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Abstract
Research in social accessibility aims to improve the lives of disabled
people across diverse abilities and experiences by assisting with
communication, relationships, and ecosystems of access. We seek
to understand this intersectional body of work through analyzing
social accessibility research from 2011 to 2025. Through construc-
tivist grounded theory analysis of 90 papers (curated from 605),
we develop the Three Praxes Framework: three sites of practice—
Artifact (constructive), Ecosystem (relational), and Epistemology
(theoretical)—two cross-cutting stances toward change (Tempo-
ral Orientation and Stakeholder Focus)—and one reflexive cycle
modeling how insights can flow between praxes. Our analysis re-
veals these praxes operate largely in isolation, risking that insights
remain academic exercises while assistive technologies reinforce ex-
isting barriers. We call on the field to realize a cycle where disabled
people’s lived experiences shape material realities, material practice
generates theoretical knowledge, and both transform ecosystems
of access.
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1 Introduction
For over fifteen years, Accessibility and Assistive technology (AT)
research has undergone significant conceptual development from
the field’s traditional models. Since 2010, scholars in accessibility
spaces have introduced diverse theoretical inputs and frameworks
from Disability Studies [43] to concepts of Interdependence [7]
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that have expanded the field’s analytical toolkit and equipped re-
searchers with valuable “lenses” for shaping individual research
projects.

Around the same time, the concept of social accessibility emerged
as a framework for understanding how disability is experienced and
negotiated within social contexts. First introduced to HCI in 2011 by
Shinohara and Wobbrock [60] to move beyond functional metrics,
social accessibility asks how disability is experienced and negotiated
within a social and political world. It is a concept built on the
understanding that access is an individual attribute and a relational
process, produced through interdependent networks of care and
labor [7, 25]. Research in this area therefore considers how ATs
shape identity, mediates interpersonal relationships, and interacts
with normative expectations of time and productivity [35, 54].

Yet in those fifteen years since the introduction of the concept, we
do not yet have a systematic understanding of how social accessibil-
ity research organizes itself as a field of practice. By its nature, social
accessibility research operates across multiple domains—drawing
on critical theory, building technological artifacts, and examining
social relationships—but we lack tools for analyzing how these
different modes of research practice relate to each other within this
body of work.

This gap is particularly significant given broader calls around
accessibility research for more reflexive analysis of research prac-
tices and knowledge construction [30, 64]. Scholars have identified
the need to systematically examine how research approaches shape
understanding of disability and whose knowledge gets centered in
the process [69]. However, existing methods for reflexive analysis
typically focus on individual studies or specific methodological
choices, rather than providing tools for understanding patterns
across an entire research area.

Overview of the Framework:
3 Praxes, 2 Stances, Towards 1 Reflexive Cycle
We address this gap by introducing the Three Praxes Framework,
which both characterizes existing social accessibility research and
articulates a direction for more integrated practice:

• 3 - Praxes of research: Artifact, Ecosystem, and Epistemol-
ogy, which describe where a project’s primary intervention
occurs (e.g. building tools and systems, reshaping access
networks, or developing concepts and critiques).

• 2 - Stances towards change: Temporal Orientation (reme-
dial, adaptive, generative) and a Stakeholder Focus (individual,
network, societal) dimensions, which together characterize
how each project understands and targets change.

• 1 - Reflexive praxes cycle: a model that describes how
insights can circulate bidirectionally between praxes, so that
building, relating, and theorizing inform and transform one
another through mutual reinforcement.

We base the Three Praxes Framework on a systematic analysis
of 90 theoretically-rich papers on social accessibility, selected from
a comprehensive search of 605 publications across premier HCI
venues (2011-2025). For details, see (§2) Theoretical Background and
Positioning and (§4) Constructing the Research Map. Through this
analysis, we not only derive the framework’s structure but also map

the current landscape of social accessibility research, identifying
both patterns of disconnection and seeds of integration.

Our analysis reveals that social accessibility research often op-
erates within the field’s praxes in isolation—constructive artifact
work proceeds separately from theoretical inquiry, while ecosystem
studies document challenges without tools to address them. The
framework, however, highlights potential for a reflexive praxis
cycle, in which the praxes inform each other bidirectionally: novel
epistemology shapes artifact construction, deployed artifacts trans-
form social ecosystems, and ecosystem realities challenge theo-
retical assumptions, and in each case these influences can run
vice-versa. This cycle demonstrates how building, relating, and
theorizing could operate as mutually reinforcing practices rather
than separate activities.

The reflexive praxis cycle represents a vision of what social
accessibility research could become. The framework shows that
meaningful transformation is not achieved through better theory
alone, better artifacts alone, or richer ecosystem studies alone, but
through their exchange. Its realization requires both individual
and collective action: researchers situating their work within the
broader landscape, identifying complementary efforts across praxes,
and actively bridging boundaries that currently limit the field’s im-
pact. We offer this framework as both a diagnostic and an invitation:
to recognize where our work sits, to seek out what it lacks, and to
build the connections the cycle describes.

Contributions
We organize this work into the following contributions:

• A Map of the Field of Social Accessibility: A qualita-
tive synthesis of 90 theoretically rich papers, revealing six
thematic territories and their relationships.

• TheThree Praxes Framework:Afield-level framework for
reflexive analysis of social accessibility research, which we
find comprises: three sites of practice—constructive (Arti-
fact), relational (Ecosystem), and theoretical (Epistemology)—
two cross-cutting stances toward change (Temporal Ori-
entation and Stakeholder Focus), and a reflexive praxis
cycle modeling how insights circulate between praxes.

• A Call for Further Cross-Praxes Integration:We offer
the Three Praxes Framework as a shared vocabulary for
researchers to situate their contributions, identify comple-
mentary work across praxes, and pursue more integrated
research agendas that bridge artifact-building, ecosystem
analysis, and epistemological inquiry.

2 Theoretical Background and Positioning
In this section we situate the Three Praxes Framework within exist-
ing theoretical conversations in HCI, accessibility, and Science and
Technology Studies (STS). We first position the framework relative
to prior work on design, infrastructuring, and disability epistemolo-
gies (§2.1). We then identify specific gaps in current project-level
lenses and field-level analyses that motivated our study (§2.2), ar-
guing for a reflexive, field-level lens (§2.3) that our methods and
framework are designed to provide.
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2.1 How the Framework Relates to Prior Work
The Three Praxes Framework builds on and extends established
theoretical traditions, synthesizing concepts that have typically
operated in isolation. We position our framework as a system-
atic integration that helps reveal how different modes of practice
interact—or fail to—in accessibility research.

Artifact Praxis extends several constructive traditions. It con-
nects to Research through Design [71] in its emphasis on artifact
construction as knowledge production, but expands beyond design
research to include all forms of material intervention. It shares with
Critical Technical Practice [2] the recognition that building embodies
theory, and with Value Sensitive Design [19] the understanding that
artifacts materialize values. Our framework extends these by show-
ing how artifact work may lack critical awareness when isolated
from epistemological critique and ecosystem understanding.

Ecosystem Praxis draws from STS scholarship on infrastructur-
ing [50, 62], which examines how technologies become embedded
in social arrangements. It connects to feminist theories of care
infrastructures [46] that reveal the hidden labor maintaining tech-
nological systems. The concept is much like sociotechnical assem-
blages [38, 47] that treats technologies and social relations as mu-
tually constitutive. Our contribution shows how ecosystem work,
when fragmented from artifact and epistemological work, may
document challenges without proposing solutions.

Epistemology Praxis builds on critical traditions including
standpoint epistemology [27], which argues that marginalized po-
sitions generate particular insights, and situated knowledges [26],
which challenges universal perspectives. It connects to Participa-
tory Action Research [52] in centering community knowledge. Our
framework extends these by revealing how epistemological work,
when isolated, produces important critiques that may not translate
into tangible interventions or ecosystem changes.

The reflexive praxis cycle draws inspiration from concepts of
boundary objects [63] that make possible translation across commu-
nities of practice, and trading zones [22] where different expertise
systems meet. It evokes Mode 2 knowledge production [20], which
emphasizes transdisciplinary, problem-oriented research. However,
our model goes beyond interdisciplinary collaboration to show how
the praxes could benefit from mutually reinforcing dialogue.

2.2 Identifying Gaps in Current Frameworks
While the aforementioned theoretical foundations provide start-
ing points, our analysis reveals why existing frameworks—both
project-level lenses and field-level analyses—are insufficient for
understanding social accessibility research as a collective practice.

2.2.1 Project-Level Lenses Cannot Reveal Field-Level Patterns. The
HCI Accessibility community has developed numerous concep-
tual frameworks that guide individual projects. Constructive lenses
like Ability-Based Design [67], Interdependence [7], and social
accessibility itself [57–59] offer generative guidance for building
technology. Critical lenses from Disability Studies [43], crip techno-
science [61], and queer-crip perspectives [66] provide vocabularies
to analyze ideological commitments.

However, individual research projects succeed or fail for many
reasons, and only by analyzing patterns across multiple projects can
we identify structural issues. Value Sensitive Design [19] offers a

tripartite model (conceptual, empirical, technical investigations) for
guiding individual projects, but it cannot reveal why dozens of pa-
pers identify the same systemic barriers yet propose only individual-
level solutions. Research through Design [71] demonstrates how
building generates knowledge in a single study, but it doesn’t ex-
plain why artifact insights may not inform subsequent epistemo-
logical work across different research groups. Field-level analy-
sis reveals these disconnections between what individual projects
discover and how the community collectively responds—patterns
invisible at the project scale.

2.2.2 Field-Level Analyses Miss Conceptual Depth. Existing meth-
ods for field-level analysis have their own limitations. Systematic
Literature Reviews (SLRs) can reveal what is studied, but not how.
The SLR by Mack et al. [41] on 25 years of accessibility research
revealed significant patterns, such as a potentially disproportionate
focus on blind and low-vision users. However, the methodology
is not designed to systematically analyze the deeper theoretical
commitments or knowledge-construction practices. It can tell us
that a paper is about screen readers, but not how it frames the
user—as a consumer to be accommodated, a partner in co-design,
or a subject of study.

Meanwhile, bibliometric analyses [55, 65] track surface-level
patterns but miss conceptual depth. A bibliometric map (a rep-
resentation of the structure and relationships of keywords between
works in a field) can show that “stigma” increasingly co-occurs with
“assistive technology,” but cannot capture whether research aims
for individual accommodation (e.g., hiding a device) or collective
change (e.g., challenging stigma itself).

2.2.3 The Ecosystem as Distinct Practice. While STS accounts such
as boundary objects [63] and infrastructuring [50, 62] acknowl-
edge relational work, they typically treat it as mediating between
technical and social domains. Our analysis shows that in social
accessibility, ecosystem work—maintaining access networks, ne-
gotiating care relationships, navigating institutional barriers—is a
distinct mode of research practice with its own methods, venues,
and evaluation criteria. Papers focusing on family dynamics of
AAC use employ different approaches than those building AAC
devices or those critiquing AAC’s theoretical foundations. Recog-
nizing these as three distinct praxes helps explain why insights
may struggle to travel between them.

2.2.4 Making Politics and Change Theories Explicit. Existing frame-
works don’t surface the implicit theories of change that shape re-
search choices. While those adopting the sociomateriality lens [40]
may argue that technical and social elements are inseparable, this
wouldn’t help researchers understand why some work assumes sys-
tems are fixed (seeking remedial solutions) while other work seeks
transformation. Our cross-cutting dimensions (Temporal Orienta-
tion and Stakeholder Focus) make these teleological commitments
visible. This matters because disconnection between praxes we
found often stems from incompatible theories of change, such as
artifact work assuming individual empowerment while epistemo-
logical work calls for systemic transformation.

2.2.5 What Field-Level Analysis Enables. By mapping how an en-
tire research community organizes its practices, we can identify
missed opportunities invisible to individual projects. We found that
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Figure 1: Visualizing the stages of analysis to deriving the Map and Three Praxes Framework for Social Accessibility.

epistemological critiques of power rarely inform artifact design,
ecosystem studies document access labor without tools to support
it, and artifacts built to challenge systems get evaluated by confor-
mity metrics. These patterns only become visible and actionable
through a systematic analysis across the field’s practice.

2.3 Why a Reflexive, Field-Level Lens Is Needed
Accessibility scholars have recognized these limitations and called
for more reflexive analysis. Hofmann et al. [30] call for analysis
of how research constructs disability. Methodological work has
examined how different approaches center different forms of ex-
pertise [69]. While these works identify the gap and highlight its
consequences, they underscore the difficulty of assessing this phe-
nomenon systematically.

Our framework’s contribution lies in revealing disconnects as a
structural issue that may limit the field’s potential. By mapping how
these approaches currently operate in isolation and demonstrating
possibilities for integration, we provide tools for the transformation
that critical accessibility scholars have long advocated [30, 43, 64].
Given these limitations and calls for more reflexive analysis, we
developed our framework through a systematic analysis of the
field’s own practices, as described in the following section.

3 Methods: Constructing the Research Map
To create the first map of social accessibility research, we required
a framework derived from the field’s own practices, rather than im-
posing one a priori. Our methodology was therefore a multi-stage,
inductive process designed to balance deep qualitative insight with
large-scale analysis. We began by (§3.1) constructing a compre-
hensive corpus of relevant literature with keyword searches, (§3.2)
using theoretical sampling to curate the full corpus to a theoreti-
cally rich subset, and (§3.3) applying constructivist grounded theory
techniques to derive a new conceptual framework from the data.
Figure 1 shows the three main stages of the entire methodological
process. For transparency of our methods, we provide the corpora
of works we assessed (e.g. 605-paper corpus, 90-paper corpus), as
well as concepts and codes generated during the grounded theory
analysis stage (362 concepts; 46 codes; 6 thematic territories).

3.1 Stage 1: Building the Corpus
Our process began with the construction of a comprehensive cor-
pus. We established a review period from January 2011 to June 2025
inclusive, starting the year when Shinohara and Wobbrock’s work

that first framed social accessibility in terms of lived experience
of using AT [60] was published. We conducted a two-pass system-
atic search of key HCI venues (ACM: ASSETS, CHI, CSCW, DIS,
TACCESS, TOCHI, UIST; IEEE: HRI, ISMAR, VR, VIS).

The first pass was a full-text search for terms related to disability
and accessibility to create an initial pool of 8731 papers. The second
pass included keywords related to social experience ("stigma", "iden-
tity", "community", etc.), yielding a candidate pool of 1599 papers.
Table 1 describes each filtering step in our dataset construction
pipeline, and Table 2 reports, by venue, how many papers remained
at each step. We provide a PRISMA-style diagram [48] illustrating
the different stages in Figure 2.

Our disability and AT related keywords (Step 1) include a mix of
terms to capture work from different theoretical perspectives (e.g.,
person-first vs. identity-first language, medical vs. social models).
Our keywords related to social accessibility (Step 2) was developed
by identifying the core concepts in a seed set of papers (specifically
Shinohara & Wobbrock [60] ("stigma", "identity") and Bennett et
al. [7] ("interdependence")). We then used this initial set of key-
words to conduct pilot searches. We analyzed the abstracts of the
top-retrieved papers from these pilot searches to identify other
frequently co-occurring terms that described social phenomena
(e.g., "collaboration," "belonging," "masking").

Step Name Description

1 Disability/AT
Keywords

Full-text keyword search on disability
and accessibility terms.

2 Social Relevance
Keywords

Full-text keyword search combining
Step 1 terms with social accessibility
relevant terms.

3 Manual Review Manual screening of title and abstract
for relevance to accessibility, disability,
assistive technology, and social factors.

4 Theoretical
Sampling

Curation via title and abstract of full
corpus for theoretical richness. (Details
at §3.2.)

Table 1: The search and filtering steps for corpus construction
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Venue Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 % of Step 4 % of
(ACM/IEEE) (keyword) (keyword) (manual) Full Corpus (manual) Theoretical Subset

CHI 4,668 831 259 31.17% 47 52.22%
TOCHI 228 48 13 1.56% 2 2.22%
ASSETS 1,229 219 178 21.42% 24 26.66%
TACCESS 268 41 30 3.61% 4 4.44%
DIS 683 130 38 4.57% 8 8.88%
CSCW 375 94 24 2.89% 2 2.22%
UIST 361 45 10 1.20% 0 0%
HRI 424 94 27 3.25% 1 1.11%
VR 227 49 11 1.32% 1 1.11%
ISMAR 123 22 13 1.56% 1 1.11%
VIS 145 26 2 0.24% 0 0%

Total 8,731 1,599 605 – 90 –
Table 2: Distribution of papers in the full corpus (𝑛 = 605) and theoretical subset (𝑛 = 90) by venue.

The final list was curated to cover the key conceptual areas
of interest for a study of social experience spanning Perception &
Judgment, Relationality & Community, Identity & Self-Presentation.
We report the exact keywords used for our searches in Table 3.
A final manual screening of titles and abstracts for conceptual
relevance (Step 3) resulted in our final full corpus of 605 papers.

3.2 Stage 2: Curating the Theoretical Corpus
The central contribution of this paper is a framework derived from
the literature itself. To achieve this, the first author conducted a
multi-stage analysis of a 90-paper theoretically rich subset of the
full corpus. This subset was assembled via theoretical sampling,
selecting cases based on their potential to generate rich theoretical
insight.

The selection was guided by a set of inclusion criteria applied
during themanual screening phase. The first author included papers
if their primary contribution involved:

ACM Digital Library
Step 1 "disability" OR "accessibility" OR "assistive

technology" OR "people with disabilities" OR
"impairment"

Step 2 AND ("social acceptability" OR "stigma" OR "social
perception" OR "communication" OR "collaboration"
OR "identity" OR "belonging" OR "social norms" OR
"masking" OR "expression")

IEEE Xplore
Step 1 ("disability" OR "accessibility" OR "assistive

technology" OR "people with disabilities" OR
"impairment")

Step 2 AND ("social acceptability" OR "stigma" OR "social
perception" OR "communication" OR "collaboration"
OR "identity" OR "belonging" OR "social norms" OR
"masking" OR "expression")

Table 3: Keyword search terms used for filtering steps

(a) an explicit focus on social or experiential phenomena (e.g.,
stigma, identity), particularly when an AT is involved,

(b) the use of rich qualitative methodologies (e.g., ethnography,
co-design), or

(c) a direct engagement with social or theoretical frameworks.

Conversely, we excluded paperswhose contributionswere purely
technical, algorithmic, or limited to functional usabilitymetrics. Our
analysis was guided by the principles of Constructivist Grounded
Theory [11–13]. Unlike classic grounded theory, this approach ac-
knowledges that the framework emerges from the interaction be-
tween the researchers’ theoretical commitments (as we declare in
our Positionality section) and the data.

Figure 2: PRISMA-style flow diagram from the initial search
(𝑛 = 8, 731) to the final set of included papers (𝑛 = 605)
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Figure 3: The inductive analysis process: transforming 362 initial concepts into 46 codes and six final thematic territories.

3.3 Stage 3: Synthesizing a Map and Framework
Figure 3 visualizes how we moved from 90 papers and 362 concepts
through 46 codes to six thematic territories, which provide the basis
for our map of social accessibility and the Three Praxes Framework.

3.3.1 Step 1: Open Coding and Concept Extraction. The analysis
began with a close reading of the full text of the 90 papers. Using a
digital affinity diagramming environment, the first author engaged
in a process of open coding, extracting the core conceptual contri-
butions of each paper. This involved identifying the key theoretical
concepts, design goals, user experiences, and methodological ap-
proaches discussed. Each distinct concept was captured on a digital
note and tagged with its source citation. This initial pass was in-
tentionally granular, aiming to capture the specific language and
ideas of the source material. This process resulted in 362 unique
conceptual nodes, forming the raw material for our synthesis (e.g.,
“dynamic disclosure toggles [23],” “celebratory technologies [24],”
“access intimacy [44],” “platformed audism [14]”).

3.3.2 Step 2: Axial Coding and Thematic Territory Formation. In
the second step, we performed axial coding by iteratively analyzing
the relationships between the 362 conceptual nodes. The goal was
to move from a flat collection of concepts to a structured map of
the intellectual landscape. This involved a recursive process of
grouping and synthesis:

A. Grouping (Codes): We first grouped closely related or synony-
mous concepts into 46 granular codes. For example, concepts
related to strategic invisibility, performance labor, and digi-
tal masking were filed into the group of “Masking/Passing
Accommodations.”

B. Synthesis (Themes): We then analyzed the relationships be-
tween these 46 codes, synthesizing them into six (6) higher-
level Thematic Territories. These territories represent the

major arenas of inquiry and debate within the social accessi-
bility literature. For example, the codes of “Masking/Passing
Accommodations,” “Disclosure Dynamics,” and “Visibility
Politics” were synthesized into the territory of the “Identity
Sovereignty Complex.” Similarly, groups related to “DIY-AT
& Making,” “Appropriation & Adaptation,” and “Celebratory
& Transformative Tech” were synthesized into the territory
of “Critical Making Practices.”

3.3.3 Step 3: Selective Coding and Framework Emergence. In the fi-
nal stage of selective coding, we analyzed the overarching structure
and cross-cutting patterns revealed by the six Thematic Territo-
ries. This is where the core components of our final framework
emerged. The analysis revealed that the literature could be charac-
terized along five interrelated dimensions that together constitute
the Three Praxes Framework: three primary sites of practice (Arti-
fact, Ecosystem, Epistemology) and two theoretical positionalities
defining the scope of intervention and underlying theory of change
(Temporal Orientation and Stakeholder Focus).

First, the thematic territories were grouped into three distinct
sites of research practice (see Figure 4), based on their primary
locus of intervention:

• The Artifact Praxis encompasses territories focused on
material construction and design interventions. Critical Mak-
ing Practices explicitly centers building as its primary mode
— whether DIY-AT, prosthetics, or design fiction. Portion
of Access Ecologies also belong here when papers develop
tools or systems to support access networks (e.g., creating
boundary objects, designing collaborative platforms).

• The Ecosystem Praxis includes territories examining how
access functions within social arrangements. Communica-
tion as World-Building investigates interpersonal and group



The Three Praxes: A Framework and Map of Social Accessibility Research CHI ’26, April 13–17, 2026, Barcelona, Spain

Figure 4: Mapping the six thematic territories to the three sites of research practice (Artifact, Ecosystem, Epistemology)

dynamics around communication technologies. The rela-
tional aspects of Access Ecologies—studying family care net-
works, institutional support systems, and community — re-
side here. Algorithmic Disability Encounters belongs here
when analyzing how disabled people navigate automated
systems within organizational and platform contexts.

• The Epistemology Praxis contains territories that chal-
lenge fundamental assumptions about knowledge and power.
Methodological Justice directly questions who gets to be a
“knower” and what counts as valid knowledge in research.
Identity Sovereignty Complex examines the epistemic di-
mensions of disclosure, masking, and visibility—how dis-
abled people’s self-knowledge confronts normative catego-
rizations. Algorithmic Disability Encounters also belongs
here when examining how automated systems embody par-
ticular assumptions about disability.

Notably, some thematic territories like Access Ecologies and
Algorithmic Disability Encounters span multiple praxes, reflecting
the interconnected nature of building tools, studying their social
implementation, and critiquing their underlying assumptions. We
elaborate on these mappings in (§4.2). However, most works within
our corpus emphasized one dominant praxis rather than explicitly
integrating across multiple.

Second, our analysis of the Thematic Territories against the
Praxes and Codes revealed two orthogonal stances toward
change that described the character of the work independent of
the site of practice. The Code of “Temporal Politics” directly led to
the Temporal Orientation dimension (Remedial, Adaptive, Genera-
tive). The consistent differentiation between interventions aimed
at individuals, their support networks, and broader societal change
directly led to the Stakeholder Focus dimension.

Together, these dimensions form an analytic space reflecting
the breadth of our curated corpus. This structure, combined with
a model of how insights could flow reflexively between sites of
practice (§6.2), became our conceptual framework, which we term
the Three Praxes Framework.

Positionality and Reflexivity
This work is conducted by a team that includes researchers who
are multiply disabled, with intersectional identities, and allied re-
searchers. Our interpretive process was shaped by our lived ex-
periences of navigating disability and accessibility systems. We
consciously center a Disability Justice perspective; accordingly, we
adopt identity-first language [4] and acknowledge our orientation
towards interpretations that align with principles of interdepen-
dence and collective access [32]. As such, our analysis is one situated
interpretation, not absolute truth, not a “view from nowhere” [26].

4 Findings: What is Social Accessibility?
We present a map of social accessibility comprising six thematic
territories. We conceptualize these territories not as rigid categories
of papers, but as shared arenas of inquiry and debate. They rep-
resent the field’s central research questions and tensions, forming
interpretive groupings within which included works often advance
differing or even contradictory claims regarding the same core
issues.

4.1 Defining the Map: Six Thematic Territories
We determined the the following six thematic territories as ones
comprising a map of social accessibility research.

(1) Communication asWorld-Building: Contrasts approaches
over meaning-making. Works range from [44]’s transac-
tional model where “all parties are co-creators of meaning,”
whereas [31]’s analysis privileges spoken communication
when “naturally speaking children typically organised the
structure of interaction sequences.”

(2) Critical Making Practices: Summarizes approaches to DIY-
AT and making, noting differences in aims and audiences.
[29] frames DIY-AT as “antiracist spaces that explicitly chal-
lenge rather than reproduce oppressive systems,” while [8]
focuses on prosthetics that help users “present capable selves”
for non-disabled audiences.

(3) Access Ecologies: Examines how responsibility for access
is distributed across people, relationships, and organizations.
[44] advocates for collective access as “something that hap-
pens between people,” while [15] documents couples absorb-
ing costs of inaccessible systems rather than demanding
change.

(4) Methodological Justice: Addresses narratives of method-
ological assumptions and epistemic inclusion in research. [6]
critiques “technosolutionism” where “designers gallantly fix
problems they believe people with disabilities face,” position-
ing disabled people as “creators themselves, not to be fixed
but conspired with.”

(5) Identity Sovereignty Complex: Maps the negotiations
disabled people perform around disclosure, masking, and
visibility. [37] reveals masking as simultaneously “a survival
mechanism, enabling neurodivergent people to navigate op-
pression” and a practice with significant “psycho-emotional
costs” that “remains non-optional for those who are singly
or multiply marginalized.”

(6) Algorithmic Disability Encounters: Exposes the paradox-
ical relationship between disabled people and automated (of-
ten algorithmic) systems. [21] shows neurodivergent “power
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Thematic Territory Core Issue(s)

Communication as
World-Building

Which communication modes and norms count as legitimate.

Critical Making Practices Whether making practices challenge systems or adapt to normative expectations.

Access Ecologies How access responsibility is distributed across systems, collectives, and individuals.

Methodological Justice Whose knowledge counts and whether disability is framed as a problem to fix.

Identity Sovereignty Complex Navigating identity, visibility, disclosure, and stigma around disability.

Algorithmic Disability
Encounters

The paradox of relying on algorithmic systems that further perpetuate ableist harm.

Table 4: The six thematic territories of social accessibility research and their core conceptual issues.

users” using GAI as “a mechanism for survival” despite
these same systems exhibiting “ableist bias” and classify-
ing “disability-containing phrases as toxic.”

We note that the Identity Sovereignty and Algorithmic Encoun-
ters territories described conditions disabled people navigate rather
than research interventions, while the other four—Communication
as World-Building, Critical Making Practices, Access Ecologies, and
Methodological Justice—involved acts or were direct sites for re-
search practice. This distinction, and our goal of understanding
research practice, led us to conduct additional synthesis to derive
the Three Praxes Framework. We illustrate in (§4.2) how each the-
matic territory maps to the praxes and cross-cutting attributes.

We observe contrasting ideas and priorities behind motivating
work across the four thematic areas most directly tied to research
practice: how communicative norms are framed, who participates
in designing solutions, how access work is distributed, and whose
knowledge is centered. Below we describe representative contrasts
within each area. The following examples are meant to be illustra-
tive rather than exhaustive.

4.1.1 Communication as World-Building: A Spectrum of Approaches
to Meaning-Making. Within this theme, papers frame communi-
cation access in different ways, from collective models that redis-
tribute communicative labor to approaches emphasizing alignment
with existing interactional patterns.

McDonnell & Findlater [44] explicitly rejects the field’s nor-
mative sender-receiver models by synthesizing disability studies,
Deaf studies, disability justice, and communication studies into a
unified framework. They argue that “interpersonal communica-
tion is not simply a process of trading information, but a complex,
situated act that is fundamentally shaped by the interlocutors’ so-
cial, relational, and cultural contexts.” They propose “Collective
Communication Access” to redistribute communicative agency by
positioning all parties as co-creators of meaning. Bragg et al. [9]
identifies “audism” and “phonocentrism” in their work, warning
against technological development as potential “cultural appropri-
ation,” advocating that “Deaf communities ought to be centered
as leaders in technology design.” Yet Ibrahim et al. [31] maintains
hierarchical assumptions about speech in their work even while
claiming a “distributed” view. Their finding that “naturally speaking
children typically organised the structure of interaction sequences,

initiated interaction sequences more frequently and produced more
contributions” inadvertently privileges spoken communication and
positions AAC users as secondary participants in their own con-
versations. Zieliński & Rączaszek-Leonardi [70] proposes a “coor-
dination” perspective in which “the interacting dyad is the unit of
analysis,” reframing communication from signal transmission to
coordination, shifting the focus from individual deficits to relational
dynamics.

These contrasting approaches hint at diverging worldviews: [44]
envisions communication as collective achievement requiring all
parties to change, while Bragg et al. [9] goes further to push for the
disabled community to be centered. Ibrahim et al. [31] measures
success by how well AAC users approximate neurotypical patterns.
Zieliński & Rączaszek-Leonardi [70] seeks middle ground through
coordination, but even this maintains focus on dyadic rather than
community-wide transformation that [44] seeks. These framings
pose different problem statements: some redistribute communica-
tive labor and community leadership; others emphasize alignment
with existing interactional patterns; coordination perspectives fore-
ground dyadic dynamics.

4.1.2 Critical Making Practices: Aims and Audience(s) in Making. If
communication reveals perspectives over meaning-making, making
exposes differences over materialization—whose visions of disabil-
ity get built into the world. The territory contains a spectrum of
works that help disabled people succeed within existing systems to
those using making to challenge those systems’ foundations.

Higgins et al. [29] frames DIY-AT makerspaces as “antiracist
spaces that are not only inclusive but also organized to explicitly
challenge rather than reproduce oppressive systems.” When their
participant creates “a device that matched the color and texture
of her natural hair that a manufacturer would never provide,” this
isn’t customization—it’s resistance against racialized design norms.
Crucially, these artifacts become political objects: they “can be
leveraged by students and staff as tangible artifacts to encourage
more funding and support from university administration.” This
transforms personal resistance into institutional activism.

Contrast this with Bennett et al.’s [8] consideration of prosthetics
that help disabled people “present capable selves” and gain “positive
attention from their peers”—a framing that places the burden of
social acceptance on disabled people’s performance of inspiration.
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When they describe Steve’s “super hero Avenger’s” hand he “rarely
uses” but shows to children, they frame this as positive identity
work. Zhou et al. [? ] demonstrates generative co-design where
professional disabled dancers danced with algorithms to create “aes-
thetic seeds” for prosthetic designs, revealing aesthetics encompass
“form, function, bodily experience, body image, and identity” be-
yond decoration. Sabinson’s pictorial [53] challenges technological
fixes through their “Neurodiversity Dongle” critical design fiction,
asking “Should I create this design for behavior intervention?” with
the answer often being “emphatically ’No!”’

Taken together, Higgins et al. [29] asks how making can chal-
lenge oppressive systems, whereas Bennett et al. [8] asks how mak-
ing can help people succeed within existing arrangements. Zhou
et al. [? ] and Sabinson [53] use making to imagine alternative
relationships between bodies and technologies. Juxtaposing these
aims highlights differing theories of change—individual adaptation
versus systemic transformation—across the making literature.

4.1.3 Access Ecologies: Distribution of Access Labor. Access Ecolo-
gies reveal perhaps the most material disagreements: who bears
the work of creating access in a world with systemic barriers? This
territory documents how access labor gets distributed, absorbed,
or challenged.

McDonnell & Findlater’s [44] evocation of access intimacy [45]—
as they describe it: “that elusive, hard to describe feeling when
someone else ’gets’ your access needs”—challenges metrics-based
approaches to access. Yet Crawford & Hamidi’s study of LGBTQIA+
disabled couples [15], while celebrating interdependence, ultimately
documents couples absorbing the costs of inaccessible systems.
When P3 decides to “modify shared activities, such as going on
shorter walks together instead of longer ones due to physical limita-
tions,” they are absorbing costs of inaccessible infrastructure rather
than demanding change.

Rajapakse et al. [51] invokes the STS concept of “personal infras-
tructuring” to recognizes disabled people’s creative problem-solving
and frames it as a necessary adaptation. When they describe “de-
veloping a regular access route” as personal infrastructuring, they
position individual workarounds as solutions and advocate for more
focus on this level of accommodation. Ellis et al. [18] reveals how
“coach training and retention” becomes the most significant bar-
rier in disability service organizations, with relatively high staff
turnover requiring training seven coaches “in the use of the STEAM
package” over one year—showing how artifact success depends on
ecosystem sustainability. Janicki et al. [33] approaches rest as “a
radical act of care and liberation” and “a form of resistance, partic-
ularly for Black and other historically marginalized communities
exploited for their labor”—reframing access as challenging produc-
tivity norms rather than accommodating them.

These works map the same terrain but draw opposite conclu-
sions. Some document creative adaptations as evidence of disabled
ingenuity (Rajapakse et al.’s [51] personal infrastructuring). Others
frame these same adaptations as evidence of systemic failure requir-
ing structural change (Janicki et al.’s [33] rest as resistance). These
differences underscore how access work is variously centered at
individual, relational, organizational, and normative levels.

4.1.4 Methodological Justice: Whose Knowledge Counts? This site
deals with matter concerning epistemic authority itself, with the

contestation between research paradigms that position disabled
people as subjects of study and justice-oriented methodologies that
center disabled people as expert knowers.

Traditional research practices, while often well-intentioned, can
perpetuate what Baltaxe-Admony et al. [6] critique as "technoso-
lutionism," where "designers gallantly use it to fix problems they
believe people with disabilities face." This approach, which centers
the researcher as the expert problem-solver, risks reinforcing the
very power imbalances it claims to address. This can lead to what
Harrington et al. [28] term "epistemic violence," where the "rich
insight and meaning disability groups construct based on their lived
experiences" are sidelined in favor of "what is traditionally viewed
as empirical research."

In direct opposition to this, a growing body of work proposes rad-
ically different methodological commitments. The DREEM method-
ology proposed by Baltaxe-Admony et al. [6], for example, inter-
venes by "leverag[ing] media created by disabled individuals to
facilitate a deeper, culturally informed understanding," thereby re-
defining what counts as valid "data." Similarly, Harrington et al. [28]
call for "citational justice," a practice that intentionally values and
builds upon the situated knowledge produced by disabled activists
and scholars "outside of the ivory tower of academia."

These methodological interventions are not just about improv-
ing research practices—they are about rebuilding the apparatus
through which knowledge about disability is produced, validated,
and legitimized. The conflict here is fundamental: is the role of the
researcher to extract knowledge from a community, or to collabo-
rate with a community to build knowledge with them?

4.1.5 Identity Sovereignty Complex: The Politics of Disability and
the Self. The Identity Sovereignty Complex maps the ongoing nego-
tiations disabled people perform around disclosure, masking, and
visibility. Rather than treating “identity management” as an apo-
litical, individual task, work in this territory examines how tools
and platforms shape what kinds of self-presentation are possible,
desirable, or costly. A recurring question is whether technologies
should primarily reduce the effort required to fit into existing social
expectations, or whether they should help change the conditions
that make such effort necessary.

This tension is evident in analyses of masking. Kritika et al. [37]
document the substantial “performance labor” and “psycho-emotional
costs” associated with masking for neurodivergent people, while
also characterizing masking as a “learned safety skill” that can
reduce immediate risk in hostile or uncertain environments. In par-
allel, Wu [68] examines videoconferencing technologies for people
who stutter, identifying a form of “double-edged digital masking”
in which features such as muting, chat, or camera controls can
provide temporary relief from pressure to speak fluently, yet may
also reinforce assumptions that fluent speech is the norm to which
users should adapt. Across these accounts, digital environments can
both mitigate and reproduce the expectations that make masking a
pervasive practice.

The literature on disclosure similarly reflects different orien-
tations. Some work focuses on giving users fine-grained tools to
control what information about disability is shared, with whom, and
when. For example, Gualano et al. [23] describe how people with
invisible disabilities use avatar customization and what they term
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“embodied invisible disability expression” in social VR to manage
how, if at all, disability is made perceptible to others. They out-
line patterns such as “activists,” “non-disclosers,” and “situational
disclosers,” and frame disclosure decisions as context-dependent
privacy and presentation choices. By contrast, Ankrah et al. [1]
introduce the notion of “relational disclosure labor” in the context
of adolescent and young adult cancer survivors and their caregivers,
emphasizing how disclosure is negotiated within families and sup-
port networks over time rather than being a one-time, individual
choice. Maestre et al. [42] further highlight the weight of mediated
disclosure by comparing it to a “pregnancy test” moment, where
a revealed result can permanently alter how others perceive and
interact with a person. Together, these perspectives show disclosure
as both a matter of individual control and a process embedded in
relationships and social meaning-making.

Visibility itself is treated as a resource that people may seek,
refuse, or manage strategically. Ellis et al. [18] discuss how par-
ticipants in a year-long electronics and programming program
navigated being “seen” as capable makers, and how organizational
and material factors shaped who was visible in practice. Auxier et
al. [5] analyze the #HandsOffMyADA campaign, illustrating how
online visibility can support “political action and advocacy” around
disability rights. At the same time, these and related works note
that visibility can also entail exposure to scrutiny, misinterpreta-
tion, or harassment, leading to practices of “strategic (in)visibility”
where people selectively reveal aspects of disability depending on
context and perceived risk [18]. Across this territory, technologies
for self-presentation are therefore understood as participating in a
broader negotiation: whether they primarily help people navigate
existing expectations through masking, selective disclosure, and
calibrated visibility, or whether they also contribute to reshaping
the norms that structure whose identities are recognized and on
what terms.

4.1.6 Algorithmic Disability Encounters: Exploring Paradoxical Re-
lationships with AT. The Algorithmic Disability Encounters territory
examines how disabled people engage with automated systems,
particularly those driven by machine learning and AI. Across the
corpus, such systems are described as both potentially supportive
and potentially harmful. A central question is whether AI will func-
tion mainly as a way to circumvent some interpersonal barriers,
or whether it will introduce new, less visible forms of exclusion by
embedding ableist assumptions into data, models, and platforms.

Several papers underscore opportunities for support and medi-
ation. Glazko et al. [21] present autoethnographic accounts from
neurodivergent “power users” of generative AI, who describe these
tools as “mechanisms for survival” that help structure tasks, draft
messages, and manage cognitive energy. Because the system does
not hold social expectations in the same way as human interlocu-
tors, participants experience it as a relatively “stigma-free social
proxy” that can be queried repeatedly without fear of embarrass-
ment or burdening others. In a related but distinct domain, Gualano
et al. [23] show how social VR avatars can operate as “identity
vessels” for people with invisible disabilities, enabling them to ex-
periment with forms of self-presentation that may be more difficult
to enact offline.

At the same time, other work highlights the ways in which algo-
rithmic systems can marginalize disabled users. Kaur et al. [36] ana-
lyze online disability rights advocacy in India, noting how platform
policies, recommendation algorithms, and moderation practices can
contribute to what they describe as “algorithmic invisibilization,”
where certain disability-related content or actors receive limited
reach or are more easily sidelined. Andalibi and Ingber [3] exam-
ine public perceptions of emotion AI and identify concerns about
“differential vulnerability to algorithmic harm,” including for peo-
ple whose expressions, communication styles, or affective displays
differ from normative datasets. In Glazko et al. [21], participants
also describe an “authenticity–conformity tradeoff in GAI,” where
using AI effectively may require phrasing requests, goals, or self-
descriptions in ways that align with the system’s expectations,
which can place pressure on neurodivergent users to approximate
neurotypical norms.

Additional work focuses on specific modalities and communities.
Chen et al. [14] study “mutes” in social VR and discuss how voice-
centric interaction norms and platform features can contribute to
what other scholars call “platformed audism,” privileging fluent
speech and limiting participation for those who do not or cannot
use voice in expected ways. Bragg et al. [9] examine the “FATE
landscape” of sign language AI datasets, highlighting how dataset
design and governance intersect with Deaf culture, and noting
risks of “systematic language deprivation” if technologies are devel-
oped without careful attention to linguistic and community-specific
concerns. Together, these works show that algorithmic systems
can both open up new avenues for communication and contribute
to new forms of exclusion, depending on how they are designed,
trained, and deployed.

Across the territory, automated systems are therefore framed
not as neutral tools but as components of broader “platform poli-
tics” [36] and governance structures. Some studies emphasize their
capacity to provide support without requiring disclosure or to ex-
tend options for self-representation. Others document how these
same infrastructures can make certain users or practices less visible,
or encourage alignment with narrow interactional and represen-
tational norms. The central question that emerges is less whether
AT (and those with AI) is inherently beneficial or harmful, and
more how these systems are configured, who participates in their
design and oversight, and how their impacts on disabled people are
understood and addressed.

4.1.7 Cross-Praxis Articulation as an Open Challenge. In parallel,
papers typically present a primary contribution type (e.g., build-
ing/evaluating an artifact, analyzing/organizing access in ecosys-
tems, or proposing a conceptual/methodological frame), which
maps to a corresponding praxis (artifact-building, ecosystems of
access, epistemology). Many papers acknowledge adjacent praxes
in limitations or design implications, but explicit integration across
praxes is uncommon in how contributions are framed. Taken to-
gether, pluralism in aims and orientations alongside a single-praxis
framing suggests missed opportunities for dialogue across different
types of research.
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Temporal Orientation

Remedial Adaptive Generative

St
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r
Fo

cu
s Individual [8]: Prosthetics for “capable selves”

(immediate fixes for social acceptance)
[21]: Neurodivergent GenAI power
users
(personal coping strategies)

[? ]: Dancers co-designing with
algorithms
(reimagining personal expression)

Network [31]: AAC training for families
(conforming to neurotypical patterns)

[15]: LGBTQIA+ couples absorbing
costs
(relational accommodations)

[44]: Collective communication
access
(redistributing agency)

Societal [17]: Adding sensors to AAC
(technical patches to systemic issues)

[51]: Personal infrastructuring
(navigating broken systems)

[29]: DIY-AT as antiracist spaces
(challenging oppressive systems)

Table 5: Orthogonal dimensions matrix: distribution of exemplar papers across temporal orientation and stakeholder focus.

4.2 Three Praxes of Social Accessibility:
Artifact, Ecosystem, Epistemology

We use praxis to denote a site of research intervention. Individ-
ual research projects may engage multiple praxes; many exhibit a
dominant orientation that shapes their primary contribution.

Artifact Praxis: Building and Intervening. This site encompasses
thematic territories focused on material construction and design
interventions. Critical Making Practices explicitly centers building
as its primary mode—whether DIY-AT, prosthetics, or design fiction.
Portions of Access Ecologies also belong here when papers develop
tools or systems to support access networks (e.g., creating boundary
objects, designing collaborative platforms). These thematic terri-
tories share an emphasis on constructing tangible or conceptual
artifacts that intervene in the world.

Epistemology Praxis: How We Know and Why We Build. The Epis-
temology Praxis (which conducts the work of theorizing) contains
territories that challenge fundamental assumptions about knowl-
edge and power. Methodological Justice directly questions who gets
to be a “knower” and what counts as valid knowledge in research.
Identity Sovereignty Complex examines the epistemic dimensions
of disclosure, masking, and visibility—how disabled people’s self-
knowledge confronts normative categorizations. Algorithmic Dis-
ability Encounters also belongs here when examining how auto-
mated systems embody particular assumptions about disability and
normalize specific ways of knowing disabled bodies and minds.
These territories are closely related to the field’s knowledge produc-
tion practices and work on underlying assumptions about disability.

This grouping revealed how research in social accessibility op-
erates through three primary modes of practice. Notably, some
thematic territories like Access Ecologies and Algorithmic Disabil-
ity Encounters span multiple praxes, reflecting the interconnected
nature of building tools, studying their social implementation, and
critiquing their underlying assumptions. However, most works
within our corpus emphasized one dominant praxis rather than
explicitly integrating across multiple.

Ecosystem Praxis: Relational Access in Context. This praxis in-
cludes thematic territories examining how access functions within
social arrangements. Communication asWorld-Building investigates
interpersonal and group dynamics around AAC and other commu-
nication technologies. Algorithmic Disability Encounters analyzes
how disabled people navigate automated systems within organi-
zational and platform contexts. The relational aspects of Access
Ecologies—studying family care networks, institutional support sys-
tems, and community organizing—also reside here. The territories
informing this praxis share a focus on understanding and interven-
ing in the social contexts where technologies and access practices
unfold.

4.3 Two Stances to Interventions: Cross-Cutting
Attributes Between Territories and Praxes

Across the thematic territories, we observe recurring contrasts
rather than a single dominant pattern. Some papers proceed within
existing arrangements, others help stakeholders navigate those
arrangements over time, and others propose alternative norms
or futures. Within Communication as World-Building, both Mc-
Donnell & Findlater [44] and Ibrahim et al. [31] studied AAC in
social contexts, yet one proposed redistributing communicative la-
bor across all participants while the other focused on helping AAC
users to align with existing interactional patterns. We observed that
thematic territorial grouping (and likewise the praxis groupings)
alone does not explain this divergence. Through iterative analysis,
we identified two cross-territory dimensions that helped account
for these differences—Temporal Orientation and Stakeholder Fo-
cus; Table 5 illustrates how exemplar papers distribute across the
dimensions of Temporal Orientation and Stakeholder Focus.

While themes and praxes describe where interventions occur,
they did not account for all variation in approaches.

Temporal Orientation: Theories of Change Over Time. Works con-
sistently differed in their implicit theories of change:
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Figure 5: The reflexive praxis cycle: how building, relating, and theorizing can become mutually constitutive research practices.

• Remedial: Accepting current systems as fixed and seeking to
address immediate problems (e.g., Ibrahim et al. [31] supports
AAC users to align with existing interactional patterns)

• Adaptive: Helping people develop strategies for navigating
existing systems over time (e.g., Crawford & Hamidi [15]
describes couples’ coping strategies)

• Generative: Envisioning alternative futures or norms (e.g.,
McDonnell & Findlater’s [44] collective communication that
redistributes access labor)

Stakeholder Focus: Where Interventions are Centered. Papers also
differed in where they locate change:

• Individual: Focusing on changes and strategies localized to
the disabled individual (e.g., Glazko et al. [21] on neurodi-
vergent “power users”)

• Network: Examining reconfigurations within families or com-
munities (e.g., Ankrah et al.[1] on family boundaries)

• Societal: Targeting structures and institutions (e.g., Kaur et
al.[36] on platform architectures)

Across the corpus, we observed examples of each temporal ori-
entation at each stakeholder focus (e.g., individual-focused work
spanning remedial, adaptive, and generative orientations, and gen-
erative work at relational and structural levels). We therefore treat
Temporal Orientation and Stakeholder Focus as cross-cutting de-
scriptive attributes rather than as mutually exclusive, exhaustive,
or statistically independent categories.

In (§6)—Implications for the Field, we interpret these patterns as
opportunities for more explicit cross-praxis articulation, highlight
exemplars that trace such linkages, and introduce the Three Praxes
Framework and amodel of an reflexive praxis cycle as an organizing
lens to support that work.

5 The Three Praxes Framework
The Three Praxes Framework is a response to longstanding calls
for tools to analyze the critical reflection about the field [30, 43]—
aiming to support field-level examination by researchers.

5.1 Components and Structure
The Three Praxes Framework consists of praxes and cross-cutting
attributes that together comprise a model of social accessibility
research. Figure 5 illustrates how the three praxes create opportu-
nities for bidirectional flows between praxes while Table 5 models
the space across Temporal Orientation and Stakeholder Focus axes
that any single work can occupy.

5.1.1 Sites of Practice: The Three Praxes. We identify three distinct
praxes (or sites of research intervention) on which works in social
accessibility appear:

• Artifact Praxis: The constructive work of what the field
builds. Artifact work ranges from physical devices to con-
ceptual frameworks, from AAC systems to DIY prosthetics,
from design methods to technical standards.

• Ecosystem Praxis: The relational work of where technolo-
gies live and how they function socially. Ecosystem work
examines families, communities, organizations, and societies
as sites where access is negotiated.

• Epistemology Praxis: The critical work of why we build
and how we know. Epistemological work questions funda-
mental assumptions about disability, technology, and re-
search itself.

We note that it is possible for works to be considered as part of
multiple praxes.

5.1.2 Cross-Cutting Attributes: Stance Toward Change. Two dimen-
sions cut across all three praxes, characterizing a work’s orientation
regardless of its primary site of intervention:

Temporal Orientation describes implicit theories of change
over time:

• Remedial: Accepting current systems as fixed, seeking im-
mediate solutions to present problems

• Adaptive: Helping people develop strategies for navigating
existing systems over time

• Generative: Imagining and building toward fundamentally
different futures

Stakeholder Focus identifies where agency for change is lo-
cated:

• Individual: Focusing on personal strategies, empowerment,
and accommodation

• Network: Addressing relationships, families, communities,
and care arrangements

• Societal: Targeting institutional structures, policies, and sys-
temic transformation

These dimensions operate independently: awork can be Remedial-
Societal (quick policy fixes) or Generative-Individual (reimagining
personal futures). Together with the praxes, they create a multidi-
mensional analytical space.
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Figure 6: Structural gaps in the field — mapping the pathways where artifact, ecosystem, and epistemology work miss opportu-
nities to mutually reinforce one another.

5.2 Towards an Integrated Field: The Reflexive
Praxis Cycle

We model the reflexive praxes cycle as a model (see Figure 5) in
which the praxes can inform one another bidirectionally, and move-
ment can begin from any praxis.

• Artifact↔Epistemology: Building generates theory through
failures and appropriations; theory inspires novel construc-
tion approaches

• Epistemology↔ Ecosystem: Critical frameworks reshape
social arrangements; relational realities challenge theoretical
assumptions

• Ecosystem ↔ Artifact: Social and ecosystem dynamics
drive what gets built; deployed artifacts transform relational
possibilities

Practitioners in one or multiple praxes can consider how aspects
of their workmight influence other praxes. An artifact buildermight
ask: “How could this prototype generate new theoretical insights
AND reshape networks of access?” An epistemological critic might
consider: “How could this framework inspire new artifacts AND
augment understanding of existing ecosystems of care?”

5.3 Intended Uses
The Three Praxes Framework serves multiple analytical functions:

Diagnostic Tool: It reveals patterns of fragmentation and inte-
gration in research. By mapping where works cluster and where
gaps exist, it can expose the field’s structural organization and its
consequences.

Planning Instrument: It helps researchers position their work
strategically. By identifying their preferred praxes and orientation,
researchers can intentionally plan for integration with other praxes.

Evaluative Lens: It provides vocabulary for recognizing diverse
contributions. Reviewers can assess not just a work’s primary con-
tribution but its potential for catalyzing integration across praxes.

Transformative Model: Through integration, it offers a vision
of how dislocated research could become integrated practice. It
shows that building, relating, and critiquing do not have to be sep-
arate activities but can operate as mutually constitutive practices.

In summary, the framework does the following: it describes cur-
rent practice (what is), diagnoses problems (what’s wrong), and
encourages reflection on pathways forward (what could be). Its ulti-
mate purpose is to encourage change from isolated efforts toward
more integrated practice.

5.4 Applying the Framework
For researchers, the framework provides structured guidance:

(1) Identify your dominant praxes and position
(2) Consider how your work could influence both other praxes
(3) Plan for bidirectional flows and recursive cycles
(4) Design feedback loops that enable mutual transformation
These steps can be the beginning of lasting institutional change.

In (§6.6) we return to this topic and address how to translate individ-
ual acts of reflection into movement on institutional commitments.

For reviewers, it offers a possible vocabulary to recognize di-
verse contributions and their potential for integration. For example,
“While this paper’s [Artifact] contribution may not be novel, we
can recognize significance in how the failures in deployment the
authors document generate new [Epistemological] insights and
deep considerations for future [Ecosystem] interventions.”

6 Discussion: Implications for the Field
We set out to better understand the emerging field of social accessi-
bility, and our analysis revealed disconnection between the field’s
constructive, relational, and theoretical work. Yet it also pointed
toward the integrative cycle as a model for integration. Here we
discuss why this matters, what factors contribute to fragmentation,
and how the field may progress.

6.1 Where Links Break: Rich Findings, Limited
Takeaways

While the thematic territories characterize what the field studies
and centers, a complementary pattern concerns how insights may
travel across praxes. In many papers, rich findings situated in one
praxis are followed by high-level implications for the others that
may be difficult to manifest. We read this not as a shortcoming
of any particular work or praxis, but as an understandable conse-
quence of specialization, venue/page constraints, time horizons,
ethical obligations, and the difficulty of integrating multiple modes
of contribution within a single work. At the same time, this pattern
suggests opportunities to make cross-praxis linkages more explicit.
We include Figure 6 to illustrate common “missed connections.” Be-
low, we present the following examples to illustrate our point—we
note that we do so to illustrate a field-level pattern, not to evaluate
these specific authors’ aims.

Scougal et al. [56] offer a rich ecosystem analysis, revealing
important insights: “signing . . . limits social interactions in wider
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contexts” because most people don’t sign, and how “practicalities
related to the physical properties of aided AAC may be contribut-
ing to abandonment.” They additionally specify context-dependent
communication needs varying across “home, school, and in the
wider community.” Meanwhile, their artifact-oriented implications
emphasize mostly general properties (e.g., size/portability). This
pairing illustrates a common pattern: ecosystem insights that could
inform design choices remain at a high level, with the authors
themselves noting that “further work is required to understand
the relationship between people, places, and techniques.” We see
an opportunity for subsequent work to translate specific ecosys-
tem observations into design requirements, feature choices, and
deployment plans.

We note similar opportunities in Dai et al.’s [17] work. The analy-
sis here provide detailed ecosystem insights about how AAC affects
“spousal, parental, and sibling relationships,” and we discover how
“alternative ways of communication, including [participants’] non-
verbal cues and their operating and positioning of the wheelchair”
become meaningful within care relationships—a subtle finding that
could meaningfully change how we think about non-verbal commu-
nication when wheelchairs are in the loop. This work’s conclusion
offers technical design ideas (e.g., gesture customization; biomoni-
toring feedback); here again, deep ecosystemal insight sits alongside
high-level technical implications. We note the potential that future
work might explore how the relational findings could shape design,
workflows, or roles, in addition to sensors or interfaces.

6.2 Evidence of Integration: Seeds of an
Integrated Cycle

Despite limited explicit cross-praxis articulation overall, we observe
clear instances where authors make linkages across building, relat-
ing, and critiquing. We use linkage to mean that authors (a) name
how insights in one praxis informed decisions in another, (b) trace a
concrete chain from finding → requirement → feature/evaluation,
or (c) report iterative changes across praxes. In contrast to the
prior subsection’s examples, where implications tended to remain
high-level, the cases below provide more explicit, traceable artic-
ulation of how insights travel across praxes. These examples are
illustrative rather than exhaustive; we do not imply that all work
should engage all praxes, and we recognize that integration often
requires longer time horizons, larger teams, and venue space.

Artifact→ Epistemology: Informing and Building Theory. Ra-
japakse et al. [51] demonstrate how the construction of specific
design artifacts can drive theoretical development. When attempt-
ing to pair university students with people with disabilities, the
authors faced a breakdown: students refused to engage without
clear design briefs, while families were hesitant to engage without
trust, resulting in the withdrawal of student groups. To bridge this
gap, the team co-constructed “design artefacts” (video stories, photo
stories, and one-page profiles).

The deployment of these artifacts revealed they were doing more
than gathering requirements; they were functioning as “bound-
ary objects” that facilitated mutual learning and negotiation be-
tween disparate social worlds. Recognizing that the work involved
complex “partnership development” and continuous assembly of
support networks, the authors were compelled to move beyond

standard co-design frameworks. They theoretically articulated this
labor as “Personal Infrastructuring”—extending Pipek and Wulf’s
Information Systems framework [50] into the domestic and familial
context.

Linkage (Artifact→ Epistemology)

Design Impasse: Breakdown in collaboration due to misaligned
motivations (e.g., students requiring clear briefs vs. families
requiring trust to engage)

→ Artifact Construction: Co-creation of “design artefacts” to
serve as boundary objects for communication

→ Ecosystem Observation: Observation that these artifacts
supported “partnership development” and negotiation of roles
rather than just technology requirements

→ Epistemological Articulation: Reframing the labor from co-
design to “personal infrastructuring”

Artifact → Ecosystem: Tools Reconfiguring Relations. Curtis &
Neate [16] illustrate how the physical properties of a technology
can fundamentally restructure social relations. In their work with
people with aphasia, they moved away from traditional speech-
generating devices—which they argue impose a "medical model" of
disability—and instead built "embodied" high-fidelity prototypes,
such as smartwatches and e-ink badges. Through 300 hours of
ethnographic volunteering and experience prototyping, they ob-
served that these new artifacts did more than output text; they
reconfigured the user’s identity and agency within their ecosystem.
For example, a discreet smartwatch allowed a participant to self-
regulate anxiety on public transport without the stigma of a medical
device, thereby enabling him to claim space in a public environment
he previously avoided. The artifact’s design directly transformed
the ecosystem from one of exclusion to one of participation.

Linkage (Artifact→ Ecosystem)

Artifact Construction: Development of “embodied AAC” proto-
types (e.g., smartwatches, badges) designed to extend inten-
tionality rather than “repair” speech
→ In-situ Deployment: Experience prototyping and role-play
enacting these devices in real-world scenarios (e.g., ordering
coffee, public transport)
→ Ecosystem Transformation: Observation that artifact prop-
erties (discreetness, aesthetics) transformed social relations,
shifting users from patients to actors in social environments

Epistemology→ Ecosystem: Theory Shaping Relationships. Mc-
Donnell & Findlater [44] synthesize disability/ Deaf/ communi-
cation studies into “collective communication access,” proposing
criteria for organizing research relationships (e.g., whether all
communicators—Deaf/disabled and nondisabled—are engaged as
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shaping access), thereby orienting roles and responsibilities. This
epistemological work moves beyond abstract critique by opera-
tionalizing these theories into a rubric for evaluating research.

Linkage (Epistemology → Ecosystem)

Theoretical Synthesis: Integration of Disability Justice and Deaf
Studies into a “Collective Communication Access” framework
→ Normative Criteria: Establishing a rubric that calls for re-
search to engage all communicators, not just disabled users
→ Ecosystem Reconfiguration: Shifting the locus of access re-
sponsibility from the individual DHH person to the collective
relationship, requiring behavioral change from hearing part-
ners

This framework directly intervenes in the access ecosystem by
reframing communication as a collective process rather than an
individual burden. Consequently, it redefines the “users” of accessi-
bility technology to include hearing conversation partners, shifting
the ecosystem’s goal from simply “fixing” the disabled person’s
reception to changing the social norms and behaviors of the entire
communicative group.

Epistemology → Artifact: Critique Guiding Construction. Con-
tinuing with McDonnell & Findlater [44], their critiques also trans-
late into specific and actionable design implications. Rather than
building faster automatic speech recognition (ASR) for a passive
user, their epistemic stance on disability justice principles [32] and
resulting framework reframes the artifact needs as captioning sys-
tems as collaborative platforms. This requires technical features
that enable hearing partners and third-party supports to actively
correct, adjust, and contribute to the captioning stream. In doing
so, McDonnell & Findlater move to embed their theoretical com-
mitment to collective access into the specific artifacts.

Linkage: (Epistemology→ Artifact)

Theoretical Lens: Adoption of Collective Communication Access:
viewing access as interdependent and transactional rather than
individual
→ Design Requirement: Identification that current tools fail
to support expressive communication or the engagement of
interlocutors
→ Artifact Implication: Proposal of multi-actor captioning
workflows and features that allow conversation partners to
actively contribute to and correct access streams

Ecosystem→Artifact: Social Realities Informing Design. Ellis et
al. [18] report that the specific constraints of the Disability Support
Organization (DSO) ecosystem they observed directly informed
necessary changes to the design and packaging of STEAM artifacts.
Through a year-long deployment, they observed that high staff
turnover (training 7 coaches for 3 sites) and the logistical chaos of

shared spaces resulted in lost chargers and instructions, threatening
the program’s sustainability.

Linkage (Ecosystem→ Artifact)

Ecosystem Constraint: High staff turnover and logistical chal-
lenges within the Disability Support Organization

→ Sustainability Requirement: The need for the intervention
to function independently of researchers and survive chaotic
storage conditions
→ Artifact Refinement: Specific design implications includ-
ing integrated charging cases, embedded instructions, and
dexterity-friendly materials (e.g., specific tape/glue)

These ecosystem constraints translated to requirements for the
artifact: rather than just loose components, the technology required
“well designed cases” with integrated chargers and built-in instruc-
tions to survive the environment. Furthermore, clients’ challenges
with manual dexterity dictated granular material choices for the
artifacts, such as replacing springy conductive tape or ineffective
glue that caused frustration and barriers to use.

Ecosystem → Epistemology: Social Realities Refining Theory.
Ankrah et al. [1] provide a clear example of how observing the lived
realities of an ecosystem can force a re-evaluation of theoretical cat-
egories. In their study of childhood cancer survivors, they observed
that children were not simply passive recipients of care—a common
assumption in medical models—but were actively managing the
emotions of their caregivers. For example, participants described
hiding their own distress to prevent their parents from panicking,
a behavior the authors identified as "emotional labor". This ecosys-
tem observation challenged existing theoretical assumptions about
the directionality of care in pediatric illness, revealing that chil-
dren often perform extra labor to protect their parents. It drove the
authors to refine the epistemological understanding of “survivor-
ship” to include the active construction of "relational boundaries".
By documenting how children navigate these dynamics, the work
expands theories of agency and boundary work (traditionally or-
ganizational theories) to include the developmental and familial
context of childhood chronic illness.

Linkage (Ecosystem→ Epistemology)

Ecosystem Observation: Survivors (even as minors) performing
emotional labor to protect parents from distress (e.g., hiding
pain, managing disclosure)

→ Theoretical Gap: Recognition that traditional caregiver-
patient models fail to account for the child’s active role in
managing the family’s emotional stability
→ Epistemological Refinement: Expansion of “Boundary The-
ory” and “agency” to include the complex, bidirectional care
work performed by children in medical ecosystems
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Figure 7: How Baltaxe-Admony et al.’s DREEM project [6] demonstrates the reflexive praxis cycle in practice

6.3 Realizing the Reflexive Praxis Cycle
While the previous examples demonstrate specific directional link-
ages between praxes, Baltaxe-Admony et al.’s DREEM project [6]
exemplifies how research can move recursively across all three
praxes through iterative cycles of refinement; Figure 7 visualizes
the progression project as an exemplar of the full reflexive praxis
cycle in practice within a single work. The project began with an
epistemological critique of traditional empathy-building methods
in disability research, which the authors argued reinforced nega-
tive stereotypes. This insight led the authors to develop DREEM
as a methodological artifact—a structured four-step process with
accompanying tools, training materials, and logging templates. Ini-
tial deployments with undergraduate researchers revealed both
the method’s promise and its limitations, particularly around topic
focus and the need for group dialogue. These ecosystem insights
prompted both epistemological refinement (reconceptualizing the
practice as "enculturation" rather than empathy, recognizing access
labor) and artifact evolution (adding guidance on topic selection, de-
veloping Canvas modules, creating aggregation steps). The revised
method was then deployed in new contexts—high school intern-
ships, design coursework, and lab onboarding—each generating
fresh observations about how the method functioned in practice.

What distinguishes DREEM is this recursive pattern: deploy-
ments surface challenges (like the tendency toward “inspiration
porn” narratives), leading to theoretical refinements (deeper engage-
ment with concepts like ableism), which inform artifact updates
(training materials, forms), which shape subsequent deployments.
After five years and multiple cycles, the method evolved from a
three-step close reading exercise to a comprehensive framework
with formal closure activities and team-based approaches. This cycli-
cal movement demonstrates how epistemological commitments,
methodological artifacts, and situated deployments can inform one
another across multiple timescales.

6.4 Barriers to Field-Wide Integration
We postulate about several systemic or institutional factors that
may contribute to and maintain fragmentation:

Publication venues tend to specialize: critical theory often
goes to one venue, technical artifacts to another, ethnographic
studies to a third. Each venue’s reviewers evaluate by different
criteria, making integrated work challenging to publish. A paper
demonstrating the full integrated cycle (or projects which span it)
might face difficulties fitting established categories.

Evaluation metrics often prioritize depth at the expense of
breadth: researchers building artifacts that challenge rather than
optimize existing systems may struggle to demonstrate “technical
novelty” or “theoretical rigor” when the contribution lies in their
integration. The academy may tend to reward specialization in one
praxis rather than translation between them.

Funding structures create boundaries: grants for “technical
innovation” rarely support epistemological work, while “theoretical
research” funding may not cover artifact construction. This encour-
ages researchers to separate their work to fit funding categories,
potentially disrupting natural cycles of integration.

Disciplinary boundaries create divisions: disability studies
scholars may face marginalization in engineering contexts that
privilege implementation and measurable outcomes, just as how
technical practitioners may feel out of place in disability studies
spaces that center critique and interpretive methods.When collab-
orations do occur, hierarchical or implicit power dynamics may
position one perspective as primary rather than fostering genuine
integration.

6.5 The Promise of Integration
When the field achieves genuine integration across praxes, it opens
the door for a new level of knowledge-making. In STS terms, cri-
tique, artifact construction, and field deployment with people co-
produce one another and the worlds they render knowable—what
co-production and mutual constitution name [34] and what Picker-
ing describes as the mangle of practice [49]. As we’ve highlighted,
Baltaxe-Admony et al.’s [6] five-year recursive cycling around
DREEM goes beyond improving a method; in a way, it attempts
to remake what a “research relationship” is. Likewise, Curtis &
Neate’s [16] integrated approach goes beyond building better AAC:
it moves toward reconceptualizing what AAC could be. By moving
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between epistemological critique (questioning reparative AAC),
artifact construction (embodied prototypes), and ecosystem study
(their 300 hours of deployment and ethnography), insights from
each praxis motivate the others.

Seen through an STS lens, integrated cycles in the field estab-
lishes a mutually constitutive relationship between praxes: artifacts
embody and circulate theoretical propositions (as boundary and
epistemic objects [10, 63]), deployments serve as epistemological
experiments that reconfigure problems and publics [39], and cri-
tique provides foundations for building. This establishes lasting
co-production of theories, methods, and worlds [34].

6.6 Practical Moves Towards Change
Our examples of critical making and activism (e.g. Higgins et al. [29])
show that individual acts of resistance (building DIY-AT that re-
fuses normative aesthetics) can sometimes be leveraged to shift
institutions (e.g., securing funding, changing policies). The Three
Praxes Framework suggests concrete moves researchers can take
to support this translation under existing constraints:

• Design artifacts as boundary or leverage objects: When build-
ing tools or prototypes, researchers can intentionally design
them to surface institutional frictions (e.g., documenting
when a system fails at a policy boundary), and to be legible
to decision-makers (e.g., through visualizations, narratives,
or pilot deployments that speak in the institution’s own
metrics). This makes it easier for communities to mobilize
artifacts as evidence in funding or policy conversations.

• Plan for explicit ecosystem hooks: Rather than ending with
broad calls for future work, researchers can identify specific
organizational practices, roles, or policies that their findings
implicate—such as staff training, procurement guidelines,
or accessibility procedures—and co-develop next steps with
community partners (e.g., a workshop with administrators,
a revised intake form, draft public-facing documents). These
choices position research outputs as starting points for insti-
tutional negotiation rather than as stand-alone fixes.

• Embed epistemological commitments inmethods and documen-
tation: Work like DREEM [6] shows how methods can carry
anti-ableist commitments into institutional routines (course-
work, lab onboarding). Researchers can similarly package
their methods and theoretical insights into reusable curricula,
checklists, or templates that other labs and organizations can
adopt, thereby beginning a shift to what counts as “normal”
practice within institutions.

While these moves cannot by themselves overcome structural
resistance, they illustrate how, even within constrained projects,
researchers can intentionally design for cross-praxis linkages that
help connect individual action to organizational and institutional
change.

7 Implications for Disabled People and
Communities

A disconnect between praxes has material consequences for dis-
abled people’s lives. When critical insights about power dynamics
and systemic barriers fail to inform the tools we build, we may

create technologies that inadvertently reinforce existing challenges,
or create solutions that disabled people reject.

Consider the aggregate effect across our corpus: epistemological
work identifies systemic challenges (like Harrington et al.’s [28]
analysis of intersectional marginalization), ecosystem studies docu-
ment how individuals privately manage those intersectional chal-
lenges (like howCrawford&Hamidi [15] documentation of LGBTQIA+
couples absorbing inaccessibility costs), and artifact work builds
tools to make that private management more efficient (like Dai et
al’s [17] AAC customization for existing care relationships). While
each contribution has value, together they form a pattern that iden-
tifies systemic issues yet responds with individual-level solutions.

We express concern that disconnection’s most insidious effect
may be that it allows us to invoke revolutionary rhetoric while
producing reformist or normative outcomes. The field can call for
fundamental transformation in our epistemological work while
artifacts help disabled people better conform to normative systems.
Work in the field can document systemic barriers through ecosys-
tem studies while the interventions privatize the response within
individual relationships. Missed opportunities between praxes al-
lows the field to identify systemic barriers without necessarily
addressing their sources, to document challenges without devel-
oping comprehensive solutions, to advocate for change without
implementing it.

An integrated cycle of praxes provides pathways for moving
forward, though realizing its potential requires both individual and
collective action. Its potential serves as a vision of what accessibility
research could become if the field actively works toward reducing
the boundaries that reduce the potential of its work. It shows that
meaningful transformation isn’t achieved through better theory
alone, better artifacts alone, or richer ethnographies alone, but
through their consistent and generative dialogue.

The implications are clear: disconnection means the most in-
sightful findings may remain academic exercises while the most
visible creations may reinforce existing barriers. Integration offers
a different path—one where insights from disabled people’s lived
experiences shape material realities, material practice generates
theoretical knowledge, and both transform the ecosystems where
disabled people live.

8 Limitations
Our review focuses on English-language publications in premier
HCI venues (ACM/IEEE) from 2011–2025. While this excludes work
in disability studies, STS, design, policy/practice, regional venues,
non-English outlets, and grey literature, this boundary enables sys-
tematic comparison across a coherent research community with
shared publication standards and review processes. The patterns we
identify within HCI venues may likely reflect broader tensions in
accessibility research, though future work should test this through
cross-disciplinary analysis. We acknowledge that social accessibil-
ity practices are heavily shaped by local cultural, economic, and
infrastructural conditions. For example, in many settings critical
and DIY-AT work in the Global South emerges from limited access
to institutional makerspaces or research funding, and with different
relations to state, family, and NGO infrastructures, leading to sig-
nificantly different community-driven repair cultures and attitudes
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and practices toward mutual aid. Our praxes and cross-cutting
dimensions can, in principle, be applied to such contexts; the par-
ticular configurations of Artifact, Ecosystem, and Epistemology
praxis may look quite different—for instance, with stronger em-
phasis on informal networks, frugal or appropriative design, and
disability politics rooted in post-colonial struggles. Systematically
examining how the framework travels across majority-world and
resource-constrained settings is an important direction for future
work.

Additionally, our screening and curation via the particular key-
words we used prioritized papers that make social or theoretical
contributions explicit in the title or abstract. This approach may
underrepresent work that embeds social considerations within a pri-
marily technical contribution-based work. However, this selection
criterion ensured that our analysis captures work that consciously
engages with social accessibility as a concept, which allowed us a
focused view of how the field explicitly theorizes these issues. Nev-
ertheless, we believe that for validation purposes the framework
be examined across works which do not make their engagement
with social factors explicit.

9 Future Work
In the future, we envision using the framework to analyze other
accessibility subfields—cognitive accessibility, aging, or sensory
disabilities—to identify whether fragmentation is specific to social
accessibility or reflects broader structural issues in how accessibility
research organizes itself. We also plan to extend our analysis to the
full corpus of social accessibility work, as well as broader accessibil-
ity, disability studies, STS, and design venues to validatewhether the
three praxes pattern holds across disciplines or reflects HCI-specific
dynamics. Future work could explicitly apply the framework to
accessibility and critical making projects in Global South contexts
to surface where the three praxes and our two cross-cutting dimen-
sions require adaptation, and to learn from practices that have long
integrated material, relational, and political work under resource
constraints.

We believe conducting workshops with authors whose work we
analyzed along with disabled community partners could refine the
framework; furthermore, we hope to create practical tools such
as worksheets and evaluation rubrics for implementing the frame-
work. We believe that tracking how individual research groups or
topics move between praxes over time could reveal patterns in how
integration emerges or dissolves. These future directions would ex-
pand the framework’s utility as a tool for fostering more integrated
research practices across the field.

10 Conclusion
We set out to understand how social accessibility research orga-
nizes its practices. Through an inductive analysis of 90 papers, we
mapped six thematic territories, grouped them into three (3) sites
of practice (praxes), identified two (2) dimensions for each work’s
stance towards change, and envision the field integrating into a (1)
reflexive praxis cycle. We found that from our these works, many
foreground a single research praxis, suggesting opportunities to
make cross-praxis linkages more explicit.

We offer the Three Praxes Framework as an organizing frame for
researchers and practitioners to identify their positions in the terri-
tories and praxes. Individually, researchers can use it to locate their
dominant contributions, to better articulate how insights in one
praxis can inform another, and plan feedback loops where appropri-
ate. Collectively, we use the model of the reflexive praxis cycle as
an ideal to call upon research communities, venues, and sponsors
to create room for cross-praxes articulation (e.g., expectations for
implications sections, multi-stage projects, and evaluation criteria
that recognize inter-praxes contributions). While developed for
social accessibility, we expect the patterns and model to be relevant
across accessibility and assistive technology; testing and refining
them with practitioners and communities is future work.

For disabled people who encounter systemic barriers, clearer
connections between building, relating, and theorizing may help
move from tools that primarily assist adaptation toward a world
with tools and practices that also reshape the conditions of access.
Our hope is that the Three Praxes Framework provides a practical
vocabulary and prompts for connecting across practices, without
prescribing any single way that work must be done.
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