austria)

Basic question: What is our ideal? A society that provides for pwd in all life situations or
a society that sees an independent, self-determined life for as many people as possibly
as the ideal to reach Example from Sweden: the average investment into remote control
systems for the home environment pays off if the person only stays 2,5 days longer
in his / her home rather than moving into a nursery home. This determines concepts
of how public administration (social services), private companies, civil society and
individuals link up and work together.

Important: Consciousness building in society, changing attitudes: start with CEOs of com-
panies, provide positive stories, show ways how it can be done, make issues like sickness,
disability etc. part of the discourse in enterprises, enable an easy way to talk about and act
on special needs of people both outside and inside the firm. Create a mentoring system,
where CEQ's of different companies become mentors of pwd in other companies.

Support integrative kindergarten and schools where children learn that differently able
people are not dis-abled, that they are equally contributing to life in a community.

Think and act across systems of social services: the child welfare does not know what
other social services do, health-services are not concerned with labour services; reha-
bilitation providers do not think of employers, social workers are not concerned with
training. Integrate differentiated subsystems for better follow-up and integration of
people with special needs.
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Example: after an accident nobody uses the time spent in hospital and rehabilitation
to train the person on AT hard and software: the person loses precious time that it is
difficult to regain once they are back in their job.

Consider a fiscal system that allows for paid employment as well as social payments
without punishing full-time work schedules: example: a person working full-time loses
social assistance and earns less than if he / she would work only ten hours and receive
social assistance money.

Institutionalise a more intensive exchange between countries on their policies and
successful models. Make studies done in EU available for new members or accession
countries.

e \Who are the actors in the field? What are benefits and barriers?
What could be the solutions — methods? How about an EU-wide association of AT?
(group initiator: Nikos Katevas, Ideasis Ltd., Greece)

&

e How to motivate all stakeholders to work together in the field of AT.
Where are best practice examples that we could share?
(group initiator: Lidija Krstevska Dojcinovska, Open the Windows, Macedonia)

Actors in AT:
e disabled people (blind, motor, hearing, cognitive, AAC, elderly,
or in combination)
government
developers (technology people)
researchers
insurances + social security systems
legislation (law people)
caregivers + parents (non-professionals)
schools
day care centres
medical experts, sociologists, psychologists
special educators
companies and employers
charities + NGOs
sponsors, donors
market trends
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environment (physical, barriers)
service providers (professionals)
visionaries on AT

decision makers (EC, government, etc.)
e policy makers and promoters

e funding schemes ...

Where‘s the gap?

Communication: difficulties in communication between different (kinds of) actors;
communication mainly one to one, not all together; coordination between actors not
existent

Awareness: creation of awareness (e.g. as a new and innovative market) is needed,
better understanding of what AT can offer is needed,

Training: better training in use of AT, both for users and professionals,

Availability of AT products in local markets: money is a problem, also transformation
of societies

Little attention from market players
No common assessment tool or protocol, no standard; customized solutions are a fact

Trends in institutions vs. home care (semi-autonomous living on small scale); which
kinds of software do we need to bridge the gap between various disabilities

Little attention on cognitive disabilities vs. much attention for the blind; attention on
diverse types of disability not balanced

As a conclusion the group found that it was necessary to address these
problems; e.g. by:

real life examples (creation of awareness by showing best practice examples)
political pressure (meeting with decision makers)
AAL facts — figures — results

Scenarios:

Best practice / real life example (project, pilot experience etc.)
Selection of audience through well-known organisations (persons)
Simulation of experiences
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Who has the interest to do this?

Associations of users

companies active in AT

social responsibility budgets / promo budgets;

with help of marketing agencies

Overall

the group agreed that it would be necessary to identify common actors, factors and gaps
on an EU-wide level.

To realise concrete measures the group found that a European association in AT should
be created, based on a web-forum.

Concrete examples of AT for people with intellectual disabilities in the workplace
(group initiator: Laila Onu, Pentru Voi Foundation, Romania)

The group found that only few examples existed

One best-practice example in AT was presented by a colleague from Norway, where they
use “easy to read” symbols.

In a market driven approach training on the job is done.

Blinds and deafs get job assistance, both regarding the workplace and regarding tech-
nical support.

The needs of people with intellectual disabilities are addressed very individually;
The example of a translation by an autistic person was brought from Norway.
There are “training-packages” (e.g. KonZen, Austria).

There are PCX, WLS Symbols.

Website simplification via symbol translation; e.g. www.widgit.com

Distribution of leaflets

Building teams for joint work on tasks

54



Action:
Know-how Transfer between e.g. Romania, Norway, Austria etc. needed for AT produc-
tion and adaptation.

On the morning of the second day we first met in the conference hall, then group (4)
left to use a separate room, ex-groups 1+3, 5 merged into one and continued their work
in the conference hall. In the late morning we all came back together and received an
interesting presentation by Inmaculada Placencia of the European Commission, before
the groups presented their results.

To close, the facilitator invited the group initiators Nikos Katevas, Lidija Krstevska
Dojcinovska, and Laila Onu onto the stage. They summed up their impressions and
engaged in dialogue with the organisers, represented by Dagmar Lassmann (Diakonie)
and Franz Karl Priiller (ERSTE Foundation).
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9. Concluding Remarks by Organisers

a) David Hofer, LifeTool

LifeTool is specialised in Assistive Technologies (AT) that are designed to support our
clients (in Austria, Serbia and the Czech Republic) in their every day life at work, at
school or at home. The ATLM conference showed us how much work still needs to be
done and what important role cross border networking will play in the future in order to
share and spread knowledge about AT. Burning questions around how ,it“ works in dif-
ferent countries, about learning-curves, about financing, and about the limits of access
to the local labour markets were shared within the open space sessions. During breaks
the participants showed great interest in AT solutions that were presented by exhibitors.
We are proud that curiosity arose as to how how LifeTool as an NPO could realize R&D
for Assistive Technologies while also offering assessments and consultancy for clients
at same time. We are successful but at the same time we reflect the LifeTool concept.
Our method of serving handicapped people in and outside Austria with free-of-interest
consultancy centers, while achieving new developments for people with disabilities
thanks to knowledge gained through these centres and the participation of all our sta-
keholders shall lead to re-integration. Among the many other things that we learned at
this conference we received confirmation that ours is one right way to support not only
our clients but also their relatives and our society.

b) Pavel Vychopen, Diakonie Czech Rebublic

The Prague conference on assistive technologies and the labour market was the first
conference ever organised with such a topic in the Czech Republic. From this per-
spective we can evaluate it as a historic one indeed. It enabled some of the key Czech
organisations to be drawn into the midst of the discussion with significant and noted
partners from many different countries and levels. The debate has shown and proven
that there is more at stake than just a technical or logistic problem. There is a real need
to link different actors and stakeholders of the topic together to multiply ways which
would bring assistive technologies to those who need them most. Therefore it is very
promising that the debate will continue on a kind of a permanent platform.

The participants discovered that the main topic is broader and should be opened and enri-
ched by new themes and related issues. And | am glad that the Czechs can be involved. The
conference also contributed to mutual better understanding with the Austrian organizers,
Austrian Diakonie and LifeTool. | hope it will bring closer cooperation in the future.
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¢) Dagmar Lassmann, Diakonie Austria

It was the most important objective of the conference to bring together representatives
from all over (Central and Eastern) Europe and to enable discussions between people
dealing with assistive technologies and the labour market on different levels and with
different backgrounds. As an organisation active in the field of development coopera-
tion we are aware of the great differences in approaching this subject among countries
within the EU and even more between EU member countries and others, such as Serbia
or Macedonia. But we also believe in the power of learning from each other as well as
the power of mutual support. That is the reason why we initiated this conference.

What we learned during the two days in Prague, in the workshops as well as in infor-
mal discussions during the breaks, was the fact that there is a lack of exchange about
examples for good lobbying and ideas for awareness raising campaigns among emplo-
yers. Representatives of NGOs uttered the feeling that they have to struggle with this
task alone. At the conference we reached the point to see this as a common problem. But
the time was much too short to take real steps into the direction of a solution.

A second very important result of the conference was the common notion that it would
be necessary to have an internet platform where all relevant information and news
concerning the topic accessibility of assistive technology for people with disabilities
to raise their chances on the labour market would be available. Diakonie Austria had
already established a website for the conference (www.atim.eu). This website could be
used as a tool for information and discussion until a more suitable platform has been
established.

From our point of view the main aim of the conference, i.e. to bring people together and
to enter into a discussion process about assistive technologies and the labour market has
been reached. This was meant as a first step, the very beginning. The challenge that lies
ahead is to find suitable ways to follow up the lines that have been drawn-up in Prague.

d) A short reflection by Franz Karl Priller,
Programme Director ERSTE Foundation

Technological advances and the resulting availability of computer-based soft- and
hardware that can enable people with disabilities to participate in work-processes and
enter or re-enter the workforce have created an astonishing range of possibilities for full
or partial integration into the labour market. Yet there are only a few people with special
needs in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) who have the opportunity to access these
technologies and to learn about their use and usefulness.
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ERSTE Foundation see their responsibility as main shareholder of Erste Bank Group
in enabling social development and social inclusion in the CEE Region, and is there-
fore happy to be associated with the efforts of Diakonie and LifeTool in funding and
co-organising this important conference. The co-operation with LifeTool as a social
enterprise and Diakonie as one of the main faith-based social service providers in the
Region is for us a long-term strategy to address social inclusion issues in our societies.
Giving people with disabilities the opportunity to interact actively with their environment
in a way that enables them to be more or completely independent and to provide for
themselves and their families is a huge step forward in giving confidence, self-esteem
and a degree of independence.

The conference in Prague was a first step in spreading and sharing the positive expe-
rience made in the two centres run by Diakonie and LifeTool in Novi Sad and Prague
with more people with disabilities and those who work for them. During the conference
we realized a multitude of issues and topics that will have to be addressed in the CEE
region if governments, private industry, social service providers and advocacy organi-
sations are to really pool their resources, ideas and abilities to the benefit of a more
complete integration and participation of people with disabilities.

| am convinced that this conference was a good learning experience for all of us and |
am confident that these learnings will guide us in shaping the cooperation between the
various stake-holders; as for ERSTE Foundation, especially the working relationship we
have with Diakonie and LifeTool.

Our gratitude goes to all who worked for the organisation of this conference and to all
participants who contributed actively and thus made it an important learning experience
for all concerned improving the lives of people in a world full of obstacles and thought-
lessness.
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10. Appendix

List of Exhibitors

We had a small exhibition of AT products. Participants were able to ask questions and

try some tools themselves. These companies were present:

Dr.He

www.dr-hein.com

INCAP

WWWw.incap-germany.com

LifeQTﬁul'

Computer sided Communication

www.lifetool.at

tobil

www.tobii.com

UNIOPTIK

www.unioptik.cz
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Diakonie &&

LifeQT ool

Computer aided Communication

ERSTE Stiftung




