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Next steps: Looking ahead to 2018  
 
Unit 1 Continue work, Science Fictions and disability.  
Unit 2 Convene Hacked Off event  
Unit 3 Collaboration with DAO  
Unit 4 Collaborate with Esther Fox / Accentuate for Fractured Futures/Troubled Legacies event  
 
Unit 1 ‘We’re Watching You’ – Update - science fiction audiences and alt. perspectives on 
‘mainstream communities’ and culture (Jan – Dec 2017). Design is drafted. Part 1 is drafted (first take 
on methodology and conceptual framing) Data collection should start first ¼ of 2018.  
Relevant outputs (see ‘outputs’ section for more details). 
2 conference papers (DiGRA 2016) summer 2016. 
Panel contribution to Innominate (68th British National Science Fiction Convention) Easter 2017. 
Submitted a journal article. December 2017. 
 
Unit 2: Public workshop: Hacked Off (Spring 2018 tbc) 
https://playhouse.wordpress.com/project-d4d-2016-2020/ 
 
Unit 3 Collaborative work with Disability Arts Online 
We had our first discussion meeting, 7/11/2017.  
See Appendix 1 for notes titled “Unit 3 Collaborative work with Disability Arts Online” 
  
Unit 4: Workshop: Troubling Legacies/Fractured Futures (December 2018 tbc) CIs Fox and Carr will 
co-convene a public workshop to facilitate collective reflections on institutional and technological 
histories, the creation of disability as category, and the construction of disability within clinical 
practice. https://playhouse.wordpress.com/project-d4d-2016-2020/ 
We’ve been discussing the idea of legacies and futures as it relates to our work on eugenics, ability, 
surveillance and the quantified body - and the event venue (UCL). We hope to connect with/develop 
intersectional perspectives on these issues in relation to, for instance, histories of class, empire, 
gender.  
 
 

2017 End of year notes  
 
The D4D team met in London during November for an enjoyable and productive discussion. These 

are my notes where I try to make more sense than I did on the day. I prepared separate notes for the 

meeting with DAO (see Unit 3, above) 

As I mentioned at the meeting (see Lizzy’s notes), one of the issues that’s come up for me recently is 

that of ‘reasonable adjustment’. Which I’m struggling with. Firstly, obviously, there’s the question of 

who gets to decide what is reasonable, and who is going to be adjusting. For me, the adjusting 

generally means adding something (a device, an aid, or a practice) that materializes something or 

other in relation to my deficit, while tactfully ignoring the extent to which this deficit itself is 

constructed, and then the kinds of performances that dealing with the whole thing invites or demands. 

I can ask for things that make me look like a person who is managing deafness in a constructive way. 

Which is as helpful as it sounds. I’ve been thinking about privilege and passing and what it means that 

I can maybe pass as English if I don’t talk, and I can maybe pass as hearing if you don’t talk to me. 

I’ve been thinking about glass ceilings. I’ve recently been supporting a colleague with her Access to 

https://playhouse.wordpress.com/project-d4d-2016-2020/
https://playhouse.wordpress.com/project-d4d-2016-2020/


Work application – it’s more complicated than mine was. It’s a reminder of how much time it takes and 

how much energy is consumed by this kind of ‘back stage’ work. It is like collectively assembling a 

puzzle that has bits missing, but nobody involved can agree what those bits are. Plus, some of the 

suggestions we’re getting back from the various agencies involved go straight past reasonable and 

directly into the zone of ‘startlingly irresponsible’.  

It’s easier to do this for somebody else because I don’t start spiralling over the idea of ‘reasonable’ –

and because I don’t get stuck pondering the links between being reasonable and ‘being consistent’ 

(because if I am acting like my deafness is consistent, I am acting). Professional bodies are supposed 

to be consistent though (Iris Marion Young, or Thomson on ‘normate’). Alongside this is the idea that 

there are right ways, acceptable ways and wrong ways to present a difference, aka: the art of faking 

how to act natural, properly.  

If I’m going to talk about reasonable adjustment, I’d want to acknowledge the cruel and involuntary 

adjustments that some people have to live with; the unreasonable losses that some people have to 

live with. I’d also want to talk about adjustment in relation to mainstream, able-identified culture and 

the pleasures of apparently voluntary self-assessment and the role played by measurement in these 

rituals. By this, I mean the development of criteria and devices to measure and classify bodies and 

the weird comfort that some people apparently get from these positivist masquerades (i.e. Mitchell 

and Snyder speak about metaphor and materialization within narrative, but this is materialization 

through measurement – which I’ve talked about before in relation to games). What gets me is that 

government agencies have been known to process bodies (disabled bodies, refugee bodies) through 

superficially similar practices, but with regulatory and disciplinary intent and with awful, profound 

consequences. Meanwhile mainstream-identified culture is joyfully participating in various forms of 

self-discipline and self-quantification, and what? - normalising these practices and increasing the 

power and reach of these practices, in ways that will then be paid for by those who are subjected to 

the involuntary, state-sponsored version?  People are being measured (or reasonably adjusted) into 

oblivion and silence and absence thanks to things like ATOS and universal credit – which is relevant 

to research practice. Because it raises questions about our roles, the purpose of research and 

particularly the idea of ‘impact’. I spent parts of 2016 and 2017 in meetings with a London primary 

school (as a parent). Here was a lesson about impact and having none – I’ve supposedly got 

truckloads of ‘cultural capitol’ and I couldn’t make a dink. So that was instructive. Plus, big impact in 

research is generally equated with changes government policy. But …Policy. They already know what 

austerity policy is doing. They already know. So at this point, sticking to the notion that research 

reveals something that leads to changes in government policy is grotesque, because that claim would 

rest on pretending they don’t already know. It absolves them. They already know what they are doing 

and what it’s doing to people [1]. In which case the point would be, I guess, to aim for impact that is 

directed towards supporting resistance, collective action, protest, community, resilience, defiance and 

survivability. Which suggests how vital the arts and arts practice is in this context. I was thinking about 

this again today, inspired in part by the UK’s Chancellor, Philip Hammond.  

 “It is almost certainly the case that by increasing participation in the workforce, including far 

higher levels of participation by marginal groups and very high levels of engagement in the 

workforce, for example of disabled people – something we should be extremely proud of – may 

have had an impact on overall productivity measurements.” 

So…I have made an impact after all. Lovely. Finally: Ethics. I’ve been participating within a local 

community group during 2017, and that has taught me stuff about how groups conceptualize privacy, 

because this is something that group members have raised and discussed. Especially in relation to 

complex things like the need to advocate for their kids while also managing their children’s privacy in 

relation to a wider school community and/or friendship groups. For me, it raises questions about 

collective action – because the group is effective – and about research and privacy more generally. 

For instance: (a) how much of their privacy are people being asked to risk when asked to work 

collectively, and (b) how can a researcher perceive, understand or recognise those risks if they are 

not community members, and (c) what about the ethics of protecting privacy within communities?      

 



Notes on my notes:  

They know. Article about the UN report of the impact of austerity policy in UK: 

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/aug/31/un-panel-criticises-uk-failure-to-uphold-

disabled-peoples-rights .  

The idea of a positivist masquerade makes me wonder about Joan Riviere and 

disorientation and it all reminds me of a recent conversation with Esther about singing 

children, mobility impaired lady robots and the Brothers Grimm. 

http://euacademic.org/UploadArticle/815.pdf 

The chancellor’s quote is from https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2017/dec/07/philip-

hammond-causes-storm-with-remarks-about-disabled-workers 

 

2017 Outputs  
 
Journal cfp, abstract accepted, April 2017.   
Paper completed and submitted for review, December 2017.  
 
Summary of D4D activities:  
Met with Esther Fox in Hastings, visited The Jerwood Gallery.  
Made significant contribution to the revised AHRC proposal (e.g. restructured the draft, drafted the 
Leaky Robots element, acted as peer reviewer, proposed redesign for aspects of BNW).  
Took part in the 2 day project workshop, Bath. D4D project meeting, November 7 2017, London.  
 
D4D panel presentation for Co-creating Cities and Communities.  
Summer Forum in Bristol (12-13 July). Led on submission and wrote the abstract.  
https://connected-communities.org/index.php/events/event/co-creating-cities-and-communities/ 
“D4D Part 1. Best Laid Plans: Connection, Visibility and Loss on the D4D Project”  
D.Carr, E.Fox, A.Sutherland and M Levinson. Panel Format: 4 connecting 15 minute talks  
ABSTRACT: https://playhouse.wordpress.com/2017/04/19/d4d-july-event-bristol/ 
 
Panellist for Innominate, Eastercon 2017 http://eastercon2017.uk/home Innominate is the 68th 

British National Science Fiction Convention (Eastercon), 14-17 April 2017, at the Hilton Birmingham 

Metropole Hotel. Panel member: Disability in SFF: Beyond 101 

ABSTRACT: I am a lecturer at UCL IOE, University of London. My recent work has focused 

on video games, science fiction and horror - so I've been writing about the idea of impairment 

as threat, the performance and measurement of ability, and the link between ability and 

status. At the moment I am part of a collaborative project called Disability and Community 

(D4D) funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council. We are researching aspects of 

disability and resistance, play, community and disenfranchisement. During 2017-18 I'm 

working with an artist (Esther Fox) and a robot scientist (Praminda Caleb-Solly) to explore the 

various ways that our experiences of disability might shape our relationships with science 

fictions, and the potential for science fictions to offer alternative ways to talk about ability, 

disability, technology and mainstream culture.   

Notes: We talked about the persistence of the deficit model of disability and about one of the 

problems that I have with metaphor, which is that the speaking subject using metaphor 

harvests an aspect of somebody else’s subjectivity to make a point, while diminishing the 

subject they’ve borrowed from. Example: ‘falling on deaf ears’ is not about deaf people, it’s 

about hearing people being rubbish at listening, while ‘blind spot’ it ignores the forms of 

observational and perceptual labour that might be involved in having an actual blind 

spot…Comments from the audience were funny and supportive, and helped emphasise the 

diversity of disability – e.g. some speakers pointed out that they do experience their 

impairment as a deficit and would actively welcome a ‘cure’, and others noted that metaphors 

might be annoying but they’re useful.  

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/aug/31/un-panel-criticises-uk-failure-to-uphold-disabled-peoples-rights
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/aug/31/un-panel-criticises-uk-failure-to-uphold-disabled-peoples-rights
http://euacademic.org/UploadArticle/815.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2017/dec/07/philip-hammond-causes-storm-with-remarks-about-disabled-workers
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2017/dec/07/philip-hammond-causes-storm-with-remarks-about-disabled-workers
http://eastercon2017.uk/home
https://sites.grenadine.co/sites/eastercon2017/en/innominate/schedule/537/Disability+in+SFF%3A+Beyond+101


 
2016 outputs 
 
Two presentations: DiGRA 2016 – “1st Joint Interest Conference of DiGRA and FDG” 
August 1-6, 2016, The School of Arts, Media and Computer Games, Abertay University, Dundee, UK 
The costs of the conference were covered by a grant from IOE UCL  
Both abstracts are now online in the Digital Games Research Association online library.  
Copy of PPTs https://playhouse.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/carr-digra-edit.pdf 
 
Carr, D (2016) Delicate Subjects: Vulnerability and validation in action adventure games. DiGRA/FDG 
'16 - Abstract Proceedings of the First International Joint Conference of DiGRA and FDG. Dundee 
August 2016.  
https://playhouse.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/digra-carr-embodied-interpretation.pdf 
 
Carr, D (2016) Players, Diverse Bodies and Embodied Interpretation: Issues in Research Design. 
DiGRA/FDG '16 - Abstract Proceedings of the First International Joint Conference of DiGRA and 
FDG. Dundee August 2016.  
https://playhouse.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/final-digra-carr-delicate-subjects.pdf 
 
Participant, 2 day D4D project workshop: Ethics. Bristol.  

Schedule for 2018, 2019  

Keynote. Conference: Disability between academic and research practice: breaking barriers towards 
a just and equal world – 9th May 2018 http://www.ucl.ac.uk/grand-challenges/justice-and-
equality/priorities/disability 
 
Ableism in Academia Symposium: 23rd March 2018 in the Drama Studio at UCL Institute of 
Education, 20 Bedford Way, London, WC1H 0AL. Abstracts due January 31st.  
 
DiGRA 2018: The Game is the Message 
Campus Luigi Einaudi, Università di Torino, Turin, Italy 
Dates: July 25-28, 2018. Abstracts due January 31st.  
 
Note on changes/updates as of Dec 2017: 8 additional days 2018-2019, and 8 additional days 2019-
2020. As agreed, 14 of these are to support and collaborate with community partner and project 
manager Esther Fox and 2 days are ring-fenced for the BNW event. 5 days admin has been added.  
 

Carr – 87 days total original 

d4d proposal 

 

Carr’s 

time, 

original 

proposal 

Timing, 

original 

proposal 

Notes on timing  

 

New commitments 

as per new 

proposal  

Unit 1 (science fictions) 28 days Nov 16 – 

Nov 17 

This is just going to stretch 

out and run for a while.  

Working title: Awesome! 

Interpretation, disability and 

science fiction.  

Interviews/analysis 2018  
 
Writing up 2018 

 

No change 

Unit 2 (workshop –hacked off) 4 days March 2018  March-May 2018   

4 days for convening, hosting 

and writing up 

No change 

Unit 3 (online community) with 

Trish and DAO  

10 days April – Nov 

2018  

10 days – in 2018.  

  

No change  

https://playhouse.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/digra-carr-embodied-interpretation.pdf
https://playhouse.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/final-digra-carr-delicate-subjects.pdf


Unit 4 (workshop –troubled 

legacies, fractured futures) 

With Esther  

4 days Dec 18 (tbc) Dec 2018 – Feb 2019.  

We can work around Esther’s 

time table. 

3 days additional 

preparation with 

Esther 

4 days additional 

writing up time with 

Esther   

Unit 5a /5b Bristol ARG 

design, plus ARG, plus the 

London workshop 

With Accentuate, splash & 

ripple, H Kennedy, S Poole  

15 days Feb – Oct 

2019  

Unlike other elements on this 

schedule, this will not be 

flexible time-wise because 

quite a lot of people and 

travel are involved.  

 

 

2 days additional 

preparation time 

with Esther  

3 days additional 

writing up time with 

Esther  

 

 

BNW    2 days ring-fenced 

with for BNW event 

element 

Contributions/participation in 

ethics and Bridging 

workstreams 

10 days  Apr 2016 – 

Mar 2020 

TAB 
Bristol ethics workshop, 2016, 
2 days. 
Bath workshop 2017 2 days.  
November 2017 meeting, ½ 
day.  
Bristol ‘connected cities’ conf. 
2 days incl. abstract 

No change 

Additional writing / papers / 

reports / blog updates 

16 2016-2020  TAB  
2 conference papers 2016 
1 journal article 2017 (tbc) 
 

Writing support and 

co-writing with 

community partners, 

as above.   

Total 87 days  

2016-

2020  

Existing 

D4D plan 

21.75 per 

year 

Added Dec 2017  

8 days 2018 

8 days 2019  

2018-2019 – 30 

days 

2019-2020 – 30 

days   

 

     

     

 

 

APPENDIX ONE  

WORK UNIT 3 Notes 

Unit 3 Collaborative work with Disability Arts Online 
 
First meeting, DAO and Diane Carr for 2018 D4D project work  
For DAO: Trish Wheatley, Allan Sutherland, Colin Hambrook.  
Meeting date 7th November 2017 
On this summary: Trish made notes and Diane made notes. We shared our notes. Diane compiled the 
notes into this single document (15/12/17) 

 



DC will be working with DAO for 10 days in 2018 and this was a chance to talk through what DAO 
would like to do. The meeting started with DC asking some questions about what DAO might want 
from a researcher. One suggestion would be for DC to take on the role of ‘critical friend’, or a 
‘sounding board’ - which could mean simply asking DAO questions (in discussions like this) or it might 
mean asking awkward questions on behalf of DAO. We talked about finding an issue or problem to 
explore, for instance, something that people within the community disagree about (as a place to start) 
DC asked: How do things like critique, ambition and mutual support co-exist - how are these managed 
by community members? Are there other problems that we might look at?    
 
DAO explained that there have been shifts in the ways that the community has used the website. 
Discussions begin at the DAO website but then jump away to continue at the DAO Facebook pages. 
The discussions still happen, and they are happening within a DAO affiliated virtual space. DC asked 
about the significance of these changes: Why is it a problem?   
 

Colin: One of the key problems we have in relation to these issues is that we need to provide 
our funders with a measure of the interaction within our community. The comments forum 
used to be really full and people used to talk to each other and support and give critical 
feedback but that has really dropped off in the last three years and we’re not really sure why 
that’s happened.  

 
DAO agree that understanding why people aren’t communicating on the comments forums would be a 
useful thing to find out. Yet, DAO also point out that these shifts (from a website to Facebook as a 
venue for online discussion) are common across the Internet, and not specific to DAO.  DC asked: If 
the discussion has moved to Facebook, what’s the best next step for the website? Would you be 
looking for ways to revive that element of the website, or – if you think ‘that ship has sailed’ because 
the way that people use social media has changed - are there other ways to support discussion within 
the community and to demonstrate depth of engagement? What does it mean to show depth of 
engagement? How might that differ from mere activity or ‘busy-ness’? And what do people think about 
the need to measure it - what are the ramifications?  
 
DAO spoke about the ACE quality framework. The discussion turned to questions about the ways in 
which these concerns apply to other forms of evaluative criteria and procedures - and the implications 
for arts practice, for DA and DAO, and for disability in general. This issue then became the focus of 
the discussion, connecting questions about community, critique and arts practice, back to questions 
about the notion of impact and the relevance of assessment criteria. DAO referred back to the 
question of ‘reasonable adjustment’ raised at the D4D meeting earlier that day. From Lizzie 
Wilkinson’s notes (15/11/2017):  

 
DC:  …recently interested in reasonable adjustments, furious…how to make that work in 
reality. [Gaps between] Rhetoric and reality. […]. Invisible labour, invisible effort. The 
pressure on you to fit in and play nice. 
 

DAO noted that the notion of reasonable adjustment was increasingly perceived as problematic by the 
community, and that these issues connect in provocative ways with the measures of impact and 
criteria of value associated with arts practice and arts funding, and with the problem of ‘fit’ between 
mainstream criteria, and the interests and the work of the Disability Arts community. We talked about 
various ways of turning these issues upside-down through playful, critical intervention, with a 
particular focus on the idea of a ‘quality framework’. This might involve thinking more about 
‘reasonable adjustment’ in terms of the extent to which mainstream frameworks or evaluative criteria 
are a poor fit with disability arts practice.  

 
DAO suggested that this notion of ill-fit and unreasonable adjustment is something that they might tie 
with the work they have undertaken with focus groups and interviewees during 2017, and/or that it 
might be further explore through an event scheduled for the first quarter of 2018. That events such as 
these, connecting back to the website, and (through the website) connecting to the wider DAO 
community – that this might be one way to meet the goal of generating and supporting in-depth, 
critical reflection and discussion across the DAO community.  
 
Summary and next steps: By the end of the meeting it looked like we’d arrived at three potential ways 
forward:  



 
1. To design a piece of “why do people choose to…” research about preferences and online 

discussions.  
2. To address the issues raised (the need to show measurable depth of engagement) by 

planning events that connect real-time/real-space performance, exhibition, with the virtual 
spaces of the website (potentially on the topic of quality frameworks/reasonable adjustment).  

3. To connect up with the focus group and interview work so far, with a view to developing 
perspectives on and critiques of ‘reasonable adjustment’ and/or ‘quality frameworks’.  

 
Quick note about decisions: I think it would be for DAO to decide what option would be best. I’m 
happy to be a part of that discussion if DAO think that would be useful.  
 
Quick note about option 1: This ‘sounds like’ a piece of research, but I’m not sure it will give you what 
you need. I mean, you could end up with a nice, detailed account of why people prefer to discuss 
things at Facebook. But would that solve the problem, if the problem actually is “the need to have a 
measure of impact and engagement”?  
 
Quick note about quality frameworks. Colin suggested the image of a zimmer frame. I’ve tried to find a 
picture of a robot using one. Turns out, it’s not that hard to find…if this anon-blob figure is a robot. 
Anyway. Here, blob person is shown alongside a stock image of medical implements – and a baby.   
 
 

 
 

https://www.shutterstock.com/image-illustration/3d-business-chrome-man-briefcase-tie-76023322

