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ABSTRACT
The advent of Web 2.0 technologies, and the increased par-
ticipation of users in personalized web experiences, has cre-
ated a need for new web authoring tools intended for use
by non-professional web authors. These tools represent a
prime opportunity for including accessibility features early
in the tool design process. The results from an accessibil-
ity evaluation of one of these tools demonstrates that such
opportunities could be easily missed.

1. INTRODUCTION
At the beginning of the World Wide Web (WWW), it

was clear that the WWW had the promise to eliminate the
information gap for people with disabilities[1]. The trans-
fer of information into electronic form, in particular textual
information, provided the perfect opportunity to separate
content from presentation, enabling the easy generation of
alternative format materials that match a user’s particular
needs and preferences.

Unfortunately, due to the rapid evolution of the WWW,
the presentation content in web pages has changed from sim-
ple textual information to a wide variety of media, such as
graphics, sounds and movies. This change of content has
created new gaps between mainstream users and users with
disabilities. Techniques on how to close these gaps has been
the focus of over a decade of research, and has included
the creation of guidelines regarding the accessibility of web-
sites[3, 2] and the tools used to create them[9].

As the WWW evolved, new authoring tools emerged, such
as Microsoft Front Page and Netscape Composer. These
tools were intended to allow non-technical users to build
their own websites. However, as these non-professional web
authoring tools were developed before accessibility guide-
lines were completed. Thus, techniques for accessible con-
tent had to be retrofitted into existing tools, if they were
included at all.

With the advent of Web 2.0, the presence of content pro-
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duced and maintained by non-technical users has dramati-
cally increased. The creation of blogs, photo/video sharing
sites and personal web spaces are now arguably the most im-
portant uses of the WWW[6]. With an increased demand for
personal contributions, a new selection of non-professional
web authoring tools are being developed. Packages like iWeb
from Apple Inc.[7] and Google Page Creator[5] are powerful
tools for creating web content. These tools, which are being
developed from the ground up, represent an opportunity to
integrate accessibility into the non-professional design world
right from the beginning of the tool design process. How-
ever, the results of this paper demonstrate that this oppor-
tunity could be easily missed.

This paper begins with a review of the existing literature
that demonstrates the current poor state of web accessibil-
ity, which underlines the need for tools to create accessible
content. The paper proceeds to discuss an examination of
one of the new non-professional web design tools: iWeb. The
interface of iWeb itself, and the contents of the websites it
produces, are examined in the context of current accessibil-
ity guidelines. The results demonstrate several major fail-
ings in addressing accessibility concerns at the most basic of
levels. Following these observations are recommendations
on solutions to these problems. The paper concludes with a
discussion of what types of features can be included in mod-
ern non-professional tools to take advantage of this unique
opportunity.

2. RELATED RESEARCH
In a recent study performed for the Disability Rights Com-

mission (DRC) in the UK it was determined that the current
state of accessibility in the WWW is very poor[4]. In the
DRC study 1000 websites were tested using automatic tools.
It was found that only 19% of the sites examined achieved
the WAI Priority 1 level of conformance[8].

From these 1000 sites, a sample of 100 sites were tested
by a panel of 50 disabled users for accessibility problems.
On these websites the user panel members performed 913
website tasks, only 76% of which could be completed by
people with disabilities.

In light of these statistics, the report had a number of key
observations and recommendations for improving the out-
look for accessibility on websites. Among the observations
was the fact conformance to WCAG guidelines is a necessary
step, but not sufficient step, for ensuring the accessibility of
websites. Indeed, even though only 55% of the problems
identified during the user panel evaluations were addressed



by the WCAG guidelines, if these guidelines are ignored the
situation worsens significantly.

One obvious solution to accessibility problems is to in-
clude automatic tools that would allow non-professional web
authors to test their own websites for accessibility violations.
However, it is unclear if a non-professional author would
know how to properly interpret failures identified in the au-
tomatic testing tools without significant understanding of
the code base, an understanding which is in conflict with one
of the basic principles behind non-professional tools: that
the technical aspects of web site design are hidden from the
user.

In addition to this, almost 69% of the checkpoint viola-
tions in the DRC study require qualitative evaluation by the
author. However, non-professional web designers do not re-
ceive training in the best practices of accessibility. If this is
the case, then how can a novice designer perform such an
evaluation?

The implication is that non-professional tools must strive
to provide more than just automatic conformance, and in-
stead enhance the authoring process with accessible design
happening “out-of-the-box”. The tools must provide good
accessibility practice examples in their pre-packaged tem-
plates and stylesheets. Indeed, this is in line with recom-
mendations of the DRC report that firmly place the respon-
sibility for accessibility concerns at the feet of the developers
and vendors of web authoring tools.

Before proper recommendations regarding the develop-
ment of future non-professional tools can be provided, the
potential/existing problems must be identified. In this pa-
per, the lack of conformance to WCAG 2.0 guidelines of
the iWeb design tool is demonstrated as a first step in this
process.

3. METHODOLOGY
The iWeb tool interface relies heavily on providing the

user with templates for creating complete web sites, and
further, templates for specific pages. In order to identify
the accessibility challenges that are present in iWeb, the au-
thors created 4 different websites with each site being based
on a different built-in site template. Within each of these
websites 4 pages were created from different page templates,
with the page types being: a home page, a blog page, a photo
album page and a general information page.

During the creation of these pages, the Mac OSX built-
in screen reader, VoiceOver, was activated and used. A log
of interface problems that would present challenges to web
authors with print disabilities was kept during the web page
design process.

When the design of the websites was completed, an expert
analysis of the code with reference to the WCAG accessi-
bility guidelines was completed. During this analysis, the
presentation of the website was evaluated in the Safari web
browser in conjunction with the VoiceOver screen reader to
identify further accessibility problems that may be present
but not immediately indicated by a code review.

4. PAGE CONTENT ACCESSIBILITY
When investigating the contents of the website pages, it

became clear very quickly that the majority of problems that
were present originated in the web page templates. For the
following discussion, the reader is referred to Figure 1.

Figure 1: A Welcome home page produced from an
iWeb template.

A subset of the accessibility problems found in the page
content were as follows:

• Alternative text is not available for any of the pictures
or other non-text content.

• Heading tags are not used to semantically mark up sec-
tions of the document for easy access with alternative
user agents, such as screen readers.

• Text decoration is done through tags which do not pro-
vide semantic markup for access through alternative
user agents.

• The size of sub-sections within a page are hard-coded,
resulting in unpredictable behaviour when text is re-
sized by a web browser.

Each of these points are discussed in detail in the following
section.

One of the most commonly found violations of accessibil-
ity guidelines is the lack of proper alternative text for non-
text components of web pages (WCAG 2.0 Guidelines 1.1,
Level 1). In the case of the pages generated in iWeb, out-
side of a “Photo Page” template where captions can be used,
it is impossible to add either alternative text (alt text) or
long description text to pages within the iWeb interface for
graphics or multimedia items (such as movies). Of course,
it is possible to edit the code in an external text editor, but
this is contrary to the intention of a tool for non-professional
web authors.

Many of the predefined templates for web pages have ar-
eas labelled with what appear to be headings. These labels
provide a natural way of dividing up areas of a web page so
that information can be found easily. The area labels, such
as the Welcome label near the bottom of Figure 1 can have
their contents edited by authors as well as their appearance.
The font, colour and position can all be adjusted to con-
form to the preferences of an author. Unfortunately, these
area labels are not marked up semantically so that they can
be programmatically determined by alternative user agents,
such as screen readers. Such determination could be made



if tags such as h1, h2 were used (Guideline 1.3, Level 1). In-
deed, when accessing a website in a browser, the VoiceOver
screen reader jumps from hyperlink to hyperlink, skipping
these useful semantic markers on the welcome page.

Similarly, authors using iWeb are able to decorate text
with a variety of effects such as underlining, italics and bold.
According to WCAG guidelines (Guideline 1.3, Level 1), it
is necessary to use proper semantic markup, such as the
em or strong tags, to make this information available to
alternative user agents when these types of features are used
to emphasize information on the page visually. The iWeb
code does not contain any of these semantic tags, with the
decoration being strictly presentational through Cascading
Style Sheet (CSS) markup.

The navigation bar provided at the the top of each web
page is generated when the pages are named by the author
through the iWeb interface. This navigation bar, despite
appearing to be text, is in fact a set of graphics. These
graphics have no alternative text, and as a result, when read
by a screen reader there is no information presented to the
visitor of the website.

Finally, at first glance, it appears that iWeb avoids one of
the major pitfalls of accessible web development: the use of
tables for layout. In place of tables, the div tag is appropri-
ately used to divide the page into various sections. Unfortu-
nately, further investigation revealed that these areas have
their size attributes hard coded. This hard coding interferes
the resizing of text for people with low vision. When text
is resized, it often results in overlapping text, as shown in
Figure 2. In other cases, all text disappears from the page.

Figure 2: A web page with the text size increased
within the browser.

5. INTERFACE ACCESSIBILITY
While a full usability analysis of the iWeb interface is

beyond the scope of this paper, anecdotal reports from users
of iWeb categorize the iWeb tool as being one of the easier
means of authoring websites.

Part of this ease of use is possibly related to the interface
hiding the website code from the users. At no time must
the user understand HTML code, or use CSS, to create

extremely expressive and decorative designs. Instead, the
interface is much like a traditional word processing applica-
tion. It has familiar controls for adjusting font attributes,
assigning colours and for the addition of a wide variety of
media.

Unfortunately, this abstraction away from the code base
leads to the inability to adjust for some of the short com-
ings in the content templates discussed in Section 4. For
example, if a user has some knowledge of accessibility, it is
impossible to replace area labels with proper heading tags,
or to replace text decoration with proper semantic markup
tags. As already discussed, there is also no way to provide
alternative text for various non-text elements, even if the
user wanted to do so.

Given the difficulty in creating accessible content within
the iWeb interface, it is perhaps unsurprising that there are
deeper accessibility problems that are revealed when the tool
is used with the operating system provided screen reader.
In Figure 3 the reader will find an example of the iWeb
interface. The following significant accessibility problems
were identified while building websites in iWeb:

• The configuration of the opening screen of the iWeb
application places the user focus in the outline panel
located on the left hand side of the window; however
this focus is not reported to the user on startup of the
application.

• The outline panel itself is voiced relatively well by the
screen reader. The tree structure is reported properly
and can be navigated via the keyboard. Unfortunately,
it is impossible to properly move into the right hand
content panel to edit the pages appropriately. The only
information reported by the screen reader on entering
the outline panel are the words “Scroll Area”.

• Within the content panel it is impossible to move be-
tween components on the page, such as text areas or
other media.

• Addition of all non-text content must be done through
mouse interaction, which is difficult if not impossible
for some people with visual or physical disabilities.

• The panel of control buttons at the bottom of the in-
terface in Figure 3 is unreachable through anything
other than a point-and-click interface.

• The Inspector Panel (not shown in Figure 3), which
contains alternative access to the options in the control
buttons, is also unreachable without the use of a point-
and-click device.

These barriers result in a tool that would be very difficult
to use, in particular for people with visual disabilities.

6. DISCUSSION
The accessibility evaluation results presented in this paper

are clearly not a complete audit of the websites produced
by iWeb, or of the tool itself. Indeed, evaluations regarding
this and other non-professional tools are currently underway.
However, these results do highlight how some of the most
well known, and easily provided, accessibility techniques are
missing from this tool. How can this situation be addressed
before this opportunity is missed?



Figure 3: The iWeb main interface window.

6.1 Developer Education
It is essential that developer knowledge on accessibility be

addressed at the training level. There is a desperate need
to integrate accessibility guidelines, standards and testing
into the training that tool developers receive. With such
training in place, the examples provided by these developers
can serve to demonstrate best-practice to those who do not
have an interest in the technical aspects of website creation.

6.2 Best Practice Integration
It is essential that best practices be integrated into the

content templates provided, as well as in the interface of the
authoring tools.

The majority of the content issues discussed in the results
of the accessibility evaluation can be addressed by very mi-
nor changes to the code base without changing the iWeb
interface. For example, it is clear that authors will want
to be able to change the appearance of the headings on
their website. This can be accomplished just as easily as
it is now, with the code for the area headings being actual
HTML heading tags augmented by CSS. This would pro-
vide the flexibility the authors desire while simultaneously
addressing the accessibility of the content they produce.

In some cases, the interface of iWeb must be adjusted.
For example, in order to add alternative text to a picture,
one could use a dialogue box to request a text alternative
for a picture, or provide a context menu.

6.3 Non-Professional Education
With best practices in place, developers could pass on

their knowledge about accessibility to the non-professional
users of their tools.

Consider the situation discussed above, where a dialogue
box is used for entering a text alternative. Imagine if there
was a hyperlink that said Click here to find out why this is
important, which would take the user to a discussion about
why alternative text is important to people with visual dis-
abilities. All of a sudden the interface becomes a powerful
educational tool for reaching people who typically would not
have the opportunity to learn about accessibility.

7. CONCLUSIONS
This paper examines the accessibility of one of a collec-

tion of new non-professional authoring tools. The evaluation
that was completed has demonstrated that there are sev-
eral missed opportunities in these new tools for providing
accessible content on what is becoming one of the biggest
uses of the WWW: personal websites. However, it has also
demonstrated that many of these accessibility problems can
be addressed with relatively little effort. Finally, this pa-
per has demonstrated that there is a prime opportunity to
include accessibility in the early designs of new products be-
ing created for Web 2.0; an opportunity that could be easily
missed.
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