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Abstract Accessibility is a key requirement in any software system that requires user interaction since it is concerned
with the development of products and services that can be used by a wide range of users, regardless of their physical
or cognitive abilities. Many studies were conducted to understand the lack of accessibility observed in many digital
products and concluded that the lack of knowledge and awareness, and the lack of management commitment and
executive support were the main factors that hinder accessibility adoption in the software development process,
suggesting that many organizations do not recognize the business importance of accessibility in digital markets.
On the other hand, some organizations consistently invest in accessibility. In this manuscript, we present a study
conducted with professionals involved in the decision-making processes of some of those organizations to uncover
their strategic views on the development of accessible products, mainly regarding their motivations, policies, barriers,
and benefits obtained from investing in accessibility. To accomplish our goals, we adopted an exploratory sequential
mixed methods, starting with a qualitative study to explore the views of participants, followed by a quantitative
study designed based on factors identified in the first study. In total 15 professionals participated in our qualitative
study and 31 professionals participated in our quantitative study. Our findings suggest that in these organizations:
i) accessibility demands are mostly generated by internal policies and cultures in tactical and strategic layers; ii)
organizations are mostly driven by a mix of ethical, business, and regulatory factors, such as to promote digital
inclusion, increase brand reputation and yet comply with current legislation; iii) policies to ensure accessibility
adoption mostly include hiring people with disabilities, making accessibility validation mandatory with well-defined
processes, and including accessibility in the definition of done (DoD) for all features; iv) perceived benefits are
primarily associated with stronger brand reputation, better software quality and increased digital inclusion; v) the
more critical barriers to accessibility adoption are linked to the lack of awareness and knowledge among stakeholders
and the technical team, in addition to the lack of commitment across management levels and struggles with legacy
systems.
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1 Introduction

The creation of accessible products and services is not a triv-
ial task, as it requires the commitment of many stakeholders
throughout the development process, including people in dif-
ferent management positions. It also requires the application
and coordination of many specific processes, policies, train-
ing programs, and tools. Therefore, given the human and
technical resources required, incorporating accessibility re-
quirements in all activities of the development process highly
depends on organizational investment, management support,
and executive commitment.

Unfortunately, many studies conducted both in academia
and in industrial settings have shown evidence of the gen-
eral lack of accessibility in digital products (e.g. Mobile and
Web Applications) [Eler ez al., 2018; Yan and Ramachandran,
2019; Alshayban et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022; WebAIM,
2024; Debevc et al., 2023], despite the existence of many
resources (e.g. processes, tools, guidelines, standards, leg-

islation) to promote the creation of accessible products. To
understand this phenomenon, many researchers investigated
whether accessibility is addressed in the development process
of many organizations. Their findings suggest many barri-
ers as the reasons organizations tend to develop inaccessible
software, including lack of knowledge and proper training;
lack of accessibility requirements; lack of resources (time,
specialists, tools); lack of executive support; and lack of man-
agement commitment [Leite et al., 2021; Lazar et al., 2004;
Freire et al., 2008; Antonelli et al., 2018; Pichiliani and Piz-
zolato, 2019; Bi et al., 2022; Alshayban et al., 2020; Putnam
et al., 2023; Abdurahman and Kabanda, 2024].

The challenges mentioned above are closely related to orga-
nizational elements [Bi ef al., 2022], which play a significant
role in driving strategic goals and the long-term trajectory
established by the organization for a product. Although there
may be a perception that the responsibility for accessibility
features falls on software developers and UX experts [Putnam
et al., 2023], it is improbable that sufficient requirements and
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resources will be allocated to develop accessible products
unless organizational management considers accessibility a
significant quality attribute and worthy of investments [Lazar
et al., 2015; Brooks et al., 2023; Kline, 2020]. This might be
the reason why participants frequently emphasize the insuf-
ficient support of executives and management as a primary
obstacle in the development of accessible products [Nahon
etal.,2012; Bi et al., 2022; Putnam et al., 2023, 2012].

The observed lack of executive support and management
commitment towards accessibility suggests that many organi-
zations may undervalue the role of accessibility as a quality
attribute that can offer business benefits. In contrast, nu-
merous successful organizations are continually allocating
resources to provide their customers with accessible software,
which might be an indication that they recognize the business
value of developing accessible products.

In this context, we posed the following general research
questions: Why organizations invest in the development of
accessible software? With this research question, we intend to
understand the strategic value of accessible design for some
organizations. Understanding why some organizations in-
vest in the design of accessible products can shed light on
the business advantages of investing in accessibility. This
knowledge can be a source of inspiration for other organiza-
tions, practitioners, and researchers. Specifically, our primary
aim is to pinpoint factors linked to the creation of accessible
software from a strategic standpoint, which includes explor-
ing the sources of accessibility demands and requirements
within organizations, key motivations for investing in acces-
sible product delivery, policies and strategies implemented
to achieve accessibility goals, business advantages perceived
and measured post-investment in accessibility, and obstacles
to adopting accessibility within the organization.

In the scope of this study, we focused on Brazilian or-
ganizations that have in-house software development teams
and that notoriously have been investing in accessibility over
the years. We focused on Brazilian organizations due to the
context in which this research has been conducted and the
choice for convenience sampling, which will be detailed in
the methodology section (cf. Section 3. In addition, there
have been many studies on how accessibility is addressed in
the software development process in Brazilian organizations,
mostly from a technical point of view [Ferreira et al., 2007,
Antonelli et al., 2018; Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Leite
et al., 2021], thus this research further contributes with a gen-
eral view of how accessibility is approached in this specific
context.

To accomplish our goals, we conducted two complemen-
tary studies in the context of a exploratory sequential mixed
research method. The first study was a qualitative investi-
gation based on interviews conducted with 15 professionals
who occupy middle and senior management positions in orga-
nizations that notably integrate accessibility requirements in
their development processes [da Silveira et al., 2024]. More
specifically, we used a qualitative approach to identify fac-
tors associated with the development of accessible products
and services, such as the layers of the organization that gen-
erate accessibility demands, the main motivations, barriers,
policies, strategies, and perceived or measured benefits of
investing in accessibility. The results of this study were pre-
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viously published at the Brazilian Symposium on Human
Factors in Computing Systems in 2024 [da Silveira et al.,
2024].

The second investigation, which is the main focus of this
manuscript, is a quantitative study in which we devised an on-
line survey based on the results of our prior qualitative study.
Accordingly, we applied this survey to professionals involved
in accessibility-related decisions within organizational poli-
cies or development processes. Our main purpose with this
second study was to further support our previous findings and
quantitatively assess the factors identified in the first study,
thus determining the factors that seem to be more relevant to
participants. In total, we received 31 valid responses to our
questionnaire. Our findings are consistent with the results of
our previous investigation in the sense that few participants
identified new factors, but we added quantitative information
to identify the most prominent factors within each dimension
explored in this study, indicating common views and trends
across organizations when it comes to accessibility business
values.

In summary, in organizations that invest in the develop-
ment of accessible software, accessibility demands are more
often initiated in the strategic and tactical layers, more specif-
ically started by internal organizational policies or culture,
specific client demands, or even due to accessibility legisla-
tion. In addition, organizations are motivated mainly by the
desire to promote digital inclusion and increase brand reputa-
tion and user base, therefore acquiring competitive advantage
and being compliant with accessibility legislation and orga-
nizational culture. Policies to ensure accessibility is adopted
during the development process often include hiring people
with disabilities, defining clear processes, and defining spe-
cific technical goals, such as requiring accessibility validation
for all features and including accessibility in the Definition
of Done (DoD). Monitoring user needs was also a prominent
strategy mentioned by the participants. Most participants
recognized many benefits obtained from their investment in
accessibility, such as the promotion of digital inclusion, im-
proved user satisfaction, and a larger user-based. Although
some organizations have specific strategies and procedures to
measure benefits, such as NPS surveys and tracking system
usage with accessibility features enabled, almost half of the
participants said that formal or informal measures are not
adopted. Finally, the barriers most frequently recognized by
participants were lack of awareness and knowledge among
stakeholders, lack of commitment across management layers,
lack of awareness in development teams, and lack of people
with disabilities in the development teams.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines the
related work. Section 3 shows our study design. Section 4
presents the results of our investigation, while Section 5 pro-
vides some discussion. Finally, Section 6 outlines some con-
cluding remarks and future directions.

2 Related work

The general lack of accessibility in digital products and ser-
vices [Eler et al., 2018; Yan and Ramachandran, 2019; Al-
shayban et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022; WebAIM, 2024;
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Debevc et al., 2023] motivated many studies concentrated on
understanding whether and how accessibility is incorporated
in the development process of organizations. The majority of
studies were based on online surveys aiming at uncovering
accessibility awareness and knowledge among participants,
their motivations and barriers to adopting accessibility, and
the accessibility-related practices they execute during the
software life cycle.

Most studies focused on professionals who are directly in-
volved in the technical aspects of the development process,
such as developers and designers [Lazar et al., 2004; Tan-
garife and Mont’alvao, 2006; Ferreira ef al., 2007; Freire
etal., 2008; Lopes et al., 2010; Farrelly, 2011; Yesilada et al.,
2015; Antonelli ef al., 2018; Crabb et al., 2019; Pichiliani and
Pizzolato, 2019; Alshayban et al., 2020; Leite et al., 2021;
Bi et al., 2022; Guissoni et al., 2022; Mendes et al., 2026].
Some researchers focused on professionals who make more
holistic decisions concerning the development of web and
mobile applications, such as UX, HCI, and accessibility pro-
fessionals and experts [Putnam et al., 2012; Yesilada et al.,
2012; Inal et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2020]. There is also a
study involving non-professionals who design and develop
online content [Nahon et al., 2012].

Even though many of those investigations included partici-
pants in management positions [Freire et al., 2008; Yesilada
et al., 2012; Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Vollenwyder
et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2020; Leite et al., 2021; Putnam
et al., 2023; Abdurahman and Kabanda, 2024], they focused
on accessibility awareness, knowledge, practical issues, and
responsibilities within the development process.

In summary, most studies identified recurrent barriers to
the full adoption of accessibility in the development process,
such as lack of specific requirements, lack of knowledge and
awareness, lack of education/training, limited resources (cost
and time), lack of adequate tools, focus on different target pub-
lic, lack of executive support and management responsibility.
Furthermore, the participants noted that decisions regarding
accessibility were beyond their control [Nahon et al., 2012;
Putnam et al., 2012], and they lacked significant influence in
encouraging the integration of accessibility measures within
the process, which may explain why the lack of support from
organizations or managers is a key barrier to the development
of accessible products [Inal ef al., 2019; Alshayban et al.,
2020; Leite et al., 2021; Putnam ef al., 2023].

In a context in which executive support is crucial for pro-
visioning sufficient resources for the full adoption of accessi-
bility in the development process, some studies have focused
on professionals who make important decisions that influ-
ence the adoption of accessibility in the development process.
For instance, Velleman et al. [2015] investigated public or-
ganizations to uncover factors that influence the creation of
accessible websites. Their findings indicate that accessibility
adoption is highly influenced by factors associated with inno-
vation adoption and implementation (e.g., perceived advan-
tage, compatibility with existing infrastructure, complexity,
observability), with the design process (e.g., internal/external
qualities, knowledge), and with the organizational infrastruc-
ture (e.g., responsibilities, stakeholders involvement, inter-
dependence). Current legislation was also identified as an
external factor, in addition to personal motivation.
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In our previous work [da Silveira et al., 2024], we inter-
viewed 15 professionals who play management roles in orga-
nizations in which they make essential decisions regarding
accessibility adoption. Our findings show the importance of
executive commitment in defining accessibility goals once
they are backed by policies and processes to ensure their pur-
poses are met. Differently from the work of [Velleman et al.,
2015], in which participants have not mentioned relative ad-
vantage and observable benefits as influential in the decision
to invest in accessibility, participants of our prior investigation
highlighted that tangible benefits are key motivators, such as
increased user satisfaction, expanded user base, and stronger
branding; nevertheless, most participants emphasized that
digital and social inclusion are also key drivers.

In this manuscript, we present a novel and complementary
study conducted by means of an online survey with 31 par-
ticipants who play management roles in organizations that
invest in accessibility, significantly increasing the number
of participants in our prior study, thus allowing for a more
comprehensive understanding of the strategic perspective of
organizations concerning their investments in the develop-
ment of accessible software.

3 Study design

The main purpose of this study is to understand the reasons
why organizations are investing in the development of acces-
sible software from a business perspective, exploring how
accessibility is approached across the tactical and strategic
layers of private organizations that notoriously develop ac-
cessible software applications. Specifically, our main goal
was to uncover the primary drivers behind their commitment
to accessibility and the tangible benefits observed within the
organization, along with strategies and barriers to achieve
their accessibility goals. Accordingly, we framed our inves-
tigation around six research questions, which are presented
as follows.

* RQI - Who prompts the need for the development of
accessible software?

* RQ2 - What are the motivations that drive organizations
to invest in developing accessible products and services?

* RQ3 - What measures do the organizations take to ensure
that their products and services will be accessible?

* RQ4 - What are the perceived or measured benefits or-
ganizations have from investing in the development of
accessible products and services?

* RQS5 - What are the organization strategies to measure
the benefits of delivering accessible software?

* RQ6 - What are the main barriers organizations face to
implement accessible software?

To achieve this goal, we adopted an exploratory sequential
mixed methods, in which the study first begins with a quali-
tative research phase and explores the views of participants;
next, the data are analyzed and the information is used to build
an instrument for a follow-up quantitative phase [Creswell and
Creswell, 2017; Creswell and Clark, 2017]. Mixed methods
research in which both qualitative and quantitative strategies
are employed tend to minimize limitations of both approaches,



Why Brazilian Organizations Invest in Accessibility? A Strategic Analysis
of Motivations, Policies, Benefits and Barriers

which is suitable when one need to develop a better contextu-
alized measurement instruments by first collecting and analyz-
ing qualitative data and then administrating the instruments to
a sample [Creswell and Creswell, 2017; Creswell and Clark,
2017].

Consequently, we conducted two studies: first, we con-
ducted a qualitative study in which we interviewed profes-
sionals that occupy middle or high management positions in
organizations that invest in the development of accessible
products; next, we conducted a complementary study based
on an online questionnaire to quantitatively assess the factors
identified in the previous study thus supporting our previous
findings. In this section, we firstly present the design of the
qualitative study, a prior work that has already been published
in the Brazilian Symposium on Human Factors in Comput-
ing Systems[da Silveira et al., 2024]; next, we present the
detailed design of our quantitative study, the main focus of
this manuscript.

3.1 First study: interviews

To answer our research questions from a qualitative per-
spective, we collected data from participants based on semi-
structured interviews conducted with people who occupy man-
aging and strategic positions in organizations that invest in
accessibility. Accordingly, we defined some criteria for se-
lecting participants: they must be employees of organizations
that develop accessible products; and they must be involved
in making tactical and strategic decisions in the software de-
velopment process. Participants were thus selected based
on a non-probabilistic method. We adopted the convenience
sampling method by inviting employees of well-known na-
tional companies that invest in the development of accessible
software.

In total, 15 professionals participate in our study, all from
Brazilian organizations that have in-house software develop-
ment teams.

The interviews were conducted remotely using the Google
Meet tool and based using a semi-structured approach, in
which demographic data and specific information regard-
ing accessibility in the development process and as a busi-
ness strategy were collected. We used open-ended questions
to avoid introducing bias in the participant’s answers. Ap-
pendix A shows the specific questions devised to answer our
research questions. The questions of our interview script were
inspired by the work of Freire et al. [2008], Velleman et al.
[2015] and Leite et al. [2021].

3.2 Second study: online survey

The methodological procedures we adopted to ensure the
quality and validity of our second study, which is the focus of
this manuscript, is presented as follows, including the design
of the online survey based on the results of the first study, the
target audience, the recruiting process, the ethics procedures,
and the data analysis.
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3.2.1 Survey design

To reach the goals of our second study, we devised an online
survey to collect data from people involved in the decision-
making of the development of accessible products and ser-
vices. In the exploratory sequential mixed methods, the qual-
itative findings inform the design of the quantitative study
instruments. Consequently, the online questionnaire we used
in this investigation was directly shaped by the interview
script and the results of the first study (cf. Section 3.1), ensur-
ing that the survey items reflected the themes, experiences,
and perspectives shared by participants during the qualitative
study [da Silveira et al., 2024]. This approach allowed for a
structured and systematic translation of qualitative insights
into measurable variables, maintaining alignment between
the exploratory findings and the subsequent quantitative data
collection.

At the beginning of the questionnaire, we included a ques-
tion to check whether participants hold a management or
leadership position in a company, sector, department, or team
that requires the development of accessible digital content,
products, or services, ensuring we would collect data only
from professionals. Afterward, we introduced simple ques-
tions to collect basic demographic data, such as age, known
disabilities, role in the organization, years of experience in
that position, business domain, workforce, and type of product
or service delivered by the organization.

Concerning the specific questions about the strategic role
of accessibility in the organization, we followed our previous
interview script to create closed-ended questions based on the
factors identified in our prior study, yet ensuring participants
had the option to include new information or to make com-
ments if necessary. Accordingly, we included the following
questions in our research instrument:

* What are the demands that motivate the development of
accessible software in your organization?

* When the demand to develop accessible software comes

from the organization itself, at which level of operation

does this demand originate?

Indicate which models, standards, or accessibility guide-

lines are used to develop digital content, products, or

services.

* What are the main motivations for your organization
to invest in the development of accessible software or
digital services?

* What measures or policies has the organization imple-
mented to ensure that the digital products and services
developed take accessibility requirements into account?

» What benefits has the organization gained from investing
in the development of accessible software?

* What mechanisms have the organization adopted to mea-
sure or estimate the return on investment in the develop-
ment of accessible software?

* From a management perspective, what are the main bar-
riers to incorporating digital accessibility into develop-
ment processes?

The initial version of the questionnaire was assessed by
two professionals with decision-making roles regarding the
adoption of accessibility practices within their organizations.
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Both participants completed the instrument and provided fa-
vorable evaluations, reporting that the questions were clearly
formulated and the overall structure was easy to comprehend
and respond to. This feedback supports the adequacy and
clarity of the questionnaire for the target population. The
complete survey with all options offered to participants to the
open-ended questions is presented in the Appendix B.

3.2.2 Participant selection and recruitment

Our sampling strategy began by establishing clear criteria for
participant selection. To qualify for the study, individuals
needed to meet two key conditions. First, they had to be
employed by an organization engaged in the development
of accessible products. This implies that the organization
must explicitly define accessibility requirements for its prod-
ucts and maintain specialized teams dedicated to accessibility
development and/or evaluation. Second, participants were re-
quired to play a role in tactical and strategic decision-making
within the software development process. This could involve
decisions such as selecting development methodologies, allo-
cating resources, setting hiring criteria, investing in team train-
ing and tools, and prioritizing project requirements, among
other responsibilities.

Given these criteria, we employed a non-probabilistic sam-
pling method, as not all members of the target population
had an equal likelihood of being selected. Due to challenges
in identifying the entire population of interest, we utilized
convenience sampling. This approach involves intentionally
selecting participants based on a predefined set of character-
istics that aligned with our study’s objectives, ensuring that
the recruited individuals met the necessary criteria. To make
sure we collected only information from our target audience,
we included a validation question at the beginning of the
questionnaire as mentioned in subsubsection 3.2.1.

In that sense, we employed three different strategies. The
first strategy was to send direct invitations to people within
the professional network of the co-authors of the paper who
are known to meet the participant criteria we defined. This
professional network mostly comprises other professionals
that share similar interests and were met in specific courses,
conferences or social media groups (e.g. Telegram group with
accessibility experts). In that sense, most participants invited
in this first strategy do not have a close relationship with the
authors, thus avoiding potential bias. The second strategy was
to use the LinkedIn network to recruit professionals whose
job descriptions contain information about their positions
in the organization and the accessibility aspects of software
development. The third strategy was associated with snowball
sampling, in which we asked recruited participants to invite
new participants they knew to fit the profile to be part of our
study. The combination of these three strategies allowed the
selection of a more heterogeneous sample of participants.

3.2.3 Ethics procedures

This study was conducted in accordance with Resolution
674/2022 of the National Commission for Research Ethics
(CONEP) and the guidelines of a local ethics committee. Our
research project was approved under the process number
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CAAE 85125824.7.0000.5390. Following, we briefly de-
scribe the procedures we implemented to ensure compliance
with all recommendations. Before answering the online ques-
tionnaire, participants were informed of the many aspects
of the investigation: goals; possible risks and discomforts;
benefits; privacy and anonymity assurances; and the contact
information of the researchers. They were also informed that
they could stop answering the questionnaire at any moment,
and no question was mandatory. After providing participants
with that information, they were asked to give their informed
consent so we could use the information they provided in
our investigation. No personal information was collected and
used in this investigation to avoid the identification of the
participants.

3.2.4 Data Analysis

The analysis of the open-ended questions from the online
questionnaire was conducted using quantitative techniques to
quantify key factors or variables mentioned by participants.
The process involved two steps: data preparation and statis-
tical analysis. In the data preparation step, valid responses
were collected and organized into a structured dataset, and
any irrelevant or incomplete responses were excluded to en-
sure data quality. In the analysis step, we employed basic
descriptive statistics to outline our findings concerning the
quantified factors and other variables of interest.

3.3 Demographics

In our qualitative study, we interviewed 15 participants who
play a middle or high management role in 12 different private
Brazilian organizations that invest in the development of ac-
cessible software and services. Table 1 summarizes some
profile information about each participant. Most participants
work in technology-related areas, while others are involved
in product, design, accessibility, or quality. The majority
(n=10) have over five years of experience in management
roles and lead large teams, with most (n=9) managing over 20
people—and some overseeing more than 100 employees. Par-
ticipants represent organizations from six sectors: Financial
Services, Technology, Data, Payment Methods, Beauty and
Cosmetics, and Agriculture and Construction, with the finan-
cial sector being the most represented (seven organizations
and 10 participants).

In our quantitative study, 37 professionals responded to
our questionnaire. However, a participant did not agree to
the terms for consenting to the use of their responses, and
five other participants mentioned that they do not occupy
management positions. Hence, we received only 31 valid
responses to our questionnaire. Participants from different
contexts and backgrounds answered our questionnaire. The
age distribution of the study participants shows that the ma-
jority fall within the 40 to 49 age range (n=16), followed by
the 30 to 39 age group (n=11). Younger participants, aged 18
to 29, were fewer, with only 3 respondents, while the oldest
age group, 60 to 69, was represented by just 1 participant.

Table 2 outlines some demographic data concerning the
participants in our study. Notice that eight out of 31 par-
ticipants have some disability, representing nearly 26% of
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Table 1. Profile information about the 15 participants of the qualitative study (interviews). The columns represent the participant identifier,
role in the organization, experience (in years) in managing positions, number of people they manage, organization identifier, organization’s
number of employees, and organization sector [da Silveira et al., 2024].

Part. Role Experience Teamsize Organization Org. Employees  Sector
P1 Systems Manager 8 62 El 90k  Finance
P2 Engineering Superintendent 8 350 El 90k  Finance
P3 Systems Coordinator 10 24 El 90k  Finance
P4 Engineering Manager 9 30 EIl 90k  Finance
PS5 Engineering Manager 9 50 E2 Sk Finance
P6 Quality Coordinator 1 18 E3 400  Technology
P7 Systems Manager 4 20 E4 3k  Finance/Data
P8 Engineering Manager 15 40 ES5 8k  Finance
P9 Engineering Manager 15 120 Eé6 3k Payment
P10  Accessibility Coordinator 2 3 E7 3k  Finance/Data
P11  Digital Business Manager 13 1 E8 82k  Agricultural/Construction
P12 Head of Products and Design 5 23  E9 S5k Technology
P13 Accessibility specialist 6 1 EI10 12k Beauty/Cosmetics
P14  Design Manager 3 13 Ell 700  Finance
P15  UX Manager 4 11 E12 3k  Finance
the group: five have visual disabilities, one has an auditory 4 Results

disability, one has a physical disability, and one has ADHD.
There are many different roles within the participants in our
study, with the most frequent being Accessibility Special-
ist (n=8), Engineering Manager (n=5), and Technical Team
Leader (n=4). Many other roles are associated with Design
Manager (n=2), Chief Technology Officer (n=2), Product
Manager (n=2), Chief Product Officer (n=1), Architecture
Manager (n=1), Accessibility Designer n=(1), Chief Infor-
mation Officer and Chief Operating Officer (n=1), System
Manager (n=1), Developer Coordinator (n=1), Program Man-
ager (n=1), and Head of Product (n=1).

The predominance of Accessibility Specialists, Engineer-
ing Managers, and Technical Team Leaders highlights roles
that are often directly involved in implementing and ensur-
ing compliance with accessibility standards. Although roles
like CPO, CTO, CIO, COO, and Head of Product were less
frequent, their participation indicates that people who make
strategic decisions also contributed to this study.

Most of the participants have 3 to 5 years of experience
(n=11), indicating a strong representation of mid-career pro-
fessionals. A significant number also have 6 to 9 years (n=8)
or 10+ years of experience (n=8), indicating that more expe-
rienced professionals responded to our questionnaire. Fewer
participants have 1 to 2 years (n=2) or less than 1 year of
experience (n=2). The most common team sizes managed by
participants in this study were 6 to 10 people (n=8) and 11
to 20 people (n=8), showing that participants often oversee
small to medium-sized teams. Fewer participants manage
larger teams of 21 to 49 people (n=5), 50 to 99 people (n=2),
or more than 100 people (n=2).

Most of the participants work in the Technology (n=13) and
Finance/Banking sectors (n=12), while other sectors, such as
Health & Wellness (n=2), Commerce (n=1), and Insurance
(n=1), were represented by fewer participants. The vast ma-
jority of the participants work in large organizations with 100
or more employees (n=25). Smaller organizations, particu-
larly those with 50 to 99 employees (n=4), 1 to 9 employees
(n=1), or 10 to 49 employees (n=1), were significantly less
represented.

In this section, the results of both the qualitative (n=15) and
the quantitative study (n=31) will be presented considering
each research question (c.f. Section 3), followed by a dis-
cussion on Section 5. The findings from the qualitative re-
search have been previously documented in an earlier publi-
cation [da Silveira et al., 2024]; therefore, they are presented
here in a summarized form.

4.1 RQ1 - Origin of accessibility demands.

In our qualitative study, several participants noted that the
demand for accessible software arises both from the organi-
zation itself and the customers or users. Some organizations
proactively prioritize accessibility as a market requirement
and conduct user studies and testing to guide design decisions.
On the other hand, some organizations only adopted accessi-
bility requirements after customer complaints or lawsuits that
triggered internal changes and awareness campaigns. Most
participants agreed that accessibility development is a two-
way process, driven by both internal policies and active user
participation through feedback channels like email, social
media, app store reviews, and regulatory bodies.

When the need for the development of accessible software
is prompted within the organizations, it can be driven by strate-
gic, tactical, or operational levels of planning. In this study,
most participants (n=11) reported that accessibility adoption
originates at the strategic level, where specific policies guide
the rest of the organization. Fewer participants pointed to
the tactical level, where managers and innovation teams co-
ordinate efforts to adapt products and embed accessibility
into the development process and culture. At the operational
level, some teams naturally integrate accessibility into their
day-to-day work, treating it as a standard requirement. Two
participants emphasized that accessibility stems from all three
levels—strategic, tactical, and operational—demonstrating a
comprehensive organizational commitment.

Considering the quantitative study, Figure 1 shows the re-
sponses of the participants regarding the origin of accessibil-
ity demands based on the factors identified in the qualitative
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Table 2. This table shows some demographic data about the participants of this study, mostly related to their working profile. Column 1
shows an ID for each participant; Column 2 shows whether the participant has a disability; Column 3 shows the role in the organization;
Column 4 shows the management layer; Column 5 shows the experience in years; Column 6 shows the team size the participant leads;
Column 7 shows the organization sector; and Column 8 shows the organization size in number of employees

Part.  Disability Role Mgt layer Experience  Team size  Sector Org. size
Pl  None Accessibility Specialist Strategic 610 9 years 11 to 20 Commerce 1t09
P2 Visual Accessibility Specialist Operational 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Finance/Banking >=100
P3  None Accessibility Specialist Strategic 3 to 5 years 11 to 20 Finance/Banking >=100
P4  None Architecture Manager Strategic >=10years 11to20 Finance/Banking >=100
PS5  Visual Accessibility Specialist Strategic 1 to 2 years 1to5 Finance/Banking >=100
P6  None Developer Coordinator Tactical 3 to 5 years 11t020 Finance/Banking >=100
P7  None Engineering Manager Tactical 6to 9 years 21to 49 Finance/Banking >=100
P8  None Engineering Manager None 6 to 9 years 21to 49 Finance/Banking >=100
P9  None Engineering Manager Tactical >=10years 21 to49 Finance/Banking >=100

P10 None Technical Team Leader Operational 6 to 9 years 1to5 Finance/Banking >=100
P11 None Technical Team Leader Operational < 1 year Ito5 Finance/Banking 10 to 49
P12 None Technical Team Leader Tactical >=10years 50to 99 Finance/Banking >=100
P13 Auditory Engineering Manager Tactical 6 to 9 years 50 to 99 Finance/Banking >=100
P14  None Engineering Manager Tactical 3 to 5 years 11t020 Games & Entertainment ~ >=100
P15  Visual Accessibility Specialist Tactical 3 to 5 years 1to5 Health & Wellness >=100
P16  None Product Manager Tactical 6to 9 years 6to 10 Health & Wellness >=100
P17  None CIO and COO Strategic >=10years > 100 Insurance >=100
P18  None CTO (Chief Technology Officer)  Tactical >=10years 11to20 Scientific Dissemination ~ >=100
P19 ADHD Accessibility Designer Operational 1 to 2 years Ito5 Technology >=100
P20 Visual Accessibility Specialist Operational 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Technology >=100
P21  Visual Accessibility Specialist Strategic 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Technology >=100
P22 None Accessibility Specialist Operational 3 to 5 years 1to5 Technology 50 to 99
P23 None CPO (Chief Product Officer) Strategic >=10years 21 to49 Technology 50 to 99
P24  None CTO (Chief Technology Officer)  Strategic >=10years > 100 Technology >=100
P25  None Design Manager Strategic 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Technology 50 to 99
P26  Physic Program Manager Tactical 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Technology >=100
P27  None Design Manager Tactical 6 to 9 years 6to 10 Technology >=100
P28  None Head of Product Strategic 6to9years  21to49 Technology >=100
P29  None Product Manager Tactical < 1 year 11 to 20 Technology >=100
P30  None System Manager Operational ~>=10years 11 to20 Technology 50 to 99
P31  None Technical Team Leader Operational 3 to 5 years 6to 10 Technology >=100

study. Our findings revealed that such requests are usually ini-
tiated due to internal organizational policies or culture (n=25),
followed by client demands (n=23). Accessibility legislation
was mentioned by 20 respondents. Organizational values and
purposes were mentioned in one response as an alternative
option to those initially available in the closed-ended ques-
tion, although it is closely related to the organizational culture
indicated by many participants.

Organizational policies or culture 25

Client demands 23

Accessibility laws and regulations 20

Source of accessibility demand

Organization values and purposes :|1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26

Frequency

Figure 1. This chart illustrates the source of the demands for the development
of accessible software .

When the demands to develop software come from their
own organization, participants indicated which decision layer
they come from. Figure 2 shows a summary of our findings.
The strategic layer is the most common source (n=21), fol-
lowed by the tactic layer (n=17) and the operational layer
(n=13). This indicates that accessibility demands are most
frequently driven by high-level decision makers, such as ex-

ecutives or senior management, who shape long-term goals
and organizational priorities. In an open-ended question, one
participant explained the differences when accessibility re-
quirements come from different layers.

Operational: demands come through requests from
the accessibility team to the squads.

Tactical: It aligns with Key Results (KRs), which
are business objectives aimed at improving inclu-
sion and diversity within the company — it also
aligns with digital accessibility standards and the
company’s culture.

Strategic: It is driven by the use of innovations such
as artificial intelligence. It also includes market
research actively assessing the accessibility knowl-
edge of teams, and creating metrics for decision-
making.

4.2 RQ2 - Motivations

In the qualitative study, most participants stated that their
organizations aim to promote digital inclusion by ensuring
users with disabilities are not excluded, while also recogniz-
ing that accessibility enhances compliance with national and
international accessibility laws, which helps avoid lawsuits.
Beyond legal concerns, participants highlighted motivations
such as improving competitive edge, increasing brand repu-
tation and expanding the user base. Many also emphasized
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Figure 2. This chart illustrates the organization layers in which the demands
for the development of accessible software come from.

that accessibility is embedded in their organizational culture,
often seen as a non-negotiable aspect of development—some-
times rooted in past user demands or personal convictions.
Additionally, participants noted that accessible products are
associated with higher quality, leading to greater user sat-
isfaction and productivity through cleaner design and more
intuitive interactions.

Considering the quantitative study, Figure 3 shows the mo-
tivations that organizations have to invest in the development
of accessible software and services. The motivations most
frequently cited were to promote digital inclusion, increase
brand reputation, and increase user base, each with 17 re-
sponses. These were closely followed by competitive advan-
tage (n=16), compliance with accessibility legislation (n=15),
and organizational culture (n=14). Other important motiva-
tions were moderately selected by the participants, such as
improved user satisfaction (n=12), higher quality of the soft-
ware (n=9), and increased productivity (n=9). Although less
frequently, participants also indicated reasons, such as user-
specific demands (n=7) and personal motivation (n=3). The
least cited motivation was the product differentiation strategy,
with a single response.

Promote digital inclusion |17

Increase brand reputation 17

Increasing user base 17

Competitive advantage |16

Compliance with accessibility laws |15

Organizational culture 14
Improved user satisfaction :|12
Higher software quality :lﬂ
Increased productivity (simplified interfaces) :P
User-specific demands :’7
Personal reasons :lj

Product differentiation strategy :]1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
Frequency

Motivations

Figure 3. This chart illustrates the motivations organizations have to invest
in the development of accessible software.

A respondent used an open question to further explain the
importance of organizational culture and digital inclusion.
According to this participant, “there are many developers
with accessibility needs in the company, which ultimately
contributes to a culture that encompasses these issues®. This
further highlights the importance of involving people with
disabilities in the development and decision-making teams.

Eler et al. 2026

4.3 RQ3 - Policies

In the qualitative study, most participants reported that their
departments have formal policies and governance processes
to ensure product accessibility, along with monitoring mecha-
nisms to assess compliance with accessibility standards. Only
one participant stated their organization lacks such formal
policies. The most frequently mentioned actions are: a) inclu-
sion of accessibility requirements as a “Definition of Done”
(DoD) criteria; b) accessibility teams need to validate develop-
ment artifacts (e.g. requirements, user stories, prototypes); c)
releasing product without accessibility team approval requires
authorization from directors; d) investments in accessibility
training; e) accessibility requirements included in contracts
with third-party providers; f) accessibility culture building
initiatives; g) well defined and mandatory accessibility testing
process; and h) active monitoring of user needs.

Considering the quantitative study, Figure 4 illustrates poli-
cies adopted by organizations to ensure accessibility is im-
plemented. The policies mentioned most frequently were the
inclusion of people with disabilities in development teams,
with 14 responses, followed by accessibility validation re-
quired for all functionalities, accessibility requirements in-
cluded in the Definition of Done (DoD), and well-defined
accessibility evaluation processes, each with 12 responses.
The participants also mentioned interesting policies, such
as active user monitoring (surveys, app reviews, social net-
works), with 10 responses, and investments in accessibility
training, with eight responses. Some measures were less men-
tioned but still important to ensure the delivery of accessible
products, such as the definition of accessibility checkpoints in
intermediate artifacts (n=4), high-level management approval
required for non-accessible features (n=5), and procurement
policies favoring accessible products (n=4). A small number
of respondents indicated that their organizations do not have
policies (n=4) or that they are still developing policies in this
context (n=1).

A participant of the study who indicated that no policy
is adopted to ensure that accessibility is considered during
the software development mentioned that their organization
resorts to features of design systems that are intended to make
the products more accessible. However, the same participant
added a remark that this measure is not enough.

4.4 RQ4 - Benefits

In the qualitative study, participants highlighted several ad-
vantages their organizations gained through investments in
accessible product development. The key benefits they re-
ported are: a) user base growth; b) fewer complaints; ¢) im-
proved user satisfaction; d) stronger brand reputation; e) cost
reduction (reduced in-person services); f) improved software
quality; g) market growth; and h) digital inclusion.
Considering the quantitative study, Figure 5 shows the ben-
efits perceived or measured by organizations according to the
participants of our study in return for their investments in the
development of accessible software. The benefits indicated
the most frequently were stronger brand reputation and better
software quality (usability and user experience), each with 20
responses, followed by increased digital inclusion, with 19
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Inclusion of people with disabilities in development teams |14

Accessibility validation required for all functionalities 12
Accessibility requirements in the Definition of Done (DoD) 12

Well-defined accessibility evaluation processes 12

Policies

Active user monitoring (surveys; app reviews; social media) 10

Investment in accessibility training 8
Integrating non-accessible features only upon high-level approval 5

Accessibility checkpoints in intermediate artifacts 4

Procurement policies favoring accessible products 4

None 4

Policies under development ]1

0 2 4 6 8 1012 14
Frequency

Figure 4. This chart illustrates the policies and measures organizations adopt to ensure that accessibility is considered during the development process.

responses, and improved user satisfaction, with 14 responses.
The participants also mentioned other benefits, including a
larger user base (n=12), market expansion due to international
compliance (n=10), and fewer user complaints (n=10). The
less frequently mentioned benefits were cost reduction (e.g.,
fewer in-person services), with 6 responses, and a possible
impact on other organizations’ accessibility culture with a
single response. Three respondents said that no benefit is
perceived or measured in their organization.

Stronger brand reputation ‘20

Better software quality ‘20

Increased digital inclusion |19

Improved user satisfaction 1
Increased user base 12
Fewer user complaints 10
Market expansion (international compliance)
Cost reduction: fewer in-person services

No benefit is perceived or measured 3

Benefits perceived or measured

Impact on other organizations :|1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
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Figure 5. This chart illustrates the benefits perceived or measured by orga-
nizations in return for their investments in the development of accessible
software.

4.5 RQS5 - Measurements strategies

In the qualitative study, most participants mentioned that their
organizations recognize several advantages of investing in
accessibility, but they lack a systematic and formal approach
to measuring the benefits of developing accessible products.
On the other hand, some participants described strategies
their organizations use to assess these benefits, such as Net
Promoter Score (NPS) surveys to gauge customer satisfac-
tion, with participants looking for comments that highlight
accessibility as a contributing factor. Additionally, some orga-
nizations employ monitoring strategies to track engagement
in social media and app stores. Furthermore, some organi-
zations monitor access to mobile applications from devices
with accessibility features or assistive technologies enabled

(e.g., screen readers), which provides an estimate of users
with disabilities.

Considering the quantitative study, Figure 6 shows the pro-
cedures or strategies that organizations adopt to identify or
measure the benefits they obtain by investing in the deliv-
ery of accessible software and services. The method most
frequently cited was NPS (Net Promoter Score), with 17 re-
sponses indicating its popularity as a tool to measure and
understand user satisfaction and loyalty. Many participants
also pointed out that their organization adopts monitoring
strategies to follow user comments on social media or official
app stores (n=12). One common strategy across organiza-
tions is to track system access by devices with accessibility
services enabled, a method that 12 participants mentioned.
Only one participant responded that the organization uses
private channels to collect user feedback and identify accessi-
bility concerns. On the other hand, a significant number of
respondents (n=11) reported that no measurement methods
were adopted, suggesting a gap in evaluating the impact of
accessibility initiatives.

Some participants made remarks about their responses to
perceived benefits and strategies to measure them. One partic-
ular participant who indicated only the benefit of delivering a
better software product commented that “the implementation
of accessibility in the company’s products is still in its early
stages, so we only have few surveys and metrics available”.
Another participant said that We are still in a very early phase
of addressing the errors identified in the accessibility audit.
A strategy for changing company culture has not yet been
developed, nor have metrics been established”. Although
those companies have included accessibility as an important
requirement in their development process, many of them are
still in the process of building their culture and adapting their
procedures.

4.6 RQG6 - Barriers

In the qualitative study, participants identified several barriers
that hinder the full development of accessible software, even
when the high level management employees are committed
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Figure 6. This chart illustrates the procedures and strategies adopted by or-
ganizations to measure the benefits obtained by investing in the development
of accessible software..

to developing accessible software. The barriers identified in
this study are: a) lack of accessibility awareness and knowl-
edge among developers, testers, and stakeholders; b) lack of
people with disabilities involved in the development process;
¢) lack of commitment and prioritization of accessibility re-
quirements across different management levels; d) increased
development costs; e) tight deadlines; f) lack of automated
processes for accessibility testing; and g) legacy systems with-
out accessibility.

Considering the quantitative study, Figure 7 presents the
barriers identified by the participants that can hinder the full
adoption of accessibility requirements in the development
process. The barrier most frequently mentioned was the lack
of awareness and knowledge among the system stakeholders,
with 19 responses, followed by the lack of commitment and
prioritization of accessibility requirements across the man-
agement levels, with 17 responses. Other significant barriers
included difficulty with legacy systems and lack of aware-
ness and knowledge among development teams, each with 15
responses. Furthermore, 11 respondents cited the low hiring
of people with disabilities to be part of software development
teams, while 8 respondents mentioned a lack of time and a
lack of automated processes. Less common barriers were
high costs, with four responses, and the lack of agreements
between business and technical teams, with a single response.

5 Discussion

Considering our general research question concerning the
reasons why organizations invest in the development of acces-
sible software, our findings suggest that organizations make
such investments due to a combination of business-driven
motivations and ethical commitments to digital inclusion of
people with disabilities. The business value of accessibility
is supported by the fact that our findings also seem to suggest
that the guidance and the investments for delivering acces-
sible products and services originate mostly from both the
tactical and the strategic layers of the organizations, backed
by specific policies that ensure accessibility will be addressed
since the earliest stages of the development process. Although
most organizations do not systematically measure the benefits,
participants reported clear business advantages of investing
in the development of accessible products. However, even
committed organizations face persistent barriers that can hin-
der meaningful progress. This study cautions against viewing
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accessibility as a checklist item limited to early development
stages; instead, it must be seen as a core quality attribute as
others (e.g. security), requiring coordinated effort across all
levels of the organization.

Considering the specific research questions raised in both
studies presented in this manuscript, the results obtained from
the quantitative study further support the factors associated
with the strategic elements of accessibility within organiza-
tions, as outlined in the qualitative study da Silveira et al.
[2024]. The majority of participants considered the options
available in each closed-ended question as sufficient to ad-
equately express their perspectives on the matter. In fact,
considering all responses, only one new factor was added in
each specific question. Nevertheless, most of the emerging
factors introduced by the participants are closely linked to
the established factors. Following, we discuss some of our
findings considering each dimension linked to the research
questions, including a comparison with related work for some
relevant aspects of our studies.

Accessibility demands. In addition to client demands, or-
ganizations that acknowledge the value of accessibility gener-
ally have internal policies, culture, and values that proactively
establish accessibility requirements as a fundamental quality
aspect of their projects. Although accessibility legislation
plays an important role in this scenario, it may not be suf-
ficient on its own to drive the adoption of accessibility in
development processes. In many organizations, the accessi-
bility culture built by hiring professionals with disabilities
contributes to making the development of accessible products
and services a key result.

The fact that most of the participants indicated that acces-
sibility demands come from the strategic and tactic layers of
the organizations highlights that accessibility is increasingly
recognized as a priority at the highest levels of those organi-
zations, aligning it with broader business goals and long-term
visions. The relatively lower influence of operational layers
suggests that the top-down approach facilitates the allocation
of resources and the integration of accessibility into product
and service roadmaps in some organizations. This is a differ-
ent scenario found in studies with developers and designers
that highlighted the lack of commitment of managers and the
lack of executive support as one of the reasons accessibility is
generally not implemented in many software products [Leite
et al.,2021; Putnam et al., 2023].

Motivations. Our findings suggest that managers, coordi-
nators, and directors are primarily driven by a combination of
ethical, business, and regulatory factors. The strong emphasis
on promoting digital inclusion and increasing brand reputa-
tion suggests a growing recognition of accessibility as a social
responsibility and a way to enhance organizational reputa-
tion. This is strongly associated with motivating factors that
emerge from an organizational culture in which people with
disabilities are included in the management and development
teams. However, organizations also appear to be motivated
by competitive advantage and the acquisition of a larger user
or client base, emphasizing the strategic business value of
accessibility.

Compliance with laws remains a significant driver, though
it does not seem to be the primary motivator, indicating that
organizations are moving beyond legal obligations to em-
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Figure 7. This chart illustrates the barriers organizations face, from a management point of view, to adopt accessibility in their development process.

brace accessibility as a core component of their operations.
Although this is a positive evolution of organizations’ view
on accessibility, recent advances in accessibility legislation
can change the landscape of motivations for many organiza-
tions, such as the publication of ABNT NBR 17225 - Digital
Accessibility for the Web, which may be used as a reference
for the Brazilian Law of Inclusion (LBI, n. 13.146/2015).

Furthermore, improving software quality and consequently
increasing user satisfaction are not primary drivers, even
though it is a common outcome when accessibility is consid-
ered. This further highlights strategic commitments with pro-
moting digital inclusion regardless of the other motivations.
The product differentiation strategy mentioned by one par-
ticipant indicates an understanding of competitive advantage
factors. In fact, according to Porter [2008], product differenti-
ation is a common strategy to gain competitive advantage by
building products with unique features or attributes that make
them distinguishable from other products. In this context, of-
fering products with accessibility features distinguishes them
significantly, as most similar products may not incorporate
such features.

Policies. Our results indicate that organizations adopt a
combination of strategies that are associated with both proac-
tive and structural approaches. The emphasis on including
people with disabilities in development teams, the factor most
indicated by the participants of this study, integrating acces-
sibility into the definition of done (DoD), and the definition
of clear accessibility evaluation activities and requirements
reflect a commitment to incorporating accessibility into orga-
nizational workflows and decision-making processes. Such
policies are complemented by important measures, although
less frequently mentioned, such as the constant monitoring
of user needs and requirements and providing professionals
with adequate training.

It seems that most organizations understand that building
a strong accessibility culture and well-defined processes are
key to sustain other organizations’ decisions toward the de-
velopment of accessible products, such as defining guidelines
to manage purchases or hiring third-party software that also
favors accessibility.

The fact that only a small number of participants pointed
out that their organizations lack accessibility policies in their

development processes indicates that those organizations that
emphasize accessibility recognize the importance of imple-
menting top-down strategies. This ensures uniform adherence
across the organization, regardless of individual development
teams or project peculiarities. One particular participant indi-
cated that the organization has no specific accessibility policy
but also mentioned that the organization is currently formu-
lating specific guidelines in this area.

Benefits. According to the responses of the participants,
the benefits obtained with investments in the development of
accessible software are in line with the motivations. The mo-
tivations mentioned most by the participants are to promote
digital inclusion, increase brand reputation, and increase user
base, while the most indicated benefits are stronger brand
reputation, better software quality, and increased digital in-
clusion. These benefits align with both ethical and business
objectives, demonstrating the dual value of accessibility and
a growing recognition of accessibility as a driver of both so-
cial impact and business success. Although achieving better
quality software was indicated by only nine participants as
a motivation to invest in accessibility, they recognize that
they produce not only software with better accessibility but
also with better usability, which increases user satisfaction
and leads to fewer user complaints, also benefits indicated by
participants.

However, while participants indicated that achieving a
larger client and user base was a primary motivator, this ben-
efit was only observed by 12 participants. In addition, the
lower frequency of perceived benefits such as cost reduction
and market expansion suggests that some organizations may
not yet fully recognize or measure the financial and strategic
advantages of accessibility, indicating a potential gap in un-
derstanding or quantifying its economic value. Only three
participants mentioned that no benefit was perceived.

A particular respondent added a new benefit that was not
in the original list of options in the closed-ended question
of our survey. This participant added a remark that one of
the benefits they perceive is that their approach on adopt-
ing accessibility in the development process has impacts on
other organizations’ cultures and processes. In fact, many
organizations that are leaders in technology investment and
development play an important role in the software develop-
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ment ecosystem, advocating for best practices and steering
the market towards innovative approaches, including accessi-
bility adoption.

An interesting result of this investigation is that, while
only a few participants of our previous study said that their
organization has a formal strategy to measure the impact of
accessibility adoption, many participants in this new study
indicated at least one method to collect this type of infor-
mation. Many organizations rely on established methods to
collect user feedback, such as NPS. However, some orga-
nizations invest in monitoring strategies to track users who
access their systems with accessibility features enabled and
to monitor social media conversations about their products.
The widespread use of NPS and social media monitoring
reflects a focus on user-centric metrics, which are valuable
to understand the immediate impact of accessibility on user
satisfaction and public perception.

A significant number of participants mentioned that their
organization does not adopt any method to formally measure
the benefits obtained from their investment in accessibility,
suggesting that they might be missing an opportunity to quan-
tify and communicate the value of accessibility initiatives.
Furthermore, although many participants indicated that they
use at least one strategy to minimally understand the impact of
their investments in accessibility, given the many motivations
that drive accessibility adoption and perceived benefits, we
expected that participants would indicate many other meth-
ods. In that sense, our perception is similar to our perception
in our previous study: a notable portion of organizations do
not systematically measure these benefits at all. However,
without a systematic evaluation, organizations can struggle
to justify the continued investment in accessibility or identify
areas for improvement. On the other hand, according to our
previous study [da Silveira et al., 2024], organizations invest
in accessibility based on our social responsibility and aim to
provide their users and customers with better products and
services, therefore measuring specific business advantages
brought about by their strategy is not a priority for them.

Barriers. Our findings indicate that, even in organizations
committed to the development of accessible products and
services, accessibility adoption is not seamless. The main bar-
riers pointed out by the participants to adopting accessibility
requirements are rooted in organizational culture, awareness,
and knowledge gaps, particularly between stakeholders and
management. One particular participant mentioned a barrier
that was not previously listed in the close-ended questions of
our survey (cf. Appendix B): lack of agreements between
the business and technical teams, suggesting that, for some
projects, the business team pushes for accessible projects
while the technical team lacks the appropriate knowledge
and skills, while for others, the technical team is prepared to
deliver accessible products, but some of them do not have
explicit accessibility requirements, thus not allocating enough
resources to incorporate all essential accessibility practices.
In that sense, it seems that complete accessibility integration
can only be possible if, in fact, policies and standards are
defined by executive management layers as a key strategy for
the organization.

Comparison with related work. Many studies have ex-
plored factors that influence the adoption and the implementa-

Eler et al. 2026

tion of accessibility requirements in the software development
process, with a focus on designers and developers, and on
the barriers that may hinder incorporating accessibility into
digital products. One of the main contributions of this paper
is to address motivations and policy-making strategies that
drive organizations to invest in the development of accessible
products. When it comes to existing literature, even studies
that explore such factors, most participants are designers and
developers, while in our study we focused on professionals
that are involved in the decision-making process concerning
accessibility in the organization. In that sense, following
we discuss our findings considering the related work with
respect to two dimensions of accessible development: mo-
tivations and benefits that drive organizations to invest in
accessibility, and policies or strategies adopted to ensure that
the accessibility goals are met.

Table 3 presents a comparative analysis of the motivations
and benefits for adopting web accessibility, synthesizing find-
ings from the current study alongside previous literature. It
shows, for each identified factor, the number of related stud-
ies that have also reported it and the corresponding references.
Overall, our findings provide an overview of which moti-
vations are already well documented and where the current
study contributes new or less explored perspectives.

Among the most commonly cited motivations, promoting
digital inclusion stands out as the most recognized driver,
appearing in seven studies. This indicates a strong and consis-
tent emphasis on the ethical and social imperative of making
digital products accessible to all users. Compliance with leg-
islation is also highly cited, found in six studies, reflecting
the influence of legal and regulatory frameworks in driving
accessibility practices. Other relatively well-established fac-
tors include organizational culture (five studies), increasing
the user base (four studies), and improving software or prod-
uct quality (also four studies). These highlight that beyond
ethical and legal imperatives, accessibility is often integrated
into broader strategic and quality-oriented goals within orga-
nizations.

There are some less frequently mentioned motivations and
benefits, which may be considered either novel or underex-
plored in the literature. Competitive or business advantage
is cited in only one study in addition to ours, suggesting that
the strategic positioning of accessibility has received limited
attention. On the other hand, many other motivations and
benefits identified by other studies are strongly related to com-
petitive advantage, such as increasing user base and brand
reputation, but in many cases researchers or participants of
related studies does not explicitly mentioned this particular
aspect of investing in accessibility. Other moderately rare
motivations include increasing brand reputation and personal
reasons, each mentioned in three studies, as well as user-
specific demands and cost reduction, found in two studies
each. Product differentiation was mentioned in a single study.
These are somewhat recognized but not consistently reported
across the literature. In addition, some important motivations
and benefits, such as improved user satisfaction, increased
productivity, and market expansion, are not mentioned in any
of the related studies reviewed.

In addition to motivations and perceived benefits, strategies
and policies to ensure accessibility goals are met are one of the
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Table 3. Motivations and benefits identified in this study compared to related work. First column shows the factor, second column show the
number of studies that identified the same factor, and third column shows the references of the related work.

Motivations and benefits N  Related work

Promote digital inclusion 7 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Yesilada et al., 2012; Andrés et al., 2010; Velleman et al., 2015;
Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Leitner et al., 2016; Leite et al., 2021]

Compliance with legislation 6 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Yesilada et al., 2012; Andrés et al., 2010; Velleman et al., 2015;
Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Leite et al., 2021]

Organizational culture 5 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Andrés et al., 2010; Velleman ef al., 2015; Pichiliani and Pizzolato,
2019; Leite et al., 2021]

Increasing user base 4 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Andrés et al., 2010; Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Leite et al.,
2021]

Higher software/product quality 4 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Yesilada et al., 2012; Andrés et al., 2010; Leitner et al., 2016]

Increasing brand reputation 3 [Andrés et al., 2010; Leitner et al., 2016; Leite et al., 2021]

Personal reasons 3 [Pichiliani and Pizzolato, 2019; Leitner et al., 2016; Leite et al., 2021]

User-specific demands 2 [Vollenwyder et al., 2019; Andrés et al., 2010]

Cost reduction 2 [Andrés et al., 2010; Velleman et al., 2015]

Product differentiation 1 [Leitner et al., 2016]

Competitive/Business advantage 0

Improved user satisfaction 0

Increased productivity 0

Market expansion 0

Impact on other organizations 0

Table 4. Policies and strategies identified in this study compared to related work. First column shows the factor, second column show the
number of studies that identified the same factor, and third column shows the references of the related work.

Policies/Strategies

Related work

Management support and commitment 2
Investment in accessibility training 1
Procurement policies 1
Inclusion of people with disabilities 1
Well-defined evaluation processes 1
Requirements in the DoD 0
Accessibility validation of all artifacts 0
Active user monitoring (surveys, app reviews, social media) 0
Management approval required for non accessible features 0

[
[
[
[
[

Velleman et al., 2015; Parker and Velasco, 2022]
Parker and Velasco, 2022]

Velleman et al., 2015]

Parker and Velasco, 2022]

Parker and Velasco, 2022]

main contribution of this paper, showing that the development
of accessible products heavily depends on high level manage-
ment commitment. Few studies address accessibility in the
software development from this point of view as they mostly
focus on technical practices such as the usage of frameworks,
tools, techniques, and so forth. Therefore, we compare our
findings with results obtained in related work that focus on
organizational aspects rather than technical aspects. Table 4
presents a comparative overview of the policies and strategies
identified in our study in relation to related work.

The first four rows correspond to factors already reported
in earlier studies. For instance, management support and
commitment have been highlighted in two previous works
[Velleman et al., 2015; Parker and Velasco, 2022]. Similarly,
investment in accessibility training, the inclusion of people
with disabilities in the development process, and the presence
of well-defined evaluation processes are each acknowledged
in at least one prior study [Parker and Velasco, 2022]. Ad-
ditionally, procurement policies that consider accessibility
when outsourced software needs to e acquired were discussed
in previous study[Velleman ef al., 2015].

In contrast, four out of the strategies identified in our study
were not reported in the related work reviewed, such as in-
cluding accessibility requirements in the Definition of Done
(DoD), conducting accessibility validation across all develop-

ment artifacts, active user monitoring through surveys, app
reviews, or social media, and requiring management approval
for releasing features that are not accessible. These findings
represent a contribution of this study and expand the current
understanding of how accessibility can be promoted within
the development processes with policies that comes from mid-
dle and upper management. One important observation is
that some related studies mention the fact that accessibility
requirements must be collected, but they do not mention, for
instance, that they must be in the Definition of Done criteria.
In addition, studies that mention the importance of collecting
accessibility requirements do not refer to policies in which
all derived artifacts must be validated by accessibility teams.
Such measures are more strict policies than requirements elic-
itation tasks, which will ensure that accessibility requirements
are in fact implemented and evaluated thorough the whole
development process. One policy mentioned in both related
studies [Velleman et al., 2015; Parker and Velasco, 2022]
that was not identified in our study is the policy to clearly
assign roles of who is responsible for achieving the accessibil-
ity goals of the organization in each step of the development
process.
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5.1 Limitations

This study has some limitations that should be considered
when interpreting the results. First, the results based on a
sample size of 31 participants for a quantitative analysis may
not be generalizable. The relatively small number of respon-
dents restricts the ability to perform more robust statistical
analyses or identify trends, including cross analysis between
factors and variables. Nevertheless, quantitative information
from this study further confirmed the factors identified in the
qualitative study. In addition, all participants are Brazilian
and are based in Brazil, which means the results may reflect
country-specific cultural, regulatory, and organizational con-
texts. Accessibility practices and priorities in Brazil may
differ from those in other regions, limiting the applicability
of the findings to a broader audience.

Second, the study relied on self-reported data from par-
ticipants in both studies, which introduces the possibility of
response bias. For instance, participants may have focused
on specific factors that are more closely related to recent ex-
periences, overlooking other important aspects. Furthermore,
even though the survey design was based on our prior study, it
may not have captured all relevant factors or nuances associ-
ated with the strategic views of accessibility in organizational
contexts.

Finally, most participants come from the following con-
texts: specific sectors (e.g., Technology, Finance/Banking)
and large organizations (100+ employees), which may not
fully represent the diversity of professionals and organizations.
This may limit the ability to generalize the findings to smaller
organizations’ sectors, which often face challenges such as
limited resources or expertise, or have different operational
scenarios, values, and priorities. Nevertheless, regardless of
the characteristics of the organizations, the purpose of this
study is to characterize the potential benefits investing in
accessibility can bring to organizations.

6 Concluding remarks

This paper outlined the results of an investigation based on
both qualitative and quantitative study conducted with profes-
sionals involved in the decision-making process on the adop-
tion of accessibility in digital products and services within
organizations. This study involved participants who com-
pleted an online survey that was devised based on factors
associated with the strategic business view of accessibility.
These factors were identified from 15 interviews conducted
with managers, coordinators, directors, and accessibility ex-
perts from organizations committed to creating accessible
products and services [da Silveira et al., 2024].

Our findings from both the qualitative and quantitative
study are consistent as few participants suggested new factors
when responding to our questionnaire, and most suggestions
were strongly related to the already established factors. In
that sense, this study was key to improving our understanding
of the business value of accessibility in the sense that it adds
both qualitative and quantitative information, highlighting
the most relevant factors according to the perspectives of
participants.
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In summary, to answer our general question of why orga-
nizations invest in the development of accessible products,
considering also the surrounding factors, our results show
that organizations investing in accessible software are often
driven by strategic or tactical layers decisions, initiated by
internal policies or culture, and client demands. The main mo-
tivations that drive these organizations are to promote digital
inclusion, improve brand reputation, and expand the user base
for competitive advantage and compliance with accessibility
legislation. Policies to integrate accessibility in the develop-
ment process mostly involve hiring people with disabilities,
defining clear processes and responsibilities, and setting ac-
cessibility requirements and validation as mandatory goals in
the definition of done of the planned features.

The participants highlighted many benefits obtained from
investments in accessibility, with an emphasis on a stronger
brand reputation, better software quality, increased digital
inclusion, and improved user satisfaction, all closely related
to user-centric values. Most organizations use NPS surveys
and monitoring strategies to formally measure the benefits of
their investments in accessibility, suggesting a lack of more
formal measures to track many other indicators associated
with other benefits mentioned by users. Despite the clear busi-
ness importance of accessibility, the participants mentioned
some barriers to accessibility adoption, mostly related to lack
of awareness, knowledge, commitment, and participation of
people with disabilities in development teams.

In future projects, our intention is to execute in-depth case
studies focusing on organizations that notably adopt acces-
sibility in software development investments. These studies
aim to provide a more detailed understanding of the com-
plex challenges and nuances associated with accessibility
efforts in diverse organizational settings. Furthermore, utiliz-
ing insights from these investigations, we plan to formulate
best-practice guides designed for organizations seeking to
integrate accessibility into their development workflows.

Declarations

Authors’ Contributions

MME is the main contributor and lead author of this manuscript, re-
sponsible for conceptualization, methodology, data collection, result
analysis, and discussion of the findings. LAS contributed to concep-
tualization, methodology, data collection, discussion of the results,
and manuscript review. IFM contributed to conceptualization, data
collection, discussion of the results, and manuscript review. GB con-
tributed to data collection, discussion of the results, and manuscript
review. WA contributed to conceptualization, discussion of the
results, and manuscript review. All authors read and approved the
final manuscript.

Competing interests

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Availability of data and materials

The datasets generated and analyzed during the current study will
be made available upon request.



Why Brazilian Organizations Invest in Accessibility? A Strategic Analysis
of Motivations, Policies, Benefits and Barriers

References

Abdurahman, S. and Kabanda, S. (2024). Factors influencing
the design and implementation of accessible e-government
services in south africa. THE ELECTRONIC JOURNAL
OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS IN DEVELOPING COUN-
TRIES, 90(4):e12317. DOI: 10.1002/isd2.12317.

Alshayban, A., Ahmed, 1., and Malek, S. (2020). Ac-
cessibility issues in android apps: State of affairs,
sentiments, and ways forward technical. In Inferna-
tional Conference on Software Engineering, pages 1-12.
ACM. Available athttps://ieeexplore.ieee.org/
document/9284030.

Andrés, J. D., Lorca, P., and Martinez, A. B. (2010). Factors
influencing web accessibility of big listed firms: an inter-
national study. Emerald Insights, pages pp 75-95. DOI:
10.1108/14684521011024137.

Antonelli, H. L., Rodrigues, S. S., Watanabe, W. M., and
de Mattos Fortes, R. P. (2018). A survey on accessibility
awareness of brazilian web developers. In Proceedings of
the 8th International Conference on Software Development
and Technologies for Enhancing Accessibility and Fighting
Info-exclusion, DSAI 2018, pages 71-79, New York, NY,
USA. ACM. DOLI: 10.1145/3218585.3218598.

Bi, T., Xia, X., Lo, D., Grundy, J., Zimmermann, T., and
Ford, D. (2022). Accessibility in software practice: A
practitioner’s perspective. ACM Transactions on Software
Engineering and Methodology. DOI: 10.1145/3503508.

Brooks, R., Murray, D., Johnson, D., and Gray, W. C. (2023).
A case in strategic institutional accessibility. In Guide
to Digital Accessibility, pages 91-102. Routledge. DOI:
10.4324/9781003438922-9.

Chen, S., Chen, C., Fan, L., Fan, M., Zhan, X., and
Liu, Y. (2022). Accessible or not? an empirical in-
vestigation of android app accessibility. /IEEE Transac-
tions on Software Engineering, 48(10):3954-3968. DOLI:
10.1109/TSE.2021.3108162.

Crabb, M., Heron, M., Jones, R., Armstrong, M., Reid, H.,
and Wilson, A. (2019). Developing accessible services:
Understanding current knowledge and areas for future sup-
port. In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Hu-
man Factors in Computing Systems, CHI a€™19, page
14€“12, New York, NY, USA. Association for Computing
Machinery. DOI: 10.1145/3290605.3300446.

Creswell, J. and Clark, V. (2017). Designing and Con-
ducting Mixed Methods Research. SAGE Publications.
Available at:https://books.google.com.br/books?
id=eTwmDwAAQBAJ.

Creswell, J. W. and Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research De-
sign: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Ap-
proaches. SAGE Publications. Available at:https://
books.google.com.br/books?id=335ZDwAAQBAJ.

da Silveira, L. A., Aljeedani, W., and Medeiros Eler, M.
(2024). Strategic insights into integrating accessibility
in software development: Motivations, barriers, commit-
ments, and business value. In Proceedings of the XXIII
Brazilian Symposium on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, IHC 24, New York, NY, USA. Association for
Computing Machinery. DOI: 10.1145/3702038.3702108.

Eler et al. 2026

Debevc, M., Skraba, T., Cerovac, B., Kozuh, I., and Rajh, N.
(2023). Monitoring website accessibility: Evaluating cur-
rent approaches and a proposal for improvements. Journal
of Accessibility and Design for All, 13(2):162—187. DOI:
0.17411/jacces.v13i2.485.

Eler, M. M., Rojas, J. M., Ge, Y., and Fraser, G. (2018).
Automated accessibility testing of mobile apps. In 2018
IEEE 11th International Conference on Software Testing,
Verification and Validation (ICST), pages 116—-126. DOI:
10.1109/1CST.2018.00021.

Farrelly, G. (2011). Practitioner barriers to diffusion and
implementation of web accessibility. Technology and Dis-
ability, 23(4):223-232. DOI: 10.3233/tad-2011-0329.

Ferreira, S. B. L., dos Santos, R. C., and da Silveira, D. S.
(2007). Panorama of brazilian web accessibility. In Pro-
ceedings of the XXXI ANPAD Meeting - EnANPAD. DOI:
10.13140/RG.2.1.2400.0722.

Freire, A. P., Russo, C. M., and Fortes, R. P. (2008). A
survey on the accessibility awareness of people involved
in web development projects in brazil. In Proceedings
of the 2008 international cross-disciplinary conference
on Web accessibility (W4A4), pages 87-96. ACM. DOI:
10.1145/1368044.1368064.

Guissoni, E. D. S. d. C,, Freire, A. P., and Aratjo, R. D. (2022).
Accessibility in enterprise resource planning systems: Who
is responsible for it and what are the main difficulties to
put it into practice? In Proceedings of the XVIII Brazilian
Symposium on Information Systems, SBSI *22, New York,
NY, USA. Association for Computing Machinery. DOI:
10.1145/3535511.3535530.

Inal, Y., Rizvanoglu, K., and Yesilada, Y. (2019). Web acces-
sibility in turkey: awareness, understanding and practices
of user experience professionals. Universal Access in the
Information Society, 18(2):387-398. DOI: 10.1007/s10209-
017-0603-3.

Kline, J. (2020). Strategic IT Accessibility: Enabling the
Organization. Self-published, 2nd edition. Book.

Lazar, J., Dudley-Sponaugle, A., and Greenidge, K.-D.
(2004). Improving web accessibility: a study of web-
master perceptions. Computers in human behavior,
20(2):269-288. DOI: 10.1016/j.chb.2003.10.018.

Lazar, J., Goldstein, D., and Taylor, A. (2015). Ensuring
Digital Accessibility through Process and Policy. Elsevier.
DOI: 10.1016/c2013-0-13367-3.

Leite, M. V. R., Scatalon, L. P., Freire, A. P., and Eler, M. M.
(2021). Accessibility in the mobile development industry
in brazil: Awareness, knowledge, adoption, motivations
and barriers. Journal of Systems and Software, 177:110942.
DOI: 10.1016/j.js5.2021.110942.

Leitner, M.-L., Strauss, C., and Stummer, C. (2016). Web ac-
cessibility implementation in private sector organizations:
motivations and business impact. Universal Access in the
Information Society, 15(2):249-260. DOI: 10.1007/s10209-
014-0380-1.

Lopes, R., Van Isacker, K., and Carrigo, L. (2010). Redefin-
ing assumptions: Accessibility and its stakeholders. In
Miesenberger, K., Klaus, J., Zagler, W., and Karshmer,
A., editors, Computers Helping People with Special Needs,
pages 561-568, Berlin, Heidelberg. Springer Berlin Hei-


https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12317
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/9284030
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/9284030
https://doi.org/10.1108/14684521011024137
https://doi.org/10.1145/3218585.3218598
https://doi.org/10.1145/3503508
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003438922-9
https://doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2021.3108162
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300446
https://books.google.com.br/books?id=eTwmDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.br/books?id=eTwmDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.br/books?id=335ZDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.br/books?id=335ZDwAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1145/3702038.3702108
https://doi.org/10.17411/jacces.v13i2.485
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICST.2018.00021
https://doi.org/10.3233/tad-2011-0329
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.2400.0722
https://doi.org/10.1145/1368044.1368064
https://doi.org/10.1145/3535511.3535530
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-017-0603-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-017-0603-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2003.10.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/c2013-0-13367-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2021.110942
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-014-0380-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-014-0380-1

Why Brazilian Organizations Invest in Accessibility? A Strategic Analysis
of Motivations, Policies, Benefits and Barriers

delberg. DOI: 10.1007/978-3-642-14097-640.

Mendes, I. F., Aljedaani, W., and Eler, M. M. (2026). Explor-
ing knowledge and practices in digital accessibility assess-
ment in the brazilian software industry. Universal Access
in the Information Society, 25(1):19. DOI: 10.1007/s10209-
025-01284-6.

Nahon, K., Benbasat, 1., and Grange, C. (2012). The miss-
ing link: Intention to produce online content accessible
to people with disabilities by non-professionals. pages p.
1747-1757. DOI: 10.1109/hicss.2012.578.

Parker, A. and Velasco, C. E. (2022). Organizational practices
to incorporate web accessibility in the software develop-
ment process. Master’s thesis, Lund University. Ava-
ialble at:https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/
search/publication/9091266.

Patel, R., Breton, P., Baker, C. M., El-Glaly, Y. N., and
Shinohara, K. (2020). Why software is not accessible:
Technology professionals’ perspectives and challenges. In
Extended Abstracts of the 2020 CHI Conference on Hu-
man Factors in Computing Systems, CHI EA a€™20, page
1a€“9, New York, NY, USA. Association for Computing
Machinery. DOI: 10.1145/3334480.3383103.

Pichiliani, T. C. P. B. and Pizzolato, E. B. (2019). A survey
on the awareness of brazilian web development community
about cognitive accessibility. In Proceedings of the 18th
Brazilian Symposium on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, IHC *19, pages 8:1-8:11, New York, NY, USA.
ACM. DOI: 10.1145/3357155.3358448.

Porter, M. E. (2008). The five competitive forces that shape
strategy. Harvard Business Review, (Reprint ROS01E):79
— 93.  Avaialble athttps://www.bibsonomy.org/
bibtex/2cfcbf7543e62328b46deb287a4727d5f/
schmiedgenj.

Putnam, C., Rose, E. J., and MacDonald, C. M. (2023). “it
could be better. it could be much worse”: Understanding
accessibility in user experience practice with implications
for industry and education. ACM Trans. Access. Comput.,
16(1). DOI: 10.1145/3575662.

Putnam, C., Wozniak, K., Zefeldt, M. J., Cheng, J., Ca-
puto, M., and Duffield, C. (2012). How do profession-
als who create computing technologies consider accessi-
bility? In Proceedings of the 14th International ACM
SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility,
ASSETS 12, pages 87-94, New York, NY, USA. ACM.
DOI: 10.1145/2384916.2384932.

Tangarife, T. M. and Mont’alvao, C. (2006). What the brazil-
ian developers know about web accessibility and digital
inclusion? In Proceedings of the 6 USIHC - 6 International
Congress on Ergonomics, Usability, Interface Design
and Human-Computer Interaction. Available at:http:
//www.leui.dad.puc-rio.br/arquivosartigos/
tangarife_montalvao_usihc_2006.pdf.

Velleman, E. M., Nahuis, 1., and van der Geest, T. (2015). Fac-
tors explaining adoption and implementation processes for
web accessibility standards within egovernment systems
and organizations. pages 176—178. DOI: 10.1007/s10209-
015-0449-5.

Vollenwyder, B., Iten, G. H., BrA%hlmann, F., Opwis, K.,
and Mekler, E. D. (2019). Salient beliefs influencing the in-

Eler et al. 2026

tention to consider web accessibility. Computers in Human
Behavior, 92:352-360. DOI: 10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.016.

WebAIM (2024). Webaim million - the 2023 report on the
accessibility of the top 1,000,000 home pages. Avaialble
athttps://webaim.org/projects/million/.

Yan, S. and Ramachandran, P. G. (2019). The current status of
accessibility in mobile apps. ACM Trans. Access. Comput.,
12(1):3:1-3:31. DOI: 10.1145/3300176.

Yesilada, Y., Brajnik, G., Vigo, M., and Harper, S. (2012).
Understanding web accessibility and its drivers. In Pro-
ceedings of the International Cross-Disciplinary Con-
ference on Web Accessibility, W4A °12, New York,
NY, USA. Association for Computing Machinery. DOI:
10.1145/2207016.2207027.

Yesilada, Y., Brajnik, G., Vigo, M., and Harper, S. (2015). Ex-
ploring perceptions of web accessibility: a survey approach.
Behaviour & Information Technology, 34(2):119-134.
DOI: 10.1080/0144929x.2013.848238.


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14097-6_90
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-025-01284-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-025-01284-6
https://doi.org/10.1109/hicss.2012.578
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/9091266
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/9091266
https://doi.org/10.1145/3334480.3383103
https://doi.org/10.1145/3357155.3358448
https://www.bibsonomy.org/bibtex/2cfcbf7543e62328b46deb287a4727d5f/schmiedgenj
https://www.bibsonomy.org/bibtex/2cfcbf7543e62328b46deb287a4727d5f/schmiedgenj
https://www.bibsonomy.org/bibtex/2cfcbf7543e62328b46deb287a4727d5f/schmiedgenj
https://doi.org/10.1145/3575662
https://doi.org/10.1145/2384916.2384932
http://www.leui.dad.puc-rio.br/arquivosartigos/tangarife_montalvao_usihc_2006.pdf
http://www.leui.dad.puc-rio.br/arquivosartigos/tangarife_montalvao_usihc_2006.pdf
http://www.leui.dad.puc-rio.br/arquivosartigos/tangarife_montalvao_usihc_2006.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-015-0449-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-015-0449-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.016
https://webaim.org/projects/million/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3300176
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207016.2207027
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929x.2013.848238

Why Brazilian Organizations Invest in Accessibility? A Strategic Analysis
of Motivations, Policies, Benefits and Barriers

A

Inverview script

The following questions should guide the semi-structured
interviews with the participants in this study. Questions to
collect demographic data are not presented.

1.

10.

11.

Is the proposal to develop accessible software initiated
by the organization, or is it driven by customer or user
demands?

If it originates from the organization, does the need to de-
velop accessible software stem from the more strategic,
tactical, or operational layers of the organization?

. If the organization adopts any accessibility standards or

guidelines, can you mention which ones they are?
What are the main motivations for developing accessible
software from the organization’s perspective?

What are the development policies and governance
adopted to ensure the delivery of accessible products?
What benefits have the organization obtained so far from
investing in the development of accessible software?

. Has developing accessible software indeed brought a

competitive advantage to the organization?

. Has developing accessible software indeed increased the

number of users of your systems?

. Can you identify other benefits of developing accessible

software beyond those related to business values and
competitive advantages?

Is there a formal strategy for measuring the return on
investment in developing accessible software? If yes,
what are they, and what have been the results?

What are the main barriers to developing accessible soft-
ware from the organization’s perspective?

Eler et al. 2026
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B Online questionnaire

B.1 Initial validation
1. Informed Consent

[1Yes, [ have read the Informed Consent Form and agree
to participate in the research. (Continue to Question 2)
[ 1 No, I do not wish to participate in the research. (Skip
to Section 4 - End)

2. Target Audience Validation By selecting "YES” be-
low, you confirm that you have read and understood all infor-
mation provided in the Informed Consent Form and agree to
participate in the research as described.

[ ] Yes (Continue to Question 3)
[ 1 No (Skip to Section 4 - End)

B.2 Demographic Information
3. What is your age?

[118to 29 years
[ 130 to 39 years
[ 140 to 49 years
[ 150 to 59 years
[ 160 to 69 years
[ 170 years or older

4. Do you have a disability?

[1Yes
[1No

5. If you have a disability, please specify: (Select all
that apply)

[ ] Visual
[ 1 Auditory

[ ] Physical

[ ] Motor

[ ] Mental/Intellectual
[ ] Other:

6. What is your job title or role in your organization?
(Select one)

[ ] Technical Team Leader

[ 1 Quality Leader

[ ] Accessibility Leader

[ ] Accessibility Specialist

[ ] Project Manager

[ ] Product Manager

[ ] Engineering Manager

[ 1 Systems Manager

[ 1 Architecture Manager

[ ] Design Manager

[ ] Testing Manager

[ ] Operations Manager

] Usability/User Experience Manager
] IT Superintendent

] Engineering Superintendent
] Systems Superintendent

[
[
[
[
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] Development Coordinator

] Design Coordinator

] Accessibility Coordinator

] Director

] CTO (Chief Technology Officer)
] CEO (Chief Executive Officer)

] CPO (Chief Product Officer)

] VP of Engineering

[ 1 VP of Product

[ ] Product Owner

[ ] Other:

[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[

7. At which management level do you operate?

[ ] Operational: Focused on day-to-day activities, ensur-
ing tasks and processes are executed efficiently and on
time.

[ ] Tactical: Responsible for implementing medium-
term plans and objectives, connecting daily operations
to strategic goals.

[ ] Strategic: Focused on long-term planning, defining
goals and overall directions for the organization, ensur-
ing market adaptability and sustainable growth.

8. How many years have you been in leadership or
management roles (including past experiences)?

[ ] Less than 1 year
[11to2 years
[13to5 years
[16to9 years
[ 110 years or more

9. How many people do you manage, lead, or coordinate
within your organization (including indirect reports)?

[11to5 people
[16to 10 people
[111 to 20 people
[ 121 to 49 people
[ 150 to 99 people
[ ] More than 100 people

10. What is the industry sector of your organization?
(Select one)

[ 1 Agriculture & Livestock

[ ]1Food & Beverage

[ ] Commerce

[ ] Communication & Marketing
[ ] Construction

[ 1 Accounting

[ 1 Education

[ ] Energy

[ ] Events

[ ] Finance/Banking

[ ] Games & Entertainment

[ ] Logistics

[ ] Environment

] Health & Wellness

] Technology
] Textile
]

[
[
[
[ ] Other:
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11. How many employees work in your organization?

[J]1t0o9
[110to49
[150to099

[ 1100 or more

12. What types of digital products/services does your
department develop or maintain? (Select all that apply)

[ 1 Web applications/pages

[ 1 Mobile applications (i0OS, Android)

[ ] Desktop applications

[ ] Web-based customer service channels

[ ] Chatbot customer service channels

[ ] Multimedia content (audio, video, images, animations,
etc.)

[ ] Other:

B.3 The strategic role of accessibility

13. What drives the development of accessible software
in your organization? (Select all that apply)

[ ] Client demands

[ ] Internal organizational policies or culture
[ ] Accessibility laws and regulations

[ ] Other:

14. If accessibility is internally mandated, at which level
does this demand originate? (Select all that apply)

[ ] Operational
[ ] Tactical
[ ] Strategic
15. [Optional] Any additional comments
on your answers to the last two questions?

Eler et al. 2026

Competitive advantage

Increasing brand reputation

Increasing user base

Organizational culture

User-specific demands

Personal reasons

Higher software quality

Improved user satisfaction

Increased productivity through simplified interfaces

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
] Other:

[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[

Additional com-
accessibility?

18. [Optional]
ments on motivations for

16. Which accessibility guidelines or standards does
your organization use? (Select all that apply)

[ 1 None
[ 1 WCAG - Web Content Accessibility Guidelines

[ 1eMAG - Brazilian Government Accessibility Model
[ 1NBR 17060:2022 (Brazilian Accessibility Standard
for Mobile Apps)

[ ] Platform-specific guidelines (Android, iOS)

[ 1 GAIA - Autism Accessibility Guide

[ 1EAA - European Accessibility Act

[ 1 BBC Mobile Accessibility Guide

[ ] Section 508 (U.S. Rehabilitation Act)

[ ] Internally developed guidelines

[ ] Other:

17. What are the primary motivations for investing in
accessible software development? (Select all that apply)

[ ] Promote digital inclusion
[ ] Compliance with national/international accessibility
laws

19. What policies/measures does your organization
adopt to ensure accessibility? (Select all that apply)

[ ] None

[ 1 Accessibility requirements included in the Definition
of Done (DoD)

[ ] Accessibility validation required for all functionalities
[ 1 High level management approval required for inte-
gration of non-accessible features

[ ] Investment in accessibility training

[ ] Procurement policies favoring accessible products

[ ] Inclusion of people with disabilities in development
teams

[ 1 Well-defined accessibility evaluation processes

[ ] Accessibility checkpoints in intermediate artifacts

[ ] Active user monitoring (surveys, app reviews, social

media)
[ ] Other:
20. [Optional] Additional com-
ments on accessibility policies?

21. What benefits has your organization observed from
investing in accessibility? (Select all that apply)

[ ] None

[ ] Increased user base

[ ] Fewer user complaints

[ ] Improved user satisfaction

[ ] Stronger brand reputation

[ ] Cost reduction (e.g., fewer in-person services)
[ ] Better software quality

[ ] Market expansion (international compliance)
[ ] Increased digital inclusion

[ ] Other:
22. [Optional] Additional com-
ments on accessibility benefits?
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23. How does your organization measure ROI on
sibility investments? (Select all that apply)

[ 1 No measurement methods are adopted
[ 1 NPS (Net Promoter Score)
[ 1 Social media/app store comment monitoring

acces-

[ ] Tracking system access with accessibility services

enabled
[ ] Other:
24. [Optional] Additional
ments on measuring accessibility

com-
ROI?

25. What are the main barriers to adopting accessibility

in software development? (Select all that apply)

[ ] Lack of awareness and knowledge among develop-

ment teams

[ ] Lack of awareness and knowledge among system

stakeholders

[ 1Lack of commitment and prioritization of accessibility

requirements across management levels

[ ] Low hiring of people with disabilities to be part of

software development teams

[ 1 High costs

[ ] Lack of time

[ ] Lack of automated processes

[ ] Difficulty with legacy systems

B.4 End of survey

Thank you for your valuable contribution to this study.
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