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D . Sloan, Tw o culture s? Th e  disconnect betw e en th e  w e b standards m ovem ent and 

re search -base d w e b de sign guideline s for older people. Ge rontech nology 2006; 

5(2):106-112. Th e  W e b Conte nt Acce s s ib ility Guide line s  (W CAG), publis h e d by th e  

W orld W ide  W e b Consortium  (W 3C), are  incre as ingly be ing adopte d as  a core  as -

pe ct of th e  W e b Standards  m ove m e nt, a cultural re volution in w e b de s ign th at 

am ong oth e r th ings  s e e k s  to produce  W e b conte nt th at can be  acce s s e d re gard-

le s s  of a us e r’s  brow s ing te ch nology or any disability th e y m ay h ave . Ye t, accord-

ing to a surve y conducte d by th e  auth or, th is  m ove m e nt h as  not s im ilarly e m -

brace d e vide nce -bas e d guide line s  th at e ncapsulate  ne ce s sary ste ps  to ove rcom e  

additional factors  th at lim it olde r pe ople ’s  ability to us e  W e b s ite s . Th is  pape r dis -

cus s e s  som e  of th e  re asons  w h y s uch  a gap e xists , and w h at can be  done  by ge -

ronte ch nology re s e arch e rs  and W e b de ve lope rs  alik e  to addre s s  it.

K e yw ords : w e b  s tandards ; guide line s ; acce s s ib ility

Th e  im portance  of th e  W orld W ide  W e b 
in e nh ancing th e  q uality of life  of olde r 
and disable d pe ople  th rough  e nabling ac-
ce s s  to inform ation, s e rvice s , com m unic-
ation and e nte rtainm e nt is  w ide ly ac-
k nowle dge d. Unfortunate ly, all too ofte n 
th e  de s ign of a W e b s ite  introduce s  barri-
e rs  th at m ay pre ve nt acce s s  or us e  by 
m any pote ntial us e rs  on account of a dis -
ability or im pairm e nt. Th is  contribute s  
to th e  curre nt s ituation w h e re  s urve ys  
find th at in com parison to oth e r W e b 
us e rs , olde r pe ople  h ave  s ignificant diffi-
culty acce s s ing and us ing W e b s ite s 1.

Th e re  h as  th us  be e n an ongoing battle  
to e ncourage , e ducate  and e q uip W e b 
s ite  de ve lope rs  and conte nt provide rs  
w ith  th e  m otivation, s k ills  and tools  ne -
ce s sary to cre ate  a W e b s ite  th at can be  
acce s s e d and us e d s ucce s sfully by 
pe ople  w ith  a range  of s e nsory, ph ys ical 
and/or cognitive  im pairm e nts  – a group 
th at m ay include  m any olde r pe ople . 

W h ile  organisations  w ith  W e b s ite s  m ay 
be  m otivate d by th e ir le gislative  obliga-
tions  towards  disable d pe ople  and th e  
com m e rcial opportunitie s  afforde d by 
ope ning acce s s  to th e  grow ing popula-
tion of olde r W e b us e rs , W e b acce s s ib il-
ity guide line s  h ave  be com e  arguably th e  
m ost im portant m e ans  of e ducating and 
supporting de s igne rs  in ach ie ving th e ir 
obje ctive s.

TH E W EB STAND ARD S M O VEM ENT

Th e  W e b Standards  m ove m e nt (www.
w e bstandards.org) prom ote s  and e n-
courage s  th e  de s ign of W e b s ite s  th at 
can be  us e d acros s  th e  w ide st range  of 
W e b brow s ing te ch nologie s  and e nviron-
m e nts , including le gacy brow s e rs  and 
as s istive  te ch nologie s , and at th e  sam e  
tim e  prom ote s  th e  de ve lopm e nt of W e b 
brow s ing and as s istive  te ch nologie s  
th at support ope n standards 2.
An im portant de ve lopm e nt in th e  re cog-
nition of acce s s ib ility’s  im portance  in 
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W e b de s ign h as  be e n th e  adoption of 
th e  W orld W ide  W e b Consortium  (W 3C)’s  
W e b Conte nt Acce s s ib ility Guide line s  
(W CAG)3 as  part of th e  W e b Standards  
m ove m e nt. Th e  W CAG h ave  be com e  a 
de  facto standard for W e b s ite  acce s s ib il-
ity, us e d by W e b s ite  de ve lope rs  s e e k ing 
to avoid barrie rs  th at m ay lim it or pre -
ve nt acce s s  by pe ople  w ith  disabilitie s . 
Age -re late d de cline  in s e nsory, ph ys ical 
and/or cognitive  capability th at m ay be  
e xpe rie nce d by m any olde r pe ople  m ay 
h ave  s ignificant im plications  on th e ir abil-
ity to us e  te ch nology4. Th e re  would th us  
appe ar to be  a strong link  be tw e e n 
W CAG conform ance  and e ffe ctive  W e b 
s ite  de s ign for olde r pe ople .

Th e  W e b Standards  m ove m e nt h as  
spark e d a cultural re volution in W e b s ite  
de s ign, providing th e  catalyst for ne w  
de s ign te ch niq ue s  th at com bine  ae sth e t-
ic appe al, h igh  functionality and at th e  
sam e  tim e  im prove  acce s s ib ility. In paral-
le l, th e re  h as  be e n incre as ing activity in 
de ve lopm e nt of standards -conform ant 
brow s ing te ch nology, illustrate d by th e  
e m e rge nce  of as  brow s e rs  s uch  as  
O pe ra and Fire fox. Th rough  th e  W e b 
Standards  m ove m e nt, acce s s ib ility h as  
gaine d cre dib ility am ongst m any W e b de -
ve lope rs , m oving from  a nich e  are a to be -
com e  a core  aspe ct of m any profe s s ion-
al W e b de ve lope rs ’ s k ill s e ts.

W h ile  re sults  of surve ys  s uch  as  th at of 
Be ck e r5 and th e  UK’s  D isability Righ ts  
Com m is s ion (D RC)6 s h ow  th e re  is  still 
m uch  work  to be  done  in e nsuring acce s s -
ib ility and usability for olde r and dis -
able d pe ople , th e re  are  e ncouraging 
s igns  th at acce s s ib ility is  be com ing m ore  
w ide ly adopte d as  a bas ic com pone nt of 
W e b s ite s  produce d by m any de ve lope rs.

R ESEARCH -BASED  GUID ELINES FO R  AC -

CESSIBILITY

W h ile  th e  W CAG h as  h ad a profound in-
flue nce  on W e b de ve lope rs  around th e  
world in te rm s  of rais ing aware ne s s  of ac-

ce s s ib ility and providing te ch nical sup-
port, lim itations  of th e  guide line s  h ave  
be e n ide ntifie d. For e xam ple , th e  te ch -
nical nature  of th e  W CAG m e ans  th e  
guide line s  can be  accus e d of be ing e x-
ce s s ive ly ge ne ralis e d and vague 7, and 
fail to e ncourage  cons ide ration of con-
te xtual is s ue s  s uch  as  brow s ing loca-
tion, inte nde d purpos e  of th e  s ite , and 
prior k nowle dge  and s k ills  of th e  targe t 
audie nce 8.

Th e  pre s e nce  of alte rnative  guide line s  is  
a cle ar s ign th at for som e , th e  W CAG is  
insufficie nt as  a tool for supporting th e  
de s ign of an acce s s ible  and usable  W e b 
s ite  for olde r and disable d pe ople . Se ve r-
al alte rnative  s e ts  of re s e arch -bas e d 
guide line s  h ave  be e n de ve lope d and 
publis h e d in re ce nt ye ars , e ach  focus ing 
on supporting de s igne rs  in cre ating 
W e b s ite s  th at can be  acce s s e d and 
us e d by disable d and/or olde r pe ople . 
Th e s e  guide line s  h ave  m ost com m only 
be e n ge ne rate d e ith e r dire ctly from  ob-
s e rvations  of us e r e valuations , or from  
lite rature  re vie w s  of re late d work . A non-
e xh austive  list of som e  of th e  m ore  
prom ine nt re s e arch -bas e d guide line s  is  
pre s e nte d in Table  1.

Th e  us e fulne s s  of publis h e d de s ign 
guide line s  is , of cours e , de pe nde nt on 
th e ir prom ine nce  and cre dib ility 
am ongst W e b de ve lope rs  and conte nt 
provide rs. W h ile  th e  D RC re s e arch  indic-
ate d th at lack  of aware ne s s  is  still an 
is s ue , th e re  is  e vide nce  th at W CAG is  re l-
ative ly w e ll-k nown am ongst W e b de -
ve lope rs. For e xam ple , Laz ar e t al.9  s ur-
ve ye d 175 W e b de ve lope rs  on 
aware ne s s  of W e b s ite  acce s s ib ility and 
found 64% (112) w e re  aware  of th e  
W CAG.

Ye t it is  th e  conte ntion of th e  auth or 
th at, am ongst th e  W e b de ve lopm e nt in-
dustry in ge ne ral and e ve n am ongst 
th os e  w h o e nth us iastically advocate  
W e b acce s s ib ility, aware ne s s  of alte rnat-
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ive  acce s s ib ility guide line s  is  s ignific-
antly low e r th an W CAG. Th e  auth or con-
ducte d a surve y in Nove m be r 2005 to e s -
tablis h  th e  le ve l to w h ich  W e b s ite  
de ve lope rs  and acce s s ib ility advocate s  
w e re  aware  of a num be r of re s e arch -
bas e d guide line s  (Table  1). 

Th re e  e m ail discus s ion groups  w e re  con-
tacte d e ach  e ith e r dire ctly focus s ing on 
W e b s ite  acce s s ib ility or in w h ich  discus -
s ion of acce s s ib ility plays  a strong part 
– th e  aim  be ing to solicit re plie s  only 
from  th os e  w h o h ad a cle ar inte re st in 
W e b acce s s ib ility, and an aware ne s s  of 
th e  W CAG. Th e  lists  contacte d w e re  th e  
W 3C W e b Acce s s ib ility Initiative  Inte re st 
Group (W AI-IG) e m ail list; th e  Guild of Ac-
ce s s ible  W e b D e s igne rs  (GAW D S) e m ail 
discus s ion forum ; and th e  UK W e b-s up-
port discus s ion list, run for W e b de -
ve lope rs  bas e d at UK H igh e r e ducation in-
stitutions. Th e  re q ue st was  
s ubs e q ue ntly poste d to www.acce s s ifyfor-

um .com , a w ide ly us e d online  discus -
s ion forum  for W e b acce s s ib ility is s ue s .

Pote ntial surve y re sponde nts  w e re  
as k e d to re ply to th e  auth or rating th e ir 
le ve l of aware ne s s  of e ach  of th e  s ix 
s e ts  of guide line s , us ing th e  follow ing 
scale :
1. I've  ne ve r h e ard of th e m .
2. I've  h e ard of th e m  but ne ve r re ad 
th e m .
3. I've  re ad th e m  but ne ve r us e d th e m  
in m y work .
4. I've  us e d th e m  occas ionally to inform  
m y work .
5. I us e  th e m  re gularly.
No additional inform ation was  sough t 
from  re sponde nts , but s e ve ral re plie d 
w ith  e xplanatory te xt supporting th e ir 
ratings.

O ve r a pe riod of 5 days , 57 re plie s  w e re  
re ce ive d, including som e  from  prom in-
e nt figure s  in th e  W e b acce s s ib ility ad-

Table  1. Selected Re search -base d guideline s for acce ssible  W e b de sign

Nam e Auth ors Scope Re s e arch  m e th od Availab ility
(A) Be yond ALT Te xt: 

Usability for D isable d 

Us e rs

(B) W e b Usability for 

Se nior Citiz e ns

(C) Re s e arch -bas e d W e b 

D e s ign and Usability 

Guide line s

(D ) Mak ing your W e b 

s ite  s e nior-frie ndly - a 

ch e ck list

(E) Guide line s  for 

Acce s s ible  and Usable  

W e b Site s : O bs e rving 

Us e rs  W h o W ork  W ith  

Scre e n Re ade rs

(F) Re s e arch -de rive d 

W e b de s ign guide line s  

for olde r pe ople

Coyne  &  Nie ls e n10

Coyne  &  Nie ls e n11

National Cance r 

Institute 12

National Institute  

on Age ing and 

National Library 

of Me dicine 13

Th e ofanos  &  

Re dis h 14

Kurniawan &  

Z aph iris 15

D isable d pe ople

O lde r pe ople

Non-spe cific, 

but doe s  include  

a s e ction on 

acce s s ib ility

O lde r pe ople

D isable d pe ople , 

spe cifically 

pe ople  w ith  no 

functional vis ion

O lde r pe ople

Usability te sts  w ith  

84 disable d pe ople

Usability te sts  w ith  

44 pe ople  age d 65 

and ove r

Expe rt analys is  of 

re le vant lite rature

Expe rt analys is  of 

re le vant lite rature

Us e r e valuation w ith  

16 scre e n re ade r 

us e rs

Expe rt analys is  of 

re le vant lite rature , 

validate d w ith  olde r 

W e b us e rs

To be  pur-

ch as e d

To be  pur-

ch as e d

Fre e  online , 

to be  pur-

ch as e d as  a 

book

Fre e ly avail-

able

Fre e ly avail-

able

Acce s s  to 

ACM D igital 

Library re -

q uire d
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vocacy m ove m e nt. Re plie s  w e re  pre dom -
inantly from  th e  UK and US, but re plie s  
w e re  also re ce ive d from  re sponde nts  in 
Canada, Australia, Ne w  Z e aland, Ire land 
and Turk e y (Table  2).

SURVEY FIND INGS: A  BRIEF D ISCUSSIO N

O ve rall aware ne s s  of th e  s ix s e ts  of 
guide line s  in q ue stion was  s urpris ingly 
low  (Table  2). O f th e  guide line s  ch os e n, 
Guide line s  A, ‘Be yond ALT Te xt: Usabil-
ity for D isable d Us e rs ’ w e re  by far th e  
m ost w e ll-k nown, 74% (42) of re spond-
e nts  h aving h e ard of th e m  and 26% (15) 
h aving us e d th e m  in th e ir work . By con-
trast, re sponde nts  w e re  s ignificantly 
le s s  aware  of all oth e r guide line s  s e ts  in-
clude d in th e  s urve y. Th e  publication 
‘Mak ing your W e b s ite  s e nior-frie ndly - a 
ch e ck list’ (Guide line s  D ) was  th e  le ast 
w e ll k nown, w ith  9 1% (52) of re spond-
e nts  ne ve r h aving h e ard of it. O nly four 
re sponde nts  indicate d th at th e y us e d 
any of th e  guide line s  re gularly in th e ir 
work  - th re e  of w h ich  cite d Guide line s  A, 
and one  of w h ich  cite d ‘Guide line s  for Ac-
ce s s ible  and Usable  W e b Site s : O b-
s e rving Us e rs  W h o W ork  W ith  Scre e n 
Re ade rs ‘ (Guide line s  E).

Th e re  are  a num be r of pos s ible  re asons  
for th e  re s ults. Availability of guide line s  
m ay be  an is s ue  – som e  (Guide line s  A 
and B) w e re  available  only at a cost, 
w h ich  m ay be  proh ib itive  to m any, w h ile  
‘Re s e arch -de rive d W e b de s ign 
guide line s  for olde r pe ople ’ (Guide line s  

F) w e re  pre s e nte d in an acade m ic pape r, 
acce s s  to w h ich  at th e  tim e  of th e  s ur-
ve y re q uire d re gistration w ith  a digital 
library, again at a cost.

Th e  s h ort tim e  of availability is  h igh ly 
lik e ly to h ave  be e n a factor in th e  lack  
of aware ne s s  of Guide line s  F, give n th at 
th e y w e re  pre s e nte d at a confe re nce  
only one  m onth  be fore  th e  s urve y, al-
th ough  a re vie w  of th e s e  guide line s  was  
ve ry q uick ly publis h e d by a prom ine nt 
acce s s ib ility advocate 16.

It is  also pos s ible  th at th e  re s ults  m ay 
not be  truly re pre s e ntative  of W e b de -
ve lope rs , and th at pe ople  m ore  aware  of 
th e  guide line s  ch os e  not to re ply, or 
w e re  unaware  of th e  s urve y. H ow e ve r, it 
is  s ugge ste d th at give n th e  ch aracte rist-
ics  of th e  audie nce  targe te d by th e  s ur-
ve y, th os e  w h o re sponde d would be  
m ost lik e ly to h ave  h e ard of or us e d a 
varie ty of th e  guide line s. Inde e d, it m ay 
be  th at th e  re porte d le ve l of aware ne s s  
m ay be  artificially h igh , if one  cons ide rs  
th at oth e r pote ntial re sponde nts  m ay 
h ave  be e n unw illing to re spond for fe ar 
of adm itting th e ir lack  of aware ne s s  of 
ce rtain s e ts  of guide line s.

Ack nowle dging th e  above  re asons , it is  
argue d th at th e re  are  two prim ary re as -
ons  for th is  lack  of aware ne s s  – th e ir vis -
ib ility to th e  com m unity e xpe cte d to im -
ple m e nt th e m , and th e ir cre dib ility 
am ongst th at com m unity.

Table  2. Survey re sults - levels of aw arene ss of guideline s; 1 = I've  never h e ard of 
th em , 2 = I've  h e ard of th em  but never read th em , 3 = I've  read th em  but never use d 
th em  in m y w ork , 4 = I've  use d th em  occasionally to inform  m y w ork , 5 = I use  th em  
regularly

Guide line  s e t
Le ve l of aw are ne s s  (n=57)

1         2         3        4         5 
15

35

45

52

41

49

(A) Be yond ALT Te xt: Usability for D isable d Us e rs

(B) W e b Usability for Se nior Citiz e ns

(C) Re s e arch -bas e d W e b D e s ign and Usability Guide line s

(D ) Mak ing your W e b s ite  s e nior-frie ndly - a ch e ck list

(E) Guide line s  for Acce s s ible  and Usable  W e b Site s : O bs e rving 

Us e rs  W h o W ork  W ith  Scre e n Re ade rs

(F) Re s e arch -de rive d W e b de s ign guide line s  for olde r pe ople

20

14

6

3

4

3

7

2

1

1

5

5

3

0

0

0

1

0

12

6

5

1

6

0
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Visibility: Th e  alte rnative  guide line s  are  
s e ldom  m e ntione d in printe d lite rature  
and online  re source s  de vote d to W e b ac-
ce s s ib ility. Cons e q ue ntly th e ir pre s e nce  
m ay be  m is s e d by de ve lope rs  s e e k ing to 
e nh ance  th e ir s k ills  in acce s s ible  W e b 
de s ign.

Credibility: Com m e nts  m ade  in th e  s ur-
ve y fe e dback , and com m e ntary by W e b 
acce s s ib ility advocate s  on alte rnative  
guide line s 16 indicate  th at w h ile  m any of 
th e  guide line s  in q ue stion re inforce  be st 
practice  alre ady be ing follow e d, ce rtain 
guide line s  appe ar e xce s s ive ly pre script-
ive  to som e  W e b s ite  de ve lope rs.

It is  also inte re sting to note  th at w h ile  
th e  W e b Standards  m ove m e nt e m brace s  
th e  W CAG, th e  ve ry e xiste nce  of oth e r 
guide line s  im plie s  dis satisfaction w ith  
th e  W CAG. Inde e d, in a re ce nt pape r in 
th is  journal discus s ing age -spe cific W e b 
de s ign guide line s 17, no m e ntion was  
m ade  of W CAG am ongst th e  oth e r W e b 
de s ign guide line s  cons ide re d. It is  th us  
pos s ible  th at a s ituation e xists  w h e re  
from  th e  age ing and te ch nology re s e arch -
e r’s  pe rspe ctive , th e  W CAG appe ars  to 
provide  insufficie ntly e vide nce -bas e d 
guidance  on de s ign for olde r pe ople , 
w h ile  from  th e  W e b de ve lope r’s  pe rspe ct-
ive , th e  re s e arch  bas e d guide line s  lack  
cre dib ility in not re fe re ncing th e  de  
facto industry standard th at is  W CAG.

GUID ELINES FO R  ACCESSIBILITY, O R  US-

ABILITY FO R  O LD ER  PEO PLE?
Cle arly th e re  is  a disconne ct be tw e e n 
th os e  re s e arch e rs  w h o cons ide r th e  
W CAG insufficie nt in supporting th e  
de s ign of W e b s ite s  th at can be  ac-
ce s s e d and us e d by olde r pe ople , and 
th e  W e b Standards  m ove m e nt, w h ich  
re adily adopts  W CAG but s e e m s  unw ill-
ing to e m brace , or is  e ve n oblivious  to, 
alte rnative  re s e arch -de rive d guide line s.

So, is  th is  a sym ptom  of two distinct cul-
ture s? Th e  s ituation is , it is  argue d, an il-

lustration of th e  artificiality of an at-
te m pt to distinguis h  be tw e e n 
‘acce s s ib ility’ and ‘usability for disable d 
and olde r pe ople ’.

Th e  W 3C’s  W e b Acce s s ib ility Initiative  
tak e s  a tripartite  approach  to acce s s ib il-
ity. It stre s s e s  th at re spons ib ility lie s  
not just w ith  W e b conte nt provide rs , but 
also w ith  th e  m anufacture rs  of brow s -
ing and acce s s  te ch nology and w ith  th e  
m anufacture rs  of tools  us e d to cre ate  
W e b conte nt, and h as  publis h e d addi-
tional acce s s ib ility guide line s  accord-
ingly18. 

Th e  re com m e nde d W 3C approach  is  
th us  to de s ign a W e b s ite  in s uch  a way 
th at, w h ile  a m ajority of th e  s ite  audi-
e nce  s h ould be  able  to us e  it w ith out 
any difficulty, any us e r w h o ne e ds  to do 
so can m ak e  th e  ne ce s sary ch ange s  to 
th e ir brow s e r or apply oth e r acce s s ib il-
ity solutions  in orde r to optim is e  acce s s -
ib ility for th e ir spe cific ne e ds , for e x-
am ple  by e nlarging te xt or alte ring te xt 
and back ground colours. Th is  approach  
of m e e ting a te ch nical le ve l of acce s s ib il-
ity de fine d by guide line  conform ance  
h as , it is  argue d, be e n instrum e ntal in 
‘s e lling’ acce s s ib ility to W e b de s igne rs  
traditionally h ostile  to any atte m pt to 
constrain th e ir cre ativity. Advocate s  of 
W CAG and W e b standards  h ave  con-
s e q ue ntly e xpre s s e d frustration at 
us e rs ’ lack  of aware ne s s  of h ow  to op-
tim is e  th e ir own com puting s e t-up for 
acce s s ib ility19 . Th e  lim itations  of w ide ly-
us e d brow s ing and acce s s  te ch nology in 
m ak ing th e  m ost of th e  additional be ne -
fits  of standards -bas e d W e b de s ign only 
add to frustration.

Th e  re s e arch -de rive d guide line s , on th e  
oth e r h and, ide ntify and ack nowle dge  
th e  re al world proble m s  facing m any 
olde r W e b us e rs  w h o do not h ave , and 
m ay ne ve r h ave , th e  ne ce s sary te ch nical 
s k ills  and e q uipm e nt to optim is e  th e  ac-
ce s s ib ility of th e  W e b s ite s  th e y vis it20. 
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As  s uch , th e s e  guide line s  fre q ue ntly pre -
scribe  aspe cts  of appe arance  th at, if ap-
plie d, m inim is e  pote ntial proble m s  
aris ing from  a us e r’s  inability to ch ange  
th e  appe arance  of a page , for e xam ple :

“For link s , us e  blue , bold unde rline d 
te xt” (Guide line s  B)

“Us e  black  te xt on plain, h igh -contrast 
back grounds ” (Guide line s  C)

“Us e  sans -s e rif type  font i.e . H e lve tica, 
Arial of 12-14 point s iz e . Avoid oth e r 
fancy font type s ” (Guide line s  F)

O ne  can s e e  h ow  a te ns ion aris e s  
w h e re by a de s igne r, adopting an ap-
proach  th at allow s  and as sum e s  us e r-cus -
tom isation, discove rs  e vide nce -bas e d 
guide line s  th at spe cify appe arance  ch ar-
acte ristics  s uch  as  th os e  liste d above , 
placing w h at m ay be  pe rce ive d as  unac-
ce ptable  re strictions  on th e  look  and 
fe e l of a s ite . Th is  m ay be  frustrating for 
W e b de ve lope rs , but it h as  be e n de m on-
strate d th at adh e re nce  to th e  W CAG is  
not e nough  to guarante e  th at a pe rson 
w ith  a disability can acce s s  and us e  a 
W e b s ite 6. Th e  as sum ption th at all us e rs  
w ill h ave  th e  appropriate  aware ne s s  and 
te ch nology to tak e  advantage  of a W e b 
s ite ’s  de s ign is  arguably an ide alistic ap-
proach  th at h as  little  ch ance  of succe s s  
in th e  s h ort te rm .

A W AY FO RW ARD

Th e  re sults  of th e  s urve y sugge st th at 
th e re  is  a pre s s ing ne e d for re s e arch e rs  
look ing to ide ntify and dis s e m inate  be st 
practice  in te rm s  of W e b de s ign for 
olde r and disable d pe ople  to e ngage  
m ore  e ffe ctive ly w ith  th e  W e b Standards  
m ove m e nt. Ke y goals  m ust be  to e x-
pos e  W e b de ve lope rs  to th e  rich  inform a-
tion available  in th e s e  guide line s , and 
also to unde rstand m ore  about th e  m ove -
m e nt, its  approach e s  and ph ilosoph y. 
Th e re  is  also a ne e d for re s e arch e rs  to ac-
k nowle dge  th e  curre nt prom ine nce  of 

th e  W CAG w ith in th e  W e b de s ign in-
dustry as  th e  pre -e m ine nt re fe re nce  to 
W e b acce s s ib ility, and de m onstrate  h ow  
application of th e  W CAG can be  com -
bine d w ith  additional de s ign guide line s  
aim e d at ove rcom ing th e  particular ch al-
le nge s  facing olde r W e b us e rs.

At th e  sam e  tim e , W e b de ve lope rs  h ave  
m uch  to gain from  absorbing th e  m ate ri-
al pre s e nt in re s e arch -bas e d guide line s. 
Th e re  is  a ne e d for a gre ate r re cogni-
tion am ongst de ve lope rs  of th e  re al 
world proble m s  th at olde r and disable d 
pe ople  face  w h e n us ing th e  W e b; and of 
th e  re s ultant re duction in th e  practical 
worth  of a de s ign ph ilosoph y th at as -
s um e s  th at us e rs  w ill custom is e  th e  in-
te rface  to com pe nsate  for acce s s ib ility 
proble m s. Th is  is  a pre s s ing is s ue  th at 
cannot s im ply be  ove rcom e  by a te ch nic-
ally acce s s ible  W e b s ite  and a h ope  th at 
us e rs  be com e  m ore  te ch nologically 
aware .

Encouragingly, ongoing work  im proving 
brow s ing te ch nology by de ve loping ad-
ditional acce s s ib ility functionality, s uch  
as  th at of H anson e t al.21, m ay h e lp to 
bridge  th e  gap th at curre ntly e xists. It is  
h ope d th at work  s uch  as  th is  w ill h e lp 
bring acce s s ib ility options  m ore  cle arly 
to th e  atte ntion of W e b us e rs  w h o m ost 
ne e d th e m , capitalis ing on th e  acce s s ib -
ility fe ature s  provide d by standards -com -
pliant W e b de s ign. In th e  e -le arning 
fie ld, work  le d by th e  IMS Global Le arn-
ing Consortium 22 m ay also point th e  
way forward, in de ve loping form al struc-
ture s  for de scrib ing (i) an individual’s  ac-
ce s s ib ility re q uire m e nts  and (ii) th e  ac-
ce s s ib ility fe ature s  of an e le ctronic 
re source  s uch  th at it m ay be  autom atic-
ally adapte d to m e e t a us e r’s  acce s s ib il-
ity ne e ds.
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