WEB 345: Lesson 8, Assignment 7

 

In approaching this assignment, I first revisited the readings from the previous assignment, to re-establish whether there is a present and ongoing divergence of XHTML standards advocated by W3C vs. others:

· MWI BPWG: XHTML Basic 1.1 [XHTML-Basic] delivered with content type application/xhtml+xml

· Passani GAP: XHTML-MP 1.0

· dot.mobi: (dev.mobi) standard XHTML-Mobile Profile 1.0 or later (e.g. XHTML Basic 1.1). 
[image: image2..pict]To further aid in understanding these standards and their provenance, I consulted ForumNOKIA, to wit “XHTML - eXtensible HyperText Markup Language - Mobile Profile (MP) is a subset of XHTML 1.1 for design mobile websites for WAP 2.0 browsers.” 

I also found a page on thewirelessfaq.com, which features a map illustrating the development history of XHTML-MP (at right), very helpful. 

Regarding WML 2.0 (in diagram, at right), according to www.developershome.com: ”WAP site developers need not... care about WML 2.0. WML 2.0 is created for backward compatibility purposes and it is not for use by WAP site developers. To develop a WAP site with the WAP 2.0 standard, use XHTML Mobile Profile.”
According to dev.mobi (May 2007): “W3C XHTML Basic 1.1 and XHTML-MP 1.2 are virtually indistinguishable,” then most recently, the MWI press release announcing the Mobile Web Best Practices 1.0 asserts: “With the publication of the XHTML Basic 1.1 Recommendation today [July 29, 2008], the preferred format specification of the Best Practices, there is now a full convergence in mobile markup languages, including those developed by the Open Mobile Alliance (OMA)” (emphasis added). Yet Passani states,

“I think this [‘Not Invented Here’] perfectly applies to W3C refusing to acknowledge XHTML-MP 1.0 as the standard supported by the majority of mobile devices produced over the last 4 years. The reason for this is that XHTML-MP is the creation of OMA and not theirs. They prefer to go for a non-existent XHTML Basic 1.1 (current version is 1.0) which has no implementations at present, rather than allowing XHTML-MP. Taking the words from one of the BPWG members, I think it's perverse. A terrible doubt: is this another victim of ‘one web’?”

An update according to Wikipedia: “XHTML Basic 1.1 became a W3C Recommendation in July 2008, superseding XHTML-MP 1.2. XHTML Basic 1.1 is almost but not quite a subset [of] XHTML 1.1, defined using XHTML Modularization including a reduced set of modules for document structure, images, forms, basic tables, and object support. The most notable addition over XHTML 1.1 is the inputmode attribute—also found in XHTML-MP 1.2—which provides hints to help browsers improve form entry.” 

	Question
	XHTML Mobile Profile 1.2
	XHTML 1.1
	W3C's Web Content Accessibility Guidelines

	How are these standards similar, how do they differ in critical areas for mobile content deployment?
	This standard was published in February 2007 to define “the markup language XHTML Mobile Profile... based upon the module framework and the modules defined by ‘Modularization of XHTML’ from the W3C.... It extends XHTML Basic with modules, elements and attributes to provide a richer authoring language.” Further, ”XHTML Mobile Profile is also a strict subset of XHTML 1.1 [XHTML11] based upon XHTML Basic [XHTMLBasic].” So it is more specific than XHTML, and augments XHTML Basic. For example, whereas the XHTML 1.1 specification addresses user agents in a global sense (e.g. “A conforming user agent MUST meet all user agent conformance requirements defined in [XHTMLMOD].”), the XHTML-MP specification adds to this statement with more detail on MIME media type, HTTP header field, etc. Through the Conformance section the two documents share a similar structure, then they diverge in structure and content. The XHTML-MP specification covers detailed use of style, script, event handling, media objects, navigation, text input modes, etc. specficially for on devices “that do not support the full set of XHTML features.”
	This standard was also published in February 2007 to define “an XHTML document type that is based upon the module framework and modules defined in XHTML Modularization [XHTMLMOD]. The purpose of this document type is to serve as the basis for future extended XHTML ’family’ document types...” such as XHTML-MP, at left. The diagram below also shows this relationship:
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Source: “What XHTML means for wireless development,” TechRepublic, Jan 23, 2003

Unlike the XHTML-MP standard, this one does not detail presentation specs for mobile devices.
	This recommendation was published in May 1999 to “explain how to make Web content accessible to people with disabilities.” Each of the three standards addresses accessibility of Web content from a variety of user agents (for purposes here, paying particular attention to mobile devices). Unlike the other two specs this document is not primarily concerned with XHTML and in fact mentions only HTML. 

Conformance to the recommendations is established by assigning a set of priority levels (1, 2, 3) to each standard, and then grading adherence to the standards as a whole. This is a slightly different scheme than that utilized in the previous two documents. 

Mobile devices are mentioned along with a host of additional user agents, and as such are not the principal focus. Rather, the emphasis is on detailing and exploring accessibility issues based on typical assumptions made about Web access (i.e. desktop browser), and recommending solutions to prevent such issues. 

The guidelines include accessibility validation instructions, lacking from the other two specs. 



	What organization is driving development; what the current status of the effort is; what each's strengths / weaknesses are (if apparent).
	The Open Mobile Alliance (OMA) published this specification. According to thewirelessfaq.com: “Openwave joined with Nokia and others to found the WAP Forum, now the Open Mobile Alliance.” OMA was created “by nearly 200 companies including... mobile operators, device and network suppliers, information technology companies and content and service providers.” 

Per the MWI (and Wikipedia) XHTML Basic 1.1 seems to now be the recommended standard for mobile development, encompassing active contribution from the OMA. OMA’s Website lacks recent news posted in this regard, however.

This specification is not a W3C recommendation.
	As stated in the introduction, “This document has been produced by the W3C HTML Working Group as part of the W3C HTML Activity.” As a Working Draft the specification was published for comment preparatory to revisions, with a view to publishing a W3C Recommendation.
Both the XHTML2 and HTML Working Groups were chartered in March 2007. The XHTML2 Working Group is focused on XHTML Access Module, XHTML Role Attribute Model, CURIE Syntax and RDFa specfications, amongst others.

The HTML Working Group is focusing on HTML5, Web Forms, and HTML Design Principles specifications amongst other activities.
	These guidelines are published by the Web Accessibility Initiative, “one of four domains within the W3C, with two Activities” (WAI Technical Activity, WAI International Program Office). These guidelines are “endorsed by the Director as a W3C Recommendation.” 

The validation instructions already mentioned rely upon “automatic tools and human review,” the latter likely the weak point in enforcing or monitoring compliance. 

	Focus on the markup and design, navigation, style, and processing information: font issues? Color? User control?
	This specification provides recommendations for use of style, scripting, events/event handlers, object inclusion (SVG animation, audio, Flash, Java, etc.), and then proceeds to navigation optimizations (“with regards to accessibility”) and text input modes. The latter two sections are specifically concerned with user interaction with the mobile web, for example use of navigation menus, access key assignment, standards for user input of data such as telephone numbers, email address and such.
	This specification features the DTD (SGML, a “metalanguage; that is, a language that is used to define other languages”) and schema definitions for XHTML 1.1, covering the nitty gritty (driver, customizations, etc.) of each.  There are no specifics with regard to typography, color, or other user agent presentation controls. 


	These guidelines are very specific on points of presentation, such as redundant/multi-faceted presentation of content (anticipating alternative user agents); avoiding reliance on color to convey meaning, or on scripts/applets/etc. to render content; designing for assistive technologies (i.e other types of keyboards / pointing devices), to name a few. The primary focus is to enable users who are not accessing content through the typical desktop browser in a non-discriminatory fashion.







