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1 Executive Summary
This deliverable presents the results of surveys and interviews with both 
web site developers and web site owners to investigate:

 the  current  understanding  of  accessibility  issues  and  the 
requirements of older and disabled Web users, 

 the effectiveness of current accessibility tools and requirements for 
new accessibility tools or improvements to current tools.

Thus this deliverable reports on two surveys undertaken by the project. 
The first investigated the knowledge and attitudes of web developers. 249 
developers in 8 different EU member states have responded to an online 
questionnaire and 21 of these were interviewed by telephone to gather 
more detailed information. The second investigated the knowledge and 
attitudes of website owners (those who commissioned the websites). 129 
owners  in  11  different  member  states  have  responded  to  an  online 
questionnaire  and  again  a  sample  of  these  19  were  interviewed  by 
telephone.

The  deliverable  is  organised  as  follows:  the  Introduction  places  the 
present survey work in context by describing previous research that have 
been carried out to gain insight into the practices of web accessibility, and 
to explain what was the purpose of the BenToWeb surveys.

The Method describes the methodology followed in terms of recruitment, 
materials and procedures, including design of questions and creation of 
software for collection multilingual input into a common database. 

Sections 4 and 5 describe the results  of  the web developers  and web 
owners surveys for each of the methods used (online questionnaires and 
follow  up  interviews).  Finally,  Section  6  draws  conclusions  that  are 
discussed in terms of the implications for the development of resources on 
web accessibility.
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2 Introduction
Surveys  have  repeatedly  shown  that  the  accessibility  of  websites  for 
people with disabilities is disappointingly low.  For example, in 2004 the 
Disability  Rights  Commission  in  Great  Britain  (Disability  Rights 
Commission,  2004)  found  that  only  19% of  a  very  large  and  diverse 
sample  of  websites  passed  even  the  most  basic  accessibility  criterion, 
automated  testing  for  Priority  1  level  checkpoints  of  the  Web Content 
Accessibility  Guidelines  (WCAG  1.0)1.  In  2005,  a  survey  of  public 
administration websites across Europe2 found that only 10% passed the 
automated Priority 1 tests, and only 3% passed the full automated and 
manual Priority 1 tests. Smaller surveys and surveys of more specific web 
domains, both in Europe and other parts of the world, show similarly low 
levels of conformance to WCAG3. Two recent historical studies also paint 
similarly  disappointing  pictures:  Hackett,  Parmanto  and  Zeng  (2004) 
found that a random selection of websites (accessed using the Internet 
Archive's Wayback Machine) significantly decreased in accessibility during 
the period 1997 to 2002; Petrie (2005) conducted a metaanalysis of 11 
studies conducted between 1999 and 2005 found no significant change in 
the overall level of accessibility of websites. 

This  situation  is  extremely  disappointing,  given  legislation  in  many 
countries relevant to web accessibility and the many initiatives to promote 
web accessibility. It may be that in spite of such initiatives, awareness of 
web accessibility is still  low in the most relevant communities – people 
who commission websites and people who actually develop websites.  As 
part  of its  Formal Investigation into website accessibility,  the Disability 
Rights  Commission  of  Great  Britain  undertook  a  survey  of  website 
commissioners and developers, to assess their knowledge of and interest 
in accessibility.  712 website commissioners and 388 web development 
agencies were approached by letter to complete a short questionnaire, but 
only a 9% response rate from the former and a 6% response rate from 
the latter.   The latter  response rate  was  particularly  disappointing,  as 
there  had  been  considerable  publicity  and  interest  amongst  website 
developers  about the Formal Investigation, and one would have hoped 
that the issue was considered important to this group.  Therefore,  the 
questionnaire  was  followed  by  facetoface  interviews  with  21  website 
commissioners and 25 website developers.

1http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG10/
2http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/e
government/docs/eu_accessibility/pdf/eaccessibility(eu)_report.pdf
3 For example Flowers, Bray and Algonzzine (2000), Kelly (2002, 2004), Lociacono 
(2004), Lociacono and McCoy (2005), Schmetzke (2000) and Sullivan and Matson (2000)
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The  questionnaire  responses  from  website  commissioners  showed 
considerable differences between those employed by larger organizations 
(defined as more than 250 employees) and smaller organizations. Those 
responding from large organizations appeared to be well  aware of web 
accessibility issues: 

 97% said that their organization thought that accessibility was an 
important issue, 

 88%  claimed  to  be  aware  of  their  responsibilities  under  the 
Disability Discrimination Act; 

 76% stated the organization had policies on website accessibility; 

 68% said  they  took accessibility  into  account  when developing a 
site; 

 71% said they had conducted some form of accessibility testing of 
their website; and

 88% said they had plans to make improvements to the accessibility 
of the site.

The responses from those in small and medium sized organizations were 
less encouraging:

 69% said that their organization was aware of website accessibility 
as an issue; 

 48%  claimed  to  be  aware  of  their  responsibilities  under  the 
Disability Discrimination Act; 

 34% stated the organization had policies on website accessibility; 

 29% said  they  took accessibility  into  account  when developing a 
site; 

 17% said they had conducted some form of accessibility testing of 
their website; and

 58% said they had plans to make improvements to the accessibility 
of the site.

The interview responses reinforced the impression of differences between 
large  and  smaller  organizations:  9  of  the  21  website  commissioners 
interviewed  were  from  smaller  organizations,  7  of  these  (78%)  were 
completely unaware of accessibility as an issue. One thought that “web 
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accessibility” referred to the number of internet cafes and similar public 
facilities for people to use the web.  

These results were at odds to the findings on the accessibility of 1000 
websites in Great Britain, which covered those commissioned by small, 
medium and large organizations and found that only 19% of websites met 
even  the  most  basic  accessibility  requirements.  If  68%  of  large 
organizations  and  29%  of  medium  and  small  organizations  take 
accessibility into account when developing their site, this should not be 
the outcome.

These results were also at odds with the findings of the questionnaire and 
interviews  with  website  developers.  For  example,  58%  of  website 
developers claimed to discuss accessibility with their clients and raise it as 
an issue that ought to be considered in the development of a site, they 
found that only 30% of clients showed a positive attitude towards the 
issue. This contrasts with the 97%/69% of website commissioners who 
claimed their organizations were aware of the importance of the issue.

Other findings from the questionnaires with website developers included:

 80% attempted  to  develop  accessible  sites  at  least  some of  the 
time;

 clients were general neither interested in nor knowledgeable about 
accessibility issues;

 accessibility expertise amongst web developers was low: only 9% 
claimed any sort of expertise;

 only 9% of web developers  had ever included disabled people in 
user testing of a site;

 21% used automated tools and 65% used guidelines (WCAG, RNIB 
and UK government guidelines) on accessibility.

Responses  to  the  interviews  with  the  web  developers  painted  a  very 
similar picture.  

The results of the DRC study raise a number of important issues about 
attitudes  and  knowledge  about  website  commissioners  and  developers 
that need further exploration if appropriate support is to be provided to 
these key actors in the web accessibility domain and thus improve the 
current very poor situation.  The DRC team were aware that the sample of 
respondents was small and that there may have been “experimenter bias” 
in the responses. Unfortunately no other surveys of this topic have been 
located until the current work undertaken by the WAB cluster projects that 
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might throw further  light  on these issues.  Therefore  further  studies  of 
website commissioners and web developers are greatly needed.

This BenToWeb study sought to extend our knowledge about the attitudes 
and knowledge of website commissioners and developers to a European 
level  and  particularly  to  investigate  their  current  use  of  tools  and 
methodologies for the development of accessible web material. This will 
produce requirements for the improvement of current tools and possibly 
requirements for new tools.
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3 Method

3.1 Recruiting respondents and interviewees

Recruiting respondents for the surveys was accomplished using a number 
of means, from largescale advertising and individual approaches. With all 
methods used to attract respondents, the aim was to secure as wide a 
sample  as  possible,  from networks  who are  already  aware  about  web 
accessibility issues to groups who may not be at all aware of these issues. 

Respondents were directed to the project website to fill in a questionnaire. 
This was a deliberate strategy to, on the one hand, make people aware of 
the BenToWeb project and its aims, as well as to reassure them of the 
bona fide nature of the questionnaire.

A variety of strategies to recruit respondents was used by the different 
partners participating in the BenToWeb Project.  These included:

In Austria, i3s3 contacted:

 participants who had attended courses and lectures at the institute

 a mailshot was sent to potential respondents using a public register 
obtained from the chamber of commerce

In Belgium, KULRD contacted:

 The  Belgian  chapter  of  ISOC  (Internet  Society   
http://www.isoc.be). ISOC also has a Disability and Special Needs 
Chapter  (http://www.isoc.be/forumwiz/).  ISOC  mentioned  the 
questionnaire in their  newsletter; 

 W3C Benelux (http://www.w3c.nl/);  

 The  Association  of  Flemish  Cities  and  Municipalities 
(http://www.vvsg.be);

 The Flemish Association for Libraries, Archives and Documentation 
Centres (http://www.vvbad.be); 

 Relevant web sites and web logs in Dutch (http://www.kimbols.be; 
http://annevankesteren.nl/archives/href/2005/05#link1603). 

In Germany, FIT:

26th April 2006 Page 13 of 109



BenToWeb – FP6—004275 Deliverable D3.3 (Public)

 asked for participation via an email to the German WAI mailing list 
"Barrierefreies Internet" run by FIT (http://access.fit.fraunhofer.de/
waideinfo)

 one of the Federal German ministries that FIT cooperates with was 
asked to promote participation amongst people involved with Web 
accessibility at the ministry and amongst companies the ministry is 
cooperating with.

In Greece, the University of the Aegean

 advertised  a  “1 day accessibility  seminar”,  and asked  those who 
registered interest in the event to also complete the questionnaire.

In the UK, 

 an insert advertising the survey was included in the Centre for HCI 
Design  Newsletter  that  is  sent  to  over  700  organizations  and 
individuals all over the world.   

 Advertisements  for  the  survey  were  also  placed on a  number  of 
email lists and online forums, including:

o British Computer Society HCI list (http://www.bcshci.org.uk)

o British  Computer  Association  for  the  Blind 
(http://www.bcab.org.uk)

o Usability News (http://www.usabilitynews.com)

The surveys were also advertised at a number of events where staff from 
City  University’s  BenToWeb  team  spoke  about  web  accessibility,  for 
example:

 Workshops on web accessibility organized by Culture Online (http://
www.cultureonline.gov.uk) 

Other websites that put a link to the BenToWeb questionnaires included: 

 http://www.andybudd.com/ (see "latest links")

 http://www.gawds.org/ (the Guild of Accessible Web Designers)

As  questionnaires  were  submitted,  the  database  was  updated,  and  so 
partners were able to see type and rate of response rate and adjust their 
publicity strategies accordingly.
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The questionnaire ended by asked respondents if they would be willing to 
participate in a short telephone interview to explore some of the issues 
raised by the questionnaire in more depth. If respondents were willing, 
they  were  asked  to  provide  a  suitable  email  address  and  telephone 
number  at  which  to  contact  them.  The  participants  for  the  telephone 
interviews  were  selected  from those  who  responded  positively  to  this 
question, taking a sample which included people with a range of different 
backgrounds, job roles, levels of expertise and knowledge of accessibility. 

3.2 Materials

3.2.1 Questionnaire

Online questionnaires were chosen as a first method to collect information 
from both web site developers and web site owners.

Two questionnaires were developed, one for web developers and the other 
for website owners. Both questionnaires are composed of open and closed 
questions, including a number of Likert rating scales, in order to capture 
both quantitative and qualitative data for analysis. 

A number of requirements for the questionnaires were stipulated from the 
outset. The first was to make the questionnaires as widely available as 
possible,  to capitalize on the European wide nature of  the project  and 
gather data from as wide a sample as possible of web developers and 
website owners throughout the member states. This requirement lead to 
two decisions, the first to put the questionnaire online; and second, to 
translate it into as many languages as could be covered by the members 
of the project. The questionnaires were therefore offered in six languages 
and  one  language  variant  (Dutch,  English,  French,  German,  Austrian 
German, Greek, and Italian). The responses to openend questions also 
had to be translated into English for analysis.  

A  further  requirement  was  that  the  presentation  of  the  questionnaires 
online should be in the most accessible format possible, both to allow any 
disabled website owners or developers to complete it with ease, but also 
to show best practice in this area.  Great care was taken to ensure that a 
questionnaire on the topic of accessibility was in itself accessible.  

The accessibility issue was addressed in the following ways:

 The questionnaire was available in two colour schemes, (black text on a 
white background, and yellow text on a blue background) to cater for 
dyslexic and partially sighted users who prefer different contrasts. 
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 serious  consideration was given to  the information design of  the 
questionnaire, so as to be as clear as possible where enlarged or 
used with a screenreader. 

o The  questions  were  grouped  into  sections  indicated  by 
headings  such  as  “Your  Organisation”,  “Your  experience  of 
web accessibility”. 

o Each questionnaire was prefaced by introductory information 
regarding the project and the purpose of the questionnaire, 
indicating as well the eventual usefulness to the respondent of 
the  questionnaire  results,  and  providing  a  statement  of 
anonymity and confidentiality.

o Great care was taken to ensure that :

 all radio buttons and checkboxes were well aligned with 
the questions to which they belonged; 

 Likert scales were presented as a horizontal sequence 
rather than the more typical vertical sequence, as this 
means they are rendered more clearly by screenreaders 
and screen magnification programs.

The online questionnaires were developed in a number of iterations. They 
were tested by project members with a variety of assistive technologies 
(e.g., JAWS, WindowEyes, ZoomText, BrowseAloud) and on a number of 
different operating systems (Windows, MacOS, Linux) and with different 
browsers (MS Internet Explorer, Mozilla, Opera).

The  questionnaires  were  hosted  on  the  project  website,  while  the 
database which collected the responses was located at the University of 
the Aegean. The full text of each questionnaire is given in Appendix A.

3.2.2 Interviews

One of the final questions in both online questionnaires asked respondents 
whether  they  would  be  willing  to  participate  in  a  followup  telephone 
interview to explore some of the issues in greater detail. A sample of web 
developers and commissioners who responded positively to this question 
were selected for follow up telephone interviews. 

A  semistructured  interview  procedure  was  followed,  with  interviewers 
provided with a set of topics to cover in the interview, a set of possible 
questions within each topic and prompts to use on each question to elicit 
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more detailed responses. The telephone interview protocol is provided in 
Appendix B.

An interview reporting sheet was designed took to assist the interviewer in 
rapidly noting down interviewee responses (see Appendix B).

The  interviews  were  designed  to  take  approximately  30  minutes  on 
average,  but  naturally  times  varied  between  interviewees  based  upon 
many factors, including cultural and individual differences, as well as the 
amount of time available on the part of the interviewee and the interest 
shown by interviewee in the subject.

3.3 Procedure for telephone interviews

The interview protocol was guided by an interview response sheet with 
questions and prompts for the interviewers and the space to record the 
replies of the interviewees.

Instructions to the interviewers made it clear that it would not always be 
possible nor even desirable to keep a precise question order,  and that 
some interviewees  would  respond with  information relevant  to  another 
question rather than the one they were being asked about.

Before starting the interview, the interviewers checked the responses to 
the online questionnaire that had been given by the interviewee to follow 
up on any issues that seemed interesting.

The  procedure  followed  by  the  interviewers  was  first  telephone  the 
interviewee, to introduce themselves, explain that this was a follow up 
interview from the questionnaire they had completed for the BenToWeb 
Project and agree upon a mutually convenient time for a 1015 minute 
interview. 

When the interviewer rang back at the agreed time, he/she first assured 
interviewees of the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses, and 
were told that they were welcome to ask for a copy of the report upon the 
survey.  

The questions on both interview protocol sheets covered five areas, with 
some slight variants in the prompts according to whether web developers 
or website owners were being interviewed.

The five areas were:

 Area 1: The interviewee’s understanding of web accessibility
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 Area 2: Attitudes of the organisation (where the interviewee works) 
to web accessibility

 Area 3: the interviewee’s personal experience of web accessibility

 Area 4: the interviewee’s perception of barriers to web accessibility

 Area 5: the interviewee’s thoughts on what is needed to improve the 
situation, particularly in terms of tools and support
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4 Results of web developers survey

4.1 Results of web developers questionnaire

4.1.1 Sample

Responses  from  249  web  developers  were  sufficiently  sensible  and 
complete questionnaires for analysis. Table 1 below, shows the breakdown 
of countries from where web developers responded.

Table 1. Country breakdown of website developer respondents.

Country Percentage (Number)

Austria 25.3% (63)

Belgium  31.4% (78)

France 1.6% (4)

Germany 22.8% (57)

Greece 4% (10)

Netherlands 3.6% (9)

Norway 1.6% (4)

U.K. 9.6% (24)

Total 249

77.9% of respondents were male, 18.9% were female, and 3.2% did not 
supply  an  answer.  This  male  bias  in  the  sample  probably  reflects  the 
gender  composition  of  web  developers.  No  figures  could  be  found 
specifically about the web industry, but recent research in the UK found 
that only 14.3% of ICT professionals are women (2003 figures4), and only 
23.4% of graduates in computer science and 17.0% in engineering and 
technology are women (2002/2003 figures, same source).

Table 2 below, gives the age breakdown of the respondents.  Although 
there is a bias towards younger respondents, this probably reflects the 
bias in the web industry (no figures could be found of age profile in the 
web  or  computing  industry),  and  there  is  a  reasonable  representation 
from the older age groups in the sample.

4 http://www.setwomenresource.org.uk/
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Table 2. Age breakdown of website developer respondents.

Age range Percentage (number)
 of respondents

18  30 43.4 (108)

31  40 34.5 (86)

41  50 14.4 (36)

51 plus 4.4 (11)

Not provided 3.2 (8)

Table 3 below,  shows the  types  of  organizations  for  which the  survey 
respondents  work.  Approximately  30%  work  for  web  and  multimedia 
development organizations, and a further 9% work for internet service 
organizations of various kinds, but the remainder work for a wide variety 
of organizations including educational institutions (11%), other industries 
such as tourism and banking (6%), government organizations (6%) and 
advertising agencies (5%). Nearly 14% of respondents are selfemployed 
or freelance.

Table 3. Organizational types.

Organization type  Percentage (Number)

Web/multimedia development 31.7% (79)

Freelance/selfemployed 13.6% (34)

Educational institution 10.8% (27)

Internet services 8.8% (22)

Other industries (e.g. tourism, finance) 6.0% (15)

Government 5.6% (14)

Advertising/PR agency 5.2% (13)

Software development 5.2% (10)

Graphic design 2.8% (7)

Notforprofit 2.4% (6)

Not specified, not clear 8.8% (22)

Table 4 below, shows the breakdown of respondents from small, medium 
and large organizations.  
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Table 4. Organizational size breakdown of web developer respondents.

Organization size Percentage (Number)

Small (0 – 49 employees) 72.7% (181)

Medium (50 – 250 employees) 13.6% (34)

Large (+ 250 employees) 12.4% (31)

94.8%  (236)  of  those  responding  are  directly  involved  in  website 
development.  Of those directly involved in website development, 24.0% 
develop websites for the public sector, 16.5% develop sites for the private 
sector  and  56.2%  develop  websites  for  both  the  public  and  private 
sectors.  71.1% develop websites for their own organizations and 23.3% 
develop websites for other organizations.  

Just  over  half  the  respondents  (53.4%)  develop  informational  or 
“brochure  ware”  websites,  14.1%  develop  ecommerce  websites,  and 
28.9% are involved in other  kinds of  development work.  This  includes 
educational  web  and  eLearning  content,  online  administration,  portals, 
library websites, and governmental websites.  

4.1.2 Development languages, tools and environments 
used

Respondents were asked what languages, tools and environments they 
used  in  web  development.  For  the  basic  authoring  tools  to  produce 
websites, a very wide variety of tools was mentioned, over 50 in total. 
The  most  commonly  used  tool  was  Dreamweaver,  mentioned  by 
approximately 20% of respondents. The second most commonly used tool 
was  a  simple  text  editor  for  handcrafting  code,  just  as  NotePad  and 
TextEdit. The most common responses are listed in Table 5 below. 

Table 5. Authoring tools used in web development.

Authoring tool Percentage (Number)

Dreamweaver 19.7% (49)

Simple text editors (Notepad etc) 9.2% (23)

Adobe Creative CS (including GoLive, 
Illustrator, Photoshop)

5.6% (14)

HomeSite 5.2% (13)

Microsoft FrontPage 3.2% (8)

Visual Studio Net 2.8% (7)
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Authoring tool Percentage (Number)

TopStyle 2.4% (6)

The use of multimedia technologies such as Flash is a controversial issue 
in  web  accessibility,  as  it  is  still  very  rare  to  find  highly  accessible 
animated  applications  (although  this  is  not  a  priori  impossible)5. 
Therefore it was interesting to discover how many developers use such 
applications. Overall, nearly 40% of developers reported using animation, 
most commonly Flash. 3.2% indicated they used it only occasionally or as 
little  as  possible.  57% of  respondents  said  they definitely  did  not  use 
animation, or did not answer this question (we have assumed this meant 
that they did not use Flash). The full breakdown of responses is given in 
Table 6 below.  

Table 6. Use of animation applications.

Animation environment Percentage (Number)

Flash

     used 37.3% (93)

     Occasionally/as little as poss/rarely 3.2 (8)

     Not used 57.0 (142)

Other animation environments (e.g. Swish)

      Used  2.4 (6)

Total use of animation environments 39.8% (99)

Another technology that causes difficulties for Web users with disabilities 
is  Javascript,  which  is  often  inaccessible  to  assistive  technologies, 
although as with Flash, this is not necessarily the case6. Therefore it was 
interesting to discover how many developers use this technology.  Overall, 
43% of developers reported using Javascript, with a further 2.4% saying 
they used it only occasionally and 54.6% saying they did not use it at all. 
The breakdown is shown in Table 7 below.

Table 7. Use of Javascript.

Use Javascript 43.0% (107)

     Occasionally/as little as poss/rarely 2.4 (6)

5 For example, see http://www.macromedia.com/resources/accessibility/ and 
http://www.webaim.org/techniques/flash/
6 For example, see http://www.webaim.org/techniques/javascript/
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     Do not use 54.6 (136)

It should be noted that since the dissemination of these surveys the Web 
2.0 initiative of providing automatically refreshing content on web pages 
has greatly increased the presence of Javascript in web pages.  It is likely 
that within 5 years that the majority of website construction tools and 
applications will include Javascript functionality.

The  use  of  content  management  systems  (CMSs)  is  growing  in  the 
development  and  maintenance  of  websites.  Such  applications  can 
potentially help greatly in developing and maintaining accessible sites, as 
they  can  guide  content  providers  in  producing  accessible  material. 
However,  at the moment, few CMSs seem to provide such support.  A 
very wide variety of CMSs was mentioned by the respondents, over 60 in 
total. By far the most common response was that developers produced 
their own CMS, given by nearly a quarter of respondents (24.9%). This 
solution  may  provide  technical  flexibility,  but  means  that  accessibility 
expertise  is  not  necessarily  disseminated  via  this  route.  The  other 
commonly  mentioned  included  Typo3,  Mambo  and  RedDot.  The 
breakdown is shown in Table 8. 

Table 8. Use of CMSs. 

Inhouse application 24.9% (62)

Typo3 8.4 (21)

Mambo 4.4 (11)

RedDot 3.6 (9)

Another technology that can assist greatly in the accessibility of websites 
is Cascading Style Sheets (CSS). Therefore it was interesting to discover 
how many developers use this  technology. The breakdown is  shown in 
Table 9, below.

Table 9. Use of CSS.

Version of CSS

1.0 1.6% (4)

2.0 (and 1.0) 9.2 (23)

3.0 (and 2.0 and 1.0) 3.2 (8)

Yes, version not specified 54.2% (135)
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Version of CSS

Total use of CSS 68.3% (170)

No/No answer 31.7% (79)

4.1.3 Organizational attitudes 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of the web accessibility 
issue in their organization.  Table 10 shows the distribution of responses 
on a 5 point rating scale. However, it was clear from the comments made 
in relation to this question that respondents sometimes interpreted the 
organizations to mean the client organizations they design websites for. 
Nonetheless,  the  comments  made  in  relation  to  both  their  own 
organizations  and  client  organizations  are  very  interesting.  Here  is  a 
selection  of  comments,  showing  the  range  of  attitudes  to  Web 
accessibility: 

 “our clients are SMEs, they see less to no value to this topic”

 “client always proposes 'easy navigation' and similar things, but the 
question of web accessibility almost never comes from the client”

 “yes, if it means little or no rise in the price”

 “our company is mainly in charge of Web sites of the public sector, 
which are very interested because in any case legally committed”

 “we  should  get  to  the  point  where  Web  accessibility  is  nothing 
special, but a matter of course”

Table 10. Interest in website accessibility in the organization (all respondents).

Level of interest Percentage (Number)

Not at all interested 1.6% (4)

Slightly interested 9.2% (23)

Moderately interested 16.9% (42)

Interested 23.7% (59)

Very interested 45.4% (113)

No answer 3.2% (8)

Table 11 shows the breakdown of levels of interest for respondents from 
small, medium and large organizations. There was a significantly higher 
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level of reported interest in large organizations than in small or medium 
organizations (JonckheereTerpstra test of trend JT = 2.18, p < 0.05).

Table 11. Interest in website accessibility in the organization (by organization size).

Level of interest Small Orgs Medium Orgs Large Orgs

Not at all interested 2.2% (4) 0% (0) 0% (0)

Slightly interested 9.9 (18) 8.8 (3) 5.9 (2)

Moderately interested 18.8 (34) 23.5 (8) 0 (0)

Interested 24.3 (44) 17.6 (6) 26.5 (9)

Very interested 42.5 (77) 47.1 (16) 58.8 (20)

No answer 2.2% (4) 2.9 (1) 0 (0)
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Figure 1. Ratings of organizational attitude to web accessibility by organization size.

Respondents  were  asked  whether  their  organization  employed  any 
accessibility specialists. Overall, 33.2% of respondents said it did. There 
was also a significant difference between organizations of different sizes, 
with  larger  organizations  being  more  likely  to  employ  accessibility 
specialists than medium size organizations, which were in turn more likely 
to  employ  them than  small  organizations  (Jonckheere  test  of  trend  = 
2.01, p < 0.05). This is illustrated in Table 12 and Figure 2.

Table 12. Employment of accessibility specialists (by organization size).

Accessibility 
specialists?

Small Orgs Medium 
Orgs

Large Orgs Overall

Yes 28.7% (52) 38.2 (13) 45.2 (14) 31.7%
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Accessibility 
specialists?

Small Orgs Medium 
Orgs

Large Orgs Overall

No 68.0 (123) 62.9 (21) 48.4 (15) 63.8%

No answer 3.3 (6) 0 (0) 6.4 (2)
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Figure 2. Employment of web accessibility specialists by organization size.

4.1.4 Knowledge of web accessibility

Respondents were asked whether they had had any formal training in web 
design;  42.2%  said  they  had.  Table  13 shows  the  percentages  for 
respondents  working for  small,  medium and large organizations.  There 
was  no  significant  difference  in  whether  respondents  had  web  design 
training depending on what size organization they work for (JT = 0.32, 
n.s.).

Table 13. Training in web design (by organization size).

Web design 
training?

Small Orgs Medium 
Orgs

Large Orgs Overall

Yes 42.0% (76) 44.1 (15) 45.2 (14) 42.2% 
(105)

No 55.2 (100) 55.9 (19) 51.6 (16) 54.2% 
(135)

No answer 2.8 (5) 0 (0) 3.2 (1) 2.4 (6)
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Respondents  who  had  received  web  design  training  were  then  asked 
whether  this  training  included  any  material  on  accessibility.  Table  14 
shows  that  nearly  half  (41%)  said  there  had  been  no  material  on 
accessibility, 18% said it  included a slight amount, approximately 16% 
said a moderate amount, 13% said a large amount and 11% a very large 
amount. There was a significant difference between the amount of training 
received by respondents depending on their organization size (JT = 2.56, 
p = 0.01), with respondents from large organizations reporting having had 
more training. It is also important to remember that the above figures are 
only for those respondents who have had some formal training in web 
design.  The  last  column  of  Table  14 shows  the  breakdown  of  web 
accessibility training as percentages of the whole sample. This shows that 
only 5% of respondents report having a very large amount of training and 
a further 5% a large amount.  A further 7% report having a moderate 
amount and a 7% a slight amount.

Table 14. Respondents with accessibility training (by organization size)

Accessibility 
training?

Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall
(of those 
receiving 

web 
training)

Overall
(total 

sample)

Not at all 19.3% 
(35)

8.8 (3) 16.1 (5) 41.0 17.3% 
(43)

Slight 
amount

8.8 (16) 8.8 (3) 0 (0) 18.1 7.6
 (19)

Moderate 
amount

6.1 (11) 5.8 (2) 12.9 (4) 16.2 6.8
 (17)

Large 
amount

5.0 (9) 11.7 (4) 3.2 (1) 13.3 5.6
 (14)

Very large 
amount

2.7 (5) 8.8 (3) 12.9 (4) 11.4 4.8
 (12)

Not 
applicable1

58.1 
(105)

55.9 (19) 54.8 (17) 56.6 
(141)
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Figure 3. Amount of training in web accessibility by organization size.

When  asked  how  knowledgeable  they  were  about  Web  accessibility, 
respondents tended to the middle ground, with nearly 40% saying they 
were “knowledgeable”. The full breakdown of responses is given in Table
15.  There  was  no  significant  differences  between  respondents  from 
different organizations (JT = 0.032, n.s.)

Table 15. Knowledge of accessibility (by organization size)

Accessibility 
knowledge?

Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall

Not at all 6.6% (12) 8.8 (3) 0 (0) 6.0% (15)

Slightly 12.7 (23) 23.5 (8) 22.6 (7) 15.3 (38)

Moderately 16.0 (29) 8.8 (3) 19.4 (6) 14.9 (37)

Knowledgeable 43.6 (79) 32.4 (11) 29.1 (9) 39.8 (99)

Very 
knowledgeable

17.7 (32) 26.5 (9) 25.8 (8) 19.7 (49)

No answer 3.3 (6) 0 (0) 3.2 (1) 4.0 (10)

When asked whether they had ever tried to develop an accessible site, 
nearly  75%  of  respondents  said  they  had.  There  was  no  significant 
difference between respondents from organizations of different sizes on 
this question. However, there was a significant difference in the type of 
accessible development they undertake (JT = 1.96, p = 0.05). This effect 
is  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  small  organizations  undertake  more 
accessible website development from scratch, whereas large organizations 
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are more likely to work on existing websites to make them accessible, see 
Figure 4.

Table 16. Accessible website development (by organization size).

Accessible 
website?

Small Orgs Medium 
Orgs

Large Orgs Overall

Yes (all) 75.1% 
(136)

76.5 (26) 70.9 (22) 73.9% 
(184)

From 
beginning

42.5 (77) 29.4 (10) 25.8 (8) 38.2 (95)

Modify 
existing

6.6 (12) 11.8 (4) 19.4 (6) 8.8 (22)

both 26.0 (47) 35.3 (12) 25.8 (8) 26.9 (67)

No 24.9 (45) 23.5 (8) 29.0 (9) 25.3 (62)
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Figure 4. Type of accessible web development by organization size.

When  asked  how  difficult  they  thought  it  was  to  build  an  accessible 
website, respondents were more likely to think it was “difficult” (23.3% of 
respondents) or “neither easy or difficult” (36.9%), see  Table 17. There 
was  no  significant  difference  in  views  between  respondents  from 
organizations of different sizes.
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Table 17. Difficulty of accessible design (by organization size).

Difficulty of 
accessible 

design

Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall

Very difficult 2.2% (4) 0 (0) 9.7 (3) 2.8 (7)

Difficult 22.1 (40) 26.5 (9) 29.0 (9) 23.3 (58)

Neither 
easy/difficult

38.7 (70) 44.1 (15) 22.6 (7) 36.9 (92)

Easy 10.5 (19) 2.9 (1) 9.7 (3) 9.2 (23)

Very easy 2.7 (5) 2.9 (1) 3.2 (1) 2.8 (7)

No answer 23.8 (43) 23.5 (8) 25.8 (8) 23.7 (59)

When  asked  what  was  most  easy  and  most  difficult  about  accessible 
design, a wide range of responses was provided. Table 18 lists the most 
frequently  mentioned  aspects  of  accessible  web  design  that  were 
considered the easiest and Table 19 lists the most frequently mentioned 
aspects that were consider the most difficult. Perhaps not surprisingly, the 
list of things that is considered easy is much shorter than the list of things 
considered difficult. More surprising is the number of aspects that feature 
on  both  lists,  including  ALT  text,  CSS,  avoiding  tables  for  layout  and 
avoiding Flash. Thus things that some developers seem to have worked 
out, others are still struggling with.

Table 18. Easiest aspects of accessible web design.

Aspect  of accessible design Number of 
mentions

ALT text 25

CSS 10

Clear titles on links 4

Background/font colours 3

Avoiding frames 2

Avoiding tables for layout 2

Avoiding use of Flash 2
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Table 19. Most difficult aspects of accessible web design.

Aspect  of accessible design Number of 
mentions

Differences between browsers (which render 
things differently, etc) 19

CSS issues 13

Avoiding tables for layout 9

Convincing other developers/marketing/client 8

Enlargement of text and graphics 8

Evaluation issues 7

Guidelines issues 7

ALT text 4

Avoiding use of Flash 4

Layout issues (not layout tables) 4

Javascript 3

Navigation 3

CMS 3
Some interesting comments were made on the most difficult aspects of 
accessible design. These included:

On browser differences: 

 “consistent presentation of valid CSS in different browsers, which do 
not meet the standards and force the developer/designer to waste 
hours and days in implementing walkarounds” 

 “making the relative font and table cell sizes look appropriate across 
different browsers”

 “browser quirks usually impede full optimization of usability, else the 
web page would be executable only with one browser”

 “small adjustments for Mozilla particularly had big negative effects 
for IE”

On evaluation issues:

 “evaluating, repairing and completing single pages; this process was 
repeated several times”
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 “the tests with screenreaders, when not usually in use as a sighted 
developer”

On guidelines issues:

 “To find concrete guidelines for Priority 1 and 2”

 “to meet the disparate WAI guidelines”

 “the often somewhat esotheric Priority 3 guidelines”

 “following  all  the  accessibility  guidelines  provided  by  the  W3C. 
Particularly  those  that  cannot  be  detected  by  a  validator,  and 
required close scrutiny. It was difficult to know whether the changes 
actually benefited the people they were intended for.”

On layout issues:

 “to convince my colleague that it will not strike anyone if pixelwise 
spacing is not strictly adhered to”

 “I had to completely learn to think differently about layout issues”

 “the hardest things are layouts e.g. two columns with a header and 
footer”

When  asked  whether  they  ever  conducted  accessibility  testing,  nearly 
70%  said  that  they  had.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  the 
responses from respondents from organizations of different sizes (JT = 
0.61, n.s.). Approximately 30% of respondents said they had conducted 
automated testing, approximately 20% said they had conducted expert 
testing  and  approximately  20% said  they  had  conducted  user  testing. 
Again  there  was  no  significant  difference  in  the  responses  from 
respondents from organizations of different sizes (JT = 1.96, n.s.). The 
full breakdowns are shown in Table 20, below.

Table 20. Accessibility testing (by organization size).

Accessibility 
testing?

Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall

Yes (all) 67.4% 
(122)

70.6 (24) 71.0 (22) 67.4% 
(168)

Automated 32.6 (59) 23.5 (8) 19.4 (6) 30.1% 
(75)

Expert 14.9 (27) 32.3 (11) 41.9 (13) 18.1% 
(45)
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Accessibility 
testing?

Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall

User 19.3 (35) 14.7 (5) 19.4 (6) 18.1% 
(45)

No 27.6 (50) 29.4 (10) 12.9 (4) 26.5% 
(66)

No answer 5.0 (9) 0 (0) 16.1 (5) 4.0% (10)

When asked whether they used the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 
(WCAG),  just  over  40% said  they  did.  There  was  a  trend  towards  a 
significant difference in the responses from developers working in small, 
medium and large  organizations  (JT  =  1.86,  p  =  0.06).  The  use  of 
WCAG increased  with  organizational  size.  The  breakdown  is  shown  in 
Table 21.

Table 21. Use of WCAG (by organization size).

Use WCAG? Small 
Orgs

Medium 
Orgs

Large 
Orgs

Overall

Yes 37.0% (67) 44.1 (15) 54.8 (17) 39.8 (99)

No 58.0 (105) 52.9 (18) 38.7 (12) 54.2 (135)

No answer 5.0 (9) 2.9 (1) 3.2% (1) 4.8 (12)

It seemed rather bizarre that nearly 70% of respondents reported that 
they conducted accessibility testing, yet only 40% reported that they used 
WCAG, so this phenomenon was investigated further. Table 22 shows the 
breakdown on use of accessibility testing and use of WCAG. Nearly 40% of 
respondents  reported  both  conducting  accessibility  testing  and  using 
WCAG;  these  might  be  thought  of  as  the  “highly  accessibility  aware” 
developers.  Only  3% reported  not  conducting  accessibility  testing  but 
using  WCAG.  It  was  expected  that  this  figure  might  be  higher,  as 
developers might be using WCAG when writing their code, but not do any 
testing of the code to ensure it is accessible. These developers might be 
thought of as the “guidelines trusting” developers, but there are few of 
them. 24.8% reported not conducting accessibility testing or using 32.6%. 
These  might  be  thought  of  as  the  “accessibility  unaware”  developers. 
Finally,  32.6%  reported  conducting  accessibility  testing  but  not  using 
WCAG. Logically this should mean that they are conducting usability style 
testing with users, but not checking their code with WCAG. These might 
be  thought  of  as  “it’s  only  usability”  developers.  To  check  this  last 
proposition,  the  use  of  the  different  types  of  accessibility  testing  was 
compared with the use of WCAG. The breakdown is shown in Table 23. Of 
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the respondents who say they use WCAG, approximately 45% say they 
primarily use automated testing, 32% primarily expert testing and 23% 
user testing. However, of the people who say they do not use WCAG, 50% 
say they primarily  use automated testing, 19% say they use primarily 
expert  testing and 31% user  testing.  While  the use of  user  testing is 
higher amongst the nonWCAG users than the WCAG users, as one would 
expect, the finding that 50% of nonWCAG users are conducting primarily 
automated testing is very disturbing. This result is contradictory: how can 
they understand the results of their automated testing if they do not use 
WCAG?

Table 22. Use of accessibility testing by use of WCAG.

Use  of 
WCAG

Accessibility Testing

Yes No

Yes 39.6% (91) 3.0 (7)

No 32.6 (75) 24.8 (57)

Table 23. Use of types of accessibility testing by use of WCAG.

Use  of 
WCAG

Accessibility Testing

Automated Expert User

Yes 45.2% (42) 32.3 (30) 22.6 (21)

No 50.0 (37) 18.9 (14) 31.1 (23)

Respondents who reported that they used WCAG were asked to name the 
three that they used most frequently and to rate how useful they find 
them. 225 instances of guidelines and ratings were collected from this 
question. On average the ratings provided were very positive, with over 
80% of respondents rating the particular guidelines/checkpoints as “very 
useful”  or  “useful”.  The  breakdown  is  given  in  Table  24.  A  complete 
analysis  of  the  different  guidelines/checkpoints  mentioned  is  still 
underway (many respondents did not cite the actual text of the guideline/
checkpoint) and will be provided at the review.

Table 24. Ratings of most frequently used WCAG guidelines/checkpoint.

Rating % (N)

Not at all useful 3.1% (7)
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Slightly useful 4.4 (10)

Moderately useful 6.7 (15)

Useful 22.7 (51)

Very useful 63.1 (142)

Respondents were asked what resources other than the WCAG they used 
for web accessibility and to rate these for usefulness. Nearly 100 different 
resources  were  mentioned.  Many  of  these  resources  are  local  to  a 
particular  country  or  community,  so  frequency  with  which  they  are 
mentioned does not give a good measure of their usefulness.  Table 25 
provides a list of the most frequently mentioned tools. A more detailed 
analysis of these data are being undertaken and will be presented at the 
review.

Table 25. Most frequently mentioned resources for web accessibility.

Resource N

Einfachfuralle.de website 19

„Barrierefreies Web design“ by Jan Hellbuschs 16

www.w3.org 14

Bobby accessibility evaluation tool 12

www.w3.org/WAI 9

Barrieresfeieswebdesign.de 8

www.blindsurfer.be 8

Accessify.com 7

“Building accessible websites” by Joe Clark 7

W3C HTML and CSS validator 7

www.alistapart.com 6

www.wob11.de 6

www.gawds.org 5
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Resource N

“Designing with web standards” by Jeffrey 
Zeldman

5

“ CSS Praxis” by Kai Laborenz 5

Firefox accessibility checker 5

Finally,  the  respondents  were  asked  what  they  perceive  the  main 
problems in the design of accessible websites. Many issues were raised in 
response to this question, the most frequently mentioned are summarized 
in  Table 26. There was some overlap with the responses given to the 
question on what the most difficult things the developers had encountered 
in trying to develop an accessible site,  but a number of  more general 
issues emerged in response to this question.

Table 26. Main problems in the development of accessible websites, as perceived by web 
developers.

Problem N

Lack of interest/commitment/knowledge 
amongst web commissioners

27

Additional time/cost for development of an 
accessible site

18

Problems with the guidelines: outdated, 
inflexible, unclear, open to interpretation, not 
concrete enough, too difficult/time consuming 
to implement

17

Incompatibilities amongst browsers – 
difficulties of rendering content in the same 
way on different browsers, different 
interpretations of CSS by different browsers

15

Lack of appropriate expertise amongst web 
developers

13

Lack of support for standards (e.g. CSS) by 
browsers, particularly Internet Explorer and 
Opera

13

Accessibility vs design problems – accessibility 11
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contrains design

Difficulties with evaluation – how does one 
know when one has an accessible site, finding 
disabled people to evaluate a site

7

Diversity of users and the 
environments/assistive technologies they use 
that need to be accommodated

6

The problems of making Flash accessible 6

Problems of layout  not using tables, allowing 
text to enlarge gracefully etc

6

Lack of awareness amongst web developers 
and their managers

5

 

Given that a substantial amount of information has been elicited from a 
large sample of web developers, it is interesting to see whether we can 
predict some of the key variables from the range of information available. 
For  example,  we  asked  web  developers  to  estimate  their  level  of 
knowledge of web accessibility. While their own ratings of their knowledge 
may well  be biased,  it  is  interesting to investigate whether  we predict 
variation in level of knowledge from the other variables. Therefore a linear 
regression analysis  was conducted, predicting the selfreported level  of 
knowledge of web accessibility from the following variables:

 respondent age

 respondent gender

 size of organization where respondent is employed

 organization’s interest in web accessibility

 respondent’s general training in web design

 respondent’s specific training in web accessibility

 whether the respondent has conducted accessible design

 their perception of the difficulty of accessible web design

The analysis showed that a significant component of the ratings of web 
accessibility knowledge could be predicted from the above set of variables 
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(adjusted r2 = 13.8%, F = 4.72, df = 6, 134, p < 0.000).  However, only 
two  of  the  variables  contributed  significantly  to  the  prediction:  the 
organization’s interest in web accessibility, and the respondent’s specific 
training in web accessibility.

4.2 Results of web developers follow-up 
telephone interviews

4.2.1 Sample

Table 27 shows the  number of  web developer  interviewees  from each 
country, and the number of men and women interviewees.  A total of 21 
web developers were interviewed. 

Table 27. Country and gender breakdown of web developer interviewees.

Country Percentage (Number) Gender

Austria 19.05% (4) 2 male/ 2 female

Belgium 23.81% (5) 4 male/ 1 female

Germany 23.81% (5) 4 male/1 female

Greece 23.81% (5) 5 male

Netherlands 4.76% (1) 1 male

U.K. 4.76% (1) 1 male

Total 21 17 male/4 female

In terms of occupations, since this exercise was aimed at web developers, 
obviously all the interviewees were web developers.  However, they were 
asked  more  about  their  job  roles  and  Table  28 summarizes  this 
information. The number of “interviewees” in the table is greater than 21, 
since  several  interviewees  used  two  job  descriptors:  for  example, 
freelance  designer  and  working  in  a  company  whose  core  business  is 
accessibility.  It  should  be  noted  that  two  of  the  developers  work  for 
companies whose core business is web accessibility. 
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Job Description % (N)

Web developer/designer (no other descriptor) 4

Web developer/designer  Public Sector 6

Web developer – own company 2

Web developer  core business accessibility 2

Web developer  freelance 3

Education 3

ICT consultant 2

Design and communication studio 1

Total 231

Table 28. Job roles of interviewees.

4.2.2 Understanding of Web Accessibility (Area 1)

The replies  were grouped into four main categories.  The first  category 
grouped the answers corresponding to the questions relating to the nature 
of an accessible website such as: “What does web accessibility mean to 
you” “What you have to do to make a site accessible?” “What are the 
characteristics of an accessible website?” This category was so large (67 
comments) that it was broken down into two subcategories, one which 
grouped practical  answers  to  questions  such as  “what  are  the  5 main 
accessibility errors” and a subcategory that grouped the more high level 
theoretical answers.

The second category grouped the answers corresponding to the questions 
related to target groups, that is: “Who do you think an accessible website 
includes?”, “Which groups of people would you be trying to reach with an 
accessible  website?”  for  instance,  “Other  groups  apart  from  visually 
impaired?” 

The third question grouped the answers to the question that asked the 
interviewees to speculate on the future of accessibility: “Where do think 
web accessibility will be in 5 years time?” 
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Finally, the fourth and last category grouped the interviewees comments 
about the impact that web accessibility has had upon their career path, 
yielding information about the motivations of web developers to undertake 
accessibility.

Table 29 shows the categories by interviewee response and number of 
comments per category. There is no one to one correspondence between 
the two numbers. Some interviewers make more than one comment about 
an issue, and others none at all.

Barriers to web 
accessibility by category

N of Interviewees 
who responded 
with comments 

N of comments 

Meaning of web accessibility 
(High level description 
subcategory) 18 21

Meaning of web accessibility 
(Practical prescriptions 
subcategory)

 What needs to be done 11 17

 Five most common errors 6 18

 Characteristics of an 
accessible website

6 8

Meaning of Web Accessibility
(Total) 21 64

Target groups 10 20

Impact on career 8 10

Speculate on the future 18 25

Table 29. Understanding of Web accessibility by category, interviewee response and 
number of comments.

As  is  typical  with  semistructured  interviews,  4  interviewees  made 
between them 9 comments which were more appropriate for other areas 
of  the  questionnaire,  such as  Area  2  –  organisation's  attitude  to  Web 
Accessibility (1 comment), 3  Barriers to web accessibility (5 comments), 
“Any other comments” (3 comments).
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This group of questions when analysed quantitatively scored by far the 
greatest number of comments, and every interviewee made at least one 
comment. Although one may put this in context by noting that this was 
the opening part of the interview, when the interviewees are likely to want 
to engage with the interviewers and demonstrate their cooperativeness, it 
is also indicative of the fact that this was a question area that was directly 
aimed at  the interests  of  the interviewees,  who in their  majority,  had 
declared  expertise  in  the  area  of  web  accessibility  (4  declared  deep 
interest and commitment, but not very much expertise yet).

4.2.2.1 The nature of web accessibility

Of  the  high  level  responses  to  this  category,  the  overwhelming 
'introductory remarks' were to the effect that “Accessibility means usable 
by  everybody”  (13  comments).  The  'everybody'  was  qualified  as 
“including” the elderly and disabled on just 2 occasions, the disabled (2 
times), the elderly (1 occasion), children (1 occasion) and beginners (1 
occasion). This represents approximately half of the comments, however, 
the wording of the qualifying phase introduced by “including” served to 
give  to  these  groups  much  less  emphasis  than  the  main  group  of 
“everybody” or “all”. The comments are full of qualifiers such as “easily” 
“independently”  “easy  to  handle”  “simple”  “user  friendly”  and  “without 
problems”.

With regard to what should be accessible: several interviewees concurred 
over the importance of making content accessible (7 interviewees), the 
importance of being able to navigate and using other functionalities (5 
interviewees).  Other interviewees emphasised the importance of device 
independence, (4 interviewees) citing not only assistive technologies (2 
mentions) but also mobile devices (1 mention).

One  interviewee  defined  web  accessibility  simply  as  “conformance  to 
WCAG standards” and another noted that there were two aspects to web 
accessibility in his view: “legal demands” which he does not elaborate on, 
and  “the  wish  to  produce  understandable  content,  which  is  simple  to 
reach  for  all  users  [...].”  At  this  stage  in  the  interview  neither  the 
conformance approach, nor the legal demands were mentioned by other 
interviewees.

Of the more practical answers to this areas of the nature of accessibility, 
answering to questions such as “What do you have to do to make a web 
site accessible” “What are the 5 most common errors”, and “What are the 
characteristics of an accessible website”, the interviewees responded with 
43 comments in total. 
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The answers  to these questions evoked a range of  responses,  at  very 
different levels of granularity. Some were simple recommendations of the 
type (use frames with caution) others were more abstract, “a website is 
perfect if it supports good text to speech conversion”.

Broadly  speaking the comments  fell  into 5 main areas:  standards  and 
guidelines;  device  independence;  the  importance of  separating  content 
and presentation,  the readability  of  text,  and an assorted collection of 
errors to avoid.

The largest amount of comments (9 comments) included a reference to 
making use of “standards” and guidelines (W3C, BITV, Blindsurfer), and 2 
interviewees  recommended including having conformance labels  on the 
page.  However,  another  2  interviewees,  recommending  the  use  of 
guidelines, noted that guidelines are not enough: one of them remarked: 
“understandable content for  all  users  is  more than conformance”  while 
another interviewee explained: “they are not good for 'soft criteria' like 
simple language that are quite subjective and hard to verify”. 

Device  independence  accounted  for  6  comments.  This  was  not  just  in 
regard  to  assistive  technologies,  although  these  were  mentioned  (2 
occasions). In the same comment, the interviewee would often mention 
other devices, for instance: “braille display, mobile device, PDA, etc”.

Clear  structure,  clear  menus  and  the  use  of  style  sheets (CSS) were 
mentioned by 5 interviewees, one of whom referred to XHTML and CSS as 
“web standards”. 

A number (5 comments) of lengthy comments stressed the importance of 
the readability of text  emphasising the importance of simple language, 
short  texts,  removing  what  is  not  needed,  removing  jargon  (4 
interviewees).

Errors  to avoid,  and recommendations noted technical  aspects  such as 
multiple renderings of information, especially removing tables for layout 
and adding alternative texts for images (7 comments); the use of colour 
and colour contrast, (4 comments); to restrict the use of strobbing effects 
(3 comments); recommendations not to use Flash or plug ins but standard 
configurations (2 comments); a reminder  that not all  users have good 
bandwidth (3 comments); and a plea for internationalisation (1 comment).

4.2.2.2 Target groups

The  comments  of  the  10  interviewees  tended  to  qualify  previous 
comments about accessibility being “for all”, only one did not go beyond 
this statement. Qualifications included: the blind have the strongest lobby 
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(3 comments); children in education with mobility problems, especially the 
very young (3 comments); those with cognitive problems and generally 
those  with  low  academic  skills  (4  comments);  “silver  surfers”  (1 
comment); professionals with constrained time, or people accessing from 
mobile devices. (2 comments). The deaf (1 comment) and normal people 
in handicapping situations (1 comment) and a comment that  “graphical 
and audio help for less skilled users” is important. 

4.2.2.3 Impact on career

This question provoked the least responses from the interviewees, only 8 
made  comments.  These  concerned  impact,  education,  and  reward  for 
work. The comments sometimes reflected opposite ends of the spectrum. 
For instance, one interviewee commented that accessibility “has had a big 
impact on the direction my career has taken”, while another that it was 
not  very  important  in  his  career.  One  mentioned  that,  as  someone 
involved in learning technologies he had already been aware of topics like 
“adequate presentation”, “content design according to the needs of the 
target group”  and that accessibility had helped him to see the necessity 
for this. This was in contrast to another interviewee who complained that 
none of his education had ever mentioned accessibility.

With  regard  to  reward  for  work,  one  interviewee  was  self  educated, 
because he realised that no one knew about accessibility, another cited 
interest, the possibility of filling a gap in the market, low risk, while yet 
another noted that effort in this direction is never rewarded in a monetary 
sense,  its  reward  is  in  itself,  an  interesting  subject  for  people  with 
developed sense of social responsibility, and finally, concurring with this, 
one noted accessibility “changes the way you think about a project from 
start to finish”.

4.2.2.4 Speculating on the future

All but three of the interviewees made comments to do with the future of 
accessibility. Of these, those who felt that accessibility would not progress 
much in the future were six, and they supported their predictions with 
reasoning such as: 

 accessibility is not a career choice, 

 there is no legislation to enforce it, 

 website owners want to use Java script, this is especially the case 
for owners of private web sites (2 interviewees), 
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 accessibility  will  also have to face problems of  access to content 
because of digital rights management systems.

Two of the interviewees did not give any reasons as such, but the wording 
of their comments is telling “Will remain the side issue it is now”.

The majority of the interviewees (12 interviewees) were more optimistic, 
some just stated:

 Legislation not seen as useful

 Certification not seen as useful

 Problem  of  general  awareness  on  the  part  of  management  and 
marketing departments, 

 Perception  of  accessibility  as  an expensive process  (expensive in 
terms of personnel commitment and time consuming) 

 Perception that accessibility is for small 'disabilities' market 

 Accessibility is not seen as obstructing creativity and innovation 

5 year prognosis: expectation that accessibility issues will be technology 
driven (users accessing from different devices) that accessibility would “be 
a matter of course”, but others gave reasons for their optimism: 

Mobile devices were cited by 3 interviewees, one of whom explained the 
link between CSS and mobile phones: “non compliant pages will not be 
accepted by customers and big agencies, because websites based upon 
CSS are smaller and easier to maintain and therefore cheaper. This trend 
is fostered by the Europe wide use of mobile devices”

Legislation was cited by 2 interviewees, as providing a push (although it 
must be mentioned that another optimistic interviewee noted that more 
important than legislation is “common sense” and “responsibility” 

'Evolution' was invoked by 4 interviewees, including development of new 
technologies  (assistive  technologies,  voice  recognition  and  voice 
generation, personalisation, new ways of interacting, HTML5 that allows 
working with new tags) and the fact that the guidelines are evolving as 
well, and they will become “better and better”

Other  reasons  given  was  the  importance  of  demographics,  the  aging 
population  will  require  accessibility,  and  the  need  for  “accessible 
education”.
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4.2.3 Organisation’s attitude to Web Accessibility (Area 
2)

Before asking this question, the interviewers checked the responses to the 
related question in the online questionnaire that asked for an estimation 
of  how  interested  they  considered  their  organisation  was  in  web 
accessibility. The options they had to this question was a Lickert scale (not 
at  all  interested,  slightly  interested,  moderately  interested,  interested, 
very  interested).  The  interviewers  then  tailored  their  questions  to  the 
interviewees accordingly.

Prompts for this question included the following

 What's the general attitude – do people know about accessibility, is 
it considered important?

 Were there discussions about this topic? What were the arguments 
(pros/cons)?

 If they develop websites for clients, do they promote accessibility?

 Do they see accessibility as a positive attribute or just something 
they have to do? 

All  21  interviewees  responded  to  the  prompts  in  this  area,  making 
between  them  63  comments.  Many  of  these  were  repetitions  or 
enlargements  on  previous  statements.  Of  these  the  majority  (17) 
responded that their organisations were 'interested', or 'very interested', 
while two replied with 'moderately interested' and one each with 'slightly 
interested'  and  'not  at  all',  (“ignorance”  being  the  word  used  by  the 
interviewee). Of the interviewees that responded with “very interested” 3 
were  representing  organisations  whose core  business  was  accessibility, 
and  3  were  working  for  public  sector  organisations  committed  to 
accessibility.

4.2.3.1 General attitude

With regard to this prompt, most interviewees declared their organisations 
high level of interest, and did not expound further. Of those where the 
level  of  interest  was  less,  some  of  the  reasons  given  were  that  the 
organisations  know  only  the  very  basics,  do  not  know  how  to  find 
information easily, and do not know about (assistive) technologies. One 
interviewee documented his claim with the result of a survey where less 
than 15% of secondary school teachers of computer science knew about 
accessibility, in spite of the secondary school organisations obligation to 
provide accessibility. (comments from 2 interviewees) , 
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4.2.3.2 Arguments for and against

The  main  arguments  against  include:  accessibility  costs  money, 
accessibility is not appealing, accessibility is for small target groups.

The main arguments for that are cited are negations of the above claims. 
The interviewees rationalised that most of the problems stem from lack of 
awareness, especially regarding the target group. 

However,  arguments  regarding the  implementation  of  accessibility  also 
hinge upon practical  considerations.  One interviewee  reported  that  the 
main argument against redesign was that 160 people would have to be 
involved as well as a content management system (CMS). The interviewee 
reported that since it was a public sector website, there was an obligation 
to redesign and that this was eventually carried out by a small team 

4.2.3.3 Promotion of accessibility

Several  interviewees  noted  that  customers  do  not  request  accessibility 
and  instead  accessibility  must  be  promoted  (6  interviewees).  Several 
interviewees expounded on this theme and gave recommendations about 
approaching the promotion from a commercial angle, i.e.,  “explain that 
accessibility is for Braille readers as well as mobile phones” and thus for 
better  sales.  “Don't  explain  it  in  technical  terms,  but  in  terms  of  the 
rationale behind accessibility.” (4 interviewees).

One interviewee commented that is it more difficult to convince private 
companies, than public sector, because it means more work for them. This 
implies that expertise is not available in many companies. On the other 
hand, at least four of the interviewees were involved in companies whose 
main business was accessibility. This would suggest that it is possible to 
outsource. 

Still  active  promotion  is  advocated  by  several  interviewees.  As  an 
example, one interviewee cited the case of a customer who was a car 
manufacturer, whose site mainly consisted of images, and who agreed to 
have his site redesigned provided accessibility did not involve extra costs.

Only one company said they did not promote accessibility, because it was 
their main business, and therefore the reason customers came to them. 

4.2.3.4 Accessibility: an obligation or a positive attribute

However, even when accessibility is the organisation's main business, and 
customers are coming to the organisation for that commodity, there are 
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still some customers who do not believe it is anything more than a side 
issue.

Other comments were that accessibility was seen as a positive attitude, in 
particular a strategy, and that the organisations were trying to improve 
and work with new technologies (i.e., CMS that produce accessible code).

4.2.4 Barriers to Web Accessibility (Area 3)

The interviewees were prompted with a series of questions in terms of the 
barriers to providing accessible web sites (e.g. lack of resources; expense; 
small target group; only for disabled; lack of know how regarding website 
accessibility; accessibility impedes creativity and innovation; accessibility 
is not legally enforced).

All  21  interviewees  made  comments  in  response  to  this  area,  (83 
comments in all).  The greatest number of responses concerned lack of 
awareness,  and  the  least  the  lack  of  legal  enforcement.  Many  of  the 
comments were quite synthesised, but  Table 30 shows how the topic of 
expertise  integrated  with  education/training  (a  topic  that  was  not 
specifically  elicited  by  a  prompt)  and  how this  category  also  includes 
comments about guidelines and tools. 

Barriers  to  web 
accessibility  by 
category

Number  of 
Interviewees  who 
responded  with 
comments  in  this 
category

Number  of 
comments  per 
category

Lack of Awareness 10 37

Lack  of  Expertise 
(Education/training)

13 17

  Problems  with 
Guidelines 2 2

 Problems with Tools 2 2

'Lack of expertise' Total 14 21

Expense 14 8
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Barriers  to  web 
accessibility  by 
category

Number  of 
Interviewees  who 
responded  with 
comments  in  this 
category

Number  of 
comments  per 
category

Obstructing creativity 6 8

Lack of legal enforcement 5 9

Table 30. Barriers to Web accessibility by category, interviewee response and number of 
comments.

4.2.4.1 Lack of awareness

This  was  by  far  the  most  cited  barrier  to  Web  accessibility.  Many 
comments (14) concerned the absoluteness of the lack of awareness, both 
on  the  part  of  the  web  developer  and  the  customer.  One  interviewer 
stated he had never met a blind person, while another quoted a customer 
as saying “Blind people don't use the Internet”.

Almost  equal  were  the  number  of  comments  (13)  relating  to 
misconceptions about the target group for accessibility. In the opinion of 
these interviewees, the target group was considered to be a small group 
of disabled people, whose internet needs were taken care of by people 
with  highly  paid  expertise.  It  was  not  mainstream,  and  not  part  of 
business.  One  interviewer  quoted  his  client,  a  hotelier  for  whom  he 
designed the  web site  of  his  hotel  “his  hotel  was  not  environmentally 
accessible so was not interested in an accessible website”.

4.2.4.2 Lack of expertise/knowledge 

As a barrier to web accessibility, this topic covered several subareas. 9 
interviewees noted a lack of expertise or knowledge about accessibility. So 
scarce was the knowledge that one interviewee termed it  “a specialist 
matter”.  This  was  attributed  to  a  lack  of  education/training.  One 
interviewee mentioned that when he did accessibility at University for his 
bachelor's thesis “I had first to explain to my professor what accessibility 
is  about”.  Other  interviewees  (3)  noted  that  there  is  knowledge  in 
companies, but not enough (2 comments) and that many web developers 
are selftaught in accessibility (3 comments).

This point was further elaborated by 2 other interviewees, who noted that 
the  web  developers  are  not  a  homogenous  group.  In  here  are  web 
designers,  web  developers  and  coders,  often  all  with  different 
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backgrounds,  respectively,  design,  graphic  design,  programming 
background,  and  that  it  is  hard  to  reach  all  these  groups.  Another 
comment noted that often people are stuck in their ways, or do not have 
the background needed to be able to do accessibility. An instance in point 
was not using style sheets. This example came from another interviewee: 
“When structures must be implemented for a non graphic user, this is 
easily  done  with  XML/Stylesheets,  but  these  technologies  are  not  as 
widespread as they should be.”  On the specific topic of the non use of 
style  sheets  by web developers  there  were  comments  from two other 
interviewees, which demonstrates the validity of this point. 

Other comments from interviewees were that there is a need for clearer 
and updated guidelines (1 interviewee), and that present guidelines are 
“boring”,  and  that  “accessibility  should  itself  be  made  accessible”  (1 
interviewee). Two interviewees also cited better tools: “browsers should 
be able to highlight the number of errors on a page” “Frontpage helps you 
to quickly build a website, but accessibility requires more time”.

4.2.4.3Obstructs Creativity 

Of the six interviewees who commented upon this issue, all six concurred 
that creativity is not hampered by accessibility. Two of the interviewees 
qualified  their  statements.  One  noted  that  customers  assumed  that 
accessibility is not appealing (because Flash animations can't be used. The 
other interviewee speculated that many advertising agencies doing web 
design for their customers concentrate on visual attractions, rather than 
structuring content, etc. 

4.2.4.4 Expense

This topic was commented upon by 14 interviewees.  Of these, 4 were 
candid about increased expenses, especially for site with a many images, 
or video (2 comments). One interviewee estimated that video could cost a 
5% increase in costs.  The interviewees  noted that  the perception that 
accessibility was expensive was also reinforced by the cost of accessibility 
checks  (2 comments):  one remarked that  1000 euros to  have a  page 
tested, is too expensive (T03). Another noted that in house accessibility 
was not expensive, but outsourcing accessibility was.

Most  qualified  their  statements  about  costs  by  noting  that  it  was  a 
misconception  (8  comments),  that  owners  were  not  aware  that 
accessibility  brought  extra  benefits,  “saves  money  by  opening  up  new 
markets and ensures compliance to future technologies” and that it was 
not expensive if done from the beginning.
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Finally,  one  interviewee  noted  that  in  general,  there  is  a  decrease  in 
redesigning sites: in the past, websites were small and were redesigned 
sometimes as frequently as once a year, now they are very large, and too 
big and complex to redo, they are in short, “huge rubbish tips.” 

4.2.4.5 Lack of legal enforcement 

Only three developers referred to lack of legal enforcement as a barrier to 
web accessibility, and even then without qualifying it further. However a 
further two interviewees made qualifying statements in this regard. The 
first  explained  what  he  felt  needed  to  be  done,  with  regard  to  legal 
enforcement.  His  suggestion  was  for  a  “strong  legal  department  to 
promote  accessibility”  presumably  within  organisations  promoting  web 
accessibility. By contrast, the other interviewee explained that minimum 
compliance  was  the  only  result  of  legal  enforcement:  “For  many 
developers and website owners, it is sufficient to fulfil the legal demands 
on accessibility or to put 'AAA' label on their sites. But they are not really  
interested in thinking about the complexity of accessible content and not 
motivated to design their information in a way and that is understandable 
and adequate for the web”.

4.2.5 Experience of Web Accessibility (Area 4)

Before tackling this area, the interviewers checked the responses to the 
related  question  in  the  online  questionnaire  that  asked  whether  the 
particular interviewee had experience in making a website accessible 

If the answer was positive, then the interviewee was then asked about the 
experience of trying to develop of an accessible website, and how much 
effort it took, and what was the most/least difficult to implement.

If the reply was negative, interviewees were asked how much effort they 
estimated it would take to make their existing website(s) accessible, and 
how much to build from scratch.  Table 31 shows the responses grouped 
according to experience level by country.

Level of Experience Some Experience Not Experienced

Austria 4

Belgium 3 2

Germany 5
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Level of Experience Some Experience Not Experienced

Greece 4 1

Netherlands 1

U.K. 1

Totals 17 4

Table 31. Experience of Web Accessibility by country of interviewees.

The  results  are  discussed  first  for  those  with  little  experience  of  web 
accessibility, and then for those with no experience.

4.2.5.1 Web site developers with little experience of web 
accessibility

The four interviewees all concurred that it was probably easier to build an 
accessible website from the outset,  rather than redesign or retrofit  for 
accessibility.  Only  two  interviewees  ventured  answers  to  the  question 
regarding retrofitting an old site. One interviewee estimated it would take 
twice the time, while another explained that when adapting an old site, 
first an analysis should be made to see if  it  is feasible, otherwise it is 
better to rebuild from scratch.

4.2.5.2 Website developers with some experience of web 
accessibility

The group of 17 developers in this group were prompted by the questions: 

 You said  in  the questionnaire  that  you have tried  to  develop an 
accessibility website, could you tell me more about that experience? 

 How  much  effort  did  it  take  overall?  What  was  the  most/least 
difficult to implement? 

This  very  open  format  produced  rather  wordy  answers.  Some  of  the 
information  is  better  suited  to  questions  about  the  obstacles  to  web 
design,  e.g.,  after  enumerating  some  rather  advanced  features  of 
accessibility to do with browser incompatibility, the interviewee concluded: 
“All in all people are not wilingl to pay additional efforts for accessibility”.

Several  comments  reoccurred.  The  use  of  CSS and  the  advantages  it 
brings versus the problem of different views in the browser (8 comments). 
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However, for some the problem was actually redesigning the layout in CSS 
particularly designers had problems with relinquishing control of layout to 
users (3 comments).

Other comments (6) were more concerned with the content of the site. 
Problems mentioned were: formats that were difficult (brochures in PDF), 
the  text  needing  to  be  reworked  to  be  understandable  (shorter  text, 
simpler  language),  providing  alternative  texts  for  graphics,  providing 
translations  for  labels  (for  instance  from  English  to  “home  page”  to 
German “Startseite”. One of the interviewees commented that in fact the 
problem is that content editors need to be trained, and that there are 
often many editors, or much fluctuation in editorial staff. 

Outside  constraints  mentioned  were  complying  with  certain  corporate 
design  standards  of  the  customer  (sometimes  colour  combinations  or 
contrasts were inappropriate) or sometimes features like Flash animations 
(5 comments). 

The need for compromises and workarounds was noted by 5 interviewees. 
This was at both the level of “ruling out Java-Script for drop down menus” 
as  well  as “Very  hard  to  get  the  balance  between  accessible  and 
aesthetically  pleasing  design”,  with  two  interviewees  mentioning  the 
problems  introduced  by  some  types  of  Content  Management  Systems 
(CMS) (3 comments), although not all CMS were bad  one was helpful in 
enforcing the use of alt tags. Again one comment was that some of the 
compromises are less than ideal because of expenses.

With regard to estimating effort,  the  answers  were  very  mixed.  Some 
interviewees replied that it was not a considerable effort, but did qualify 
this by saying “for easy pages” (3 interviewees), and if it was considered 
from the outset.  By contrast,  one very experienced interviewed replied 
simply  “vast  amount  of  effort”.  Other  interviewees  were  much  more 
cautious in their answers, stating “it depended” upon variables such as, 
the  number  of  pages,  the  complexity  of  the  site,  the  functionalities 
offered,  and  the  hidden  problems  “lurking”  therein  4  interviewees. 
Another interviewee remarked: “I cannot estimate the effort, in any case 
there needs to be people committed to the topic who are promoting a  
project like this even against opposition.” 

One of the most striking answers was that accessibility is rarely seen as a 
closed process. As one interviewee put it “Developing accessible pages is 
not that big a problem, but validating the result. One can only emulate the 
view of people with disabilities, but can never be sure, whether the pages 
are  really  accessible  or  not,  would  need  feedback  from  people  with 
disabilities.” and another “ it's a long process that is still ongoing”. 
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4.2.6 Suggestions to improve the situation (Area 5)

The interviewees were asked about what they thought was necessary to 
improve  the  situation,  both  for  themselves  personally,  and  general. 
Prompts given were:

 More understanding of how disabled people use websites

 Clearer figures on return of investment for companies

 Better guidelines,

 Accessibility training on web design courses

 Government legislation

 Successful  prosecution  of  high  profile  websites  to  act  as 
deterrent/awareness raising.

4.2.6.1 Awareness

This topic area scored 24 comments from 17 interviewees. They called for 
more awareness targeted at three main groups:

 The general public (4 comments), 

 web developers (2 comments), and 

 the  decision  makers  involved  in  website  commissioning  (7 
comments).

In the first group, one interviewer specified “parents of disabled children, 
policy  makers  and  legislators,  and  educators”.  In  the  third  group,  the 
comments  revolved  round the  need  to  make  this  group  aware  of  the 
commercial value of accessibility. Some suggestions were to demonstrate 
added value and “illustrate with examples of accessible web sites”.  An 
example  that  was  quoted  by  another  interviewee  was  that  of  colour 
blindness.  Another interviewee noted that one could “bring to people's 
attention the fact that accessible sites take less time to load which helps 
save costs.”

One  interviewee  wanted  awareness  directed  specifically  at  decision 
makers of advertising companies, (1 comment) ”These companies indeed 
have web experts  working for the, but the decisions are made by the 
advertising company, and then the web sites are often simply a poor copy 
of their advertising brochures” 
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The  type of  awareness  was  split  between  those  who  felt  that  more 
understanding about how disabled people use the web would be useful (5 
comments), and those who felt that an approach which emphasised that 
accessibility was for the mainstream would be more useful (3 comments). 

The  means  for achieving awareness included media campaigns, getting 
politicians  to  campaign,  contacts  with  disabled  groups  (5  comments), 
including a suggestion for “Road shows where handicapped demonstrate, 
and where web developers get the chance to ask questions.”

4.2.6.2 Training

With regard to the topic of training, commented upon by 12 interviewees. 
Most comments called for more training, stating it should be obligatory in 
college education, and in courses on web design (4 comments), and part 
of  Universities'  web  design  courses  (3  interviewees).  One  interviewee 
mentioned that web training courses are few and expensive and that not 
enough include web accessibility. 

One interviewee felt that accessibility should be for specialists, for those 
who are interested, as this would be more meaningful that including them 
routinely.

Very  important  is  to  have  a  'standard'  training,  (i.e.,  following  a 
recognised curricula and acquiring key skills, 3 comments), because many 
designers are selftaught, which results in a great variance in level of skills 
and knowledge. It needs also to have accreditation. 

As to methods of education: practical examples should be worked upon, 
workshops  and practical  demonstrations  (4 comments),  as  well  as  the 
roadshows mentioned by one interviewee.

There were no comments relating to in house training by companies of 
their web designers.

4.2.6.3 Legislation

The  question  of  legislation,  including  high  profile  cases,  provoked  the 
following views.

One interviewee was adamant in her opposition to legislation to enforce 
accessibility “absolutely not in favour of obligatory accessibility”. A further 
3 interviewees concurred that legislation is fine, but in a purely regulatory 
role, that is, it shouldn't penalise, but “encourage”, “motivate” or “provide 
a framework” (5 comments). For instance, one would expect the German 
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existing legislation to be sufficient for these interviewees, since it is only a 
guide.

The question of  high profile  legal  cases  brought  mixed  reactions.  One 
interviewee  declared  that  high  profile  cases  could  be  useful  as  an 
awareness  and  enforcement  technique  (1  interviewee),  but  another 
cautioned:  “People should bring cases against inaccessible sites, but at  
same time impact could negatively work on developers and discourage 
them.” This comment was close to the expression of another interviewee, 
who further commented that high profile cases “will provoke wily people 
to implement cheap solutions that formally fufil legal demands”.

Since  there  were  five  responses  from  Germany,  there  were  some 
experiences relevant only to that country but that could serve as warnings 
to other countries, and so they are mentioned here. For instance, the plea 
to harmonise laws in federal  (German states),  and to make the BITV7 

guidelines  easier  to  follow.  Those  disappointed  that  sites  that  did  not 
comply  have  not  been  sanctioned  felt  that  “Government  should  act 
responsibly and back accessibility”.

4.2.6.4 Guidelines

Seven developers referred to guidelines, of these two referred specifically 
to the BITV guidelines, 

 “make BITV guidelines more understandable”, (2 comments) “better 
correspondence between  WAI  and BITV.  “BITV needs  more 'best 
practice'  examples,  like  how  to  implement  nested  tables”  (one 
comment).

The other five interviewees made comments about the guidelines from 
which is not possible to draw any specific conclusions but just to register 
the differences of opinion.

Guidelines should be more accessible, web designers have to be able to 
find and understand them (2 comments).

Guidelines aren't  too technical,  they are meant for  web designers who 
understand them (one comment). Another interviewee noted that it is a 
matter of getting used to them and that with the daily use of guidelines, 
the interviewer  although in the beginning it  was difficult,  “if  you think 
logically you can work it out “.

7 http://www.gesetzeiminternet.de/bitv/ is the German Law on Web Accessibility, based 
upon the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 1.0.
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Perhaps the most useful comment is that given below, which reminds us 
of the purpose of guidelines.

 “Guidelines  are  not  the  perfect  solution.  There  are  always 
exceptions. It is not because all the guidelines were followed that a 
web site is accessible, and not because all the guidelines were not 
followed that a website is inaccessible. Guidelines are a good lead 
and  a  marketing  instrument,  a  way  to  draw  attention  to 
accessibility”.

4.2.6.5 Tools

Only three comments were made with regard to tools, this is somewhat 
surprising considering that the interviewees were all web developers. Two 
were for suggestions for new tools, specifically one for improved authoring 
tools  that  produce accessible  content,  and  one for  tools  for  automatic 
testing that could be incorporated into a CMS system.

By contrast the third comment in connection with tools was a plea for 
more manual checking as opposed to using automated checkers.

4.2.6.6 Time and effort needed

Finally,  one interviewee felt  it  necessary to point out that “It  must be 
understood  that  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  more  time  and  effort  for 
accessible website”.

4.3 Summary of findings from developers 
telephone interviews

Summarising the results, we could conclude that:

 Awareness of accessibility remains a problem, not just of general 
public and web owners, but also of colleagues.

 Legislation is of limited value.

 Problem  of  education  and  training:  not  enough  experts,  not 
educated to a uniform standard.

 Accessibility is not seen as obstructing creativity and innovation.

 Accessibility is not something black or white, it cannot be achieved 
by blind adherence to guidelines, it needs interpretation, and results 
need to be evaluated.
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 Five  year  prognosis:  optimism  that  accessibility  issues  will  be 
technology driven (users accessing from different devices), and that 
as things evolve accessibility will come to be the norm.
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5 Results of website owners survey

5.1 Results of website owners questionnaire

5.1.1 Sample

139  website  owners  provided  sufficiently  sensible  and  complete 
questionnaire  data  for  analysis.   Table  32 shows  the  breakdown  of 
countries from where website owners responded. 

Country Percentage (Number)

Austria 50.4% (70)

Belgium 16.5% (23)

Czech Republic 0.72% (1)

Denmark 0.72% (1)

Finland 0.72% (1)

France 1.4% (2)

Germany 15.8% (22)

Greece 0.72% (1)

Netherlands 2.1% (3)

Spain 0.72% (1)

U.K. 2.8% (4)

Not given 7.2% (10)

Total 139

Table 32. Country breakdown of website owner respondents

Respondents  were  asked  whether  they  work  for  a  public  or  a  private 
sector  organization.  57.4% work  for  a  public  sector  organization  and 
41.1% (58) for a private sector (1.4% missing). They were also asked 
whether  they  work  in  a  small,  medium  or  large  organization,  the 
breakdown is shown in  Table 33. Given the relatively small  number of 
respondents  from  medium  size  organizations  in  this  survey,  the 
respondents  from  medium  and  large  organizations  will  be  grouped 
together for subsequent analyses.
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Organization size % (N)

Small (0 – 49 employees) 66% (93)

Medium (50 – 250 employees) 10.6 (15)

Large (250 + employees) 22 (31)

Table 33. Organization size breakdown of website owner respondents.

5.2 Organizational attitudes

Respondents were asked whether their organization considers the Internet 
to be important as a way of maintaining relationships with customers or 
audience.  The results are shown in Table 34 and Table 35, broken down 
by  public  and  private  sector,  and  organization  size.  There  was  no 
difference  in  organizational  attitude  due  to  sector  (MannWhitney  = 
2287.5,  n.s.),  nor  due  to  organization  size  (MannWhitney  =  2053.5, 
n.s.). Overall, interest in web accessibility was reported to be high, with 
over 80% of respondents reporting their  organization’s level of interest 
was “very interested” or “interested”.

Level of interest Private Public Overall

Not at all interested 0% (0) 1.7 (1) 0.70 (1)

Slightly interested 2.5 (2) 5.2 (3) 3.6 (5)

Moderately 
interested

12.3 (10) 10.3 (6) 11.5 (16)

Interested 37.0 (30) 29.3 (17) 33.8 (47)

Very interested 48.1 (39)  53.4 (31) 50.4 (70)

Table 34. Interest in web accessibility by sector.

Level of interest Small orgs Med/Large 
orgs

Overall

Not at all interested 1.1% (1) 0 (0) 0.70 (1)

Slightly interested 3.2 (3) 4.3 (2) 3.6 (5)

Moderately 
interested

10.8 (10) 13.0 (6) 11.5 (16)

Interested 36.6 (34) 28.3 (13) 33.8 (47)
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Level of interest Small orgs Med/Large 
orgs

Overall

Very interested 48.4 (45)  54.3 (25) 50.4 (70)

Table 35. Interest in web accessibility by organizational size.

5.3 Organizational knowledge of web accessibility

Respondents were asked whether their organization was knowledgeable in 
the ways that web design can hinder or help the use of a website by 
disabled people. The results are shown in Table 36 and Table 37, broken 
down by public and private sector, and organization size. The overall level 
of  knowledge  is  reported  to  be  quite  high,  with  just  over  50%  of 
organizations reported to be “knowledgeable” or “very knowledgeable” on 
these issues. There was significant differences both due to sector (Mann
Whitney  U = 2.90,  p  =0.003)  and due to  organizational  size  (Mann
Whitney U = 2.88, p =0.004). From Figure 5, it can be seen that public 
sector  organizations  are  reported  to  have  significantly  higher  levels  of 
knowledge of these issues compared to private organizations. From Figure
6,  it  can  be  seen  that  medium/large  organizations  have  significantly 
higher levels of knowledge compared to small organizations.

Level of 
knowledge

Private Public Overall

Not at all interested 17.3% (14) 10.63(6) 14.4 (20)

Slightly interested 17.3 (14) 12.1 (7) 15.1 (21)

Moderately 
interested

19.8 (16) 12.1 (7) 16.5 (23)

Interested 33.3 (27) 29.3 (17) 31.7 (44)

Very interested 12.3 (10)  36.2 (21) 22.3 (31)

Table 36. Knowledge of web accessibility design issues by sector.
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Figure 5. Knowledge of web accessibility design issues by sector.

Level of interest Small orgs Med/Large orgs

Not at all interested 17.2% (16) 8.7 (4)

Slightly interested 16.1 (15) 13.0 (6)

Moderately 
interested

20.4 (19) 8.7 (4)

Interested 31.2 (29) 32.6 (15)

Very interested 15.1 (14)  37.0 (17)

Table 37. Knowledge of web accessibility design issues by organizational size.
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Figure 6. Knowledge of web accessibility design issues by organizational size.

As  a  further  probe  into  how  much  commissioning  organizations 
understand about the needs of web users with disabilities, respondents 
were also asked about how much the organization understands about the 
methods used by disabled people in accessing the web. Results are shown 
in  Table 38 and  Table 39. There was significant differences both due to 
sector (MannWhitney U = 3.35, p =0.001) and due to organizational 
size (MannWhitney U = 3.2, p =0.001). From Figure 7, it can be seen 
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that public sector organizations are reported to have significantly higher 
levels of knowledge of these issues compared to private organizations. 
From  Figure  8,  it  can  be  seen  that  medium/large  organizations  have 
significantly higher levels of knowledge compared to small organizations.

Level of 
knowledge

Private Public

Not at all interested 18.5% (15) 19.3 (11)

Slightly interested 28.4 (23) 10.5 (6)

Moderately 
interested

29.6 (24) 10.5 (6)

Interested 17.3 (14) 26.3 (15)

Very interested 6.2 (5)  33.3 (19)

Table 38. Knowledge of web accessibility user issues by sector.
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Figure 7. Knowledge of web accessibility user issues by sector.
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Level of 
knowledge

Small Med/Large Overall

Not at all interested 20.4% (19) 15.6 (7) 18.8 (26)

Slightly interested 24.7 (23) 13.3 (6) 21.0 (29)

Moderately 
interested

28.0 (26) 8.9 (4) 21.7 (30)

Interested 17.3 (16) 28.9 (13) 21.0 (29)

Very interested 9.7 (9)  33.3 (15) 17.4 (24)

Table 39. Knowledge of web accessibility user issues by organization size.
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Figure 8. Knowledge of web accessibility user issues by size.

Respondents were asked whether their organization has a policy regard 
the accessibility of their website(s).  Results are shown in Tables 39 and 
40, below.  Overall, just under 40% of organizations have such a policy. 
There was no significant difference both due to sector (MannWhitney U = 
1.37, n.s.) or due to organizational size (MannWhitney U = 0.55, n.s.). 

Policy? Private Public

Yes 32.1% (26) 45.6 (26)

No 61.7 (50) 47.4 (27)

Don’t know 5.2 (5) 7.0 (4)

Table 40. Policy on web accessibility by sector.

Respondents  were  asked  whether  their  organization  was  aware  of  the 
accessibility issues when the website was developed. Results are shown in 
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Table  41 and  Table  42.  Overall,  just  over  50%  of  organizations  are 
reported to have an awareness of such issues. There was a significant 
difference both due to sector (MannWhitney U = 1.95, p < 0.05) and 
due  to  organizational  size  (MannWhitney  U  = 1.96,  p< 0.05).  From 
Figure 9, it  can be seen that large organizations are reported to have 
significantly  higher  levels  of  awareness  of  these  issues  compared  to 
private organizations. From Figure 10 it can be seen that medium/large 
organizations have significantly higher levels of awareness compared to 
small organizations.

Aware? Small Med/Large Overall

Yes 46.7% (43) 58.7 (27) 50.7 (70)

No 48.9 (45) 28.3 (13) 42.0 (58)

Don’t know 4.3 (4) 13.0 (6) 7.2 (10)

Table 41. Awareness of web accessibility user issues by organization size.
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Figure 9. Awareness of web accessibility user issues by organization size.

Aware? Private Public

Yes 43.8% (35) 60.3 (35)

No 48.8 (39) 32.8 (19)

Don’t know 7.5 (6) 6.9 (4)

Table 42. Awareness of web accessibility user issues by sector.
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Figure 10. Awareness of web accessibility user issues by sector.

Respondents were asked how accessible they thought their organization’s 
website is. Results are shown in Table 43 and Table 44. Overall, just over 
50% of organizations are reported to have an awareness of such issues. 
There was a significant difference both due to sector (MannWhitney U = 
3.4, p < 0.001) and due to organizational size (MannWhitney U = 2.19, 
p< 0.05).  From  Figure  11 it  can be seen that  large organizations  are 
reported to have significantly higher levels of perceived accessibility  of 
their websites compared to private organizations. From Figure 12 it can be 
seen that medium/large organizations have significantly higher levels of 
perceived accessibility compared to small organizations.

Accessibility level Private Public Overall

Not at all accessible 11.5% (9) 3.6 (2) 8.2 (11)

Slightly accessible 28.2 (22) 17.9 (10) 23.9 (32)

Moderately 
accessible

37.2 (29) 30.4 (17) 34.2 (46)

Accessible 21.8 (17) 32.1 (18) 26.1 (35)

Very accessible 1.3 (1) 16.1 (9) 7.5 (10)

Table 43. Accessibility of the organization’s web site by sector.
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Figure 11. Accessibility of website by sector.

Accessibility level Small Med/Large

Not at all accessible 7.9% (7) 8.9 (4)

Slightly accessible 28.1 (25) 15.6 (7)

Moderately 
accessible

37.1 (33) 28.9 (13)

Accessible 23.6 (21) 31.1 (14)

Very accessible 3.4 (3) 15.6 (7)

Table 44. Accessibility of the organization’s web site by organization size.
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Figure 12. Accessibility of website by organizational size.
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5.4 Results of website owners follow-up 
telephone interviews

5.4.1 Sample

As can be see from Table 45, the gender breakdown of interviewees was 
roughly  equal.  This  was  a  totally  gratuitous  result,  as  the  telephone 
interviews  were  dependent  upon  external  factors,  such  as  which 
questionnaire  respondents  were  able  to  come to  the  phone when first 
contacted by the interviewers to make interview appointments, as well as 
which questionnaire respondents finally agreed to be participants in the 
followup interviews. 

Country Percentage (number) Gender

Austria 26.3% (5) 2 males/3 females

Belgium 15.8% (3) 3 males/0 females

Germany 26.3% (5) 3 males/2 females

Greece 15.8% (3) 1 male/2 females

UK 15.8% (3) 1 male/2 females

Total 19 10 males/9 females

Table 45. Country breakdown of website owner interviewees and gender numbers.

In terms of professions, there was a wide variance in job descriptions, 
ranging from those who were head of their own companies (3), and those 
who held positions of  influence in organisations both public  as  well  as 
private sector, (10) along with other descriptions such as those involved in 
education(3), in tourism (1) and freelancers (2).

 Business owner (3 interviewees) 

 Hotel Manager

 Deputy Mayor for eGovernment

 Education

o Teacher

o Librarian  for  Higher  Education  Institute  specialising  on 
Informatics

o Institute of Educational Research
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 Within companies

o Administrator

o Administrator in the editorial department for Internet

o Executive staff

o Director

o Head of Marketing and Communication Dept.

o Director of Web services

o Public Information manager

o Director of Informatics

o Business Manager

 Independents

o Freelancer

o Webmaster

As detailed in section  3.3, the interviewees were asked to comment on 
five areas relating to:

1. their awareness and understanding of web accessibility

2. their organisation's attitude t web accessibility

3. the barriers to web accessibility

4. their experience with web accessibility

5. their suggestions for improving the situation.

The  next  sections  (5.4.2 to  5.4.6)  look  at  the  responses  of  the 
interviewees to each area.

5.4.2 Awareness and Understanding of Web Accessibility 
(Area 1)

Interviewees  were  asked  what  “web  accessibility”  meant  to  them. 
Prompts included such questions as:
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 What you have to do to make a site accessible?

 What are the characteristics of an accessible website?

 Who do you think an accessible website includes?

 Which  groups  of  people  would  you  be  trying  to  reach  with  an 
accessible website?

 Other groups apart from visually impaired?

 Where do think web accessibility will be in 5 years time? 

In order to analyse the interviewees’  responses to the prompts in this 
area, the replies were grouped into 3 main categories. The first category 
grouped the answers corresponding to the questions relating to the nature 
of an accessible website such as: “What you have to do to make a site 
accessible?”  “What  are  the  characteristics  of  an  accessible  website?” 
“What do you think an accessible website includes?”  The second category 
grouped  the  answers  corresponding  to  the  questions  related  to  target 
groups, that is: “Which groups of people would you be trying to reach with 
an accessible website?” “Other groups apart from visually impaired?” while 
the third question grouped the answers to the question that asked the 
interviews to speculate on the future of accessibility: “Where do think web 
accessibility will be in 5 years time?”

The  table  below  shows  the  categories  by  interviewee  response  and 
number of  comments per  category.  This  is  because interviewees  often 
make more than one comment about a situation.

Barriers to web 
accessibility by 

category

Number of 
Interviewees who 

responded with 
comments in this 

category

Number of 
comments per 

category

Nature of accessible 
websites 17 25

Target group
15 22

Speculate on the 
future 12 18

Table 46. Awareness and Understanding of Web accessibility by category, interviewee 
response and number of comments.
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As  is  typical  with  semi  structured  interviews,  5  interviewees  made 
between them 14 comments which were more appropriate for other areas 
of  the questionnaire,  such as Area 3   Barriers  to web accessibility (3 
comments), Area 5  Suggestions for improvements to the situation (10 
comments)  and  Area  2    Organisation's  experience/attitude  with  web 
accessibility (1 comment).

5.4.2.1Nature of an accessible website

This group of questions when analysed quantitatively scored a relatively 
high number of short replies, however, when viewed from a qualitative 
interpretist point of view, it is relevant to note that this was the opening 
part of the replies, when the respondents are likely to want to engage 
with the interviewee in the task at hand, and be cooperative.

The answers varied from short practical  descriptive/prescriptive replies, 
that referred to technical matters such as “try to use as much text as 
possible”  “no  flash,  big  fonts”  to  more  abstract  responses.  The  more 
abstract responses, tended to be more user behaviour oriented, especially 
on the theme of navigation and information seeking, such as “users need 
to be able to find the information they are seeking” “must be able to find 
their way on the website without having any technical foreknowledge”.

Most  answers  referred  to  “people”  and  “users”  but  two  interviewees 
referred specifically to people with disabilities: “A website is accessible if it 
can be understood and navigated by people with all  different  kinds  of 
handicaps”  “there  have to  be  sounds,  blind people need these  and to 
navigate by tabbing”. One further interviewee was categoric in stating that 
scalable font should be an integral part of modern web design, and that 
accessibility  should  be  based  upon  things  like  the  site's  ability  to  be 
accessed  by  a  screen  reader.  In  this  way  this  interviewee  implicitly 
referred to blind users (by referring to a screenreader).

This is an interesting result as it corroborates well with the answers given 
later  in  this  area  concerning  target  groups,  where  on  the  whole,  the 
interviewees are agreed that accessibility is a benefit for all.

Finally, two interviewees gave opinions that transcended somewhat web 
accessibility.  The  first  (the  same  interviewee  who  made  the  comment 
about  the  screen  reader)  noted  that  accesibility  also  includes  the 
environment of  the disabled person,  and whether  they have access to 
appropriate hardware/assistive technolgy, in the example given a speech 
synthesizer.

The  other  interviewee  was  of  the  opinion  that  accessibility  was  an 
attainable goal  that could be achieved with cooperation specialists  and 
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subjecting the site to inspections and tests. The example cited was that of 
the  German  BITVtest.  This  opinion  was  freely  volunteered,  since  the 
interviewees  did  not  prompt  a  question  about  whether  and/or  how 
accessibility could be achieved, at least in this area. This opinion will also 
be considered in area 5 (suggestions for improving the situation).

5.4.2.2 Target group(s) for Accessible Websites

The  majority  of  interviewees  (10  owners)  who  commented  upon  this 
aspect of web accessibility expressed the view that accessbility was for the 
benefit  of  all.  However  their  expression  of  this  view  was  couched  in 
language  that  showed  that  they  were  aware  of  a  perception  that 
accessibility  was for  disabled people.  For example,  comments such as: 
“nonhandicapped  people  profit  very  much  from  websites  that  are 
designed to be accessible, because layout, structure and the like are much 
better”.  “Accessibility means that all people, disabled or not, should be 
able to access web content” were common.

In  the  minority  were  interviewees  who  claimed  that  accessibility  was 
“mainly for blind people”, “for meeting the needs of people with physical 
and learning difficulties”, “for all groups that need simplicity”, for all users 
with a physical handicap. One interviewee gave as a response, that “the 
target area for contact (our underlining) is mainly those in education and 
those over 50”.  

What emerges from the comments of this minority of owners is that they 
are well aware of the argument that accessibility is of benefit to all, but 
they see it as “mainly affecting” groups with special needs.

Finally one interviewee expressed the opinion that accessibility was not 
important for his business implying that either his target group was not 
disabled people, or that his website was an important part of his business. 
In  the  event,  the  latter  interpretation  emerged  from answers  given in 
responses  to  area  2  (organisation's  attitude  to/experience  of  web 
accessibility). 

5.4.2.3 Speculation on the future of Web Accessibility

With  regard  to  this  prompt,  the  responses  varied  between  the  “no 
comment” type answers, for instance “no idea”  “don't know where it is 
now” (2 interviewees)  to mainly optimistic, if unsupported, responses: 
“will  evolve  positively”  “hope  that  accessibility  will  be  taken  for 
granted” (2 interviewees).
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Other  responses  that  were  supported  with  rationales,  were  those  that 
speculated upon the difference between public sector and private sector 
websites (2 interviewees).  In summary, these comments claimed that the 
former  will/could  be  obliged  by  legislation/standard  to  be  accessible, 
whereas the latter will only consider accessibility if they there are market 
forces at work, e.g. If their clients are disabled, etc. 

Several  interviewees  expressed  the  hope  that  accessibility  would  be  a 
natural outcome in the years to come. A summary of responses from four 
interviewees  gave as rationale  that  in  the future,  technology will  have 
pushed accessibility along, in the sense that people will no longer access 
from a PC, but will  use other devices (televisions, mobile phones, and 
assistive technologies) and that this will force the issue of accessibility into 
centre stage.  On the same lines, but using instead political correctness as 
the justification, one interviewee speculated that since most software is 
created  in  the  United  States,  were  there  is  more  awareness  of 
accessibility, and since this software spreads to Europe, it will bring with it 
already incorporated accessibility.

The hope that accessibility will be an integral part of website in the next 
five years was also expressed in an unsupported way by a further two 
interviewees.  Only  two  owners  remained  pessimistic,  stating  that  they 
believe  that  there  will  not  be  very  much  change  in  regard  to  web 
accessibility in the time frame proposed.

5.4.3 Organisational attitudes to web accessibility (Area 
2)

Before asking this question, the interviewers checked the responses to the 
related question in the online questionnaire that asked for an estimation 
of how knowledgeable they considered their organisation was about the 
ways that web design can hinder the use of a website by disabled people. 
The  options  they  had  to  this  question  was  a  Lickert  scale  (not  at  all 
knowledgeable,  slightly  knowledgeable,  moderately  knowledgeable, 
knowledgeable, and very knowledgeable). The interviewers then tailored 
their questions to the interviewees accordingly.

Prompts for this question included the following:

 In what ways have you implemented this knowledge?

 Were there discussions about this topic? What were the arguments 
(pros/cons)?

 Does your organisation see accessibility as a positive attribute or 
just something they have to do? 
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The response varied with the declared degree of knowledgeability of the 
organisation of the interviewee from those that were 'very knowledgeable' 
to those that were 'not at all knowledgeable', and moreover saw no need 
to implement accessibility.

Reasons given for not needing to implement accessibility were: 

 The  organisation's  site  is  not  important  for  business,  it  is  just 
contact details (one owner).

 Disabled are not target group (4 interviewees) doesn't warrant effort 
to make it accessible. Further, one interviewee maintained that “the 
disabled are in any case a small target group”. Characteristically, 
one owner stated that he didn't know any  person who is disabled 
and might want to access his homepage. 

Three  owners  replied  that  their  organisations  were  'not  at  all 
knowledgeable',  and  two  or  these  noted  that  there  had  been  no 
discussion, nor time set aside for the question, as a result these sites were 
inaccessible.  One  owner  did  however  note  that  his  organisation had a 
positive attitude and had begun discussion in response to a seminar on 
accessibility. 

At the other end of the scale, four interviewees who claimed that their 
organisations were 'knowledgeable' and 'very knowledgeable' were those 
that described implementations of accessibility. 

Reasons given for implementing accessibility were: 

 the understanding that some of  their  customers might be or are 
disabled and have difficulties  to access the site.  In addition,  one 
organisation is now in the business of making websites accessible to 
other organisations.

 the obligation to provide accessibility (a public sector organisation) 
in spite of reluctance, but this has now subsided and the decision is 
seen as something positive (two organisations).

Three  owners  claimed  that  their  organisations  were  'moderately 
knowledgeable',  but  with  very  different  results.  One  interviewee  was 
himself  disabled,  and  had  brought  awareness  to  his  organisation  but 
without being able to effect a change in his organisation's policy because 
of the Content Management System (CMS) in use. The other two owners 
were  self  educated  in  the  topic.  One  has  managed  to  persuade  his 
company to implement an accessible website. The arguments he used to 
convince others are that accessibility:
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 is good for investor relations

 makes the website more usable for the majority of users (not just 
disabled)  thereby helping profit

 considers the needs of end users with PDAs or mobile devices 

The other self educated owner has learned about the subject because his 
company, as a public company, must implement accessibility. 

Two owners noted the problem of vulnerability of their accessible sites, in 
the sense of having inaccessible content incorporated into them. In the 
first case by partners of the corporate group that the owner's company 
forms part of, in the second by product description material (such as pdf 
documents) which are supplied by the manufacturers of the products the 
company markets on its website. 

Of the three interviewees whose organisations were 'very knowledgeable' 
all had some comments about the some of the work they have achieved, 
that goes beyond that of the defacto W3C guidelines. For interest these 
are detailed below. 

One  of  these  3  owner  interviewees  was  interested  in  overcoming 
accessibility  problems  faced  by  people  with  learning  difficulties  and 
explained  that  his  organisation  has  developed  a  browser  that  renders 
websites  into  single  columns,  provides  texttospeech  support  and 
supports text with symbols.  They have determined that for these users:

 Small chunks of text very useful

 Simple language is need

 Graphical and symbol support is required

 No scrolling pages or branching within a page should be employed

 Colour contrasts and simple layout are important.

Another  'very  knowledgeable'  owner  notes that  mild impairments  need 
more consideration since guidelines focus at end of scale (blind), while yet 
another  very  knowledgeable  owner  notes  that  their  organisation  has 
developed a checklist with guidelines for writing for the web. This checklist 
also includes guidelines for accessibility, e.g., how to handle acronyms, 
language identification, text equivalents for images etc. 

It is difficult to correlate the degree of knowledge of the organisation to 
the degree of awareness, since in 3 cases, the owners are knowledgeable 
or  at  least  aware,  and  are  evangelising  for  the  company.  Roughly 
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speaking,  of  the  19  interviews,  6  expressed  no  interest  from  their 
organisation,  while  9  had  organisations  that  were  actively  working  on 
accessible  sites  experts  and  the  remaining  4  were  those  whose 
organisations had expressed willingness but not been active, for various 
reasons as mentioned above.

The remarkable thing about the responses to this area of the interview 
was  the  wide  variance  in  replies,  from  lack  of  awareness  to  a  quite 
specialised degree of expertise in accessibility, to the extent of creating 
their own accessibility guidelines. 

5.4.4 Barriers to web accessibility (Area 3)

The interviewees were asked why in general they felt that websites were 
not  accessible,  and what  the  barriers  were.  They  were  prompted  with 
some possible reasons such as: 

 Lack of resources (in terms of personnel and available information)

 Expense

 Benefit only to small numbers

 Disabled people not users of organisation's website

 Accessibility as an impediment to creativity and/or innovation

 No legal requirement to make a site accessible

The responses given in this area were divided into six categories, each of 
which provoked a number of comments per category, and a number of 
interviewees responded with comments about that category.  As can be 
seen more clearly in Table 47, the two most important reasons cited, were 
costs and lack of awareness. The two least cited reasons were problems 
with guidelines and tools,  while surprisingly,  the question of legislation 
and creativity  scored the same amount  of  interviewee responses,  with 
legislation gaining slightly more comments, and both categories being less 
important than the costsawareness pair and the guidelinestools pair.
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Barriers to web 
accessibility by category

Number of 
Interviewees who 

responded with 
comments in this 

category

Number of 
comments per 

category

Costs 15 24

Lack of Awareness 14 13

Lack of Legislation 8 11

Obstructing creativity 8 8

Problems with guidelines 4 5

Problems with tools 3 3

Table 47. Barriers to Web accessibility by category, interviewee response and number of 
comments.

5.4.4.1 Costs

As can be implied by the numbers in the table above, costs provoked the 
greatest number of comments. All except one interviewee cited costs as 
the main barrier to accessibility. This one interviewee maintained that it 
was not more expensive, and that it should be standard. 

The costs cited did not always distinguish between economic costs and 
personnel  effort.  Thus  although  5  interviewees  cited  economic  costs, 
(development costs) another 5 were clear that the time costs were the 
problem.  Further,  with  regard  to  economic  costs,  one  interviewee 
explained that there is a commonly held belief that an accessible web site 
is 20% more expensive to develop and that this certainly turns people 
away. Finally, one interviewee who had redesigned his site admitted: “it 
was quite costly”.

Other qualifying statements referred to: 

 the mismatch between the expense of accessibility and the target 
group (4 comments)

 that sites that were large or complex, built with older technologies, 
or that were full of multimedia, would be far too costly to rebuild (3 
comments)

 the  lack  of  trained  personnel,  and  lack  of  funding  for  training 
personnel (2 comments)
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5.4.4.2 Lack of Awareness

With regard to awareness, the interviewees were quite clear that this was 
a barrier. Seven interviewees cited “lack of awareness” with no supporting 
statements, while others tried to qualify it a little more:

 accessibility is aimed at a small target group (3 interviewees), 

 obligatory for public sector but not for private (1 interviewee), 

 very  few  developers  or  owners  who  have  first  hand  knowledge, 
because they are themselves disabled (2 interviewees)

 those developers who do know, don't know enough (1 interviewee)

 besides  a  lack  of  awareness,  the  subsequent  lack  of  knowledge 
means a very steep learning curve (1 interviewee)

5.4.4.3 Legislation

The  issue  of  the  lack  of  legislation  was  a  barrier  to  web  accessibility 
provoked the most discussion.

Of the 8 interviewees who commented upon this issue, 3 believed that 
legally enforcing accessibility was a correct course of action to achieve 
accessibility. One of these was clear that it should be part of a standard, 
and that a public authority should be responsible for giving approval of 
compliance.

The other 5 interviewees did not see legislation per se as a way to achieve 
accessibility, but as a means to an end. Either they felt that it should be 
seen as a way of awareness raising, or that it could be seen as a way of 
pressuring web owners (3 interviewees).

In one case, the interviewee expressed the opinion that it was actually 
detrimental to have legally binding rules as it gives accessibility a negative 
image, not to mention it will engender a minimum compliance mindset. 

Other interviewees felt that other awareness raising activities would be 
much more effective, while others thought that the way to really engage 
onwers would be to convince them that accessibility brings benefits  (2 
interviewees).

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  interesting  comments  was  that  from  an 
interviewee from Germany who described the experience of the BITV as 
suffering  from  two  main  problems.  The  first,  that  it  was  not  well 
understood, web developers needed first to become aware of the issues, 
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before having to implement accessibility, and secondly, that it was not 
presently as an encouragement to business. Arguments like your website 
will be much easier found by search engines like Google or get a higher  
ranking there would have been more convincing. 

5.4.4.4 Obstructing Creativity

Regarding the prompt that was given to interviewees as to whether they 
felt a barrier to web accessibility was that it hampered creativity, only 1 
interviewee claimed that this was so. Of the other seven interviewees, 
while 2 admitted that it is sometimes perceived as obstructing creativity 
and one of these qualified this as a perception held by web developersthe 
other  five  were  adamant  that  accessibility  not  only  does  not  hamper 
creativity, it can be seen to promote it because “it is much more difficult 
to  design  an  accessible  site,  e.g.,  that  is  wellstructured,  that  is  also 
appealing than an inaccessible site”.

This result was interesting in its near unanimity, since it was not a topic 
argument that web owners were expected to have strong opinions about.

5.4.4.5 Guidelines 

With  regard  to  guidelines,  the  comments  were  somewhat  uneven, 
between those who obviously were very familiar with the W3C guidelines, 
and those who were less so. High level problems with the guidelines were 
that they were difficult for “newcomers” to understand, that there is little 
practical experience, and that other more general guidelines are needed. 
For those who are familiar with the guidelines, the problems cited included 
the fact that they are biased towards physically impaired and that there 
were no guidelines to address cognitive issues.

5.4.4.6 Tools

As can be expected from interviewees who were not primarily concerned 
with development, this category did not gather many responses. Only 2 
owners ventured to bring this up as a barrier to web accessibility, citing 
insufficiency of designing tools (1 interviewee) and the fact that present 
day  tools  and  technologies  used  to  implement  sites  do  not  allow  for 
accessibility (1 interviewee).  One interviewer  noted that their  company 
uses accessibility checkers but did not appear to have much faith in their 
efficacy.
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5.4.5 Web accessibility experience (Area 4)

Before tackling this area, the interviewers checked the responses to the 
related question in the online questionnaire that asked whether in his/her 
opinion, the particular interviewee felt that his/her website was accessible. 

If the answer was positive, then the interviewee was then asked about the 
experience of commissioning the development of an accessible website, 
and how much effort it took.

If the reply was negative, interviewees were asked how much effort they 
estimated it would take to make their existing website(s) accessible, and 
how much to build from scratch.

Table 48 shows the responses grouped according to experience level by 
country.

Level of 
Experience

Some 
Experience

Not Experienced Did not respond

Austria 1 4

Belgium 2 1

Germany 4 1

Greece 1 2

U.K. 3

Totals 10 6 3

Table 48. Country Breakdown of Experience of Web Accessibility.

The results  are discussed first  for  those with  some experience  of  web 
accessibility, and then for those with no experience.

5.4.5.1 Web site owners with some experience of web accessibility

The majority of interviewees’ responses focused upon expertise in web 
accessibility.  If  experienced  developers  with  knowhow were  available, 
then the experience was reported as positive. This was the case with big 
companies with inhouse expertise, or with companies who were dealing 
with a web agency. In the latter case, the owners felt secure, because the 
web agency carried out the necessary accessibility checks, while at the 
same  time,  their  personnel  gained  experience  in  accessibility 
development.

One  interviewee  reported  knowledge,  but  lack  of  adequate  time  and 
personnel.  (“Only  two  people  working  one  hour  a  week”)  and  the 
problems this caused.
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If expertise was not available then the main experience (cited by 6 of the 
group) that emerged was the problem of the time needed to redevelop or 
develop, that was slowed up by the amount of time needed to learn about 
accessibility  and  understand  guidelines  (the  WC3  guidelines  were 
mentioned) and to learn new technologies CCS, and CMS, especially when 
the web sites were large (200,000 pages was the number mentioned). 
One  site  owner  explained  that  the  W3C  guidelines  were  not  deemed 
sufficient  for  cognitive  disabilities,  so  they  had  to  implement  further 
disability criteria. Other comments were the need to compromise between 
browser assistive technologies and other issues. 

The  interviewees  with  some  experience  of  commissioning  accessible 
websites were unanimous in agreeing that accessibility incorporated from 
the outset was less effort than converting websites. As one interviewee 
put  it  “If  you  want  to  adapt  an  old  site  you  have  to  first  make  an 
analysis.when it is too hard to adapt, you better build a new one”.

The interviewees were also on the whole agreed that considerable effort in 
time  and  money  was  needed  to  implement  accessible  websites.  “time 
consuming  and  costly” was  the  quote  from  an  interviewee  whose 
organisation had used a web agency. Only 1 interviewee commented that 
the effort was worth it, and even this was tempered “a long but rewarding 
process”

5.4.5.2 Web site owners with no experience of web accessibility

The perceptions of web site owners with no experience of web accessibility 
were  quite  at  variance with  the  opinions expressed by the group with 
some experience. 

Replying to the questions, “How much time do you think it would take to 
make your existing site accessible”, and “to build a site from scratch”,  
several owners (4) expressed no opinion, stating ignorance (“don't know”, 
some explaining that the web site was relatively simple, mostly text and 
contact information. In terms of the costs of making the site accessible 
one interviewee ventured an estimate of 10% of the cost of developing 
the overall  site.  “about 200 – 300 euro to modify our  web site, the  
overall  costs  was  about  3000  euro”.  One site  owner  explained  that  it 
would not be “economically justifiable” to convert the site, it would have 
to be redesigned with totally different tools. 

Estimates regarding the time to build a site from scratch, varied from “1 
month”, “same as time for an ordinary development”, to “twice the time 
needed for normal development”.
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Comparing the answers of the two groups it can be seen that web owners 
with no experience of commissioning web sites were very unaware of the 
effort and cost involved, while those for whom web accessibility was not 
new had a uniform experience that it was costly in time and effort, and 
that expertise unless it could be bought, was timeconsuming to acquire.

5.4.6 Suggested improvements (Area 5)

The interviewees were asked about what they thought was necessary to 
improve the situation, both for their website(s) and in general. Prompts 
given were: 

 More awareness

 Clearer figures on return of investment for companies

 Better guidelines

 Accessibility training on web design courses

 Government legislation

 Successful  prosecution  of  high  profile  websites  to  act  as 
deterrent/awareness raising.

As can be understood when comparing the prompts of area 3 (Barriers to 
web accessibility) and those for area 5 (Suggestions for Improvement) 
several of the same topics come up. For this reason, some ten comments 
recorded in answer to area 3 prompts have been moved to area 5, since 
they are in reality suggestions for improvement rather than descriptions of 
barriers.

5.4.6.1 Awareness

Interviewees concurred that more widespread awareness, both on societal 
(3 interviewees) and on business level (2 interviewees) was called for.  In 
regard to societal awareness one interviewee explained what she saw as 
the  consequence  of  greater  societal  awareness:   “if  non-handicapped 
people  acknowledged  disabled  people  as  equal  and  full  partners,  
technologies would change and accessible websites would not be a topic”.  
In regard to business level, another interviewee claimed “The motivation 
to take into account accessibility issues could be improved, if the “benefit  
for all” idea were better understood.” 

Many of the interviewees chose to give practical suggestions as to how to 
achieve greater awareness, such as:
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 making use of mass media and internet, and education in schools (3 
interviewees)

 showing demonstrations of people struggling to use internet, so as 
to  give  a  face  to  anonymous  'people  with  disabilities'  (2 
interviewees)

 using emphatic  simulations, making people/web developers  use a 
screen reader to understand something of what it is like to try to 
use a visually oriented medium (3 interviewees)

 interviewees felt that the best way to improve the situation was to 
convince people of the  good return on investment, that accessibility 
was   benefit  to  all,  not  just  disabled,  can  be  used  by  different 
devices, are better planned and easier to use, etc.

Finally, one interviewee felt that an important part of awareness was to 
“ensure all know what is required”

5.4.6.2 Better tools

Several  interviewees  cited  better  tools  as  a  means  of  improvement 
“design tools  should produce accessible code”  and one mentioned that 
Content  Management  Systems  should  enforce  accessibility  and  testing 
with automated tools for issues like missing alt text should be carried out.

Tools were not a subject that the interviewees had been prompted about, 
and  these  comments  came  from  some  of  the  interviewers  who  had 
experience of web accessibility on their sites.

5.4.6.3 Better guidelines 

Of all the topics that interviewers expressed opinion about in this area, 
guidelines produced the most conflicting results. Part of this is probably 
due to the ambiguous nature of the word “guidelines”. Some interviewees 
interpreted this as the W3C guidelines, whereas others had more general 
interpretations. 

Thus,  5  interviewees  expressed  that  existing  guidelines  were  too 
technical, too detailed for beginners, and too theoretical, needing more 
concrete examples. One interviewee called for “clear and simple 20 point 
guide packed with tips”. 

Yet  another,  possibly  with  awareness  raising  in  mind,  expressed  the 
opinion that “guidelines written less technically and more for the public 

26th April 2006 Page 82 of 109



BenToWeb – FP6—004275 Deliverable D3.3 (Public)

could also be helpful to promote understanding and lessen the effort to 
become familiar with the topic”.

5.4.6.4 More Training

5  interviewees  mentioned  that  more  training  of  web  developers  was 
needed, and that it should be an integral part of their training, in many 
cases this comment was linked to the awareness raising point. Specifically 
one interviewee's comment was for more detailed information.

Another interviewee noted that as well, all content providers need to know 
about accessibility requirements.

Yet another interviewee opened the question even more,  including ICT 
departments, and web browser developers.

5.4.6.5 Common standards 

A  further  suggestion  for  improving  the  situation  regarding  web 
accessibility was official standards. This was voiced by 5 interviewers. It 
was also eloquently argued by one of these interviewees who explained 
that this would help them win an internal conflict between technicians and 
marketing department. “The marketing department has too much weight 
in the decision processes of how web sites of companies should look like.  
If the marketing department wants a certain company presentation to be 
implemented, it will be implemented according to their wish, even if the 
technician argues its inaccessibility.”

5.4.6.6 Legislation

Legislation (as already seen with the response to area 3) did not emerge 
as a good candidate for  improving the situation.  Only  10 interviewees 
mentioned  it.  It  was  considered  “too  drastic”  and  “not  helpful”  by  5 
interviewees.  Two  felt  that  it  could  be  could  be  alright  for  the  public 
sector,  but  not  the  private  sector.  Several  interviewees  expressed  the 
view that  it  could  be  an  awareness  raising  exercise  “high profile  case 
might get management to take notice” (3 interviewees). 1 interviewee felt 
that  it  would  be damaging because of  promoting a  negative  image of 
disabled people and because of fostering a minimum compliance mindset 
among  website  owners.  One  participant  from  Greece  ventured  the 
suggestion that government legislation was needed, but this was linked 
also to the suggestion that assistive technologies be provided to those in 
need.
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5.4.6.7 Certification

Certification was only mentioned by two interviewees, and both of these 
were negative about its effects, citing that it is too static, and sites with 
accessibility  certification  can  change  back  to  being  inaccessible  very 
easily.

5.5 Summary of findings from owners telephone 
interviews

Summarising the results, we could conclude that:

 Legislation not seen as useful

 Certification not seen as useful

 Problem  of  general  awareness  on  the  part  of  management  and 
marketing departments, 

 Perception  of  accessibility  as  an expensive process  (expensive in 
terms of personnel commitment and time consuming) 

 Perception that accessibility is for small 'disabilities' market 

 Accessibility is not seen as obstructing creativity and innovation

 5  year  prognosis:  expectation  that  accessibility  issues  will  be 
technology driven (users accessing from different devices)
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7 Appendix A: Questionnaires

7.1Questionnaire for web developers

7.1.1 Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to fill-out this questionnaire, as part of an EU initiative 
into web accessibility. The purpose of this questionnaire is to help gain an 
understanding of the issues involved in designing accessible web sites and to 
establish what additional support you may need as a web developer. 

All the information you provide is confidential. Your name is not stored with this 
questionnaire, and the information you provide will not be used for any other 
purpose. Your particulars will not be passed to any other party or organisation. 

7.1.2 Your organisation:

1. What kind of organisation do you work for?

2. What is the size of the organisation you work for?

       Small (49 or less employees)  

       Medium (50 to 250 employees)

       Large (more than 250 employees)

3. Are you directly involved with web site design?

       Yes

       No

If yes, for what sector?

     Private sector

     Public sector

     Both
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4. Are you responsible for designing web sites for others (e.g. clients) or for your 

own organisation’s web site?

       Others’ web sites

       Own web site

       Neither

My role is:      

5. What is the general nature of the web sites you are involved with?

       “Brochure ware” (informational web sites)

       E-commerce/transactional

       Other, please specify below

Other:

6. If you use any of the following when developing a website please state which 

product/version if applicable:

CMS-system: _______________________________________

Authoring tools: ______________________________________

       Flash animation: _____________________________________

JavaScript: _____________________________________

CSS: _______________________________________

Anything else: _______________________________________
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7. Are the organisation(s) you work for interested in web accessibility?

Not at all interested 

Slightly interested 

Moderately interested 

Interested 

Very interested

Any comments you would like to make to support this rating?

8. Does your organisation employ any accessibility specialists?

       Yes

       No

If  yes,  could  you  briefly  describe  how  that  person/people  functions  within  the 

organisation:

7.1.3 Your experience of web accessibility:

9. Have you ever received any formal training relevant to web design?

       Ye

       No
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If yes, what was it?

10.Did this training include anything on accessibility?

None at all 

Slight amount 

Moderate amount 

Large amount 

Very large amount

If yes, what was it?

11.How knowledgeable would you say you are in web accessibility issues?

Not at all knowledgeable

Slightly knowledgeable 

Moderately knowledgeable 

Knowledgeable 

Very knowledgeable
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Any comments you’d like to make to support this rating?

12.Have you ever tried to develop an accessible web site?

             Yes

       No

If  yes,  was this building an accessible site  from the beginning or/and making an 

existing site accessible? 

                  From beginning

       Existing site   

                 Both

In general was it easy or difficult?

Very difficult 

Difficult 

Neither difficult or easy 

Easy 

Very easy

What did you do/change?

What were the easiest things to do/change?
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What were the hardest things to do/change?

13.Have you performed accessibility testing?

       Yes

       No

If yes, what did this include?

        Automated testing

       Expert testing

       User testing

14.Have you ever used the W3C WCAG Guidelines?

             Yes

       No

If yes, which three WCAG Guidelines/Checkpoints do you apply most frequently and 

how useful do you find them?

Guideline/Checkpoint: _____      

Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful
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Guideline/Checkpoint: _____       

Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful

Guideline/Checkpoint: _____       

Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful

15.Have you used any other web accessibility resources (e.g. tools, books, web 

sites, disabled audience)? If so which ones?

If yes, how useful did you find each one of them?

Resource: ______________     
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Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful

Resource: ______________     

Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful

Resource: ______________     

Not at all useful 

Slightly useful 

Moderately useful 

Useful 

Very useful

16.What do you perceive to be the main problems in the design of accessible 

web sites?
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7.1.4 Information about yourself:

17.What is your gender?

       Male

       Female

18.How old are you? 

       Between 18 and 30.

       Between 31 and 40.

       Between 41 and 50.

       Between 51 and 60.

       Over 60.

19.What country do you live/work in?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your input is very 

valuable.

If  you  are willing for  a  member of  our  team to contact  you for  a brief  telephone 
interview to ask some more questions relating to web accessibility, please can you 
provide the following information:

Name:

Email:

Phone: 
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Submit Survey

Your survey has been successfully submitted. If you want to find out more about the 

BenToWeb project please visit www.bentoweb.org 

Thanks again for your support
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7.2 Questionnaire for website owners

7.2.1 Introduction

Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  fillout  this  questionnaire.  This 
questionnaire  is  an initiative of  the BenToWeb project.  BenToWeb is  a 
project partly financed by the Information Society Technologies priority of 
the EU Sixth Framework Programme. The purpose of this questionnaire is 
to  help  gain  an  understanding  of  the  issues  involved  in  ensuring  that 
people with disabilities are not prevented from gaining access to web sites 
and  to  identify  any  difficulties  which  organisations  may  encounter  in 
fulfilling this obligation and understanding EU policies on this issue. 

This is a general  study and the EU has no intention or power to take 
enforcement action on the basis of its findings. All the information you 
provide is confidential. Your name is not stored with this questionnaire, 
and the information you provide will not be used for any other purpose. 
Your particulars will not be passed to any other party or organisation. 

7.2.2 Your organisation:

1. Is your organisation in the private or public sector?

___  Private  

___  Public

2. What is the size of the organisation you work for?

___  Small (49 or less employees)  

___  Medium (50 to 250 employees)

___  Large (more than 250 employees)

3. What is your position within the organisation?  

 

4. What country do you live/work in?
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5. Does your organisation consider the Internet to be an important resource in 

maintaining relationships with your customers or audience? 

Not at all important 

Slightly important 

Moderately important 

Important 

Very important 

7.2.3 Web accessibility:

6. Is your organisation knowledgeable of the ways that web design can hinder 

the use of a web site by disabled people?

Not at all knowledgeable 

Slightly knowledgeable 

Moderately knowledgeable 

Knowledgeable 

Very knowledgeable

7. Is your organisation aware of the methods used by people with sensory or 

cognitive impairments (e.g. visually impaired or dyslexic) to access the web 

Not at all aware 

Slightly aware 

Moderately aware 

Aware 

Very aware

8. Does your organisation have a policy regarding the accessibility of their web 

site(s) to people with disabilities?

___  Yes  

___  No
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___  Don’t know

You may wish to provide a URL for a policy statement that is available on your web 

site:

9. Was your organisation aware of the accessibility issues for disabled people 

when you developed your web site(s)?

___  Yes  

___  No

___  Don’t know

If yes, to what extent was accessibility a goal during design and implementation?

Not at all important 

Slightly important 

Moderately important 

Important 

Very important

10. In your opinion, is the web site(s) of your organisation accessible?

Not at all accessible 

Slightly accessible 

Moderately accessible 

Accessible 

Very accessible
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11.Does your organisation have any plans to improve the accessibility of its web-

site(s)?

___  Yes

___  No

___  Don’t know

12.What do you perceive to be the main barriers to making your web site(s) more 

accessible? 

13.Does your organisation understand its legal responsibilities with respect to 

web accessibility?

___  Yes  

___  No

___  Don’t know

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your input is very 

valuable.

If  you  are willing for  a  member of  our  team to contact  you for  a brief  telephone 
interview to ask some more questions relating to web accessibility, please can you 
provide the following information:

Name:

Email:

Phone: 

Submit Survey button
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Your survey has been successfully submitted. If you want to find out more about 

the BenToWeb project please visit www.bentoweb.org 

Thanks again for your support
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8 Appendix B: Interview questions and 
reporting sheet for telephone 
interviews

8.1 Web Developer Interviews

Interviewee details

Country:

Gender:

Profession: 

 

How do people understand web accessibility?

1.      What does web accessibility mean to you?

 

Summary of responses 

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·         

·         

·         

 

What is the organization’s attitude to web accessibility?

 

2.      You  said  in  the  questionnaire  that  your  organization(s)  had 
(response from Q7 of the questionnaire to be filled in here) interest in web 
accessibility, could you tell me a bit more about that?
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Summary of responses 

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·         

·         

·         

 

What are the barriers to web accessibility?

 

3.      In general, why do you think websites are not more accessible?  
What do you think the barriers to accessibility are?

 

Summary of responses 

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·         

·         

·         

 

Their experience with web accessibility:

 

Either  4a  &  4b  OR  4c  &  4d  –  depending  on  answer  to  Q12  in 
questionnaire. Delete as appropriate depending on the answer given.
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4a.    In the questionnaire, you mentioned that you have tried to develop 
an  accessible  web  site.  Could  you  tell  me  a  bit  more  about  that 
experience?

 

Summary of responses 

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·         

·         

·         

 

4b.    How much effort do you think it took overall?

 

Summary of responses 

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·         

·         

·         

 

 

4c.     In  the  questionnaire,  you  mentioned  that  you  do  not  have 
experience of trying to make a website accessible. How much effort do 
you think it would take to retrofit an existing site?
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Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

4d.    To build a site from scratch?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

What do they think is needed to improve the situation?

5.      What do you think would improve the situation on web accessibility 
– both for you personally, and in general?

 

Summary of responses 
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Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

 

Any other comments:

8.2 Web Owners Interviews

 

Interviewee details

Country:

Gender:

Profession: 

 

How do people understand web accessibility?

1.      What does web accessibility mean to you?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            
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·            

 

What is the organization’s attitude to web accessibility?

2.      You said in the questionnaire that your organization (response from 
Q5 of questionnaire to be filled in here) knowledgeable about the ways 
that web design can hinder the use of a websites by disabled people, can 
you please tell me a bit more?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

What are the barriers to web accessibility?

3.      In general, why do you think websites are not more accessible?  
What do you think the barriers to accessibility are?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            
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Their experience with web accessibility:

 

Either 4a & 4b OR 4c & 4d depending on the answer given to Q10 in the 
questionnaire. Delete below as appropriate.            

 

4a.     In the questionnaire,  you mentioned that  the web site  of  your 
website  is  (fill  in  appropriate).  What  is  your  experience  when 
commissioning the development of an accessible website?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

4b.     How much effort do you think it took overall?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            
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4c.     In the questionnaire, you mentioned that you do not think your 
organizations website is accessible. How much effort do you think it would 
take to make your existing website accessible?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

4d.     To build a site from scratch?

 

Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

What do they think is needed to improve the situation?

5.      What do you think would improve the situation on web accessibility 
– both for your organizations website, and in general?
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Summary of responses 

      

 

Interviewees’ main comments or quotes

·            

·            

·            

 

 

Any other comments:
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