ore ICT is used for everything, the nore excluded you are if you cannot
access it. Everything these days seens to be online. It's the window to
the worl d. Accessing governnent services, communicating by email

| ooking for a job, catching up with the news, buying goods and

servi ces.

Al'l online.

Al so, ICT often can enpower disabled people in ways that could only be
dreaned of a few years ago. Spoken output on computers for blind
peopl e,

rather than having to rely on a "reader".

Therefore nore inportant than ever that disabled people be fully
i ncl uded.

Very often, when | advocate for the inclusion of disabled people in
ICT, | amconfronted with questions about the "business case" for

i ncl usi on, where the noney for nore costly services will come from the
fact that it's "tricky" to neet the needs of all people, and so on.
"Yes, we'd like to make it accessible, but we cannot afford to pay for
it". Sign | anguage on TV. Accessible spoken TV. 95% of books are not
publ i shed accessibly, but we are often told there is not a big enough
mar ket to change this "book fam ne"

Well, | think sonetinmes there is a clear business case for inclusive
| CT, sonmetines not. Sonetines inclusion can be sinple. Qther tines nore
conpl ex.

But we shoul d just ask whether there is a "business case" or whether
inclusion is seen as sufficiently "doable" or "profitable". These are
the wong criteria. Surely we should start with the question - what
sort

of society do we want to live in? Are we serious about the ful
inclusion of all citizens in our society - or just the inclusion of
those citizens who have simlar needs to us?

Ethics is at the very heart of the matter, because it determ nes how we
organi se the world and hence how inclusive that world is. Thought
precedes action! Society has to agree what it wants in terns of

i nclusion, what is fair, what's "civilised". Once this vision is clear,
we then have to decide what we nust do to achieve this in terns of

| egi sl ation, funding, action, etc.

On any issue of discrimnation or exclusion, once the noral argunent is
truly won, arguments about practical difficulties and resources are

| ess

often heard and the will is in any case found to overcone the barriers
that do exist.

Sl avery was hugely financially rewarding for those who organised it. My
own country got rich and obtai ned a huge enpire on the back of it. At
the tine when people first started to oppose slavery, many rich

i ndustrialists conplained that they would be ruined were it to stop.
That the country sinply could not afford the nicety of arresting the
trade. But the noral argunent agai nst slavery has now (in nost places)
been won. Soci ety has reached the point where nobody woul d consi der
whet her it "costs in" to continue with this activity, or the practica



inmplications of outlawing it. There is a noral consensus that this
practice is just unacceptable, and that we have to organi se our
econom es in ways which do not require or support slavery. As a result,
we HAVE organi sed our econonmies so as not to rely on this horrific
practice.

The equi val ent ethical case for the inclusion of disabled people in our
soci ety has, | think, taken |l onger to reach the public consciousness,
and |ikew se | egislators and busi nesses. In fact, | sonetimes wonder,
given the reaction one sonetinmes hears to calls to stop discrimnating
agai nst di sabl ed people, if this argunment has in fact been won as yet.

Certainly, at EU level, legislation outlaw ng discrimnation agai nst
di sabl ed peopl e has | agged behind that on other grounds such as race or
gender.

So perhaps even now, given the opposition on many "practical grounds"
see to calls to make the world of ICT accessible to disabled people, we
m ght suggest the ethical argument has not been fully accepted in the
hearts and minds of the EU s population. If it had been, as it was in
the exanples | gave earlier, | feel we would have nade nore progress
towards the inclusion of disabled people in ICT and other fields of
life.

Let ne illustrate the difference between the apparent acceptability of
di scrimnation agai nst a disabled person in this field with that of
others, by giving a couple of very hypothetical cases.

VWhat if, in order for a nobile phone to be accessible to wonmen, it cost
on average three tines nore than one which is accessible to men? Wuld
manuf acturers of these phones be able to say "yes, but our phones are
still accessible to wonen, and we are working to bring down the costs
for this part of the population"? No - there would again be a justified
outcry. But this is the real situation for nmany people wth sight

pr obl ens.

In terns of legislation, the EUis catching up in this area. Since
2000, Article 13 of the Treaty provides the | egal base for anti

di scrimnation |egislation on the grounds of disability anbng other
areas. But despite a promise back in 2003 to deliver a directive

outl awi ng discrimnation on the grounds of disability, there is stil

no

EU anti discrimnation |egislation on this ground outside of the field
of enploynent. Having raised 1.2 mllion signatures petitioning the EC
to propose a "disability directive", we are hopeful that this situation
i s about to change.

Wel cone the "E Inclusion Be Part of It" initiative fromthe Comn ssion,
and in general Paul Timers' team s enthusiasm and drive towards

i nclusion. Reding herself last year urged all parties to "get on with
it" at the Lisbon sumit on elnclusion. And the R ga Dashboard shows
how

far we have to go.

It has been suggested also that there will be "elnclusion |egislation"
fromthe Comm ssion. W would wel cone such an initiative and | ook
forward to giving our input to it..



But above all, ensuring the inclusion of disabled people in today's

information society is a matter of will. This brings me back to where
started. If we as a society decide that the inclusion of disabled
peopl e

is really a priority and a non-negotiable right, a way will be found to
overconme the technical challenges and barriers that stand in our way.



