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Abstract

This paper explores how and why artists with disabilities use, do
not use, or modify tools in their creative practice. To inform the
design of future creativity support tools (CSTs), we learned from
12 artists with a wide range of disabilities and mediums, including
photography, theater, and drawing. Through their stories, we show
instances of crip technoscience happening in the wild. We discuss
how our findings may lead to expanded definitions of CSTs to in-
clude networks of interdependence and how artists with disabilities
negotiate and foreground bodily boundaries in their practice. While
our participants rejected the notion of adapting their tools, they did
misuse existing tools when making art about their disabled experi-
ences. Finally, we offer suggestions for CST designers to re-examine
implicit norms around their tools’ goals, input modalities, and if a
new accessible tool is even needed in the first place.
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1 Introduction

The design of creative technology for marginalized users has long
been a concern for technologists [11]. Early work in assistive tech-
nology approached accessibility as an engineering challenge to be
solved by creating specialized tools [73, 79]. For example, creative
tools for people with disabilities focused on adaptive equipment
such as custom grips to hold brushes [14]. In a similar vein, re-
searchers working on creativity support tools (CSTs) for accessi-
bility often build new tools to overcome functional limitations, or
user frustrations in the creative process [20, 68].
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This perspective is captured by what Hamraie and Fritsch call
“disability technoscience” [23]: technology provides opportunities
to design for people with disabilities instead of with or by, a perspec-
tive also captured by technoableism [67]. Artists with disabilities,
however, are already making, hacking, and driving technological
change [2, 4]. This paper adopts a “crip technoscience” viewpoint,
which highlights how disabled artists are themselves innovating
at the margins [23]. Artists with disabilities have been creating
and modifying technologies not only to gain access to their art
worlds [38], but also to subvert norms and cultural expectations
of what counts as artistic expression [44]. We join the tradition
of HCI scholars who have drawn from critical disabilities studies
to reorient “crip bodies as productive sites of difference” [33], to
call for applying the interdependence lens on the design and use
of technology [3], and to shift from ableist assumptions towards
centering the artistic experiences of people with disabilities [19].

Thus, given this lens, we believe that studying and understanding
the current technological practices of disabled artists may reframe
how CST researchers think about their approach to designing cre-
ative tools. This paper purposefully adopts McCullough’s expansive
definition of a tool as “a moving entity whose use is initiated and
actively guided by a human being, for whom it acts as an extension,
toward a specific purpose” [54]. Through a lens of power [26, 46],
artists with disabilities who center their own practices as normal
are shifting power towards a crip perspective and process. By adopt-
ing the agenda of crip technoscience, we do not suggest institu-
tional ableism can be “hacked”away. Rather, we hypothesize that
we may shift our understanding of CSTs when we center the ways
disabled artists are currently engaging with or frustrated by tool
usage. Artists with disabilities already engage in unrecognized or
uncredited forms of creative production because of their lived expe-
riences that require daily, mundane creative solutions. This paper
terms these kinds of activities as creative “misuse” [44]: a use of
technology outside of cultural norms; a user-driven repurposing
of technology often seen as a source of empowerment. A user’s
personal identity and lived experiences, more so than the technolog-
ical design of a tool, may exert a greater influence on creative tool
use [44]. By exploring how people with “extreme” life experiences
create art, we may learn how to generalize their experiences to
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help reorient ourselves on how to create tools for both disabled and
non-disabled artists [5, 63, 77].
This paper asks three research questions:

¥ RQL How and why do artists with disabilities modify their
existing tools for making art?

¥ RQ2 How does disability inluence artistic processes and
motivations?

¥ RQ3: In what ways do tools support or prevent artistic ac-
cess?

To answer these questions, we conducted interviews with 12 dis-
abled artists. Artists ranged from experienced activists with a long
historical involvement in the disability community to newly gradu-
ated students who were beginning to de"ne their artistic practices.
Artists’ had a range of disabilities: some had mobility disabilities,
others were blind or deaf, and others were neurodiverse. Artists’
mediums were just as diverse: we interviewed photographers, the-
ater directors, musicians, glass workers, painters, and multi-media
artists. Among the diversity of ages, disabilities, and mediums, we
found that several consistent themes emerged around access, tool
usage, and intersecting artistic and disability communities.

Through analyzing our participants’ anecdotes through a re-
lexive thematic analysis [6], we o#er speci'c examples of crip
technoscience happening in the wild and use this as evidence to
suggest ways we may rethink approaches to the design of CSTs.
For example, our "ndings expand the de"nition of what a CST can
be in an art practice to include mobility aids such as wheelchairs
or camera straps, rather than just pieces of technology designed
to directly help to make "nal artifacts. Disabled artists modi“ed
their tools not because of an access gap, but to create art that con-
veys disability-forward messages. Disability inluences art creation
by emphasizing the body and the physical process of and spatial
access to art making. We found frustration over the lack of access
to creative spaces more so than the lack of creative control over
making artifacts. Lastly, rather than focusing solely on technical
improvements—what Liz Jackson calls “disability dongles” [37], or
“well-intended, elegant” solutions to problems “we never knew we
had”"—CST researchers might instead prioritize recognizing and
shifting the norms of what counts as a creative tool. This could
include designing modes of making that reduce fatigue or providing
"nancial support through institutional power.

Our thematic analysis and design takeaways from the knowledge
of disabled artists expand how we can conceptualize “creativity
support tools.” This paper contributes in-depth accounts of how
artists with disabilities use, do not use, or modify their current
artistic tools. Informed by these artists’ accounts, we also provide
perspectives that rethink tool design and suggest how CSTs may
support crip technoscience and crip making.

2 Related Work

We present related history around disability studies, with an em-
phasis on the making and tinkering ethos. We then review related
literature in bringing the voices of disabled artists into the design
space, and power dynamics between the artists and their tools.
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2.1 Background: Disability studies

While participatory design and co-design practices [56] have brought
disabled people into the design process, they often remain posi-
tioned as “users” or informants, rather than as expert designers
whose methods, values, and insights can reshape what design is. In
summarizing and categorizing literature in accessibility research,
Mack et al. [49] note both the uneven application of participa-
tory methods and emerging resistances—some intentional—against
dominant assistive technology paradigms. Brilmyer and Lee [8]
introduce the idea of crip legibility which they de"ne as “how dis-
abled people !exibly respond to, contort, or collectively organize
themselves to "t within (or be understood by) existing informa-
tion systems while building new systems of resistance and care”
and highlight the potential harm in this being the accepted norm
in how information systems are designed. Relatedly, Mack et al.
[50] surface ways in which even human-centered research meth-
ods do not allow the disabled population to meaningfully show
up due to barriers at each stage of the research, and highlight the
need for researchers to proactively anticipate and remove these
barriers. These critiques call for accessibility research that centers
disabled knowledge production, creative resistance, and design on
the disabled person’s terms.

This idea of centering the disabled voice and their existing prac-
tices is highlighted the Crip Technoscience Manifesto [23]. It empha-
sizes the everyday practices of hacking, modifying, and creatively
reusing tools and systems that many disabled people engage in to
survive and thrive in inaccessible environments. These acts are not
just reactive, but also deeply creative and generative—showcasing
soft skills, adaptation, and artistry as technical pro“ciencies in their
own right. Artists in particular demonstrate how !exibility and
ingenuity can become essential tools.

Disability studies o#ers a critical foundation for reimagining
design, tools, and technology beyond normative assumptions. Kafer
[39]’s work builds on Haraway [24, 25]’s concept of the cyborg to
disrupt "xed notions of embodiment, agency, and technology. These
works open space for imagining futures that are non-normative,
queer, and rooted in the lived experiences of disabled people. These
papers also o#er room for critique when it comes to bodies and
their relationships to labor politics. Another lens, interdependence
as framed by Bennett et al. [3], shifts our understanding of depen-
dence from de"cit to asset. Instead of centering independence as
an ideal, interdependence emphasizes relationships, mutual care,
and collaborative survival as vital contexts for innovation. Interde-
pendence re-frames collective access-making as a site of technical
and social creativity. Inluenced by this knowledge and perspective,
this work applies these lenses to analyze and understanding the
every day practices of disabled artists.

2.2 Disabled artist perspectives

Many researchers have been working towards making artistic tools
more accessible [43]. However, inspired by the history of crip maker
practices [23, 39, 47], we are interested in further understanding
ways in which disabled artists not only engage with art, but also
innovate the tools they use, adapting and repurposing them to align
with their needs and visions. In particular, numerous disabled artists,
like Carmen Papalia [60], Sandie Yi [80, 81], Sky Cubacub [64], Liam
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Pearcd52, and many others,haveusedthesetypesof innovation
in their art to servesasaform of resistancechallengingbothartistic
normsand societalexpectationsaboutdisability. Thus,researchers
haveexploredthis intersectionof art, disability, and technology,
centeringdisabledartistsascontributing a corerole in reshaping
both their artistic practicesandthe tools that facilitate creation.
Many researctframeworksexistthroughwhich to considertools
designedfor disabledartists[2, 33 4(. Hsueh[33 presentsthe
needfor adaptationof toolsin this spaceto extendfrom individual
toolsto creatinginclusivespacedor expressionit aimsto shift from
aperspectiveof inclusionismNadaptingor andaccommodating
disabilityNto one of alternativeOrepresentationaladitions(J55N
actively shapingsystemsof inclusionthat allow for a diversity of
voicesand expressionsThrough a focuson art and wheelchair
usefor mobility, Barbareschand Inakage[2] provide a lens for
rethinking assistivetechnologiesas creativetools in their own
right andunderstandinghe structuralinequalitiesembedded.
Othersfocuson understandingexisting practicesof disabled
artists to oler insights that caninform the designof creative
tools[4, 13 14, 32 77. Bennettet al. [4] focuson the impact of
Al on accessiblereativity, further highlighting the potential for
artistic technologiego function asboth creativetools and assistive
devicesWe build on this bodyof literature through interviewswith
disabledartistswith variedartistic domainsanddisabilities.Our
interviews similarly focuson understandingheir artistic practices
andthe toolsthat supporttheir art, with alensof identifying ex-
amplesof crip technosciencén their practicesBy removingfocus
on speci“ctypesof art or disability, we areinterestedin exploring
cross-cuttingpatternsthat emergeacrossour participants.

2.3 Power in art tools: Do we own tools, or do
tools own us?

An ongoingthemeacrossmany creativeand adaptivepractices
is the questionof power: speci“cally, the power that tools can
exertovertheir users[25 4€. In artistic and creativedomains this
dynamicraisescritical questionsaboutownership,authorship,and
agencyWho controlsthe creativeprocessNtheartist, or the tool?
And how do dilerent toolsenableor limit that control?

With the increasingpresenceof arti"cial intelligenceandother
automationtechnologiesn the arts,concernsaroundcreativeown-
ershipandagencyhaveonly becomemore urgent. Toolsare never
neutralNthey carry assumptionsconstraints,and priorities that
shapehow they canbeused[7§. But they alsooler opportunities
for resistancetransformation,and co-creation.

One powerful responseto thesetensionsaround ownership
comesfrom artists who modify, hack, or maketheir own tools.
This is especiallytrue in disability and crip makercommunities,
whereadaptationis not just a necessitybut a sourceof creativity
and autonomy.As Li et al. [49 note,tool adaptationbecomesa
form of artistry in itselfNoften taking shapethrough collabora
tions betweenartistsand developerghat foregrounduser-driven
design.This shift is perhapsbestcapturedin Loomer[47Ose#ec
tion: Olmadeit. Sol knowhowto Ix it... | may havefailedasoften
asl succeedeblut | haveequipmenthat lts me.(Here,the act of
making or modifying atool is framednot only asfunctional, but
alsoas empowering.OMisusing{#4 creativetools may alsobe
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empowering,but misusesitsin oppositionto establishechorms,
in contrastto the lesssocially stigmatizedactivities of adaptation
or appropriation[17. Jacksorhighlights the importanceof the
userfeeling power over the tool through the ethicsof repairand
maintenancq 7. This relationshipre#ectsan intimate relation-
ship betweenmakerand materialNonerootedin lived experience,
iteration, andcare.

User-initiateddesign,asdiscussedy HendrenandLynch[27],
similarly challengedraditional hierarchiesof expertise Ratherthan
relying on top-down solutions theseapproachesenterpeoplede-
signingfor themselvesand eachother, often within communities
of sharedknowledgeand support. Opensourcetools especially
embodythis ethos.Forinstance Thingiverseremixesresultin Oac
cidentalassistivetechnology®9]. Additionally, the artistic practice
of live codingholds many of the sameethosof the opensource
community. The TOPLAPManifesto[74 invites usersto break,
rebuild,andreimagine,oleringa #exible,adaptablénfrastructure
that evolvesalongsideartists@hangingneedsUnlike closed pro-
prietary systemsppensourceframeworksfosterongoingexpert
mentationand customization This adaptabilitybecomegrucial in
creativework, whereno one-size-"ts-allsolution canfully account
for the nuancesof practice[4§.

Ultimately, rather than resistingthe powertools hold over them,
artists havetried to cultivate reciprocalrelationshipswith their
tools, makingthemlegible,modi"able, and trustworthy through
ongoinginteraction. Adaptationis a form of authorship,where
failure andrepair are not signsof brokennessbut markersof care,
persistenceandcreativeagency.Toolsshould"t disabledartists,
not the other way around.

In seekingto avoidtechno-solutionistendenciesye acknowt
edgethat technologicakolutionsshouldnot beoutright rejected,
asthereareindeedsituationswheredisabledcreativesthemselves
expressa desirefor new technologicalinterventions[22. A tool
may addressaccessibilityneedsartistsexpresg 22 or "Il gapsleft
by commerciakechnologie§61]. Forexamplepur blind andlow vi-
sion participantsand participantswith motor impairmentsdesired
improvedvoiceinterfaces andwheelchairusersemphasizedhe
needfor betterelectricwheelchairtechnology.When evaluating
if a noveltool is appropriate,aswe argueand asother HCI re-
searcherhaveexpressedt is essentiato situatetool development
within the lived contextof the community[15 22 42 61, 62 71].
Additionally, when assessinghe needfor and succes®f a tool,
researcherfiaveemphasizedhe importanceof analyzingonline
communitiesto uncoverpracticesof sharing,socialconnection,
andmutual support[22 42, 71]. We believeour "ndings emphasize
that technologicalsolutionsshouldbe pairedwith an awareness
of, ratherthan abstractionaway from, systemicissuesWhile our
discussiorcautionsagainstdefaultingto technologicalOsolutions,0
we recognizethat tools developedwvith a sharedunderstandingof
creativegoals,barriers,and community valuesmay addresseeds
within creativecommunities.

3 Methodology

Toward answeringour researchquestionsaroundtooling, we cornt
ducted semi-structuredinterviews with 12 disabledartists. We
soughtto gaininsightsfrom participantswith any disability and
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Participant Age | Gender Art Practice Years of Self-Reported Self-Reported
Experience| Disability Disability Aid(s)
Anthony Tusler | 77 Man Photography 65 SpinalCord Injury (SCI), Largetrackball,power

WheelchairUser wheelchairmirrorlessdigital

camera(lighter than DSLR)

Ali Shahrouzi 60 Man FineArt Photography CerebralPalsy Wheelchair

Olivia Ting 52 Woman Visual/Haptics/Sound Deaf,ProfoundHard of Nonereported
MultimediaProjection Hearing
Installation,Videos

RegarLinton 43 Woman Theater,Film, Writing Chest-DownPermanent Manualwheelchair,adaptive

ParalysigFull-TimeManual | bathroomequipmentadaptive

Writing, Performing)

Wheelchair) vehicle(handcontrolsand
rampvan)
Kurt Weston 67 Man Photography LegallyBlind ZoomTextMagniler and
Reader
F 57 Man Visual Arts Vision Impairment(Optic White cane(mobility),
NerveAtrophy), Hearing whiteboardfor communicating
Loss when out without alaptop
LisaSniderman | 52 Woman Playwright, 12b18 ProgressivéMuscle Nonereported
Singer-Songwriter, WeaknessPrimary
Artist-Musical Theater Immuno-Delciency
H 21 Non-binary | ProseandPoetry,Acrylic, Autism, Anxiety Nonereported
Watercolor,Mixed Media
Painting
| 24 Woman Actor, Theater-Maker Neurodevelopmental Nonereported
J 18 Woman MusicPerformance, Blind Nonereported
Composition,Technology
Alexandra 22 Woman Glass,Trash,Mediums Autism, Attention- Nonereported
Friedman Impactedby Heat delcit/hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD), Chronic Pain
RileyCerabona | 22 Non-binary | Theater(Directing, RareProgressiveDisease, Nonereported

ParalysisPiabetes

Table 1: Participant demographics. All participants were basedin the US;six lived in CA, four in NYC,one in CO,and onein
Washington DC. Eight participants are white, two Asian, one Black, and one unknown race.

working in any artistic medium,aslong asthey felt that their dis-
ability hada signi!cant in"uence on their art practice.

3.1 Participant recruitment

We recruited12self-identiled disabledartists,aged18-77 for our
remoteinterview study abouttheir artistic practices(Tablel). Par
ticipantswere eligiblefor the study if they self-reportecthat their
disability impactedtheir artistic practicein a screeningsurvey.The
survey additionally askedaboutaccommaodationshat would be
necessaryor the interview.

We employedtwo recruitmentmethods:cold-emailingartists
from the California Arts and Disability Resource&Centerartist di-
rectory [1], and conveniencesamplingfrom our personalnetworks.
Thesemethodsallowedusto connectwith artistswho diversiled
the overallexperience®f our sample however,we note that our
sampleis not representativeof all artistswith disabilities[59; for
instance the majority of our participantsarewhite or Asianand
basedn either Californiaor New York.

Participantswere given the option to remainanonymouspr to
havetheir realnamesusedin this paper.All participantsreviewed
their quotes a draft of the manuscript,andany imagesincludedin
Figurel beforeconsentingto deanonymizeAdditionally, Table3in
the Appendixincludespersonaland professionalvebsitesshared
by participantswho consentedo their inclusion. We chosethis

approachto directly credit participantsfor their contributions.Ree
ognizingthat artists often dependon self-promotion,we soughtto
serveasacreativecommunitythat providesanoutlet for promotion
andvisibility.

3.2 Interview structure

Interviewswereconductedvia Zoomor email (Ali, Kurt, andPartic
ipant F) basedon accommodationrequestdrom our screenerThe
interview wasIRBapprovedall participantsgaveinformedconsent
(disclosingtheir type of disability wasoptional),and participants
were compensate@t $20USD/hrThe study took on averaged0
minuteswith arangefrom oneto threehours.Oneor both of the
Irst two authorswere presentfor all interviews.
We structuredthe interview into three parts:

(1) Background & process.We collectedinformation about
participants@rtistic practicesjncluding their chosenmedi
ums,motivationsfor creating,personahistoriesthat inform
their work, and the interdependentart worlds they navi-
gate.We elicited stories[51] aboutparticipants@rt routines,
including their setup andcleanup processes.

(2) Tools & use. We askedquestionsto getinsight into par-
ticipants@ersonalperceptionsof their tools. We inquired
why they usespecilc tools, why they do not usecertain
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tools or features,andwhat is frustrating abouttheir tools.
We askedif they hadmodi'ed their tools or usedatool for
apurposebeyondits initial purpose We inquired into the
intent behindthe modi!cations. In addition,we askedhow
andwhat they would like to seechangein their tools.

(3) Social norms & community perceptions. We askedpar-
ticipantsabouttheir perceptionsof the current stateof acces
sibility for disabledartists.We inquired aboutthe role tools
play in accessibilityandwhat artists considerimportant for
accesandartistic expressiorbeyondthe useof tools.

3.3 Data analysis

We conducteda re"exive, inductive thematicanalysis[7] on the
anonymizedranscriptsandwritten interview responseskirst, all
authorsfamiliarizedthemselvesvith the datato developaninitial
codebook. After a discussiorof theseinitial codesand patterns,
the Irst authorthenwent backto codeall participantinterviews.
All authorsmetacrossa month to iterate on andre!ne our !nal six
themes Our threeresearchquestionsandthe lensof crip techno-
scienceguidedthe analysis.

3.4 Positionality statement

Theresearcheamincludesresearchersvith disabilitiesresearchers
who maintainart practicesandresearchersvho areartistswith
disabilities.The Irst author is an artist interestedin accessibil
ity becausgersonalexperiencehastaught her the importanceof
putting accessibilityat the foregroundof designingtechnologies,
while the secondauthor is a disabledartist with direct personal
experienceelatedto the themesexploredin this study. Our artistic
perspectivegndlived identitiesinform how we approachedgartic-
ipantinterviews and shapedour interpretation of the data.At the
sametime, the researchteamconsistsof individualswith privileged
backgroundqUS-basedcademicsvho arewhite or Asian),which
in"uencesour interpretationsof the results.

4 Findings

We found that artistswith disabilitiesconsideredoolsthat fulllled
their basicneedsasintegral to their art practice,moresothan mod
ifying existingtools (RQ1)Disability in"uencesartistic processes
by highlighting the constraintsand opportunitiesof the body,and
artistswere motivatedto createart abouttheir disabilitiesin away
that was accessibléo andin solidarity with disabledaudiences
(RQ2)Lastly,consideringan expansivede!nition of creativetools
asdetailedin Section4.1,artists navigatedseveralsitesof frus-
tration yet opportunity in their interdependennetwork of tools
(funding, spaceandrepresentationRQ3).

4.1 Tools asinterdependent relations

CSTresearchhashistorically beenconcernedvith creatingtools
that technicallyinnovatenovelwaysof creatingartifacts[20. How-
ever,in learningfrom artistswith disabilities we adoptanexpansive
delnition of what a creativetool canbe.

4.1.1 Toolsfor basicneedsWhenthinking abouthow to makeart
accessibléo artistswith disabilities researcheranddesigneroften
think increasingdigital accesshrough technologicainnovations
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[49, suchascreatinga universaldesign[3€ for anonline tool or a
grip on apaintbrush[14. All participantsdescribedisingtools not
typically labeledasart tools but directly connectedo their artistic
practice.Thesetools fulllled daily needsthat enabledaccesgo
their creativework or formed part of their artistic processWe
identiled three categorieof toolsthat supportedparticipantsin
meetingbasicneedsessentiafor their artistic practice.

Constraintof physicalspacesRegarLinton is atheaterdirector
andwheelchairuser.Shedescribedvorking with agroup of univer-
sity studentsto designa personalizedhowerchair. Sheexplained
that the showerchair Oseemiike an ancillary thing to creatingthe
artObut it is important becausedifl canObe at the placewhere
IO&meedingto do the art and havea way to showerandusethe
bathroomthen | canObethere. SoitOsactually a very important
tool for me (The showerchairis atool specilcally designedo help
with adaily task,which in turn supportsperformingtasksrelated
to herart.

AlexandraOAlex®riedmanis an artist that works with glass,
plastic,and ceramicsto createobjectswho is autistic,hasADHD,
andfaceschronicpain. Dueto their disability and medication they
areextremelysensitiveto heat.Beforeenteringthe glass-making
studio,known asthe Ohoshop,Ghey mustpreparetheir body. Their
routine includesusinga prescribedcooling spray,stretchingand
eatingalot beforethey enterthe studio,and bringing Tylenol and
Advil for useasneededThis body preparationroutine functions
asatool that makesworking in the glassstudio accessibleand
sustainabldor Alex.

Mobility aids. Anthony Tusleris a photographerandwheelchair
user.Anthony emphasizedhat his powerwheelchairis atool for
him to accomplishhis daily tasksandbeableto do his photography.
Beforea powerwheelchair,he wore out his shouldersusinga man
ual wheelchairbecauseashe stated Oshouldergere not designed
to pushwheelchairs @lis wheelchairsupportshis art practiceby
holding photographysuppliesandallowing him to navigatepho-
tographylocations.He stated Oljust love the fact that sincel usea
powerwheelchair,| canjust carry all kinds of stu#[...] "ashlight
and screwdriversand pliers and all kinds of stu#QAdditionally,
Anthony highlighted an ergonomiccamerastrapasan important
tool in his art practice asit enablechim to comfortablywearthe
cameraon his body.

Riley Cerabonas a theaterdirector who emphasizedhe impor-
tanceof addressingheir physicalmovementconstraintsin their art
practice Their work requiresmovementasthey practiceOhands-onO
directing, but their body s easilytaxeddueto their disability. They
citedamusicstandasa crucialtool to hold their scriptduring the
taxing and non-stopmovementof directing.

Flexibilityin work modality. LisaSnidermanwho is Oarartist,
playwright, a co-composera producer,and a disabledartist ad
vocate @vorks from homedueto healthrisks associateavith her
compromisedmmune system Becaus®f fatigue sheexperiences,
shetakesshortnapsor breaksduring work. Sheviewedthesebreaks
asatool that allows her to getthrough a dayworking asan artist.

Regarexplainedthat one of the mostimportant tools sheuses
is an Ointangiblene]...], interpersonalin termsof like building
into the ethosthat youOreettingfor a processand sayingwe want
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people’s words are hard to understand.

Figure 1: Artwork created by some of our participants. A.1-2 by Anthony Tusler, B by Ali Shahrouzi, C.1-3by Olivia Ting, D by
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o
N
-y
Yellow and blue!
BRANDON: | draw sometimes.

ReganLinton, E by Kurt Weston, F by Participant F, G.1-2by Lisa Sniderman, K by Alex Friedman, and L by Riley Cerabona.

All artwork usedwith permission.

to makesurethereOsomelexibility here,sothat if somebodyhas
somethinghealth-wisecomeup, or if somebodyhasa needthat
they expressyve havethe !exibility to adjustandtry to meetthat
need (Thisis in contrastto the classicalrigorousapproachin "Im
andtheaterwhere peoplewho did not showup could not be part
of the production. Regandescribedthat !exibility is a tool that
ensureghat disabledartistscanmeettheir personalneedssothat
they canshowup for their work.

Overall,participantsdescribedools designedo supportaccess
to daily tasks physicalspacesor speci“cdisability-relatedneedsas
directly connectedo their work asartists. Artists with disabilities
teachusthat the scopeof what is consideredatool shouldencom
passmundaneencountersandinterdependennetworksthat make
art-makingpossible.

4.1.2 Artistictoolsbeyondartifact production.Participantsmen

tionedtoolsthat sometimegle"ed the normsof what are usually
consideredOcreativéools Gasthey did not directly dealwith arti-

fact production.Forinstance RegardescribedsoogleFormsasan

important creativity supporttool to surveycastand crew members
abouttheir accessibilityneeds.

Ali Shahrouziis a "ne art photographerwith cerebralpalsy.
Ali describedwvorking with a humanassistanin his photography
practice(Fig 1B).He instructsan assistanto setup his tripod, light
meter,and cameraHe then guidesthe assistanon whento trigger
the shutter and how to usephoto editing software.In line with

crip perspective®n interdependencg3d], Ali expressediewing
his assistantasa crucial part of their creativepractice.

When askedaboutthe maintool in their practice,Alex stated,
OOthepeople.[...] | think community and other peopleare my
greatesttools becausén a community one canaskfor help and
bounceideaso# people Ohey alsosaid community helpsthem
follow through with their projectideasbecausdelling someone
else,O0hwhat if you dothis or this or this?Gneanshey are Omore
likely to actually"nish.O

Theseaccountsexpandtraditional de"nitions of artistic tools
by highlighting the importanceof interpersonalresourcesn cre-
ative practice.For disabledartists,accessibilityto creatingmaterial
artifactsinvolvesmorethan technologicainnovations.Their prac
tice dependson the systemsrelationships,andvaluesthat make
creativeprocessefnclusiveandsustainable.

4.2 Modilcations of tools

We de"ne modifying a tool assubtractingfrom or addingto an
existingtool, combiningtoolstogether,or usingatool otherthan
its intendedpurposefmisusing[44 atool. We inquiredinto how
participants@isabilitiesinform their modi“cation of tools.

4.2.1 Rejectinghe notion of Oadaptingtdols. Often, modifying
toolsin aOdisabilitgechnosciencel®nsmeansadaptiveor assistive
technologythat supportsa persondoing a taskin the way the tool
wasoriginally designedorNassumingif atool is not adaptedthe
disabledpersonwould belimited by the tool [14. Bringing this
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assumptioninto art, one might wonderhow disabledartistsadapt
their art toolsto enabletheir art practices Almost all participants
reportedthey do not Oadaptéhy art toolsbecausef their disability.

Ali stated, OldonOmakeany alterationsto any equipment. use
whateverother photographersand printers use @iley mentioned
OldonOknow if IOvéuilt or alteredanything in termsof my art
practice.|Ovebuilt and adaptedthings for accessibilityin other
areasof my life, but my art mostly comesfrom me,from inside me.
ThereOkessof a needto alter externalthings.O

Lisa,who is writing amusical,collaboratesvith ateamto create
accessibl¢heaterexperiencedor individualswho cannotattend
traditional live, in-person,theater experiencesWhile her work
relects an adaptationof the theaterexperiencadtself, shenoted
that shedoesnot useany Oadaptedrt toolsGo createher work.

While participantsdid not report that they adaptedtools, we
observedexampleof creativemodi“cationsthat canbebetterun-
derstoodastinkering[79 or hacking[23 within their art practices,
rootedin crip makertraditions.

For example,SamSmith is a musicianand visual artist with
visualimpairmentdueto Optic Nerve Atrophy and hearingloss.
Samlearnedto read and write using a closed-circuittelevision
system(CCTV).He describedthat he now utilizes this tool for
drawing, asit helpshim achieveprecisionand color accuracyin
his outlines.Although color CCTVshavebeenavailablefor overa
decadeSamprefersthe traditional white-on-blackdisplay,stating,
OltGswaysbeeneasierto see. O

ParticipantJis blind and practicesmusicalperformancecompc
sition, andthe useof musictechnology.They reportedmodifying
their synthesizeby swappingout knobsdependingon the musical
context. For instance they changethe size,shape,or texture of
the knobsto provide distinct tactile feedbacksuitedto di#erent
genresor compositionalgoals.Theseadjustmentsoptimizethe tac-
tile interface,enablingpreciseandintuitive non-visualnavigation
of the instrument. We frametheseactionsasforms of tinkering
or hackingto respectparticipants@wn perspectivesand avoid
recharacterizingheir experiencessOadaptation.O

4.2.2 Misusingtoolsfor artisticintent. Despitestatingthey do not
adapttoolsfor their own practicesparticipantsreportedmodifying
and misusingtools beyondtheir intendedpurposeto better suit
their artistic visionNaprocessn line with thoseof "ne artists[45.
Kurt Westonis alegally blind photographerKurt describedhat he
usedascannetto createaseriesof self-portraitsthat Orepresentbe
physical,emotional,and psychologicalveight of sightloss.They
presentthe viewer a glimpseinto what | seewith my impaired
vision((Fig 1E).Kurt chosea scannerinsteadof a cameradueto its
limited depthof "eld, emulatinghis own vision.

Olivia Ting is a hard of hearingmulti-mediaartist. Olivia de-
scribeddistorting captionson a video project (Fig 1C.1)to play
aroundwith the ideathat Owheryou put on your glassesevery
thing becomegrystal clear,but that is not the casewith ahearing
aid.CParticipantH is a poet and painter who is autistic and has
anxiety. ParticipantH said,Olhavea coupleof paintbrusheghat
havebroken,but | usethemfor a di#erenttool Qnluenced by both
their anxiety andracialidentity, ParticipantH misusedhesepaint
brushesby salvagingthemfor their other functional a#ordances,
suchasusingthe handlesto pry openpaint lids.
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Participantsmisusedools not dueto an accesdimitation, but
becauseéntentional misuseenabledthemto expressa particular
perspectiveor messageelatedto their disabilities,in line with
themesof crip technoscience.

4.3 Emphasis on the body

Participantsframeddisability asan embodiedepistemologyand
creativeconstraintthat rede"nedhow they made,sensedandun-
derstoodart.

4.3.1 EmbodiegberspectiveParticipantsdescribedow their phys-
ical orientationin the world shapechot only their accesso artistic
toolsandspaceshut alsotheir aesthetigperspectiveParticipants
alsoemphasizedbodily awarenesasa part of their art practicéla
methodologicalorientation groundedin the socialmodelof dis-
ability [76. Forinstance,Anthony, Lisa, Alex, and Participants
H and| describedattunementto fatigue,pain, and movementas
sometimesnterruptionsto creativity, but alsoasenablingtheir life
experiencesvhich wereinseparabldrom their creativepractices.
Theyrelected on how their bodiesa#ecttheir work through the
cultivation of attentivenesgo sensoryperceptualand a#ective
experiences.

ForAnthony, his seatedrantagepoint becamedistinctivevisual
signature Ratherthan seeingthis perspectiveasa constraint,he
emphasizedts a#ordancesNa@rounded horizontal gazeallowed
for new ways of composingimagesand framing spatialrelation-
ships.This visual languagechallengeddominant notions of the
Ocorrect@ Oneutral@ye-levelsrevealinghow normative design
assumptiongnvisibly centerable-bodiedstandpoints.His work
repositionsdisability not asan obstacleput asan aestheticand
epistemologicalensthat he takespride in.

This themeties backto broaderconversationsarounddisabled
identity and pride. Anthony describedhow his embodiedgaze
becamea formal strategyanda recognizablemark of authorshipN
somethingto becelebratedatherthan minimizedor corrected This
celebrationof bodily speci“city recurredthroughoutthe interviews
with Riley,Alex, Participantd,andParticipantl, disruptingthe myth
of auniversalor disembodieartistic perspective.

Thiskind of bodyawarenessuggestalternativewaysof making
that resistextractive,productivity-centeredmodelsof art produc
tion. Forexample Olivia describechow sheis Ointeresteth the
factthat algorithmsof assistivehearingdeviceghearingaid and
cochlearimplant] are[her] soundOrealities@hedescribechow
herhearingaid allowedhigh frequenciedike speectbut "ltered low
oneslike the basdine in music,showinghow Oitplacesthe impor-
tanceof perceptionof how oneperceiveghe rangeof sound It goes
into the multi-sensoryand spatialmanifestationsof soundbecause
it is very directionalbecausegou really useyour environment.O

Regaralsodescribechow her creativeprocessvasshapedy an
expandecawarenes®f her embodiedexperienceafter acquiring
aspinalcordinjury. Offeellike my own life and experiencevas
expandedy acquiringa disability and havingto think outsideof
the box,Ghesaid.OAndso maybel donOhaveto do drugs.| just
havea spinalcordinjury andthat helpsme expandmy artistry.O

When askedaboutmotivation for working with their speci“c
sculptural medium, Alex said,Olwant to touch all the layersof
paint[in aVanGoghpainting]. | wantto feelthe ridgesof the stars
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andthe buildingsbecausghat tells me way more aboutthe artistOs
practicethan just looking at it. ThereOsomuchhiddenin touch.So
much of glassis abouthow it feelsand soundsBut becausef the
Westerngallery, museumandinstitutional gazeNwhichprioritizes
sightaboveall elseNweOvest something We needto reclaimthat O
Alex is asensoryseekerandis excitedfor othersto learnthrough
touch. Shesaidthat her shift towardssculptureasa mediumwasa
responseo understandinghis sensoryseekingbehavior:Olthink
alot of glassartists pay no attention to the way glassfeels.Their
coreconcernis clarity and transparencyand while | appreciate
the visual aspectof glass,| think whatOsnoreinterestingis all
the dilerent texturesit cantake on. De"nitely an autismthing.
[...] LetOmakeit touchableLetOmakeit engagingLetOmakeit
understandabléor peoplewho canOsee.O

ArtistsQet#ectionssignalthat a deliberaterecognitionof embod
ied dilerenceNthrough shiftsin movementsensationand percep-
tionNprovidesa groundfor artistic explorationrather than artistic
constraint.

4.3.2 Thebodyasa creativeconstraint.Severalparticipantsde-
scribedhow their bodiesplayedan active,directiverole in their
creativeprocessnot asa passivesite of limitation, but asacreative
constraint.This drawson understandingghat constraintis not a
restriction, but a generativeforcethat shapesreativepossibilities.
Rootedin medical[7§ and embodiedperspectiveon disability,
participantsframedtheir bodiesNespeciallgisabledbodiesNas
active agentsthat inffuencethe conditions,timing, and form of
their artistic work. In theseaccountsthe body servesasa collabe
rator, guiding the creativeprocesghrough its rhythms, needsand
limitations.

ForRiley,disability wasintegralto the narrative contentof their
work. They describedhemselvesasthe solesourcematerialfor
their scripts,explainingthat the unreliability of their body shaped
their relianceon the mind asa tool. They said, OMybody is im-
portant becauseny body is disabled and disability is a big part
of my identity. But at the sametime, my brain is the thing that
really matters (This re#ectionechoedong-standingtensionsin
WesternthoughtNparticularly Cartesiandualism[3(Nyet partici-
pantsoften movedbeyondthis binary. They neitherfully separated
nor fusedbody and mind, but describedca dynamicrelationshipin
which bodily unpredictability shapedhot just when art could be
made but what wasmadeand how.

Riley describedheir processingf writing, sayingit wasOdot
of 2 AM sessionsn my dorm roomwhere 0dhink, OWeliitOgime
to write. 3 donOknow why, but pastmidnight my "lter disappears,
sol haveto wait until thento write the real stu!. It wasalot of
late nights writing, which is complicatedwvhen oneof your arms
doesn@tork andthe otheris weak O

Riley and ParticipantH both pointedto athemeof the impor-
tanceof the disabledembodiecperspectivesuchashow Participant
H describechow they chosewhich paintbrushto use,saying,Ol
havealot of wrist instability, and| brokemy arm a coupleof years
ago.Thatmeans! gettired after usinga speci”c paintbrushfor too
long. If IOnusinga smallbrushfor along time, it might be easier
to switch to adilerent one.ltOsbouteaseor practicality.O

Alex spokeabouthow her body Odecides€henit canenterinto
artistic labor. Glass-makingwith its demanddor strength,heat
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enduranceand prolongedprecision requiresadvancepreparation
andbodily readinessRatherthan seeingthis asalimitation, Alex

spokeaboutcultivating a senseof attunementNlearningo listen

closelyto the signalsher body sendsandallowing thosesignalsto

guideher scheduleandpace Olfl feelunwell, | cannotdo glassIf

| becomeamoredisabledthan | amRNwhich| will, which everyone
will at somepointNI loseaccessl. canno longerpractice Theolder
you get, the moreyou practice the more physically dis"gured you

becomeSoitOgeally like: Do you chooseyour body remaining
upright, or do you makebeautiful,cold-workedglasspieceswhile

your spineturns into a 90-degreangle?0

4.4 Artistic motivations

How doesdisability impactthe motivationsandintent behindart
practices?Participantsrevealedthat their personalexperiences
shapedheir motivation to create,inspiring themto shareperspee
tives on their disabledexperiencewith the public and makeart
moreaccessible.

4.4.1 Disability motivatingaccessibilityn live andspatialexperi
encesAtrtists who workedin creatinglive and spatialexperiences
for audienceslescribedhat their disabilitieshavegiventhemin-
sight on how experiencingart (asan audiencemember)can be
inaccessibleandthus infuencedthemto maketheir work acces
sible.Lisahashadto stay home becauseof her disability. This
motivatedher to work on a projectto createimmersivevirtual and
live theaterexperiencedor thosewho cannotattendin person.
OlOvmeenhomeandwant to bring theaterto other peoplewho also
canGattendlive theater@hesaid.Including andbeyondthe virtual
theaterproject (Fig 1G.1& G.2) Lisasaidit wasessentiato bring
the perspectiveof disability and centerit from the beginningof a
project.

ReganGshowsfeatureddisabledcastmembersandstoriesabout
or relating to disability (Fig 1D). Becaus®f her own experiencenot
beingableto accesstagedackingramps,shemakessurethatin her
productions,actorsandaudiencemembersareableto accesshe
stage Regarput accessibilityat the forefront of her art andviewed
solvingaccessibilityproblemsasa form of creativity. Forexample,
sheidenti"ed captioning asa challengewhen directing improv
shows,due to the absenceof a prede"ned script. Sheexplored
creatinga OscripstructureGhat outlinesan improv showOthemes
in advanceallowing captionsto conveyoverarchingelementsor
having a live captionwriter transcribethe dialoguein real time.
Regannotedthat, asa disabledartist, sherecognizesroviding
accommodation$o accessan art piecemight not fully capturethe
work of artNjust addingcaptionswould not conveythe full theater
experiencedo hard of hearingaudiencemembersTherefore she
wishesto continueto explorehow to makethe showexperience
not just accessiblehut alsovibrant.

Whenreminiscingon having doubtswith their pastshow, Riley
said,OlrealizedthatOsot really a productiveway to think because
I wonOknow who needsto seeit until they do. SometimedOm
drawn to makingspeci“cart becausét feelsright, andthen people
interactwith it in their own way.CFor Riley, makingart is about
someoneelseviewing their art asa form of representation.

Becausef their experiencesvith disability, disabledartistsare
motivatedto prioritize accessibilityfrom the very beginningof their
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work, ratherthan treating it asan afterthought.By foregrounding

accessibilitythey publicly emphasizéts importanceand challenge
themselvego go beyondtraditional methods discoveringinnova

tive waysfor disabledeamandaudiencemembergo fully access
andengagewith their art.

4.4.2 Sharingperspectiveom the disabledexperienceAll partici-
pantsexceptAli reportedthat disability informedandimpactedthe
intent behindtheir art. Artists were motivatedto sharetheir experi
enceandperspective®ntheir disabilitieswith the public,providing
audienceswith insightinto the experienceof that disability.

Kurt said,Olalsowant my art to inform the public aboutwhat
it is like to engagewith a disability GDlivia describecher project
calledOTouchingound@Fig 1C). Shetook old radios,removedthe
original parts,andreplacedhemwith transducersThus,the radios
only vibratedinsteadof producingauditory noise.Additionally, she
removedthe radioObackpanelandreplacedt with atableauthat
thematicallymatchedthe track the radio vibrated.Forexamplepne
featuredbird recordingsfrom her neighborhoodThe backof the
radio wasadornedwith bird Igures, andit playedthe vibrationsof
birdsong.(Fig1C.2).To interactwith the !ve total radios(Fig1C.3),
galleryvisitors put their handson the boxeso feelthe sound.Olivia
describedhat feeling soundwavesis away for thosewith hearing
disabilitiesto experiencesound.The OTouchingound@rojectwas
in"uencedby the artistOslisability to help her audiencethink about
interactingwith sounddi#erently.

Anthony describedhat, asa disabledperson,he is motivated
to take photosthat capturedisabledexperiencesHe takesthese
photosto sharewith both disabledand non-disabledaudiences,
sayingaboutFig 1A.2, OThephoto showsone disabledpersoncom:
forting another.This is at a disability memorial.Rarelydo you see
adisabledpersoncomforting anotherdisabledperson.dn addition
to sharingthe disabledexperienceAnthony madeart to pushfor
increasedaccessibilityand supportfor disabledindividuals. An-
thonyOphotographyoften capturedactivismrelating to disability,
suchashis photo that combinedaction!gures, two in wheelchairs
andtwo usingarollator, woodendowels,and miniature protest
posters(Fig 1A.1).Photographyhashistorically beena mediumfor
documentationandcitizenjournalism,which alignswell with Kurt
andAnthonyOsepresentationatjoals.

Musico#eredParticipantJan alternativeframeworkfor creation
rootedin refusingtraditional normsand celebratingdisabledones.
They said,Olnoticedthat the classica[music] traditions | waspart
of sinceearly childhoodwere a lot aboutconformity. They pun-
isheda lot of peoplelike me,who are disabledand nonconforming,
and madeus overcompensatéor perceivedinabilities asjudged
by the power structuresof classicamusic.l burnt out from that
andcouldnOteally do it anymore.Around that time, | discovered
electronicmusicandnoticedthat alot of the electronicmusicians
whosesoundsl really liked usedthe possibility of making any
soundwith any equipmentto expresstheir nonconformity and
marginalization. ThatOsomethingl want to do aswell CParticipant
Jsawtheir artistic practiceasa responseto or in dialoguewith
their disability.

Justasany artist may createart to in"uence their audienceOs
perspectiveandcommenton culture, artistswith disabilitiescreate
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art to bring disabledexperiencesnto conversationfor both dis-
abledandnon-disabledaudiencesWe observedheir motivations
align with the crip technosciencerientation of innovating at the
margins.

4.5 Frustrations

When askedaboutfrustrationswith their toolsto understandhow
thesemight preventaccessparticipantsinsteaddescribedaccess
barriersasrelationaland systemic.

4.5.1 Structuralsupportandfunding. Participants@ccountshigh-
light structuralfactorsthat determinewho canparticipatein cre-
ativework. Financialsupportemergedasaparticularly crucialform

of accessNoftemakingthe di#erencebetweenbeingableto create
or not at all. Participantsexpressedrustration that this form of

accesss oftenlimited or di$cult to obtain,particularly for disabled
artists.

All participantspushedbackagainstassumptionghat access
is simply aboutaccommodationinstead,they emphasizedhat
meaningfulparticipation often hingeson !nancial support.In HCI
and adjacenttech-art!elds, the expectationof salariedstability
or institutional resourcingcontrastssharply with the economic
realitiesfacingmany disabledartists.

Lisaemphasizedhe importanceof receivinga grant for her re-
centproject,explainingthat with 'nancial support,shewasable
to Oexplorandtry di#erent things without beingtied to a per-
formance Gheexplainedthat grant funding securedhrough her
primary collaboratorwasespeciallysigni!cant, asit signaledthat
institutions are beginningto placegreatervalueon disabledartists.

Regannoted that working asa disabledartist camewith sig-
nilcant !'nancial costs.Her disability requiredcoveringmedical
expensesnd payingfor essentiatechnologiessuchasher own
wheelchair.Travelingfor theaterwork alsoadded!nancial strain,
especiallywhen inaccessiblgublic transit forcedher to rely on
moreexpensiveoptionslike taxis.

Disabledartists@Gccountsdisplayhow OshowingipGncursin-
visible costsNtransportationpersonalcare,physicalexertion, or
the ongoingemotionallabor of advocatingfor accessFundingwas
describedasa vital enablerof creativeengagementSpeci!cally,ac
cessto grantsenablesand empowersdisabledartists,anddisabled
artiststeams to createtheir work.

4.5.2 InaccessiblartisticspacesAtrtists expressedollectivefrus-
tration with accessingrtistic spacegasdiscussedn Sectiord.1.).
Participantsrepeatedlyframedaccessisthe ability to OshowipORN
to galleries,rehearsalsperformancesand informal community
spacesNthevery contextswhereart is made shared and sustained.
However,showing up was often hinderedby fatigue, inaccessi
ble transportation,the physicaldemandsof navigatingbuilding
environments and structural exclusionof di#erentneurotypesor
mobility devicege.g.wheelchairphysicallynot beingableto enter
venues).

Forexample Participantl, an actorand Otheater-makendith a
developmentadisability, sharedfrustrationsaroundsocialexpecta
tions during breakson set:Olwasin ashort!lm recently,andthe
way community is built in acting spacess through breaksNlike
15-minutebreaksor lunch breaks.During thosetimes,everyone



ASSET®2%)ctober260292025 Denver,CO, USA

socializesandthatOsow they bond.But IOnusually soexhausted
from working that | want to spendmy breakalone,maybeon my
phone.Theissueis that IQvédeentold | comeacrossasaloofor like
| donOtvant to bethere...| wish | hadabetterway of communicat
ing that | dowant to bethere, |Ongrateful, but | genuinelyneed
downtime. Socializingduring breaksisnOt breakNitOsmorework.O
For Participantl, presencemeantbeingallowedto stepbackas
muchasto stepinNa reminderthat accessnustalsoaccountfor
boundariesrest, pacing,andfatigue. This perspectivevasechoed
by Anthony, who saidhis frustration with tools wasnot the tools
themselvesut Omylack of energymorethan anything else.O
Importantly, this critique wasnot siloedby disability type. Physt
cally disabledparticipantsnotedthat many Oaccessibleénuesstill
lackedaccommodationfor sensoryor cognitiveneedsMeanwhile,
neurodivergentartists expressedrustration that physicallyaccessi
ble spaceoften remainedhostileto their modesof processingand
interaction. This mutual recognitiongesturegoward a politics of
cross-disabilitysolidarity, whereaccesss understoodasa shared
andevolvingresponsibilityratherthan a!xed checklist[65.
Furthermore ParticipantJ,ablind electronicmusician,vented
frustration aboutclosed-sourceoftwarespacessaying,O[Thefu-
ture of accessibilitywill] probablycomefrom open-sourcerojects.
I donOseecompaniesdoing anything meaningful. Changewill
comefrom researchersgisabledcreators,and small-scaldnitia-
tives.ButitOlbeslow.O
Thesere"ectionson presencetepresentationand supportpoint
toward a relationalmodelof accessNongroundedin interdepen
dencemutual accountability,andthe political demandnot merely
to beincluded,but to belong.

4.5.3 Representatio& politics. For someparticipants,presence
alsoheld arepresentationahndpolitical charge Riley emphasized,
Oldo think my art is political becausalisabledpeoplebeingon
stageis inherently political. A lot of peopletreat disabledpeopleas
invisible,andputting themon a stagedirectly countersthat. My art
is alsopolitical becausét talks aboutdying, and deathis politicalN
especiallywhenit resultsfrom alack of researchor medicaltools.
Governmentfunding decisionsaboutresearchandtreatmentsare
political. My work is political, but not becauséOnirying to make
astatementltOpolitical becausghesepeopleexistingis political O
In a cultural contextwhere disabledbodiesare either erasedor
castastropes,occupyingspacevisibly asa disabledartist disrupts
dominantnarrativesand assertdoth existenceand authority.

This reframing of representatioralignswith scholarshipabout
mediain disability studies[23 67, which critiquesnot only the
underrepresentatiorof disabledpeople but alsothe constrained
ways they are permittedto appear.As Riley pointed out, being
visible on oneGewn termsNasboth disabledand asan artistNis
both symbolicand strategic.lt assertshe legitimacy of disabled
perspectivesvithin aestheticjnstitutional, andcultural discourse.

Anthony echoedhis stance saying,OWhat would like to seeis
more recognitionfrom both the disability communities but also
from the mainstreamgalleriesand other waysthat art is promoted
for disability relatedart. | would like to seeNwhatany artist wantsN
is moresupport,moremoney,and morevenuesshowingour work O

While disability identity brought comfort, joy, and empower
ment, it alsosurfacedpoints of tensionand contention.Anthony,
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Olivia, ReganKurt, Sam Lisa,Riley,and ParticipantJall shareda
desireto carveout spacefor future disabledartistsNbyproducing
art that re"ects disability experiencesand actively resistingableist
narratives.Theseaforementionedarticipantsvoiceddiscomfort
with beingseenasQinspirationali waysthat spotlightedthe struc-
tural barriersthey face,a phenomenorcommonlyreferredto as
Oinspiratiorporn87. Forinstance ParticipantJdescribedQ[my
disability] hasmademe moreresistantto beinga publicface.There
areblind peoplewho dedicatethemselvego blindnessadvocacy,
disability rights law, or activism.l now know | donOwant that for
myself.| just want to beablind personwho makesart andexists.O

5 Discussion

In our Indings, we observedhat artistswith disabilitieshavethe
advantageof having non-normative perspectiveson the world
dueto their disabilities:for instance through photographingin
a wheelchair,or interpreting soundthrough a cochlearimplant.
Oneway Ine artistsshift powerto themselvess through getting
audiencedo adopttheir non-normativeperspective$46. Boththe
experienceof producingart and the experienceof disability are
aboutseeinglilerently to openup knowledgeboth de!ned by, and
in countenanceo, existingnorms.

By focusingon the perspectiveof artistswith disabilitiesand
their useof tools, we surfacewaysin which normsareimposed
through commonCSTresearchpractices.In our discussionwe
presentwaysin which researcherganexpandthe normsthrough
consideringa broaderde!nition of toolsthat relateto art practices,
embracingbodyin its entirety aspart of our engagementvith art,
andexpandingfrom the tools-centricfocusof CSTcontributions.

5.1 An expansive delnition of tools

Ourinterviewsrevealedhat participantsprioritized toolsthat meet
their basicdisability-relatedneedsover OartoolsGwith addedADA
(Americanswith DisabilitiesAct) featuresor assistiveart tool tech-
nologiestailored for them.We seesimilar threadsin the works of
Hsueh[33, BarbareschandInakage[ 2], andKafer[4(, blurring
the lines betweenartistic, assistive and everydaytools: eachde-
scribewaysin which everydaytools and assistivetechnologycan
contribute to new forms of agencyand expressivenesir artis-
tic production. Additionally, aligning with the interdependence
framing [ 3], disabledartistsemphasizedhe valueof interpersonal
resourcesn their creativepracticesnoting that collaborationand
supportplay acrucialrole in helpingthemideateandor execute
their work.

Participants@xpansivede!nitions of what countedasOartoolsO
challengethe focusin HCI researchon creatinguniversally de-
signedCSTsasthe key to makingtoolsaccessibléo disabledartists
[20, 66. Instead this de!nition highlights the needto supportdis-
abledartists by addressingheir fundamentalrequirementsArtists
pushedbackagainstOadapting€xisting tools for their practice,
which alsopushesagainstthe ideathat disability inherently lim-
its their ability to usecreativetools without accessibilityfeatures.
This could be seenasresistanceto the socialmodel of disabit
ity [33 53 58. While this modelacknowledgesocietyOmle in
contributing to accessibléarriers,it takeson a lens of helping
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peopleO!t inGto the normsof society.Instead we proposeCSTre-
searchergo considerthe perspectiveof expandingandchallenging
assumedorms.

A potential steptoward this vision might befor tool designergo
bemoreexplicit aboutthe goalsof the tool, andthrough thesegoals
betterarticulateembeddedhorms.In Table2, we takeinspiration
from Shneidermari6g Oslesignprinciplesfor CSTsandconsider
how they canbereframedwith this moreexpansivede!nition of
creativetoolsto embodya broadersetof norms.Forinstance we
may critique the Irst principle of Osupporexploratorysearch@
expandthe searchto includethesebroaderde!nitions of creative
tools.

Asmanyparticipantsmentioned coreto expandingnormswould
be understandingthe impact of tools for basicneedson artistic
practicesandconsideringthemin this search Additionally, sucha
searchwould not assumeoolsto betechnocentricput might con
siderother dimensionsof a creativeenvironment:physicallocation
and spacemobility within the spaceandwhat makesusersfeel
groundedin the spaceDrawing on Joneset al. [3§ Operspectives
of OarvorldsGasopposedo isolatedartists,who arethe peopleand
what typesof voicesare contributing to the art? We encourageCST
researcherso re-examinenormsembeddedn what is considered
acreativetool andthrough this perspectiveexpandthe typesof
tools (or non-tools)they candesignto supportartists.

5.2 Supporting making with the lived body

A unifying threadin our interviews is that the body is not just
the executorof creativeideasbut alsoan activesourceof insight,
constraint,andinspiration. We usetheseobservationgo pushback
againstCSTdesignmethodsthat emphasizesymbolic,language-
oriented,and predominantlyvisualinteractions.Someof our par-
ticipantsrejectedmind-bodydualism[29 and showedthat their
crip bodieswere sitesfor embodiecknowledgeOgroundeth every
day,mundaneexperience{1§. By treating the body asa creative
constraint,artistswith disabilitieswere alreadypracticingsomaes-
thetics[31, 69, centeringtheir lived, uniquebodily experienceso
counteracttechnosolutionisnin aninherently political act[4§.
What doesthis perspectivemeanfor how researcherslesign
creativetools?The emphasisartistswith disabilitieshadon their
lived, mundanebodily experienceshowedthat it wasinsepara
ble from their artwork. While pastresearchhasemphasizedow
thinking arisesfrom doing[41], or how materialstalk backin the
creativeprocesq 34,35, we sawinstancef treating the body as
amaterial In additionto receivingand understandingmaterialtalk
back,the body alsotalks backNsuchasthe creativepracticesof
our participantswho were chronicallyill andlet their body dictate
whenthey werereadyto make.We encourageCSTresearcherso
designfor lived bodiesrather than abstractusers[2§. Forinstance,
a CSTthat takesbodiesseriouslymight includebuilt in encourage
mentfor breaks adaptto users@nergylevels,or re"ect on usersO
bodily feedbacKlike tensionor posture) It would not takeinput de-
vicesfor grantedNinsteadf assumingvisual-manuainteractions
through tabletsor screengositionedat armOkength, it couldinvite
multi-sensoryexploration.We alsosawthis in our participants®
artistic practiceswith many of themengagingin multiple media
acrosgheir formsof art. Inputswherelived bodiesareabstractedn
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favor of handsand mindsthat solely processll interfaceinforma-
tion [1Q areadisserviceo the rich anduniqueartistic processes
of artistswith disabilities.We encourageCSTresearcherso alter
andre-examinetheir input normsto not just accommodatdut to
Ind joy andplayfulnessin practicesthat highlight the constraints
andinsightsof individual crip bodies.

5.3 What is and isnOtthe role of a CST
researcher in making accessibletools?

All participantsexpressedhat beinganartist requires!'nancial sup-
port. A careerin art alreadyoften meantlimited !nancial support,
but disability imposedchallengeghat might incur greater!nancial
needslIn addition, disability statusmay imposebureaucraticharri-
ersin raising!nancial supportfor art, suchasnot ableto accept
paymentsin orderto keepdisability insurance This takesa stance
againsttechnosolutionismNew art tools that solveaccessssues
arenot at the forefront of what artistsneed.Accesgssuessuchas
overcoming!nancial barriersimposedoy beingadisabledartist, are
fundamentallytied to art making.In addition,our Indings revealed
focusingin on removingbarriersfor disabledartistsis essentiato
disability communitiesandthe generalpublic. As manydisabled
artistsfocustheir work on creatingaccessiblart experiencegor
disabledpeople supportingtheseartiststo executetheir projects
oftenresultsin the creationof accessiblexperienceanddirectly
supportsawarenesanddiscussionaroundaccessibility.

In the spirit of bringing more perspectivesnto the conversa
tion arounddesignof art tools,we encourageCSTresearcherso
considerthe pathwaysaswell aspotential roadblocksto enabling
disabledartiststo participate.As mentionedby Macket al. [5Q,
this includesresearchergroactivelyanticipatingneedsandaccom
modatingunforeseerbarriersto entry at everystageof the human-
centeredresearctprocessResearchershouldthink through and
plan how they canensurethat participantscan OshowpGphysi-
cally, emotionally,logistically,and!nancially to engagewith the
researchactivities. Thoughnot speci!c to disabledartists,Deven-
dorf etal. [16 alsopresentideasaroundcreatingan environment
of mutual benelt in cross-disciplinarycollaboration.In particular,
they explorebalancingthe needsof artistsandresearchersn artist
residencies.

Our own participantsrequestecaccommodationsuchasemail,
insteadof oral interviews and emphasizedhe importanceof Inan -
cial compensatiorfor their time. It is important for researchers
to considerhow to ensurethat participantsare compensatedor
their time in away that bestsupportsthem.Forinstance CSTre-
searcherganusetheir institutional privilege to o#er participants
paymentoptionsin the form of providing gift cards,gifting new
technologyr evenpurchasingheir art whendirectpaymentis not
aviableoption dueto governmentbureaucracyFollowing Mack
etal. [5(, we callfor CSTresearcherso reconsiderandreinvent
the normsembeddedn commonresearchpracticesThroughthese
practiceswe encourageCSTresearchers$o avoidtechnosolutionist
tendenciesandinsteadconsiderat eachstageif designinga OtoolO
is the appropriatesolutionin asituation. Do we needanothertool,
or dowe needpolitical support,suchasbringing the power of our
institutions behindartistswith disabilities?
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CSTdesign principle Sample research questions

Supportexploratorysearch

inspireideas?

basedon existinga#ordances?

¥ How might we expandsearchesor relatedwork to includethesebroaderde!nitions of creativetools?
¥ What additionalartist perspectivesrenOtraditionally consideredn need!nding and designprocesseshat could

¥ Outsideof immediatecreativework"ows, what socio-technicafactorsin"uence artistic practices?
¥ How canwe avoidfunctional Ixedness[2]] in designtools or inspiration andlearnto seeother possibilitiesof use

Enablecollaboration

collaboration?

¥ Do communicationchannelsenableall participantsto engageand contribute?How canthey Oshowip?O
¥ What other rolesandforms of collaborationscouldbe considered(.e.,through alensof interdependence)?
¥ Isthe community and environmentsafefor voicing diverseperspective$o enabletighter/interdependenforms of

¥ Are basicneedsconsideredn toolsfor facilitating collaboration?
¥ What artist perspectivesare missingfrom the collaboration?

Providerich
history-keeping
pluralistic practices?

¥ What modalitiesof history-keepingallow more participantsto engage?
¥ Canembodimentpracticessuchasa Omincpalace(nlay arole in tracking the history of an artistic processfor

Designwith low
thresholds high ceilings,
andwide walls

¥ When consideringthresholdsceilings,andwalls to creativity, arerequirementsaroundbasicneedsconsidered?
¥ What doesa low thresholdmeanfor a disabledartistOgractice?A high ceiling?A wide wall?

Table 2: Taking inspiration from Shneiderman [68] Oslesign principles for CSTs,we map his proposed design principles to
potential research questions raised by insights from participants in our study.

6 Limitations

Despitethe diversity of disabilities,agesand gendersof our partic-
ipants,our studyis limited by samplingbias.As we cold-emailed
everyindividual onthe CaliforniaArts andDisability Resourc&€en
ter artist directory[1], the self-selectegarticipantswho responded
(Anthony, Ali, Olivia, ReganKurt, Lisa,and ParticipantF) were
morelikely to want to reachout if they wantedto talk abouttheir
disabilitiesand had somehistory of beinginvolvedwith disability
advocacyThelist itself wasbiasedtoward Californian (thoughnot
all artistsresidedin California),white, andolder artists. The other
participantsrecruitedthrough conveniencesampling(H-J,Alex,
Riley)skewedyoungerin ageandwere alsopredominatelywhite.
As all participantswere basedn, or near,major USmetropolises,
they might havehadthe materialmeansandsocialsupportsystems
in placeto engagen crip technosciencén the Irst place.

Our opennesgo recruiting any participantwith any disability
working in any medium,while still generatingconvergingthemes,
alsomeantwe could not treat any singlemediumwith singularat-
tention. Our methodologyof conductingsemi-structurednterviews
remotelywasalsolimited. We could havegleanedmoreinsights
through contextualinquiries that involved goinginto artistsGtu-
diosor observationof their artistic practice.Finally, our Indings
would alsobestrengthenedhrough the perspective®f disability
andarts-basedommunity organizationdike the NIAD Art Cen
ter [57] or the CreativeGrowth Art Center[12. We acknowledge
building community partnershipsoften takesmoretime andtrust
than individual relationshipsfor compensateédhterviews.

7 Conclusion

This papercentersthe experiencef artists with disabilitiesto
inform creativity supporttool design.Towardtool usageand mis-
usagewe learnedhow artistswith disabilitieshavean expansive
interdependennetwork of tools (andpeople)crucial to their art
making;our participantsdid not solelyidentify toolsthat resultin

new artifacts.We learnedthat while artistswith disabilitiesdo not
perceivethemselvesasadaptingtheir toolsto overcomefunctional
limitations, they did misusetoolswhenit matchedwith their artistic
intent. Toward how their disabilitiesimpactedtheir art, we learned
that artistswith disabilitiescontinually negotiatebodily boundaries.
Theyaremotivatedto createart aboutdisabledexperiencesiccessi
bleto andin solidarity with other peoplewith disabilities.Toward
supportingthe practicesof artistswith disabilitieswe learnedabout
severalsitesof frustration surroundingaccessandthat ratherthan
anewtool, artistswould rather seepolitical and!nancial support.
Fromtheir ingenuity, we o#er suggestiongor CSTresearchersn
how to build not necessarilymore Oaccessiblégdls, but tools that
supportthe Opracticesf critique, alteration,and reinventionCof
crip technoscience.
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A Appendix

Participant Website(s)

Anthony Tusler https://aboutdisability.com/

Ali Shahrouzi https://www.ali'neartphoto.com/

Olivia Ting https://www.olivetinge.com/,
https://beethovensbox.cargo.site/,
https://www.instagram.com/oting1,

RegarlLinton https://www.reganlinton.com

Kurt Weston https://www.kurtweston.com/

SamSmith https://www.facebook.com/

SAMSMITHSPERFECTMESS
https://thegrievingproject.com/musical,
https://www.instagram.com/grievingproject,
https://www.instagram.com/vitanovamusical
AlexandraFried https://alexandrafayefriedman.com/

Riley Cerabona https://www.rileycerabona.com/

Table 3: De-anonymized participantsOportfolio websites.

LisaSniderman



https://niadart.org/
https://tomglobal.org/about
https://toplap.org/wiki/ManifestoDraft
https://toplap.org/wiki/ManifestoDraft
https://disability-studies.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/library/UPIAS-fundamental-principles.pdf
https://disability-studies.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/library/UPIAS-fundamental-principles.pdf
https://www.ted.com/talks/stella_young_i_m_not_your_inspiration_thank_you_very_much/transcript
https://www.ted.com/talks/stella_young_i_m_not_your_inspiration_thank_you_very_much/transcript
https://aboutdisability.com/
https://www.alifineartphoto.com/
https://www.olivetinge.com/
https://beethovensbox.cargo.site/
https://www.instagram.com/oting1
https://www.reganlinton.com
https://www.kurtweston.com/
https://www.facebook.com/SAMSMITHSPERFECTMESS
https://www.facebook.com/SAMSMITHSPERFECTMESS
https://thegrievingproject.com/musical
https://www.instagram.com/grievingproject
https://www.instagram.com/vitanovamusical
https://alexandrafayefriedman.com/
https://www.rileycerabona.com/
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