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Abstract

The impact of AI technologies on cultural and creative sectors and industries is ex-
pected to increase dramatically in the upcoming years. As significant uncertainties
rattle the political economy of artmaking, not all stakeholders feel their interests and
concerns are equally recognised. At stake here are not only individual career prospects
but the entire horizon of our envisioned cultural-technological futures.

This dissertation examines artificial intelligence (AI) models in creative domains, fo-
cusing on their emerging impact on the conditions and infrastructures of artistic work.
It frames the transition of this socio-technical system as an instance of a broken world,
and extends Creative AI ethics beyond abstract principles towards the situated, lived
experiences of the various stakeholders involved: artists and music communities, as
well as developers and service providers of Creative AI applications. Grounded on crit-
ical analysis and ethics of care, the dissertation explores the tensions and transitions
practising artists experience in their working environments in the context of rapid AI
proliferation, and how AI development work practices could better support artists in
navigating the rapidly changing socio-technical AI landscape.

Drawing on six empirical case studies, the dissertation contributes, first, an analysis
of the frictions and reconfigured conditions of artmaking, as experienced by Nordic AI
artists in the early 2020s. Second, it introduces care ethics to the analysis of Creative
AI and proposes sustained reflexive repair as a novel conceptual lens for managing
disrupted cultural data relations in AI development. Overall, the dissertation argues
that foregrounding repair can make the emergent ethical impacts of AI technologies
and practices visible and help reconfigure paradigms for developing, designing, using,
and regulating Creative AI that foster fair market conditions for artist economies and
cultivate artistic integrity and agency.
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Sammanfattning

Påverkan av artificiell intelligens (AI) på de kulturella och kreativa sektorer och indu-
strier förväntas öka dramatiskt under de kommande åren. Medan betydande osäker-
heter skakar den politiska ekonomin kring konstnärligt skapande, upplever inte alla
aktörer att deras intressen och bekymmer tas på lika stort allvar. På spel står inte bara
individuella karriärmöjligheter, utan även hur vi föreställer oss vår kulturteknologiska
framtid.

Denna avhandling undersöker AI inom kreativa områden, med fokus på dess fram-
växande påverkan på villkoren och infrastrukturen för konstnärligt arbete. Genom att
tolka denna sociotekniska omvandling som ett exempel på en “trasig värld” (broken
world), utvidgar avhandlingen den kreativ AI etik bortom abstrakta principer till de
situerade och levda erfarenheterna hos de olika inblandade aktörerna: konstnärer och
musikgemenskaper, samtutvecklare och tjänsteleverantörer av kreativaAI-applikationer.
Avhandlingen grundar sig på kritisk analys och omsorgsetik. Den utforskar spänningar
och övergångar som yrkesverksamma konstnärer upplever i sina arbetsmiljöer i sam-
band med den snabba spridningen av AI samt hur arbetspraktiker inom AI-utveckling
bättre kan stödja konstnärer i att navigera i det högst dynamiska sociotekniska AI-
landskapet.

Här bidrar sex empiriska fallstudier för det första med en analys av de friktioner och
omformade villkor för konstnärligt skapande så som nordiska AI-konstnärer upplev-
de under det tidiga 2020-talet. För det andra introducerar avhandlingen omsorgse-
tiken i analysen av kreativ AI och föreslår hållbar reflexiv reparation (sustained re-
flexive repair) som en ny begreppsram för de splittrade kulturella datarelationerna i
AI-utveckling. På en allmän nivå argumenterar avhandlingen att ett fokus på repara-
tion kan synliggöra de framväxande etiska effekterna av AI-teknologier och -praktiker,
samt bidra till omställda paradigm för hur kreativ AI utvecklas, designas, används och
regleras på ett sätt som främjar rättvisa marknadsvillkor för konstnärligt ekonomi och
stärker konstnärlig integritet och medverkan.
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Preface

There are two concepts in physics that I find endlessly fascinating: friction and entropy.
Friction refers to the squander of energy in a movement through a non-vacuous space,
whereas entropy is the general tendency of matter and energy to spontaneously escape
the scaffolds of organised structures and disperse back into the equilibrium of chaos.
To connect the two, entropy can be defined as ameasure of irreversible energy loss due
to friction.2 Although functioning on very different scales of observation, they both
constitute rebellious counter-forces to the orderly arrangements and smooth flows of
the (ideal) physical world. Consequently, both speak to the logic of anarchy and to the
potential of otherwise.

This work is about a digital phenomenon that has very little to do with either the fric-
tions of the physical world or the entropy of the thermodynamic processes that keep it
running: Creative AI. The superficially provocative act of borrowing these alternative
conceptual lenses from natural sciences fits well with the long-established traditions of
Science and Technology Studies and philosophy of technology. For this reason, I con-
sider it a productive manoeuvre that sharpens our observations of the socio-technical
reality around us. Changing the analytical metaphor is not fundamentally different
from switching to another microscope with a brighter light and different lenses – it
allows us to identify and dissect things that were previously out of reach for our obser-
vation. I, nevertheless, wish to extend my apologies to the physicists in the readership
of this dissertation for my cross-disciplinary transgression.

I promise, it is for a good cause.

The image of a broken manuscript on the dissertation cover is an excerpt from Arcan-
gelo Corelli’s violin sonata “La Follia” in Dminor, Op. 5 No. 12. The composition, orig-
inally published in 1700, pre-dates the world’s first copyright legislation, the British
Statute of Anne, by just a decade. Consequently, it has, to my understanding, never
been under copyright. Corelli bases his theme and variations in the triple sarabande

2This is, of course, only one of the many possibilities for how entropy can be defined.
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meter on a repetitive harmonic progression, which is one of the oldest surviving musi-
cal patterns, or perhaps “memes”, in Europeanmusic history. This folia theme appears
in various compositions across centuries, geographies, and styles, including the well-
loved Swedish folk song Sinclairsvisan and the Finnish Lampaanpolska, the latter of
which a distant relative of mine has composed in a lovely, anarchistically chromatic
piano version. Consequently, the folia theme is deeply intertwined with many strands
of institutional, cultural, and personal history relevant to my identity as a researcher.

The torn, handwritten manuscript represents the long chain of datafication in music,
originating from oral 15th century South European folk dance tradition, wandering
across history as a musical public-domain building block that has inspired generations
of composers; becoming consolidated as a sheet music commodity, sold and licensed
under the intensifying rule of copyright legislation; and eventually at dawn of the 21st
century, turning into zeros and ones for the process of training generative machine
learning models, thereby causing ripple effects across creative economies far beyond
the individual sheet music itself. The disruptions and fractures between what this mu-
sic represents culturally and how it is utilised in these various processes are made
painfully visible. The name “fol(l)ia” translates as “madness” or “folly”, pointing in
current context to the ongoing hype surrounding this latest transformation in the cul-
tural and creative industries through the introduction of AI technologies. The ripped
tempo indication (Adagio, slowly) refers to the breathtaking pace of the change.

The music is, both symbolically and materially, broken. But it is not beyond repair. It
is to this optimistic perspective that I want to tune in with this dissertation.
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1 Introduction

Newton’s first law of mechanics states that a body set in motion keeps going at a con-
stant velocity – unless friction (μ) is applied3:

𝐹 = 𝑚𝑎 − 𝝁𝑣

Friction is a non-conservative force that slows a moving object down, thereby disturb-
ing its forward momentum and dissipating (wasting) kinetic energy. The opposite,
however, is also paradoxically true: an action is often dependent on friction. A match
will not light without it, a pencil will not leave a mark on paper in its absence, and
walking on an icy, near-frictionless surface is extremely hazardous, as anyone who has
spent their winters in a Nordic capital can personally attest.4 In other words, friction
as a physical phenomenon has the dual capacity to both enable and disrupt the process
of movement.

In the domains of Science andTechnology Studies (STS) and critical data and algorithm
studies, the concept of friction has taken quite a differentmeaning. In this context, fric-
tions refer to the disconnects and ambivalence between the global and local logics of
social interconnection and the “sticky materiality” of their encounters [8, p. 1], or to
the disjunctures of data flows acrossmaterial and social infrastructures [9]. In this less
physically than culturally informed perspective, friction manifests when the processes
of data extraction and digitalisation encounter the resistance, distortion, incongruence,
instability, andmessiness of the local, domain-specific, and lived experiences. Friction,
as understood in this broad framing, lies in tensions and contradictions, in failed ex-
pectations, ambiguities, and misalignments at scales both big and small.

3As derived from Newton’s work by Langevin and others. Here, F denotes the force applied
to the body,m refers to its mass, a to its acceleration, and v to its velocity.

4To the extent my personal lived experience is not considered a sufficient grounding to es-
tablish this claim, a similar notion can be found in Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Inves-
tigations at §107 [7].
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This dissertation explores the technology of artificial intelligence (AI) and its use in
cultural and creative sectors and industries (CCSI), or more specifically, in art making
practices (Creative AI).5 Recent proliferation of commercial generative AI tools, and
the persistent media interest in the success of Creative AI projects among traditional
art venues6 have brought the role of AI in creative and artistic work to the centre of the
public attention. Debates about the respective benefits and costs of AI technologies
in the creative domains, however, remain divisive (see, e.g., [14, 15]). The increasing
flood7 of AI generated content to digital infrastructures [18] puts significant stress on
the economic logic of the creative industries, overhauls the conditions of how artis-
tic expressions and labour are conceptualised, datafied and vectorised into new pur-
poses, and destabilises the relations between various stakeholders involved: artists,
researchers, developers, commercial actors, and wider societal gatekeepers. It is by
now widely recognised that the proliferation and integration of AI technologies into
creative workflows can impact the conditions of artmaking, along with many other do-
mains, in significant, unpredictable and ethically complex ways, but the current Wild
West nature of the emerging Creative AI industry is causing frustration onmany levels
of society. It is high time to move from hypothetical scenarios [19] and abstract high-
level principles of AI ethics to grounded empirical accounts of howmoral deliberations
are currently enacted in real-life, domain-specific contexts of artmaking.

While technology is what sets this cascade of events in motion, it is not the only con-
stitutive factor to consider. Feminist human-computer interaction (HCI) scholar Lucy
Suchman calls for the analysis of AI to retreat from the “thingness” of AI systems them-
selves, and turn instead “a keener focus on their locations, politics, material-semiotic
specificity and effects” [20, p. 4]. Guided by the world-disclosing properties of friction
and breakdown (see [21, p. 230]), this shift of perspective helps us pay attention not
only to what is happening around Creative AI applications, but also who is involved,
why the reconfigurations are taking their observed shapes, and how they are condi-
tioned by the asymmetric dynamics of power. Following Kate Crawford’s poignant
inquiry in The Atlas of AI, we can further ask: “What forms of politics does it [AI]
propagate? Whose interests does it serve, and who bears the greatest risk of harm?
And where should the use of AI be constrained?” [22, p. 20]. Such a critical orienta-
tion of course traces further back to earlier STS scholarship and beyond; for instance,
to Susan Leigh Star’s [23, p. 43] classic invitation to focus the analytical attention on
who benefits from a system or an infrastructure (‘Cui bono?’).

In this dissertation, posing such critical questions towards the use of AI in artistic
contexts serves two purposes. First, examining technology through situated empirical
case studies provides valuable grounding for how Creative AI currently manifests itself
in the creative and cultural industries, and in artistic work processes, and how these

5These concepts are defined in closer detail in Section 2.1.
6Some examples that received significant media attention in recent years include the

Colorado state fair [10]; Sony World Photography Award [11]; Emmy awarded to the AI-
assisted Beatles album [12]; and the art auction at Christie’s that focused exclusively on
AI artworks [13].

7For instance, the share of AI-generated content on some streaming platforms has, in the
spring of 2026, already climbed to almost half of all their reported music uploads, and the
figure keeps growing steadily [16]. Concurrently in the fall of 2025, Spotify announced to have
deleted over 75 million “AI spam” tracks from its catalogues [17].
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

socio-technical architectures become sites of power negotiation. Second, they guide us
towards alternative paradigms for conceptualising, developing, designing, using, and
regulating Creative AI. It is the combined perspective of slowing down, looking closer,
and envisioning alternatives that we urgently need in this hectic era of everything-AI.

This dissertation attends to the outlined problem area from two perspectives. On the
one hand, my focus is on artists’ experiences, as I examine the transitions and tensions
creative actors encounter in their working environments amid rapid AI proliferation.
On the other hand, I explore the cultures of AI Music development and how actors in
this space are facing the ethical pressures arising from the new forms of large-scale
automatisation in creative domains. In this context, the dissertation addresses the fol-
lowing research questions:

1. In what ways do artists experience Creative AI as reconfiguring the conditions
of artmaking?

2. What role can repair work in Music AI development play to support artists in
navigating these reconfigurations?

The first question will be examined primarily from the perspective of practising pro-
fessional artists and, secondly, from the perspective of artists who are called into the
cultural economies of AI through data. In the second question, I explore the potential
and hindrances of repair work in situations where the law and market norms pose no
specific restrictions, or where the musical material in question falls outside the tradi-
tional realm of Intellectual Property (IP) legislation, such as copyright. Specifically,
I focus on two exemplary instances: the first on the use of public-domain repertoire
(Irish traditional music) in the training of a generative AI model, and the second on
the use of human voice data for AI-driven generative singing voice synthesis. As a
contribution of the dissertation, I propose sustained reflexive repair as a productive
framing for approaching the moral labour inherent in Creative AI development.

The dissertation is organised as follows: In the following, I will first outline the moti-
vation for the chosen focus and explain my personal positionality with respect to this
choice. I will then outline the main contributions of my work before discussing its limi-
tations and considerations on ethics and sustainability. Chapter 2 presents the overall
theoretical framing of my work, and Chapter 3 describes the methodological and ma-
terial commitments of the case studies. In Chapter 4, I synthesise the findings of the
publications and reflect on the methodological choices made in the process. In Chap-
ter 5, I provide responses to the research questions and start carving out a proposal of
what I see as the contribution of my dissertation. Finally, in Chapter 6.1, I reflect on
the limitations of the work conducted in the dissertation and outline possible future
directions for research in this topic area.

1.1 Motivation and epistemological commitments

1.1.1 Looking at the broken world: the conditions of artmaking in disruption

My work contributes to a line of qualitative studies that examine the emerging impact
of generative AI technologies on cultural and creative sectors and industries (CCSI).
This impact is expected to increase dramatically in the coming years. A report commis-
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

sioned by CISAC (International Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers)
estimates the market for music and audiovisual content generated by AI to increase
from the current 3 billion euros to 64 billion euros by 2028, supported by a significant
uptick in market activity and private investment in AI [24]. If the early estimates hold,
practitioners in France and Germany are looking to lose 27% of their projected total
music royalty pool by 2028 [25]. So far, this development has not shown signs of slow-
ing or stalling. The 2025 AI Index report indicates an increase in overall AI-related
investments by a factor of 13 over the past decade (2014–2024). The corpus collected
by Caramiaux et al. [15] similarly illustrates a seven-fold increase in news coverage of
AI and the arts between the fall of 2022 and the fall of 2024. Seen together, these early
signals testify to the massive scale of the transition that is expected to take place, and
is to a degree already materialising. While this introduces significant uncertainties in
the political economy of CCSI, not all stakeholders are equally involved in shaping the
process and feel their voices are being heard, as reflected in numerous artist-driven
protest movements, court action, strikes, and other publicity efforts.8

The level of concern and the sense of urgency reflect the historical tendency of the arts
to function as the early sandboxes (or “a canary in the coalmine”) for social and techno-
logical shifts and transitions. Artists are often eager adopters of new technologies, but
are also often among the first to feel the cultural and financial impacts of those tech-
nologies. Themusic domain is a particularly striking example of this, not least because
of its relative lack of regulatory guardrails compared to other fields of AI applications,
such as the medical, military, or finance sectors. Media scholar David Hesmondhalgh
notes that in earlier developments of digitalisation and platformisation, music has con-
sistently been the first significant cultural form to be affected by these transitions [26,
p. 2], and also among the first to emerge from the legally dubious era of peer-to-peer
networks and the early Napster platforms to the more regulated and predictable sta-
tus quo of commercial streaming platforms. This should provide some optimism that
the models of legislative and self-regulation that will take us from the current chaotic
era to new forms of collaboration and coordination in the Creative AI industry may
well emerge from the artistic, and perhaps precisely from the music, domain. Further-
more, some of these insights gained in the context of the arts andmusic may well apply
to other areas of creative and knowledge work currently impacted by similar industry
transformations driven by AI adoption.

In essence, it can be argued that the significance of CCSI and the way they are impacted
by the symbolic, social, and material injunction of AI technologies goes far beyond
these sectors themselves. They shape our understanding of the culture and society,
and thus carry a transformative impact on the horizon of possibles for our cultural-
technological futures (see also [15, p. 3]. Given this, many authors have expressed
surprise at the relative scarcity of research attention on the cultural study of the im-
pacts of AI on arts and creativity (e.g., [15, 27]), which testifies to the timeliness and
urgency of these inquiries. Examining the tensions, value disruptions, and reconfigu-
rations effectuated by AI technologies in the course of their emergence provides the re-

8Some of the prominent examples have included the “No to AI” action on ArtStation in
the turn of 2022-2023, the Hollywood strikes in 2023, the “Silent album” released in protest
against plannedUK legislation in 2025, as well as diverse class-action lawsuits, and efforts both
toward AI trust-marking and towards training data poisoning.
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search community a fleeting window of opportunity to evaluate the norm and standard
setting processes of the industry in action, and to collectively voice objections against
the solidification of epistemic injustices andmarginalisation – or alternatively, to high-
light and encourage more responsible, fair, and ethical practices. Lee and colleagues
point out how “Breakages and fractures reveal the limits of how AI thinks [sic], works,
and operates. They are, therefore, sites where we might begin to change AI.” [28, p.
420]. Empirical work in this space is thus an indispensable ground requirement for
regulatory and policy work that can support and encourage practices of repair in the
emerging Creative AI industry.

1.1.2 Positionality statement

The perspective from which I approach Creative AI as a research topic is rooted in my
academic and professional background inmusicology research, arts management, and
artist advocacy. This establishes a tendency to approach societal issues in CCSI by
asking what those issues look like for artists and how they are impacted. The impor-
tance of attuning to and protecting artists’ fair economic, political, and socio-cultural
working conditions and expressive freedom is a fundamental core belief on which I am
necessarily bound to build my argumentation. This does not entail that any alternative
future scenarios I propose as societally desirable would only prioritise the needs and
interests of the artists above everything else; merely that entirely excluding artists from
such considerations is not an option I would be willing to entertain.

My other disciplinary home, grounded in the study and practice of (collective) music
copyright management, makes me fundamentally sympathetic to the struggles and the
complexity of day-to-day policy work in this area. For this reason, my interests gravi-
tate between the pragmatic questions of what the most pressing current problems are,
andwhat practical solutions could be implemented in the present andnear-term future,
on the one hand, and more theoretically focused inquiries on the other.9 The integra-
tion of legally oriented perspectives has, however, taken a somewhat retrograde turn in
my dissertation work. Rather than debating the boundaries of copyright, which have
indeed been actively troubled frommany fronts in the era of commercial generative AI,
the case studies included in the dissertation are defined by the absence of copyright,
as they primarily navigate the blurry borderlands just beyond legislative reach. Conse-
quently, I do not inquire the role of intellectual property law in Creative AI as much as
the lack of it: the treatment of public domain heritage repertoires, which by definition
are not a concern of copyright (Articles IV and V); and singing voice data, which falls
between the cracks of diverse legislative safety nets (Article VI).

Whilemy primarymotivation for embarking on this area of study can be labelled eman-
cipatory, I acknowledge that I approach the questions of power from a profoundly priv-

9I do not, however, seek to participate here in projecting speculative future scenarios of, for
instance, post-copyright or post-capitalist worlds. An example of such a proposition could be
the suggestion that the current troubles in CCSI could be “easily” erased with the introduction
of a basic universal income, as I have so often heard being suggested in various discussions over
the course of my PhD studies. I argue that the situation is far more complex than that. While
alternative-building speculative work can bear value in expanding the horizon of desiderata
and imaginaries both for analytical and policy efforts, it is not my current focus.
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ileged position. As a Caucasian citizen of the democratic Nordics, many forms of struc-
tural oppression based on aspects other than perhaps gender (e.g., race, sexuality, bod-
ily ability, religion, or cultural origin) tend to evade me. The interview studies of this
dissertationwere conducted in the context of Nordic artist communities, whereas inter-
actions with the international computational creativity and computer music research
communities are heavily skewed in the direction of the perspectives from the Global
North, limiting their generalisability to radically different cultural environments and
outside of WEIRD10 communities. This situates my case studies in a very specific
cultural context.

This dissertation is formally positioned in the subject of Media Technology. Partly
owing to its relatively short disciplinary history, research within Media Technology
cuts across various forms of communication and information technologies, as well as
methodologically across social sciences and humanities, engineering, economics, be-
havioural sciences, and even legal scholarship. In this context, I approach Creative AI
as an example of a complex socio-technical construct ([31, 32]) in which the mediat-
ing technology is one of the defining constituents but not the only one. Instead, my
focus is on the dynamics of social contingencies and conditions built around, emerging
through, and resulting fromAI technologies in artistic application areas. Consequently,
I pay more attention to what the socio-technical composite of AI does socially, cultur-
ally, politically, ethically, and economically, rather than what it is in this particular
moment of technology development.

Within Media Technology, the epistemological grounding of my dissertation work is
found in the cross-section of feminist STS, critical algorithm and data studies, (ap-
plied) care ethics, and the emerging field of critical studies in AI music. I also draw
some inspiration frommusicological andmedia studiesmethodologies, socio-legal and
critical scholarship on law, and HCI. This cross-disciplinary triangulation reflects not
only the complexity of Creative AI as a sociotechnolegal and posthumanist assemblage
[33] that spans many worlds and thus necessitates knowledge creation beyond and
across single-disciplinary perspectives (see [34, 35]), but also epistemological inter-
connections and the porous boundaries of many of the disciplines themselves.11 I do
not consider this stance particularly unusual. For instance, Åsberg [38] likens radi-
cally boundary-crossing epistemologies to cyborg knowing and calls for “relentlessly
postdisciplinary” knowledge-making practices that effectuate “reworlding, reconceptu-
alising and reconfiguring” in situated multiverse realities [38, p. 131, 140]. Relatedly,
I argue that my disciplinary transgressions not a choice of convenience or frivolity, but

10The acronymWEIRD refers here to Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and living in
Democratic societies. The concept derives froma critique of sampling practices in experimental
behavioural sciences, in which populations with privilegedWestern backgrounds, often closely
mirroring those of the researchers themselves, were mistakenly assumed to be representative
of, and generalisable to, the universal human experience. See [29, 30].

11For instance, Seaver [36, p. 413] connects critical algorithm studies to fields as diverse as
various domains of critical theory, law, humanities, communication andmedia studies, journal-
ism, history, geography, sociology, and anthropology. Correspondingly, Hepp and colleagues
[37] trace the origins of a critical data studies to disciplines such as geography, media and com-
munication studies, political science, STS, and sociology [37]. The overlaps across these two
genealogies, and the fact that corresponding alliances could be traced in, for instance, media
studies and STS, exemplify the deep epistemological parallels between the disciplines.
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a necessary condition for addressing a topic that similarly transgress dichotomies be-
tween themachine and the human, and between technology and the arts, among others
(see also [34, 35]).

The common threads in my navigation between these disciplines are the perspective of
critical analysis of structural and relational power dynamics, stemming from a stand-
point of feminist theory, and a commitment to empirical epistemologies. This perspec-
tive extends the inquiry into the patterns of incentives, value expressions, and negotia-
tions of agency and power, as they emerge in the intersections of artistic expression and
AI technology. In my empirical work, I have drawn upon several different methodolog-
ical threads to explore how the philosophical principles of AI ethics get embedded in
the messy, situated [39] practices of the stakeholders involved. I have also personally
practiced empirical cross-disciplinarity in my research, actively participating in, and
familiarising myself with, diverse epistemologies and disciplinary traditions through
collaborations and kinships formed across disciplines I was immersed in during the
course of my PhD journey at KTH. These include the Department of Media Technol-
ogy and Interaction Design (MID), and in the somewhat more technically oriented De-
partment of Speech, Music and Hearing (TMH). While the knowledge gained in this
live-in quasi-ethnographic experiment does not officially feature in the dissertation,
the experience has deeply impacted my thinking around art, technology, and agency
in AI development.

Correspondingly, the venues at which my work has been published are located in an
interdisciplinary cross-section ranging from Computational Creativity research (Inter-
national Conference on Computational Creativity (ICCC), Digital Creativity journal),
Computer Music andMusic Information Retrieval research (The International Confer-
ence on New Interfaces for Musical Expression (NIME), The International Conference
on AI and Musical Creativity (AIMC), International Society for Music Information Re-
trieval Conference (ISMIR), Journal of New Music Research, Transactions of the In-
ternational Society for Music Information Retrieval journal), and societal impact of
technology (IEEE Transactions on Technology & Society), to research communities
closer to Humanities (The British Forum for Ethnomusicology (BFE) and AI Music
Studies conferences). This plurality has been a conscious choice, informed by the im-
perative of bringing discussions to relevant tables across disciplinary boundaries: the
questions of AI technology to the discussions on art and music, and the questions of
ethics and inquiries grounded in the cultural study of the arts to the engineering and
machine learning communities.

1.2 Included publications and contributions

This dissertation work explores how Creative AI systems are transforming the condi-
tions of artistic work through complex frictions and reconfigurations, and argues for
ethics of repair as a method for attending to the ethical ambiguities and relational–
infrastructural power dynamics inherent in the development of such models. It con-
tributes empirical data from the experiences of Nordic AI artists in 2022–2025, and
from observations of troubled data relations between musical communities and devel-
opers of generative AImodels formusic in two case studies: the first on Irish traditional
music, and the second on the emerging market of “fair” singing voice synthesis appli-
cations. It then applies the theory of repair [21] to propose a novel lens of sustained
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Table 1.2.1: Outline of the papers and their relation to the research questions (RQ).

Article RQ 1 RQ 2

Article I AI Adoption in the Arts m
Article II Gardening Frictions in Creative AI m m
Article III Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Elicitation m
Article IV Agonistic Dialogue m
Article V Innovation, Data Colonialism and Ethics m m
Article VI Terms of Fairness in Synthetic Singing m m

reflexive repair as a strategy for heightened ethical sensibility andmoral agency in Cre-
ative AI development work.

The dissertation consists of six peer-reviewed articles published in international re-
search journals or in conference proceedings, as summarised below. These works are
referred to in the text by their Roman numerals (Articles I-VI). The first two Articles (I,
II)map the perspective of AI artists with no specific limitation to the domain of practice
to provide a broad context for the rest of the studies. Both of these works are based on
interview studies. The remaining four (Articles III-VI) shift the focus exclusively to the
domain of music, which has been relatively less covered in the critical research litera-
ture and to the developer perspectives. For each article, I have outlined the research
questions mainly addressed in the paper and my personal contribution, following the
categories provided in the CRediT taxonomy to the extent applicable. Table 1.2.1 sum-
marises the interrelationships between the articles and how each of them contributes
towards one or both of the research questions. Further publications written during the
PhD project but not included in the dissertation are listed under the Section “List of
other contributions”.

All the publications included in the dissertation have been co-authored in various in-
terdisciplinary constellations. To acknowledge our shared efforts, I will be using the
pronoun “we” in the text when referring to work conducted in these collaborative set-
tings. The interpretations of the results expressed in this dissertation and any factual
errors are, however, entirely mine.

Article I: AI Adoption in the Arts – A Study of Motivations and Attitudes
among Nordic AI Artists.
Anna-Kaisa Kaila, Petra Jääskeläinen, and André Holzapfel (2025). Digital Creativity
journal 36(4), p. 362-379.

Article I is an interview study that focuses on the question of what motivates artists
to use AI in their work and how the expressed motivations relate to broader attitudes
towards AI technology. Using Kerschner and Ehlers’ (2016) Attitudes Towards Tech-
nology (ATT) framework [40], the study examines how particular value structures and
worldviews are enacted in the materials and processes of AI-artmaking, and conse-
quently reflected in the artists’ motivations and technology attitudes. The informants
were 21 Nordic artists who have engaged with AI in their creative practices. These
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interviews were at the time among the first to document the experiences of profes-
sional artists during the explosive proliferation of generative AI, beginning around
2022. Drawing from a thematic analysis [41] of the part of the interviews that con-
cern motivation12, Article I demonstrates the complexity of motivational factors and
surfaces cultural and political ambivalences inherent in the adoption of AI technolo-
gies for artistic and creative use. Article I addresses the research question 1.

Personal contribution Kaila and Jääskeläinen collaboratively conceptualised the
study and the methodology, identified and contacted suitable interviewees, planned
and conducted the interviews, and conducted the initial thematic analysis of part of
the entire data pertaining to the questions in focus, with Kaila taking the primary role
in the investigation process (13 out of the total 19 interviews conducted) and in the
projectmanagement. Kaila and Jääskeläinen both participated in the original thematic
scoping of the data and the writing of the original draft. Kaila conducted the reviewed
thematic analysis [41] of the data, and took the primary role in writing and editing
the final manuscript. Holzapfel supported the conceptualisation and planning of the
data collection and analysis processes in the role of the supervisor, and participated in
writing and editing the final manuscript.

Article II: Gardening Frictions in Creative AI: Emerging Art Practices and
Their Design Implications.
Anna-Kaisa Kaila, André Holzapfel and Petra Jääskeläinen (2024). Full paper contri-
bution in the Proceedings of the 2024 International Conference for Computational
Creativity.

Article II explores further another part of the same interview data as discussed in Ar-
ticle I, but this time from the perspective of the changes and challenges that artists
have experienced in their interactions with AI in artistic contexts.13 Analysed through
the lens of frictions, as interpreted in the context of critical algorithm studies [8, 42,
43], and examined through thematic analysis [41], the results demonstrate how expe-
rienced frictions are intertwined with the artists’ socio-material realities, and explore
how frictional ambivalence can be both a restrictive and productive factor in artmaking
with AI. Article II offers three invitations to design AIwith and for frictions, rather than
against them, thereby beginning to shift the perspective from artists to developers of
Creative AI technologies, which is the main analytical focus in the subsequent articles.
Article II addresses both research questions 1 and 2.

Personal contribution: The original proposal for the choice of theoretical framing
came from Kaila’s initiative. Kaila conducted a thematic analysis, which was then dis-
cussed with Holzapfel. Kaila was principally responsible for the writing, structuring,

12This included questions “How would you define yourself as a creative practitioner?” and
“What would you call the genre of the artworks that you produce?” as contextualising back-
ground questions, and question “What motivates you to use AI in your work?” as the main
question. Only the part of the results that relates to these questions were included in this
analysis.

13This includes questions: “Did you encounter any technical, practical or creative challenges
in the process? What happened and how did you solve them?” and “In which ways has working
with AI changed your creative processes?”.

13



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

and editing of the initial manuscript. Holzapfel supported the conceptualisation and
planning of the research process as the supervisor and discussed the analysiswithKaila.
Both Holzapfel and Jääskeläinen contributed in part to the writing and editing of the
final manuscript, with Kaila carrying the main responsibility for the text.

Article III: Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Elicitation (EASE): Case Study in
Music-AI.
Anna-Kaisa Kaila, Petra Jääskeläinen, and André Holzapfel (2023). Full paper contri-
bution in the Proceedings of the 2023 New Interfaces for Musical Expression Confer-
ence (NIME).

Article III outlines the development and testing of a novel ethics analysis tool,
Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Elicitation (EASE). The tool is deployed in the form of
a series of workshops conducted with research groups that develop AI applications for
music. Building upon the Value Sensitive Design (VSD) framework [44] and the rela-
tional perspective of care ethics [45], the tool seeks to extend awareness of the impacts
of Creative AI applications to various stakeholders and supports critical examination of
power asymmetries embedded in the development process. Article III contributes in-
sights from the design of the tool and the workshop, as well as from the experiences of
the participants, which demonstrate that theworkshop presents a low-barrier interven-
tion effort that advances a more nuanced collective reflection of ethical predicaments
of AI development, and can inform self-regulatory measures towards more broadly in-
clusive and responsible research and development practices. The workshop materials
are publicly available in Zenodo (DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.7799160). Article III addresses
mainly research question 2.

Personal contribution: Kaila conceptualised and designed the analysis tool and
the workshop format, organised and facilitated the workshops (seven in total, with
an additional pilot study14), conducted the analysis of the data, and wrote the initial
manuscript. Holzapfel supported the process as supervisor and participated in the de-
sign of the tool and the facilitation of the workshops. Both Holzapfel and Jääskeläinen
participated in writing and editing the final manuscript, with Kaila taking the lead.

Article IV: Agonistic Dialogue on the Value and Impact of AI Music Appli-
cations.
Anna-Kaisa Kaila and Bob L. T. Sturm (2024). Full paper contribution in the Proceed-
ings of the 2024 Conference on AI and Musical Creativity (AIMC).

Article IV presents an agonistic dialogue as a method for inquiring into the value of
generative AI in traditional music. Based on the topic of an earlier provocation [46],
Article IV uses an experimental method of interdisciplinary agonistic dialogue as a tool
for critically examining a Creative AI tool for music. The method is inspired by work of
[34, 47] and took the form of a prompt game, inwhich the authors took turns to present

14We omitted one of the workshop occasions from Article III because only one participant
attended it. Even though the exercise was conducted from start to finish, the lack of social
dynamics that were intended to enrich the ideation process was considered counterproductive
to comparability across workshops.
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a question, a provocation, or a response, to surface and debate value tensions in music
AI development practices, examine the dynamics of inclusion power asymmetries, and
address the incompleteness of data ethics through a concrete case example (folk-rnn).
While this topic is further developed in Article V, the main contribution of Article IV is
themethod of agonistic dialogue thatmodels a form of interdisciplinarity that assumes
no hierarchical dispositions between the disciplines involved [48] and provides space
for open-endedness of ethical reflection; and its application in a new domain: Music
AI. Article IV primarily addresses research question 2.

Personal contribution: The original proposal for the format came from Kaila’s ini-
tiative [46], while the conceptualisation was developed collaboratively between the au-
thors. Kaila planned and set up the prompt game of the agonistic dialogue. Kaila and
Sturm took turns writing responses to the co-author’s questions and provocations, and
edited the manuscript in collaboration.

Article V: Innovation, Data Colonialism and Ethics: Critical Reflections on
the Impacts of AI on Irish Traditional Music
Elin Kanhov*, Anna-Kaisa Kaila* (*equal contributions) and Bob L. T. Sturm (2025).
Journal of New Music Research, 53(1–2), 47–63.

Article V presents an analysis of the challenges that developers and AI researchers face
in engaging with traditional music communities through a case study of two generative
music systems (folk-rnn and Suno), and their interactions with Irish traditional mu-
sic. Expanding the inquiry presented in Article IV, and drawing frommethods of auto-
ethnography, content analysis and online ethnographic study, Article V reflects criti-
cally on the resistance and tensions raised in these interactions and traces competing
articulations of ownership in cultural data by examining whether generative music sys-
tems may render Irish traditional music a subject to data colonialism [49]. To address
the challenges of ethical research engagements with traditional music communities of
practice, Article V provides three suggestions for responsible interdisciplinary research
orientation that balance the interests and cultural values of computer science research
and those of traditional music communities. It is among the first studies to extend
the analysis from the mainly academic research-led systems (folk-rnn) that had also
been the focus of previous studies, to the commercial generative text-to-audio models
(Suno). Article V addresses both research questions 1 and 2.

Personal contribution: Based on ideas developed in Article IV and an adjacent con-
ference presentation [50], all three co-authors participated in the conceptualisation
of the project. Kanhov and Kaila are shared first authors of this article, contributing
equally to the writing and editing of the manuscript. Sturm contributed to the overall
direction of the article as a supervisor and participated in the writing and editing of the
manuscript, with a particular focus on Sections 2 and 3.

Article VI: Terms of Fairness in Synthetic Singing
Anna-Kaisa Kaila, Andreas Kotsios, and André Holzapfel (2026). IEEE Transactions
on Technology & Society.

ArticleVI examines fairness in commercial AI systems for singing voice synthesis (SVS),
as articulated in their Terms of Service (ToS) documents. Acknowledging the limi-
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tations of EU legislation in providing comprehensive legal protection for the singing
voice, Article VI traces the differences in procedural and substantive fairness in a group
of SVS systems positioned as “ethical” and a group without such positioning. By exam-
ining the interplay between technical innovation, business transactions, and societal
norm-setting in generative AI through a systematic content analysis of the ToS docu-
ments and adjacentwebsite communications, Article VI surfaces factors throughwhich
a services provider can include the voice artist as a third-party stakeholder. It outlines
four roles that the service providers assign to the vocal artist to redistribute the con-
tractual rights and obligations. To our knowledge, this is the first article to examine
the contractual dispositions of generative AI models and their ethical implications in
the domain of music. Article VI addresses both research questions 1 and 2.

Personal contribution: All three co-authors participated in the conceptualisation
of the project. Kaila and Kotsios selected the data and carried out the analysis. Kaila
carried the leading role in structuring and writing the original manuscript, except for
Section 3 (legal framework), whichwaswritten byKotsios and collaboratively edited by
Kaila and Kotsios. Holzapfel served as the supervisor and participated in the oversight
of the analysis. All authors participated in the editing of the manuscript.

1.3 Limitations

While the umbrella concept that forms the core of my analytic and empirical inquiry is
“Creative AI”, it is neither the AI systems themselves, nor the level or fidelity of their
supposedly autonomous artistic capacity in a specific moment in history (or in an un-
specified future time) that is the main concern of my research. What I am most inter-
ested in are the people: the artists who adopt and use Creative AI tools to explore and
express the world of aesthetic and conceptual possibles; the artists whose labor and ex-
pressions become accidental and involuntary cogwheels in the processes of AI driven
content generation; and the developers, business innovators, and gatekeepers whose
visions get embedded into the tools and processes that encourage and enable artistic
engagements with and around AI, or discourage and disable them. In this broad sense,
this dissertation work is fundamentally not about AI. I do not seek to build, test, or
evaluate the performance of AI systems as technical objects, nor is my purpose to es-
tablish definitions of what systems of deep machine learning are to be included in, or
excluded from, this historically bound and necessarily brittle definition. It is also for
this reason that my perspective on arts in this context is processual (artmaking) rather
than aesthetic (artworks). This choice echoes the approach of Christopher Small, who
suggested redefining music as an action or a verb (musicking) rather than a noun [51],
thus allowing for a much broader and more encompassing perspective to the network
of people, labour, and activities that together constitute the experience we collectively
understand as music.

An inherent challenge in studying systems such as Creative AI is their dynamic, unsta-
ble, and unpredictable nature. The case studies examine the conditions of AI-artistry
in synchrony with their continuous development and unfolding around years 2021–
2026. These years mark a dramatic shift from AI as a relatively niche target of mainly
engineering-driven inquiry in the crossroads of artistic and computational research to
its current status as an inescapable buzzword that dominates the public discourse in
Western media and steers both significant research interest and commercial invest-
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ment across domains. From such a position, it is impossible, or at least premature, to
conclusively project the scale and nature of the changes that AI technologies will im-
pose on creative work and the arts in the longer term, or for how long the current AI
summer15 will continue. Similarly, the already porous boundaries around AI-artistry
may well shift and transform along with the unfolding narratives around AI and AI-
art, as the integration of various AImodules into the deep infrastructures of artmaking
tools deepens.

This challenge is, of course, in no way unique to my project, but perhaps one of the
defining characteristics of any critically oriented studies that focus on contemporary
and emerging technologies. Consequently, my primary goal is to seek to identify ways
of thinking, shared cultural understandings, metaphors, and patterns that inform how
these systems collectively evolve (see [53, 42]), rather than document the exact techni-
cal workings of specific AI models. Following this proposition, I remain hopeful that
while individual examples of any contemporary technology or art presented in the case
studies may be obliterated, some of the broader observations about the changes and
transformations prompted by technological innovation – in this case AI – may prove
more resistant to change andwill thus continue to be applicable and useful for the study
of any future technology-driven changes in CCSI.

1.4 Considerations on ethics and sustainability

The proliferation of AI technologies in CCSI and other fields is not only a symbolic or a
socio-economic issue; it is also amaterial and ecological one. The hyper-detailed visual-
isation of the anatomy of an AI system by Kate Crawford and Vladan Joler16 illustrates
some of the intricate complexities of the network of labour, data, and pancontinental
resource flows that power a deceivingly simple digital device – in this case, Amazon’s
Echo. In recent years, increasing research interest has brought attention to the elec-
tricity and water use as well as rare mineral extraction for computational models with
heavy resource requirements [54, 55, 56]. In this context, our team has analysed the
carbon footprint of developing generative and analytical models in the Music Informa-
tion Retrieval community, connecting the systemic issues (e.g., datacenter infrastruc-
tures) to specific choicesmade in the local environment of academic research onmusic
and computation, and the politico-economic relation between computationally heavy
models and commercially based research teams ([57]). Such contextualisation of the
development work done around Creative AI contributes to a deeper understanding of
the impacts of new technologies on our environment and the necessary cost-benefit
calculations necessary to defend their wider societal purpose. Questions of ecological
sustainability are also a logical extension of care and repair work in Creative AI, thereby
connecting the work conducted in the current case studies to the wider ethical predica-
ments of novel technology development. These specific concerns, however, are not the
primary focus of the Articles included in the dissertation.

15AI summer refers to an era when AI research has attracted significant funding and public
interest, typically followed by a stalling of the progress into an AI winter. For an early reference
of these ebbs and flows of AI enthusiasm referred to in seasonal metaphors, see [52].

16From 2018, available at https://anatomyof.ai/
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In addition to the direct environmental impacts of Creative AI, the current disserta-
tion project relates to several of UNESCO’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
The study of cultural datafication, power asymmetries in how artistic expressions and
communal practices are turned into training data, and the questions of whose inter-
ests are served in various models of AI-infused creative economy are closely related to
the SDGs that focus on social sustainability, such as “Reduced inequalities” (Goal 10).
Questions such as who is being represented in the data or omitted from it, whose legal,
cultural, or moral authorship of the data is (dis)respected, and who gets to participate
in deciding how and for what the data is used can helpmake visible existing imbalances
in the development and use of Creative AI technologies. By uncovering and promoting
a more nuanced understanding of these issues, the project raises awareness of ques-
tionable practices in the Creative AI industry and endorses the adoption of alternative,
more inclusive and fair approaches, while remaining sensitive to cultural differences
and domain-specific nuances.

Giving a voice to the artistic grassroots communities on the issues of political debate
over Creative AI can contribute towards the SDGs “Decent work and economic growth”
(Goal 8) and ”Responsible consumption and production” (Goal 12) by providing em-
pirical grounding for regulations and policies that support fair and equitable market
developments in the cultural industries more generally. Furthermore, in relation to
questions of using traditional expressions as training data, the SDG “Sustainable cities
and communities” may benefit from a better understanding of the potential that Cre-
ative AI technologies can have in preserving and safeguarding cultural heritage, partic-
ularly that arising from marginalised and vulnerable communities. Finally, the efforts
to preserve and enrich the world’s cultural heritage have in themselves an intrinsic
value (UNESCO 2015, target 11.4), supporting the notion acknowledged in the UN’s
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 27) that everyone is entitled to freely
participate in the cultural life of the community and enjoy the arts. The study of how
AI technologies impact the exercise of these rights is therefore not only an issue of the
creative and cultural domains, but is grounded in the fundamental principles that con-
stitute the pillars of inalienable human dignity.
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2 Background

2.1 Creative AI and Music AI: definitions

Artificial intelligence (AI) has come to encompass a wide variety of models, processes,
and practices operating in an increasingly datafied, algorithm-driven society. Cur-
rently, it is in practice often considered synonymous with machine learning (ML) or,
more narrowly, deep learning (DL) algorithms. Machine learning is also the key shared
factor that has dominated the current landscape of AI applications in creative and artis-
tic domains [58, 59]. In this work, I therefore use the term artificial intelligence (AI)
in reference to methods, tools, and services of content generation and analysis that
are powered by data-driven ML techniques, including not only the technology itself
but also the complex amalgam of social, political, and economic practices in which the
development and deployment of such technologies are embedded (see [60, 22]). Cre-
ative AI refers here to the human use of those methods, tools, and services in creative
or artistic contexts, and Music AI correspondingly in contexts of music composition,
analysis, and performance. This definition is not to be confused with the proposition
that the AI model itself would need to be artistic or creative in a quasi-autonomous
sense. Such questions of machine creativity, widely debated elsewhere, fall outside the
scope of the current work.

While the models discussed here are often referred to in common contemporary par-
lance as generative AI, in this dissertation, I use the terms “Creative AI” and “Music AI”.
My reasoning is that not all the AI models discussed here are primarily generative, but
can also include other types of creativity-supporting and analytical AI tools. Another
reason to abstain from the generative AI label is its current close association with the
popular commercial prompt-guided content generation tools, such as Midjourney or
Suno. The diversity of tools covered in the case studies reaches far beyond this hand-
ful of contemporary examples, both in terms of interaction modes and historical range.
Therefore, generative AI tools are considered a subset of Creative AI, and my focus is
on the latter. The creative and artistic contexts, or cultural and creative sectors and
industries (CCSI) are understood here in line with the definition from the European
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Commission17, as “sectors whose activities are based on cultural values or artistic and
other individual or collective creative expressions. The activitiesmay include the devel-
opment, creation, production, dissemination, and preservation of goods and services
that embody cultural, artistic, or other creative expressions, as well as related functions
such as education or management. They will have the potential to generate innovation
and jobs, in particular from intellectual property.” The creative sectors that are the
primary focus of this dissertation are, first, professional artmaking across various do-
mains (fine arts, installation art, multimedia art, and sound art), and second, creative
and artistic engagements with music.

2.2 Ethics of care and repair

The line of ethics adopted in this work is the ethics of care. The history of this school
of moral philosophy is commonly traced to the work of psychologist Carol Gilligan [61]
and Joan Tronto [62] in the 1980s and 1990s, as well as the early formulations of Sara
Ruddick [63, 64] and Nel Noddings [65]. The ethics of care has since been widely es-
tablished in feminist philosophy across various cultural contexts and has found many
fruitful application domains from data ethics to environmental ethics and beyond. In-
stead of focusing on individual virtues or universalist principles, it emphasises the re-
lational interconnectedness and mutual dependencies among moral actors. As such,
ethics of care is also sometimes seen as a type of relational virtue ethics (for an oppos-
ing view on this inclusion, see [45, p. 19]).

Held [45, p. 9-10] defines care as “both value and practice” that rests on “the com-
pelling moral salience of attending to and meeting the needs of the particular others
for whom we take responsibility”. Fisher and Tronto [66] correspondingly frame car-
ing in their oft-quoted formulation not only as a voluntarily adopted moral stance of
some individuals but “as a species activity that includes everything we do to maintain,
continue and repair ‘our world’ so that we can live in it as well as possible. That world
includes our bodies, our selves, and our environment, all of which we seek to inter-
weave in a complex, life sustaining web.” [66, p. 40]. This continuous work of care and
stewardship is an active undertaking of conscious labour, and a political act that con-
tributes towards responsible citizenship necessary for a participatory democracy [62, p.
172]. As amoral theory, ethics of care therefore entails both asking, as presented above:
“What worlds are maintained [by and through Creative AI] and at whose expense” [67,
p. 44], and subsequently committing to act on this urgent ethico-political obligation to
care about those who are impacted [67, p. 42]. The affirmative posthuman framing of
care ethics furthermore emphasises the non-hierarchical embeddedness of all actors
– the carers as much as those cared for – in the same, shared broken world, despite
our diverged lived experiences. Rosi Braidotti frames this as: “It involves imagining
a collective subject as the ‘we’ who are not one and the same, though we are in this
posthuman predicament together.” [68, p. 13]

Apotentially valuableway to approach the labour of care, whichhas attracted increased
research attention in recent years, is through the lens of repair. As introduced by Jack-
son [21], repair work is rooted in “broken world thinking”, which centralises break-

17Article 2(2) of Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council
establishing the Creative Europe programme (2021 to 2027).
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downs, fragmentation, and decay as the ontological core of the world and its socio-
technical scaffolds, including information technology and new media. In this framing,
breakdown is the norm, not the exception. This conceptual reorientation from creation
to maintenance counters the dominant tendency to approach mediating technologies
primarily through the fetishisation of innovation, growth, and progress. To the con-
trary, brokenworld thinking highlights the fragility and entropic tendencies (see [69, p.
5]) in our natural, geopolitical, social, and material environments and infrastructures.
In this context, repair entails “the subtle acts of care by which order and meaning in
complex socio-technical systems are maintained and transformed, human value is pre-
served and extended, and the complicated work of fitting to the varied circumstances
of organisations, systems, and lives is accomplished” [21, p. 222]. Similarly, Henke
and Sims [70] frame repair not only as material reconstruction in the sense of fixing
devices and maintaining infrastructures, as indicated for instance in the EU Right to
RepairDirective18 and thewider “Right toRepair”movements [71] but also as a process
of restoring social and political order, or a sense of normalcy, embedded in infrastruc-
tures and institutions of the society, encompassing not only the human, but also the
immaterial, inanimate, and more-than-human (see [67]), worlds.

The roots of the notions on the incessant decay of the world and its infrastructures are
already present in earlier scholarship on HCI [72], as well as in sociology, architecture
and engineering, and environmental planning (e.g., [73]). Repair is a process through
which society learns about itself, adapts, and reproduces its existence; it is “the engine
room of modern economies and societies” [69, p. 19]. Schäfer and Mäkelä [74] dis-
tinguish here between repair, which encompasses the efforts to reinstate a system’s
capacity to function as intended, and renewal, which they define as more broadly to
proactive and strategic efforts to apply checks and balances to strengthen the demo-
cratic society. In the context of media technology, repair-centred ethics can address
the underappreciated but vital labour of maintenance that sustains, reconstitutes, and
reconfigures the broken world “one not-so-metaphoric brick at a time” [21, p. 222].
Furthermore, repair need not be only conservative and restorative: it may give birth to
improvised creativity, playful bricolage, improvement, and growth [69, p. 6].19

Breakdown and repair furthermore carry political capacity. In their discussion of the
politics ofmaintenance and repair, Graham and Trift include examples such as the role
of intentionally disrupted infrastructural care in causing human suffering in geopolit-
ical conflicts, the under-appreciation of repair-related labour and expertise, and the
deliberate foreclosure of repair possibilities to fuel the cycles of rapid obsolescence and
reacquisition, which impacts people in different social strata unequally [69]. Jackson
[21, p. 230] points more generally to the “world-disclosing properties of breakdown”,
bringing to the fore power-entangled infrastructures that have, until then, remained in-
visible. This resonates with Bowker and Star’s method of infrastructural inversion [75],

18Directive (EU) 2024/1799 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024
on common rules promoting the repair of goods and amending Regulation (EU) 2017/2394
and Directives (EU) 2019/771 and (EU) 2020/1828.

19This innovative potential of repair as augmentation rather than simple restoration is beau-
tifully exemplified in the Japanese practice of Kintsugi, in which shattered pottery is mended
with visible gold or silver seamings to celebrate, rather than obscure, the history of the object.
The inevitable scars and imperfect stitches of repair become not a fault but a symbol of com-
mitment and accumulated value.
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which seeks to chart the interdependencies between knowledge categorisation and clas-
sification systems and the inherent politics of knowledge making. Velkova and Kaun
[76] make a corresponding observation, noting that the lens of repair can illuminate
the social and political dimensions embedded in ostensibly neutral technologies and
standards. In other words, examining instances of friction and breakage allows us to
see more clearly how the world is built, how it (mal)functions, and how power, ideol-
ogy, and infrastructural dependencies get entangled with the dynamics of knowledge
production and valuation.

Given the heightened state of anxiety, despair, frustration, and protest among artist
communities in the face of AI proliferation, as discussed in Section 1.1.1, it does not
seem far-fetched to argue that CCSI represents, in certain significant ways, an example
of a broken world. The rapidly increased use of AI tools for the generation of creative
content, the near-instantaneous distribution of massive quantities of synthetic works,
and the shifting landscape of norms and expectations in the creative industries are up-
ending the established understandings of art and creative agency, authorship and con-
tent ownership, entitlements to compensation, and the previous social contract of how
the logic of creative economies is to be upheld. This is obviously not to argue that the
brokenness of creative industries should be attributed to the adoption of AI technolo-
gies alone. For instance, the oppressive and colonialist structures ofmusic industry, its
asymmetric distribution of economic through copyright, which has been argued to ben-
efit labels and diversemiddlemenmore significantly than the artists, and the epistemic
injustices enacted by colonialist language (e.g., “world music” as an othered genre cat-
egory) have long been a subject to criticism (see, e.g., [77, 78, 79]. Nevertheless, the
accelerated and excessive force at which AI technologies have entered the industry is
likely to aggravate, rather than alleviate, such already existing structural inequalities.

For this reason, I argue that introducing the framing of broken-world-thinking and
the concept of repair is well-suited to the study of Creative AI and how its impact man-
ifests in the relations between artists and artist communities on the one hand, and
developers and deployers of Creative AI technologies on the other.20 While the idea of
studying the socio-technical lives of music algorithms through the lens of care ethics
has been explored in selected previous works [81, 82], the perspective of repair has not,
to my knowledge, been previously extended to the study of Creative AI and its ethical
predicaments.

Some authors (e.g., [83, 84]) argue for balancing the fundamentally hopeful perspec-
tive of repair work with attention to its more controversial and less productive quali-
ties. Ruckenstein’s recent research on the Finnish medical data management system
Apotti illustrates various forms of workflow disruption, misalignment, and cosmetic

20Amore speculative and potentially controversial argument for why repairmay be a conduc-
tive metaphor in male-dominated engineering contexts, such as the MIR community, relates
to both the semantic and material genderedness of “repair” work as carrying potentially more
dominantly masculine-coded connotations than “care”. See, for instance, the discussions on
gender in fixer communities in [80], as well as the strongly gender-associated origins of care
ethics (e.g., [65, 61]). Nevertheless, owing to the shared roots of care ethics and the literature
on repair, I consider this aspect primarily relevant as a matter of ethics marketing to commu-
nities uninitiated in either philosophical tradition, rather than a substantial epistemological
distinction.
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fixes as repair efforts gone awry [84].21 In a critique of feminist studies of techno-
science, Michelle Murphy [89] notes how the uneven allocation of care and its affec-
tive economies relates to the reproduction of wealth, comfort and ease for some but
not others, thus tracing the non-innocent histories of societal power illustrated in care
labour. This is echoed in Mattern’s [90] warning against conflation of care and altru-
ism. Darker aspects of care are also explored in Sarah Pinto’s ethnographic work [91]
that traces the entanglements of care and control through ethnographic accounts of
female psychiatric wards in two locations in North India. In this context, the object of
care inevitably also becomes an object of control and norm imposition. Martin et al.
[92, p. 627] highlight care as a selective mode of attention and subject to asymmetrical
power relations: the questions of who (or what) is deserving of care; what counts as
care and who decides it; and who becomes the object or actant of care; are political to
their core. Ribes [83] furthermore reminds us that maintenance and repair are invest-
ments, necessarily undertaken on finite resources. This highlights themorally charged
nature of the choices about which repair should be sustained and renewed under vary-
ing circumstances.

Even Jackson [21, p. 233] acknowledges that repair may be operationalised for less
heroic and benevolent purposes, such as projects of antidemocratic, antihumanist, or
colonialist nature. LaurenBerlant similarly expresses scepticism towards the universal
virtue of care, warning against ‘overvaluation of reparative thought’, which renders acts
intended as “repair” merely an expression of narcissism in disguise [93, p. 124]. Cor-
respondingly, Stuelke points to the historical failure of reparative modes of activism to
resist neoliberal and imperialist governance in the US in the 1970-80s, while uninten-
tionally reinforcing and depoliticising structural oppression in government and in its
institutions, including not only themilitary but also universities [94]. Without entirely
succumbing to such pessimism, we must nevertheless conclude that ethics of care is a
fundamentally “critical practice” [92, p. 628] that carries political and moral weight
which we should not take lightly.

2.3 Setting the critical scene: frictions and reconfigurations

Historically, critical studies stem from the sociological work conducted in the Marx-
ist tradition within the Frankfurt School, including authors such as Theodor Adorno,
Max Horkheimer, Herbert Marcuse, Walter Benjamin, and later, Jürgen Habermas
and Nancy Fraser, among others. The focus of this school of thought originally lay in
the criticism of capitalism and industrialisation, as well as the ideological dynamics of
cultural hegemony. Their work has guided the development of critical scholarship into
a broader academic tradition that retains its focus on the critical examination of soci-
etal power structures while, to varying degrees, distancing itself from explicit ties to its
Marxist roots. The rise of different branches of critical social studies inquiry around
algorithms and big data (e.g., [95, 37]), and most recently AI (e.g., [96, 97, 60]), are
nevertheless in many ways indebted to this tradition.

21For more examples of algorithmic breakages, and more or less successful repair efforts in
various domains of application, see Science & Technology Studies journal special issue Repair-
ing (with) Algorithmic Systems, vol. 38 No. 4 (2025), as well as earlier special issues around
the topic of repair in Continent (6.1 R3PAIR Volume, 2017), and Third Text (vol. 32 No. 1,
2018), and several edited volumes, (e.g., [85, 86, 87, 88]) from recent years.
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Furthermore, the recent “convergence of disciplinary foci” [32, p. 45] around AI also
builds upon work done in preceding decades around the philosophy of technology, in-
cluding for instanceDiana Forsythe’s pioneering anthropological studies of AI develop-
ment cultures [98], Moor’s [99] and Johnson’s [100] work on computer ethics, Wool-
gar’s sociology of machines [101], and Bloomfields early volume of sociological and
philosophical accounts of the late 1980s AI [102]. The broader framing of algorithmic
or other technical systems as a matter of social concern has also been reflected in the
wider scholarship on the social shaping of technology and STS (e.g., [103, 104, 105]).

In summarising the grounding principles of this broader critical social perspective, Ag-
ger [106] (also cited in [107]), outlines factors such as opposition to positivism and
determinism by considering AI as a social construction dynamically shaped by rela-
tions of power; the focus on the role of ideology of AI; tracing of the social contexts
and structures (political, cultural, narrative, economic, racial and gendered, etc.) in
which the AI tools are developed and implemented, and then using the knowledge to
address andmitigate social problems to improve society especially for those who are in
themost risk of harm [106, p. 4–5]. In this view, analytically distanced deconstruction
of the observed injustices, excesses, and marginalisations can only serve as the begin-
ning for critical studies.

Eve Sedgwick’s now classic formulation of a mode of “reparative reading” is presented
in this same spirit [108]. Sedgwick proposes the reparative orientation as antithetical
to the paranoia inherent in the dominant critical traditions of the 1970s and 1980s, such
as Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of suspicion, and troubles the mere disclosure of the
symptoms of prejudicial oppression and hidden abuse as a satisfactory contribution to
critical scholarship. In the context of posthuman feminist scholarship, Braidotti notes
that “critical theory without alternative visions is a sterile exercise in negativity” [68,
p. 238]22. In line with these arguments, Waelen [111] suggests that ethics applied to
AI, as an effort to promote fairness, equality, diversity, or well-being, can also be seen
as a form of critical theory. An equally plausible interpretation would be to label such
efforts enactments of the ethics of care, which indeed serves to show the deep shared
connections towards normative epistemologies between the feminist and the critical
strands of theory formation in this area.

One of the seminal works on friction in the critical scholarship on technology and STS
is the treatise of Anna Lowenhaupt Tsing [8]. Her anthropological study of the unpre-
dictable social dynamics unfolding in Indonesian rainforests in the 1980s–1990s situ-
ates friction in the disjunctions and contradictions, resistance, and misaligned engage-
ments between the forces of globalisation and the particularities of the local, situated
realities on the ground. In this context, friction is defined as the “awkward, unequal, un-
stable, and creative qualities of interconnection across difference”, and “heterogeneous
and unequal encounters [that] can lead to new arrangements of culture and power”
[8, p. 4–5]. This framing of the concept of friction has inspired a broad and diverse
range of applications, from care frictions in patient noncompliance practices [112] to
the analysis of transnational LGBTQ communities and their narrative-symbolic consti-
tution through the rainbow flag [113], to name two examples.

22See also [109] on critical technical practice, and Matters of Concern in [110].
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A parallel line of research into the dynamics of friction in the technoscience scholar-
ship stems from Paul Edwards’ work. In his interpretation, friction is an unavoidable
(im)material element in computational processes, causing blockages, disjunctures, and
added costs in interrupteddata flows across systems and infrastructures [9, p. 83-85]23

At the same time, friction is also an affective agent that shines light on “the tensions
and contradictions involved in processes of datafication” [42, p. 8-9], and an adverse
factor of social interaction and data interoperability in cross-disciplinary scientific col-
laborations (science friction) [115].24 Correspondingly, in design, moments of discom-
fort, difficulty, ormisalignment canbe purposefully provoked to augment the reflection
and mindfulness in interactions [117, 118]. In this perspective, friction is not only an
error, a delay, or a failure in system usability or process scalability [81], but a systemic
factor that operates in numerous joints and junctures across the entire socio-technical
system.

Just like in physics, the metaphorical friction has a dual capacity to impede and in-
spire action, prompting critical attention, corrective actions, and resilient adaptation.
The benefit of friction as an analytical tool lies in its malleability and scalability across
the universal and the situated local [119], and across various dimensions of difference:
(geo)political, infrastructural, and economic, but also social, ethical, affective, and aes-
thetic (see also [119, p. 279]). Looking closely at frictions, we can start to identify
both what is the force trying to stay in motion, and what factors support (reduced fric-
tion) or frustrate (added friction) its efforts. The ambivalence, misalignments, and con-
tradictions encountered in the empirical accounts thus become a signal of politics-in-
action, a cause for sharpening the critical eye over how agencies and responsibilities get
distributed, and a valuable analytic resource for identifying sites of necessary critical
interventions.

Reconfiguration is a concept used by Lucy Suchman [72] to analyse the performa-
tive nature of how human-machine interfaces and the agencies involved in them are
mobilised both theoretically and inmaterial practices of designing, building, and using
machines of various kinds. Originally grounded in empirical work conducted in the late
1980s, as well as in theorisation deriving from feminist and cultural studies of science,
Suchman illustrates how the relations between amachine and a human are constructed
and established throughmaterial-discursivemanoeuvres that articulate specific perfor-
mative forms of sameness and difference between the two. She draws attention to the
boundary work and on how the object of analysis is cut – as formulated by Marilyn
Strathern [120] – as a discrete entity, separated from its extended cultural-historical
and spatial networks. The purpose of critical analysis thus becomes to identify and
(re)articulate these obscured connections, situating and reconfiguring the entities back
into their rich relational contexts, and acknowledging the non-innocent nature of the
choice of where the cut is made [72, p. 283–285]. This connects Suchman’s work

23Edwards distinguishes here between computational and data friction, but he also discusses
the expense of human labor as a frictional element the complicates and slows down processes.
See also [114] for further development of these concepts in the framing of politics.

24While the concept of science friction is typically used in reference to Edward’s 2011 work,
the concept in fact makes an earlier appearance already in John Michael’s 1996 commentary
on the so-called science wars, where the epistemologies of natural sciences and humanities or
social sciences scholarship are pitted against one another [116].
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to Barad’ agential realism, which reminds us that the construction of meaning in par-
ticular historical contexts is not “natural” but always agential and enacted, and that it
therefore comes with realmaterial, social, aesthetic, and political consequences and ac-
countabilities [121]; as well as to Donna Haraway’s work on situated knowledges [39].

This conceptual apparatus informs my analysis of Creative AI in two ways. Firstly, it
guides attention to the sites where friction is indicated, and cuts aremade; for example,
between a stakeholder and a non-stakeholder, between a data point and the dynamics
of human labour, or between technology-induced transitions in artmaking practices
that are an inevitable part of the adaptation to a new medium, and those that are not.
Secondly, it calls for ethnographically motivated, situated contextualisation of the frac-
tures and rearticulations that Creative AI technologies and their development practices
embed into the conditions of artmaking. This purpose is served by the selection of em-
pirical case studies included in the dissertation, as well as the methodological plurality
applied in the analysis (see Chapter 3).

2.4 Responsible AI and the developers’ moral agency

The early 2020s witnessed a surge of interest in AI ethics, including the introduction
of a series of AI ethics frameworks. Some of the most prolific documents include the
UNESCO recommendations [122], the Ethically Aligned Design framework from IEEE
[123], and EU’s Guidelines for Trustworthy AI [124]. There is also a growing body of
academic literature that compares and analyses these frameworks, identifying similar-
ities and thematic overlaps between individual principles [125, 126, 127]. For instance,
many guidelines establish justice, fairness, responsibility and transparency as princi-
ples that AI development practices should seek to honour and protect.

In most cases, such general and maximally encompassing ethics frameworks fail to
provide specific guidance for practical ethics deployment and are agnostic to the differ-
ences across various application domains and the rich cultural contexts of technology
use. Munn [128] argues, rather provocatively, that such principles are consequently
“useless” in that they are meaninglessly vague and abstract; isolated from the actual
development practices; as self-regulatory instruments, toothless for lacking any tan-
gible enforcement mechanisms; and biased towards the interests and concerns of the
Global North. Consequently, Munn advocates shifting the focus on AI justice, noting
that the moral properties of algorithms are not internal to the models themselves but
an amalgamwith the surrounding social systems within which they are deployed [128].

Some work has since started to emerge towards the operationalising the general prin-
ciples of Responsible AI in domain-specific application areas. For instance, in the do-
main of AI Music applications, de Berardinis et al. [129] have proposed an analysis
model that extends the seven core principles (“macro-requirements”) of Trustworthy
AI, as introduced by the European Commission’s high-level expert group in 2019 [124],
into 45 features of a responsible generative AI Music system. At large, there neverthe-
less continues to be “a wide and thorny gap between the articulation of these high-level
concepts and their actual achievement in the real world”, as Fjeld et al. [126, p. 66]
formulate it.

In the context of the critique of economic infrastructures of commercial AI, the critical
AI literature has sometimes shown a tendency to vilify developers and downplay their

26



CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND

general inclinations or motivation to try to act ethically in their work (e.g., [22]). In
a more constructive tone, other authors have started to look empirically into the prac-
ticed ethics of AI development work, mapping the already existing practitioner aware-
ness and activity around ethics [130, 131, 132, 133], the moral stress involved in ethical
labor [134, 135], and the vernacular strategies for the instances of moral breakdown or
value conflict between mutually inconsistent goals. For instance, such a tension can
be found between care and scale in music recommendation systems, as shown in [81].
This growing body of work suggests that there is fertile ground for supporting the de-
velopment of practices that integrate ethics into the pipeline. Following Seaver’s ob-
servations, [53, p. 9], I too seek to avoid pre-emptively caricaturing developers as data
fundamentalists, and instead aspire to retain both openness towards the experienced
tensions in the development practices and empathetic curiosity towards collectively ex-
ploring alternatives that would steer us towards more responsible Creative AI futures.

2.5 Empirical studies on Creative AI

Following the widespread, even if often superficial, public attention given to the novel
articulations of AI-artistry and their impact on creativework, there has been an increas-
ing research focus on the empirical study ofAI tools and their unfolding role in theCCSI.
In this context, it is valuable to remember that the study of creativity in AI contexts, and
computational creativity in general, dates back several decades (see, e.g., [136, 137]; for
contextualisation of the aesthetic shifts and historical continuities between AI-art and
other forms of new media art, see [138, 139, 58], and specifically in musical contexts,
see (e.g., [140, 141, 142]). Historically, the use of (GOF)AI25 models and expert sys-
tems in artistic endeavours was closely tied to the development work of those same
tools, such that the roles of the artist and the engineer were overlapping, or at least
closely related and intertwined ([58, p. 158–159]; see also [144]). Recently, these two
roles have started to increasingly diverge, with more artists entering the space by ap-
plying existing tools rather than building tools on their own. This role change, along
with the increased consideration of an “AI-artist” as a potentially distinct category of
a creative professional, has likely contributed to the vastly increased interest in both
philosophical and empirical studies on artmaking with novel AI systems.

Some of the earliest interview studies conducted around this phase of increasing at-
tention to AI art, but before the introduction of the commercial text-to-image (e.g.,
DALL-E, Midjourney, Stable Diffusion) and later text-to-audio models (e.g., Riffusion,
Suno) includeworks by Ploin et al. [145] and Caramiaux and Fdili Alaoui [146]. Both of
these studies included a selection from partially overlapping group artists whose craft
centres aroundmachine learning technologies andwho have already established signif-
icant international notoriety as “AI artists”, such as Sofia Crespo, Jake Elwes (in both
studies), Anna Ridler (in both studies), Memo Akten, Mario Klingemann, and Lauren
LeeMcCarthy. The study by Ploin and colleagues included four additional curators and
researchers in digital and algorithmic arts. Another early study by Stark and Crawford
[147] interviewed data artists and designers, focusing on privacy and surveillance both

25The abbreviation GOFAI refers to “Good Old-Fashioned AI”, which includes the classical
symbolic systems of the early decades of AI development, before the era of ML and DL domi-
nance. [143].
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as thematic material for artistic works and a starting point for broader reflections on
data ethics and politics from the artists’ perspective.

Parallel to and following our interview study (Articles I and II), a steadily growing cor-
pus of empirical work has documented and explored the experiences of AI artists from
various angles beyond the world-renowned cohort discussed above, oftenwithout spec-
ifying a particular geographic area in which the results are grounded.26 These studies
include the survey by Lovato et al. [148] on the artists’ opinions on the potential utility
and harms of generative AI models for art; combined survey and interview study by
Johnson and Thue [149] on visual artists’ attitudes towards human-AI collaboration;
Ko et al.’s [150] a systematic literature review and an interview study with various cre-
ative visual professionals; the interview study by Bird [151] with ten artists from di-
verse art domains; and the study by Raman [152] that focuses on the experiences of six
blind or low-vision artists with AI image generators. A recent, more elaborate study by
Sanchez et al. [153] traces the evolving impressions of 30 artists from various domains
with a longer track record of working with ML systems (before 2020). In the Nordic
context, the work of Wingström et al. [154] and Nordström et al. (2023) [155] has fo-
cused on the conceptualisations of creativity among Finnish artists. Wing-ström et al.
[154] contrasts interviews of Computer Scientists and New Media Artists on the ques-
tions of human-AI co-creativity and how the AI-supported creative processes differ
between the practices of research and artmaking. In contrast, Nordström et al. [155]
analyses coagency between artists and AI tools as a spatial process on the part of the
interviews that concerned artist interlocutors (see also [156]). Vimpari et al. [157] pro-
vide complementary perspectives from Finnish game professionals on the adoption
and use of generative text-to-image models.

Other critical and philosophical studies have furthermore started to engage with is-
sues of ethics and social justice in the context of Creative AI applications, highlight-
ing the impact of rapidly proliferating generative content and the political economy
infrastructures driving such development on the cultural and creative sectors. Jiang
et al [14] review some of the most prominent harms of large-scale commercial image
generators on professional (visual) artists. Their overview includes topics widely dis-
cussed in the public media, such as reputational damage from style forgery, economic
loss from cheaper competition, demoralisation of artistic production and consumption
practices, and potential copyright infringement issues (see also [158]). A parallel liter-
ature review by Bird et al. [159] catalogues short-term anticipated or observed risks
of text-to-image models on six stakeholder groups (system developers, data sources,
data subjects, users, affected parties, and regulators), highlighting themes of discrim-
ination and exclusion, harmful misuse, and mis/disinformation. Shelby et al. [160]
propose that the dynamics of using creative machine learning tools could be produc-
tively approached as assemblages27 of people, processes, and products. Philosophically

26Given the intense publication activity in this domain in the recent years, instead of seeking
present a comprehensive and up-to-date account of all of the studies directly and indirectly
relating to AI and creative or artistic work across various domains and application contexts,
I have chosen to outline in the following a selection of the most relevant works from the per-
spective of the dissertation, with themain emphasis on studies that relate to music and applied
ethics until around the winter 2025–2026.

27Although not directly specified in [160], the concept of assemblage derives from Deleuze
andGuatarri’s work [33]. It has been highly influential in STS andnewmaterialism scholarship,
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grounded critical perspectives on the role andnature of AI in the visual arts also include
[139, 161], as well as [162], which draws from the decolonialisation literature. Finally,
discourse analytical perspectives have been explored in Kawakami and Venkatagiri’s
[163] analysis of social media posts related to AI-artmaking; in the study of Caramiaux
et al. [15] on the media narratives on creative work and generative AI; and in the anal-
ysis of the reception of AI artworks in newspaper art reviews by Loivaranta et al. [164].

Divakaran et al. [165] present a contrasting perspective from the Global South. Their
study investigates how Indian artists’ and art scholars’ perspectives on the norms and
practices of traditional Indian artmaking forms could diversify ethics in AI systems,
proposing principles such as infusion of empathy, integration of multimodal data, and
consistent life-long learning as non-Western perspectives for ethical AI system design.
More recently, Lin and Liu [166] present an interview study with 23 Chinese visual
artists, focusing on the questions of artificial creativity. In contrast, Hemment et al.
[167], inquire into the strategies used by critical AI artists to enhance public AI literacy,
and Taylor et al. [168], surface queer artists’ experiences with normative generative
AI tools.

As illustrated in the corpus of cultural AI studies discussed above, the visual art do-
mains have been predominantly at the centre of research attention. In contrast, the
domain of music has generally been less studied in this context (see [169]). The works
of Holzapfel et al. [170, 171] are among the earliest to address this perspective in the
context of MIR research. The discussion has subsequently been expanded on the ques-
tions of political economy [172, 173] and copyright [174, 175], as well as to the ques-
tions of cultural anchoring in AI ethics [34, 176] and the prevailing documentation
practices in MIR communities [130, 57]. The earliest interview studies and other em-
pirical works in this domain, conducted in parallel with our study, typically included
smaller participant pools. Kehagia and Moriaty’s [177] inquiry explored the views of
AI-generated music among five British electroacoustic, contemporary, and experimen-
tal electronic music composers. Their findings depict artists as eager adopters of new
technologies, in contrast to the slow development of listeners’ trust in AI. Jourdan
and Caramiaux [178] interviewed seven researcher-artists from the community built
around the NIME conference about their use and reflections onmachine learning tech-
niques, noting resistance towards normative practices imposed by the technology and
tensions between enthusiasm and ethical concerns. Recently, Herington et al. [179]
have contributed to this line of work with a more extensive set of musician intervie-
wees, focusing on their ethical concerns regarding AI technologies and illustrating the
complexities of the emerging winner-take-all economy of the generative music mar-
ket. Pons et al. [180] furthermore survey a set of musical AI artworks to trace artistic
large-scale trends in current AI music practices across various formats, from albums
to ballets and soundtracks. Cotton et al. [181] take the opposite perspective by zoom-
ing in on a close analysis of a small set of AI-driven musical performances, which they
contextualise through the Latourian lenses ofMatters of Fact andMatters of Concern.

Other recent empirical studies have begun to shift the focus from the general experi-
ences and concerns of artist interlocutors to the infrastructure of new commercial gen-
erative AI platforms for music. These include Sterne and Razlogova’s seminal work

among others.
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on the music mastering service LANDR [182], as well as more recent studies on the
new generative AI models for music. Among them, Sturm et al. [18] catalogue the
broad range of research angles applicable to the study of generative AI music systems,
using Boomy as the grounding example. Bown analyses the nature of innovation in
the AI music startup space [183], and the value embeddings of the user interface de-
sign [184], each in a selection of commercial generative AI music services. Pram and
Morreale [185] inquire into the ideologies emerging in the marketing rhetoric and Dis-
cord conversations of online user communities for four popular Music AI platforms,
whereas [186] traces the discourses in music trade conferences and trade press. Cros
Vila et al. [187] and Casini et al. [188] both explore user data from recent text-to-audio
models (Suno, Udio) to evaluate the accuracy of AI detection tools [187], and to ex-
plore user interaction patterns through text-based signals (prompts, tags, lyrics) [188],
respectively. Wilson et al. [189] survey 27 generative AI Music models across a range
of Responsible AI properties, such as transparency and explainability. Finally, Zhao
et al. [190] discuss the challenges of studying AI Music user communities with ethno-
graphic methods.

While these studies start to chart the emerging spaces of commercial AI Music and the
relatedmusicking practices, it is important to note that these platforms have only been
in the market for a handful of years, and both their business models and the political,
legal, and economic infrastructures in which they operate, are in a constant flux. There
is consequently ample space for more empirical, situated analyses of how these socio-
technical music systems operate as a part of the music industry and in the wider CCSI,
and how the emerging ethical contingencies in the deployment practices can be produc-
tively addressed through alternative modes of engineering, regulation and legislation,
standard setting and social organisation, and other efforts of repair. My studies build
upon and expand this emerging body of applied AI ethics work in CCSI by providing
insights from empirical inquiries with Nordic AI artists, and from critical interdisci-
plinary case studies in the domain of music.
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3 Materials and methods

In the following, I provide an overview of the methods applied in each of the articles
included in this dissertation, reflecting on and contextualising each within the framing
of the research question. These six works serve as case studies that approach the topic
from a variety of methodological perspectives, aiming to triangulate different aspects
relevant to the ethics of creative and music AI. The gradual expansion of epistemolo-
gies and perspectives throughout the PhD project also reflects the shift in the topic of
the study in the first half of the 2020s, as Creative AI transitioned from a relatively
marginal phenomenon to an increasingly prominent economic and political factor in
the cultural and creative sectors and industries.

3.1 What artist interviews can tell us about Creative AI

The interview studies in Articles I and II are based on a corpus of interviews conducted
between April 2022 and April 2023, with one additional interview held in January
2024. The informants in these studieswere 21 artistswho engagewith, or have engaged
with, AI models in their creative practices. They were found through targeted con-
venience and snowball sampling. This included repeated iterative rounds of internet
search in English, Swedish, and Finnish, using various combinations of keywords such
as “AI art” and “AI artist”, and “AI” or “artificial intelligence” in combinationwith other
terms suggesting artistic activity, such as “artwork”, “composition”, “performance”, “in-
stallation” or “exhibition”, and indications of connections to Nordic countries, at vari-
ous points of time between 2022 and 2023. Additionally, we systematically searched
for exhibition catalogues, performance ads and programs, blog posts, media articles,
and other suitable documents available online related to the emerging Nordic AI arts
scene. Several of the interviewees were furthermore found through recommendations
from artists already interviewed for the study (snowball sampling). A significant num-
ber of potential interviewees found with the combination of these methods were ex-
cluded from the selection on the basis that we found no clear and conclusive indication
of previous use of models or processes that would fit within our defined scope of AI, or
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no sufficient record of a substantial engagement in professional artmaking practices
(e.g., concerts, exhibitions, commissions, residences, grants). In total, 51 artists were
contacted for the interviews. In selecting suitable candidates, we sought to secure a
reasonably balanced representation of all Nordic countries and considered the gender
balance to the extent possible, but succeeded in achieving this goal only partially. Four
artists declined the invitation, and 23 did not reply despite several attempts to contact
them. Two additional interviews were conducted but later excluded from the corpus
because themodels used by the artists did notmeet the criteria for AI in the study. One
further interview, conducted over email as requested by the interviewee, was excluded
because of the format incompatibility with the rest of the interview data.

Most of the interviewees came from, or were otherwise strongly affiliated with Nordic
countries28 and represented a wide age range, spanning from 27 to 65 years (median
39 years). Seven of them indicated a preference for the pronouns she/her, fourteen for
he/him, and none indicated a preference for other options. While quantitatively unbal-
anced, such a gender ratio is not untypical of technologically-dominated artistic fields
or many CCSIs more generally [191, 192]. The artists selected for the interviews were
primarily chosen for their expressed professional identity as artists and, secondly, for
their engagement with techniques that fall within the definition of AI given above. This
broad criteria covers artists regardless of the specific number of years practising art as
theirmain profession or their original educational background, but excludes thosewho
use in their works other computational or algorithmic methods that are not driven by
ML-based models. Because of the institutional setting in which the interviews were
conducted (Royal Institute of Technology), it is possible that artists with stronger ties
to technical professions were more inclined to accept our invitation than artists pri-
marily affiliated with art schools and cultural institutions, and that the former were
consequently somewhat overrepresented in our sample.

Given that there is currently no stable, universally accepted definition of who counts
as an “AI-artist” [193], I define the scope of the study in pragmatic terms: AI-artist
refers here to individuals who practice art in professional contexts and have used AI
as one of the central elements of some of their artworks. As noted in Article II, not
all the interviewees expressed active kinship with the label of “AI-artist” nor were they
necessarily keen to consider all or any of their craft primarily as “AI-art” but preferred
alternative designations for the artistic domain of their practice (see Table 1 in Arti-
cle II).29 Audry [58, p. 171, footnote 1] describes the active boundary work [194] and
inherent resistance in various contemporary and digital art forms to simple classifica-
tion efforts. For this reason, we have chosen to refrain from trying to impose strict
taxonomies on the versatile and flexible artistic attachments of our interlocutors, ac-
cepting that “AI-art” may be only one of the many applicable domain descriptions for
their practice, or one that they at least partially embrace in practice, even if not nec-
essarily in words. The act of labelling these individuals as AI-artists and their work

28Finland (N=9), Sweden (N=7), Norway (N=2), Denmark (N=1) and the UK (N=1).
29To the contrary, in popular discourses, aesthetic content generated by prompting text-to-

image models is sometimes labelled “AI-art” and consequently, individuals with varying levels
of expertise may be inclined to start calling themselves “AI-artists”. Despite the shared label,
these loose, predominantly prosumer and non-professional communities engaged in various
forms of vernacular creativity are excluded from the scope of the current study.
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as AI-art thus primarily aims to provide a shortcut term for highlighting the bundle of
shared elements in our interlocutors’ artistic practices, which may, in other respects,
be highly diverse.

The interviews were conducted on Zoom in Finnish or English, according to the inter-
viewee’s preference, and they lasted, on average, one hour. The interviews began with
a brief introduction, during which the artists were asked to specify the artistic domain
in which they work and the genre of the works they create. They were then encouraged
to describe in greater detail one of their artworks that uses AI in some form, along
with the process of creating it. This was followed by a series of questions focusing on
motivation to use AI artistically (Article I) and on the changes and challenges encoun-
tered in the process (Article II). After this, the focus was turned first on issues relating
to environmental sustainability, and subsequently, on artists’ reflections on their own
ethics and responsibility. The results of these latter parts of the interviews have not
been published yet and are not included in the dissertation material.

The interviews were transcribed in the original language of the interview using the
transcription and analysis software Dovetail, and manually corrected. The interview
data were subsequently analysed using a reflexive Thematic Analysis (TA) methodol-
ogy [41]. While TA has been used in many forms of qualitative inquiry across disci-
plines and under various epistemological positions, the method in the current set of
studies falls within the interpretative (big Q) paradigm, as described in [195], in con-
trast to the neopositivist and codebook TA paradigms. As described in Article II, this
position makes a commitment to the analysts’ reflexive interpretation as an inherent
analytic resource rather than an invalidating limitation of the method [195].

The analysis process began such that I familiarised myself with the entire interview
data, and then separated the parts of the responses that pertained specifically to the
questions in focus. Either I (in Article II), or the team in collaboration (in Article I),
then inductively coded these parts of the transcripts by identifying the most salient
features of artists’ individual utterances. We documented the process by providing
brief summative descriptions of the interview excerpts in which we identified the code.
In the second step, these codes were iteratively categorised and clustered to surface
patterns and similarities in semantic content. At this phase, codes were occasionally
merged or divided into smaller units to account for the nuance of the insights on a suf-
ficiently high level of detail. Code clusters were then developed into larger themes and
sub-themes, and continuously revised, refined, and consolidated through comparisons
of the identified code clusters across all themes, through contextualising references to
the original interview excerpts, and by ascertaining that the codes covered data from
all interviews. In the last step, all the co-authors discussed the themes and collectively
agreed upon them. I manually translated the quotes from the Finnish interviews cited
in the articles.

Because the artists were selected based on their previous AI engagements, our criteria
excluded artists who are active in the Nordic art scenes but have only recently started
engaging with AI tools and have no public record of performing or exhibiting them
that we could identify. As no formal criteria were applied for who counts as an artist
(e.g., an art school degree), it is inconclusivewhether our cohort of informants perfectly
overlaps with the membership criteria applied by institutional actors such as labour
unions or authors’ rights organisations. Finally, some artists originally invited to the

33



CHAPTER 3. MATERIALS AND METHODS

interviews declined because they did not consider the computational and ML-based
tools they use in their practices as “AI” – a self-evaluation that may stem from an ob-
jectively defensible distinction between AI and non-AI technologies, or perhaps from
an inclination to distance themselves from the intense AI hype. In the lack of a sta-
ble reference point to evaluate the representativeness of our sample of interviewees
against (e.g., what ratio of professional artist communities in each Nordic country and
in each art domainwere active in theAI field in 2022–2024), and given that the borders
of this emerging community-of-practice-in-formation necessarily porous and leaky, I
consider the framing of the cohort of “Nordic AI-artists” as tentative and exploratory,
but nevertheless symptomatic of the general trends in the specific historical, cultural,
and geographical location where the interviews were conducted. The definition of an
“AI-artist” and its tensions with the interviewees’ self-defined roles will be discussed
and problematised further in Section 5.1.

3.2 Designing a workshop tool for ethics analysis

A significant amount of work was invested in the early years of the 2020s in the de-
velopment of principle documents on AI ethics and Responsible or Trustworthy AI. As
discussed in Section 2.4, because the principles aim to apply to a wide range of appli-
cation areas and societal functions, they tend to be too distant from the practical and
domain-specific questions faced by developers and users of AI [196, 128]. To start ad-
dressing this gap in the context of creative andmusic AI, Article III sought to develop a
tool that would help translate some general principles of ethics analysis to a form that
would enable developers of AI, who may have limited inherent interest in the complex-
ities of philosophical disputes of ethics, to approach their work from an ethically more
sensitive standpoint. Although listed here as Article III, this was the first project of my
PhD, conducted in parallel with the artist interviews.

The Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Analysis (EASE) tool was based on the Data Ethics
Canvas published by Open Data Institute in 202130. The Data Ethics Canvas was cho-
sen for the task due to its observed coverage of a range of relevant perspectives, pre-
sented in a language generally accessible to a wide variety of lay users. In practice, the
EASE workshop included a brief introduction to the purpose of data ethics and two
assignments: a stakeholder brainstorming conducted on a circular board with ques-
tion prompts, and a power/interest mapping of the identified stakeholders (see Figure
3.2.1). In the first step, participants identified stakeholders relevant to their project
and wrote each on a card placed on the circular board. In the second step, the stake-
holder cards were collected and organised on a qualitative 2×2 grid, with interest on
the y-axis and power on the x-axis (see Figure 3.2.1). The resulting grid was then used
as a brainstorming action points with the participants. Overall, the workshop process
was designed to take ca. 90 minutes.

To operationalise the perspective of empathy and care in the design, the 15 themes of
Data Ethics Canvas were condensed into a more readily approachable set of 9 ques-
tion prompts framed around the perspective of ‘who’, such as “1. Who provides data
for the project?”, “7. With whom will you communicate about and share information

30Open Data Institute, Data ethics canvas, 2021. Last accessed May 2, 2026. Available at
https://theodi.org/insights/tools/the-data-ethics-canvas-2021/
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or data on your project?”, and “9. Who does not use your product but could still be
positively impacted by it?”. The last two questions, intentionally more open in their
formulations, included short additional prompts to support ideation. The full list of
questions is provided in Section 3.1 of Article III. The arrangement, combination, and
abridging of the original themes of the Canvas, each of themwith several subquestions,
to nine core “who”-question prompts in EASE aimed to reflect the principles of Value
Sensitive Design [44]. All the workshops described in Article III were conducted over
Zoom on the digital Miro platform, but the workshop format has subsequently been
tested in a physical form using a printed poster version of the two boards and post-it
stickers.
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(a) The board layout for the first exercise.
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(b) The board layout for the second exercise.

Figure 3.2.1: Illustration of the two exercises on the EASE board. The questions of the first
exercise are numbered as Q1–Q9, and the individual stakeholder cards (yellow) placed on the
board in the course of the workshop as I–VII.

Some of the design choices of the board layouts had limiting consequences on the pro-
cess and the results of the workshop. In particular, the effort to keep the ideation ma-
terially grounded and concrete – an aspect the workshop participants needed to be
repeatedly reminded of – had the side effect of steering the conversation strongly to-
wards human stakeholders. This effect would not be necessitated by the care ethics per-
spective, which can fruitfully extend tomore-than-human subjects such as various non-
human biological creatures, non-living objects, and even more conceptually bounded
than strictly embodied material entities, such as “Nature”. While this limitation was
considered a practical necessity for the intended use case of EASE inmusic AI develop-
ment for the time being, limiting the object of empathy to specifically human subjects
must be regarded as a shortcoming of the EASE method in its current form.

As workshop participants answered the nine prompt questions, they were instructed
to write the names of stakeholders or stakeholder groups on cards, which were placed
on the board in the vicinity of the question. The instructions guided participants to
include only one stakeholder (group) on each card, which was intended to facilitate
a smooth transition to the second activity board with minimal reorganisation of the
original cards. To encourage brainstorming to also extend to stakeholders not directly
affiliated or associated with the project, the board was divided into concentric circles
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such that the colour intensity faded gradually from the internal areas of the circle la-
belled as “Internal stakeholders” towards the outermost areas of the circle, labelled
“External stakeholders”. This design choice supported an accidental affordance of dis-
tinguishing between the stakeholders more, and less, directly impacted by the project.
This affordance was enthusiastically embraced by many of the workshop participants,
who then expressed disappointment that this aspect was not documented (as the cards
were collected and reshuffled for the second exercise), nor subsequently used in the
analysis. Future iterations of the tool could take this aspect more consciously into ac-
count and integrate it into the process.

The second part of the workshop draws on classical stakeholder theory [197] in its ap-
plication of the power/interest grid to visualise the distribution of power among stake-
holders. The purpose of the mapping is primarily emancipatory: it seeks to visualise
power asymmetries and infrastructural factors that may support or discourage stake-
holders from exercising their relative power. As discussed in Article III, this is in con-
trast to the aim of stakeholder analysis in strategic management, in which power/in-
terest grids have originally served to identify business opportunities and risks that a
commercial actor may seek to leverage or mitigate to enhance their competitive posi-
tion on a capitalist market. The reorientation of the tool, which itself was applied for
this alternative purpose with little adaptation, was conducted by steering the attention
to very powerful stakeholders (high interest / high power) on the onehand, and the very
vulnerable stakeholders (high interest / low power) on the other hand, and by seeking
to encourage future actions aimed at harnessing the leverage of powerful stakeholders
for a positive overall impact, as well as engaging, communicating with, and empower-
ing the vulnerable stakeholders to minimise negative effects on them.

3.3 Interdisciplinary agonistic dialogue

The impetus to develop a novel approach to critically inquire into the ethical predica-
ments of AI in the case example of Irish traditional music arose from a series of provo-
cations that culminated in an alt-AIMC article presented at AIMC’23 (Annual Confer-
ence on AI Music Creativity). While the text [46] was formally co-authored by Kaila,
Sturm, and Holzapfel, it was noted in the writing process that the linear format of a
traditional research article afforded few opportunities for the co-presence of divergent
perspectives among the authors. In essence, it was difficult to retain the inspiring and
productive multi-vocality and intra-personal disagreement while adhering to the nor-
mative publication praxis that requires a cohesive line of argumentation and a singular
conclusion.31 In the presentation of that preliminary work at AIMC’23, I presented the
co-authored provocation as a video statement, which Sturm subsequently responded
to during the conference poster session. We deemed this format inspirational but ulti-
mately unsatisfactory for bringing out the plurality of perspectives involved in an ethi-
cal deliberation, and decided to continue pursuing the methodological exploration.

We chose folk-rnn as the focus of the agonistic inquiry. As described in [199], folk-
rnn is a ML model for symbolic music sequence generation. It was built by Sturm

31A somewhat analogous tension is suggested in Marcus’ notions on the value of para-sites
in ethnographic inquiry [198]. In this context, para-sites are hybrid or in-between spaces of
academic and fieldwork, as traditionally understood in anthropological research.
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and colleagues exactly a decade ago, in 2016. The system was originally trained on a
dataset of 23,000 ABC-notated transcriptions of Irish traditional dance music (ITM)
tunes downloaded from the crowdsourced database, thesession.org. The web interface
of themodel32 allows the user to press the “compose” button to create a new tune in the
style of its ITM training data, or to guide the process with a handful of controls, such as
the meter, mode, or temperature (complexity). The line of research that followed the
publication of folk-rnn has resulted in a published album, concerts, various audience
and practitioner engagements, and extensions to Swedish folkmusic, as well as a series
of research articles (see, e.g., [199, 200, 201, 202]).

The decision to focus the agonistic debate on folk-rnnwas threefold. Firstly, we hypoth-
esised that the critique could bemore deep and uncompromising in the active presence
of the person who had been involved in the development and subsequent deployment
of the system analysed, and who consequently knew the system and its history in great
detail. Secondly, the participation of this co-author provided insights into the practical
and psychologicalmotivations that emerged throughout the development, deployment,
and evaluation processes. Such information would not have been available from other
types of sources to a similar degree, nor would it have been possible to inquire such
details without having established relations of elevated trust and discretion [53, p. 17].
These preconditions would have been much more challenging to attain in other social
constellations, for example, through interviews with developers whom the author had
not known before, or had only recently met. Finally, the opportunity for the devel-
oper under scrutiny to provide counterarguments enabled the gradual sharpening of
the agonistic perspectives, while also establishing a common ground for shared under-
standings and propositions for alternative or hybrid approaches, unlikely to emerge
from either perspective alone. Certainly, this choice also brought forth a lack of criti-
cal distance between the analyst and the object of analysis, or the etic perspective of an
outsider, which sets its own limitations to the scope and reflexive depth of the inquiry,
not unlike in ethnographic or auto-ethnographic studies in general.

Building upon these reflections, Article IV explores a method of agonistic33 dialogue
as a tool for presenting and critically dissecting an instance of the algorithmic logics
and practices of decision-making in the context of Creative AI. The purpose of present-
ing this critical interdisciplinary debate in an experimental format of a dialogue was to
surface tensions inherent in these encounters and to highlight the complexity of data
ethics, the dynamics of inclusion, and inherent power asymmetries in a concrete case
example of a generative AI music application. The project aims to test and demon-
strate a type of interdisciplinary collaboration that assumes no hierarchical disposi-
tions between the disciplines involved and embraces the translation work necessary to
bridge and critically examine the knowledge creation processes across them, but does
not require juxtaposed ethical stances to be conclusively “solved” before they can be
exposed to public debate and criticism. This is crucial for research communities to
be able contribute to the exploration of ethics in synchrony with the adoption of the
technology in its formative stages, rather than in retrospect, when the collective norms
have already been settled. This stance is in line with Georgina Born’s call for agonistic
interdisciplinarity in her keynote for the 2020 ISMIR conference [34] and subsequent

32Available at https://folkrnn.org/
33From the Greek word αγωνία [agōnia] that denotes struggle.
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work in critical music technology scholarship (e.g., [176, 203]). The dialogue structure
was furthermore inspired by recent work by Morrison and McPherson [47], who con-
ducted an interdisciplinary diffractive analysis of the entanglements in digital musical
instruments. It also echoes the format experimentation in the dual-voiced keynote of
Rodgers and Sterne [204], previous work by Aucouturier and Bigand [205] concerning
the divisions betweenMIR research andmusicology, and the cross-disciplinary exami-
nation of legal personhood of non-human entities by Goriunova and colleagues [206].

In practice, the agonistic dialogue was conducted as a structured email debate or a
prompt game, in which the authors took turns to present a question, a provocation, or
a response to each other, to debate various aspects of the encounters between AI re-
search and a specific form of traditional music (ITM), and how the development prac-
tices reflect or challenge the values and social norm structures of the impactedmusical
communities. As the purpose of the dialoguewas not to reach a quick consensus, the au-
thors sought to attune to the misunderstandings and fractures of argumentation, and
committing not to take criticisms personally. After this process, the authors reworked
the text collaboratively to clarify the results of this debate further, but purposefully left
the strains and frictions of the process visible. This choice makes the presentation for-
mat of Article IV untypical, in that the presented statements and counterarguments
are directly attributed to each author, rather than synthesising them into a univocal
consensus, as would be the normative choice in a research article.

The agonistic epistemological grounding of Article IV was subsequently extended into
Article V, which embraces epistemological plurality while preserving the productive
tension of interdisciplinarity. Focusing on a comparative framing of two generative
AI music systems for Irish traditional music, folk-rnn and Suno, Article V contributes
a further contextualisation of the arguments presented in Article IV, drawing from
a triangulating examination of music analysis, historical and ethnomusicological ac-
counts of Irish traditional music, online ethnography, autoethnography and commu-
nity engagement, as well as critical analysis and copyright scholarship. This method-
ological abundance was motivated by the inherent information opacity and asymme-
try between the two case studies – one being a model that was developed in an aca-
demic research context and whose technical workings, evaluation, and community en-
gagements have been extensively and openly documented as well as directly available
through co-authorship with the developer himself, and the other being a black-boxed
commercial service to which we had no direct access beyond what could be observed
from an external, user-centred perspective through experimentation and theoretisa-
tion. While each of the methods applied in Article V alone provides a fragmented and
incomplete picture of the service and its comparative relation to the ITM communities
of practice and to the surfacing issues of ethical salience, together they contribute to a
fuller picture of how AI technologies are entangled and interact with specific musical
practices and their histories, and what methodological considerations this invites for
the ethically engaged AI music research.

For the case study of folk-rnn, Article V addresses previous experiments and philo-
sophical reflections conducted as evaluations of folk-rnn, the mixed observation and
participation in the discussions at The Session website34, the autoethnographic work

34Available at https://thesession.org
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of one of the authors in learning to play the Irish accordion to understand better the
context in which the individual tunes are used and evaluated, and the interactions at
AI Music Challenges. For Suno, the interpretations are based on observations of and
experimentation with the web interface and the corresponding Discord channel, on the
information provided on the communications initiated by the company or circulated
in the news media, on the music-analytical examination of a transcribed score, and on
anonymous testing of community reactions to Suno outputs on the discussion board of
The Session website.

3.4 Content analysis in contracts

From a legal perspective, copyright is currently one of the most debated aspects of
intellectual property related tomusical AI systems and their input and output data. Not
all forms of expression relevant to musical content, however, are specifically subject to
copyright or related legislation: the human singing voice is one example that resides
mostly outside this legislative realm. Concerned by the fragmented coverage of voice
in EU law, we sought to examine how private ordering can be leveraged to provide
protection and re-establish agency for vocal artists over their singing voices and their
AI-generated replicas. This guidedus to look at theTermsof Service (ToS) of generative
singing voice synthesis (SVS) applications. Furthermore, inspired by the observation
that some market actors had voluntarily adopted business models that seek to model
some form of “ethical” or “fair” activity, our analysis focused on the articulations of
fairness across ten services: five with an “ethical” profile and five without.

The analysis was conducted on the Terms of Service or Terms of Use contracts, as pro-
vided on the websites of the selected service providers, collected between November
4 and December 15, 2024. Given that these documents may be subject to frequent
changes and updates, the versions used in the analysis were saved in a data reposi-
tory.35. Additional, but directly related documents, such as the Ethics Code, or the
FAQ andHelp sections on the website, were includedwhen available as supporting and
complementary information. The documents were then deductively analysed using ten
questions pertaining to various measures of procedural and substantive fairness (see
Article VI for the full list of questions). The adoptedmethod of analysis corresponds to
qualitative content analysis, as applied in empirical legal scholarship [207, 208]. Epis-
temologically, the method of legally-oriented36 content analysis of contract texts [210]
is not fundamentally different from systematic, qualitative or mixed methods content
analysis techniques applied in social sciences, such as the thematic analysis [41] dis-
cussed above. The main consideration that sets the analysis apart for instance from
a grounded theory reading of the text is the acknowledgement of the text’s function:
in our case, either as a contractual distribution of rights and obligations (ToS) or as
an indirect vector of persuasive marketing communication (website information). In
practice, the authors agreed on the set of coding questions to be applied based on a pre-
liminary reading of a subset of ToS documents. Kaila and Kotsios then conducted the
analyses independently, commenting on and reviewing each other’s work in parallel

35Available at https://zenodo.org/records/15527525
36Such empirical work could alternatively be categorised as critical socio-legal scholarship,

as suggested by Willmington [209].

39



CHAPTER 3. MATERIALS AND METHODS

until a consensus was reached. Finally, Holzapfel reviewed and confirmed the results.
These additional layers of inter-subjective control were added to enhance the repro-
ducibility of the analysis. My subsequent analysis and categorisation of the artist roles
were based on holistic scoping of the business models observed in the content analysis
of the entire text material, subsequently confirmed by Kotsios and Holzapfel.

Like any qualitative analysis method, content analysis carries an inherent risk of what
maybe considered “subjectivity”. Themodel of analysis applied to theToS texts primar-
ily focuses on the literalmeanings. This diminishes the need for researcher-led reflexiv-
ity and interpretation, leading to a higher level of reproducibility than inmoremeaning-
rich reconstructions, such as the analysis of the interview data described above. Nev-
ertheless, a certain risk of interpretative divergence remains at both the semantic and
juridical levels of contextualisation. Therefore, publishing the analysed data is consid-
ered a mitigation effort that provides the interdisciplinary research community with
an opportunity to critically evaluate and reinterpret the analysis.
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4 Results

4.1 Artist interviews on AI adoption and frictions

Articles I and II focus on the experiences of artists who actively involve AI tools in their
artmaking practices. The results of these two studies primarily contribute to the first
research question. In the following, I will outline what the results of these studies tell
about artists’ motivations to pursue artmaking with AI (Section 4.1.1) and about the
frictions they have experienced in the process (Section 4.1.2). Finally, in Section 4.1.3,
I will critically reflect on the limitations of the interview as a method of studying the
artistic experiences and their wider social and political underpinnings.

4.1.1 Article I - Tracing the topologies of AI adoption for artmaking

Article I contributes to a critical understanding of the adoption of AI in the artistic do-
mains through a mapping of motivations that artists report as pulling factors in their
choice to engage with AI tools. These expressed motivations were firstly categorised
into five themes (Discovery and Curiosity; Transforming creative work; Embracing the
societal role and responsibility; Resource opportunities; and Extending human bound-
aries). Secondly, the themes were traced against the four categories of technology at-
titudes, as outlined by Kerschner and Ehlers in [40]. The original technology cate-
gories of their Attitudes Towards Technology (ATT) model were Enthusiasm, Deter-
minism, Romanticism, and Scepticism, each further divided into three subcategories
with an increasing level of intensity.37 We subsequently adapted this taxonomy and
re-interpreted it in the context of Creative AI technologies on the basis of our inter-
view results. These new categories of AI-attitudes mostly mapped directly to the three
categories of the existing ATT framework (AI-Enthusiasm, AI-Romanticism, and AI-
Scepticism). The only exception was the Determinism category, which expresses the

37For instance, the Enthusiasm category of the in ATT model includes the sub-themes of
Technophile, Technocrat, and Cornucopinism. For the full listing of the subcategories, see
Table 1 in Article I.
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view of technological development as inevitable and unstoppable; a stance which we
were unable to locate in the interview data. None of the artists indicated that their
motivation to adopt AI technologies into their artmaking was a result of a perceived
obligation or inescapable necessity.

Conversely, our results indicate an attitudinal category of Pragmatism38 missing from
the original framework. This category represents the neutral acceptance of (AI) tech-
nology and seizing of the opportunities that present themselves without assigning the
technology or the adoption process a specific positive or negative valence. Such prac-
tically oriented motivations included for instance notions of mundane continuity be-
tween AI and non-AI tools in the artistic practice, collaborative support that proved
instrumental for the process, and various other forms of institutional or commercial
partnerships. In certain contexts of creative work, this could be even interpreted as op-
portunism, or active suppression of value judgments, as an effort to reap the benefits
from the financial and structural opportunities that actively encouraged artistic engage-
mentswithAImodels. I would argue that the lack of a valence-neutral attitude category
from Kerschner and Ehlers’ model is not merely an inconsequential omission, but an
oversight of a central affective category that escapes analytical attention for a good rea-
son. Like the Heideggerian ready-to-hand tool39, the non-extreme attitudes towards
technology may easily disappear into the infrastructural backdrop of frictionless nor-
malcy, awaking neither specific concerns nor urging active interventions. Based on
our results and those from other empirical inquiries on algorithmic relations (see, e.g.,
Chapter 2 in [42]), the value agnostic and affectively neutral attitude of pragmatism
can be a significant motivational factor of technology adoption and a powerful driver
in the normalisation of certain tools, techniques, or processes. For these reasons, it is
worthy of closer analytical examination.

Rather than approaching the technology adoption process as a progress chart with the
implicit goal of total deployment (cf. [213]), our study presents a method of analysis
that advances from individual actors towards a larger perspective of techno-scientific
practices in creative contexts, and illuminates rich sociocultural nuances and the ten-
sions underlying the artistic use of AI technologies. This surfaces the politics of AI
artmaking, thus interrupting both the narrative tropes of instrumentalism and solu-
tionism, which depict AI tools as “neutral” or apolitical vectors of artistic intention and
expression, or an inescapable force of nature, rather than a choice made by individu-
als and communities in a particular sociocultural and historical context. The results
illustrate the complexity of attitudinal and motivational landscapes of Creative AI use
in the arts and in the broader societal attitude structures that work to encourage or
hinder their adoption. Under these conditions, even artists who have actively chosen
to engage with emerging technologies in their practices are not necessarily pure AI-

38In philosophy, pragmatism refers to a school of thought established among U.S. scholars
such as C. S. Peirce and John Dewey around the turn of the 20th century. It emphasises the
practical usefulness of an idea or a policy proposal, and prioritises experience and action over
fixed doctrines. In our case, pragmatism denotes a choice of adopting AI for artmaking for the
simple purpose that such an option was in practice available for the artist.

39Heidegger ([211], discussed in [212]) makes a distinction between a smoothly operational
“ready-to-hand” tool (Zuhandensein) in contrast to a materially resistant, broken or otherwise
inoperable “present-at-hand” tool (Vorhandensein) that frustrates action and therefore draws
attention to itself.
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enthusiasts, facing instead diverse frictions, paradoxes, hesitation, and ambivalence
in their choices. This was evident in the parallel prevalence of mutually conflicting
AI-Enthusiasm and AI-Scepticism categories, in the complete absence of determinist
AI attitudes, and in the observation that the motivations of two-thirds of the intervie-
wees could be mapped onto at least three ATT-categories simultaneously. Instead of
simplistic binaries between tech-enthusiasts and Luddites, artistic practices with AI
proved to be saturated with tensions between the interests and values of the individual
and the collective, between contradictory urges towards aesthetic curiosity and critical
distancing, and between the pressures of techno-capitalistic complacency and artistic
idealism, or the contrasting logics of economic and symbolic capital (see [214]).

The inherent ambivalence of the motivational structures of AI adoption seems to align
with what has been observed in studies conducted with AI-artists concurrently with,
and after, ours. For instance, the culture of resistance among artists towards the polit-
ical and financial scaffolds on which AI technologies rest, and the felt responsibility to
use critical distancing as a strategy for artists to counteract misleading cultural narra-
tives around AI, have also been documented in other studies (see [145, 147, 146]). In
contrast to the earlier interview studies conducted with the internationally established
cohort of renowned AI-artists [146, 145], our results, however, indicated a notable rel-
evance of Resource opportunities as a motivational factor among the Nordic AI artists
interviewed. Some interviewees specifically stated that the lack of access to comput-
ing power was a determining factor in their choice of models and working methods for
the art project. In such a context, a specific institutional incentive, such as a commis-
sion or a company-sponsored residence can be the push required for an artist to start
engaging with AI technologies in their artmaking, and conversely, the lack of access
to such resources may be a significant deterrent. Current interview data alone cannot
conclusively demonstrate whether the relative scarcity of computational resources is
a significant (de)motivational factor for specifically Nordic artists, who nevertheless
have the privilege to reside and work in wealthy social democratic societies. This moti-
vational divergence is in any case an important reminder of the necessity of empirical
research to attend to sufficient sociocultural and geographical diversity, and it high-
lights the urgency of widening the future scope of inquiry to encompass the diversity
of overlooked perspectives within, and especially outside, of the Global North.

4.1.2 Article II - Gardening Frictions in Creative AI

Article II proposes friction as a productive analytical angle towards the study of the
artistic interactions with Creative AI technologies. This approach helps shift the ana-
lytical focus from the ontology of the AI technologies to the messy reality of the human
practices surrounding them, and surfaces nuanced processes of transformation as well
as diverse ideological and political underpinnings in the artistic use of AI tools. The
study advances the recognition that frictional ambivalences in artmaking with AI are
not necessarily a problem or a “bug” to be solved through the development of “more”
or “better” tools, but sometimes the opposite – a potent resource to be cultivated and
cherished. The design invitations encourage developers and designers to enact care by
working with and for, rather than against, friction, and to do so in close and mindful
collaboration with diverse communities of artists who are in a better position to distin-
guish between desirable and constraining frictions.
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The proposition to purposefully attend to frictions resonates with earlier HCI work on
intended “seamfulness” in interaction design and system integration [215, 216, 217].
This line of work arose originally as a counter-reaction to the premises of ubiquitous
computing, but has also been used more recently as an effort of enhancing the sys-
tem explainability for more responsible AI interactions (XAI) [218], or to visualise per-
sonal data flows across systems [219], among others. Friction has also been subject
to a steadily growing interest in HCI research and feminist theory as a tool for teasing
out layers of politics in various social processes (e.g., [220, 221, 222]), or as a method
promptingmindful, entertaining, or diversified perspectives to interaction design (e.g.,
[117, 223, 224, 225]).40 The duality of friction as both a prohibitive and productive fac-
tor in artmaking practices is furthermore paralleled in Sennett’s discussion of grit and
resistance as a necessary part of the development of (manual) craftmanship [226].

The results of Article II showcase a variety of sites where frictions occur. As expected,
frictions can be found in thematerial interactions between the tool and its user (“with”),
but also in the social encounters, negotiations, and contingencies surrounding the tool
and the artmaking processes (“between”), and in the artists’ own introspective sense-
making of the ontologies and epistemologies of their work (“in”). Consequently, fric-
tions occurred across all phases of the process pipelines, from the shortage of GPUs
to model outdating, from collaboration delays to aesthetic and modality transitions,
and from shifts in agency to destabilising ontological reconfigurations. To observe this
whole range of frictions, it is therefore not enough to focus on the technology, or even
on what is materially done with it in the situated context of an individual use case. In-
stead, to see the whole picture, one needs to zoom both further in and out.

Zooming in on the artists’ introspective experiences with AI-based artmaking revealed
a fascinating landscape of identity transformations. Artists working with mundane
tasks of data management or model optimisation described their work with imagina-
tive and colourful metaphors, such as “gardening” images from seeds they had sown
and nurtured, or taking (latent) space walks like an astronaut exploring an unknown
universe. Others described taking a step back to support – rather than drive – the cre-
ative process as a “curator”, “producer” or “archivist”. These role and identity shifts,
which seem typical of the experiences of AI-artists, have also been discussed in con-
current studies on AI-artmaking, such as [146, 145]. Audry [58] outlines how the play-
ful use of metaphors such as metainstrument (Rebecca Fiebrink); an untamed horse
(Memo Akten); an echo (Anna Riedler); or, as already mentioned, a garden to tend to
(alsoWilliam Latham); attunes to the eerie and uncanny characteristics ofML-systems
and the uncontrollable instability they bring into the artmaking process [58, p. 160–
161]. A corresponding manoeuvre can be recognised in Herndon and Dryhurst’s use of
the metaphors of embryo, and later child (Spawn), in their experiments with AI vocal
models, nurturing the dialectic of both making kin with, and distancing oneself from,
the machinic ’Other’ (cf. ) and its idiosyncracies, partially in response to the emergent
the public discourse on AI (see [227, p. 168–170]).

Embracing these imaginative transitions and surrending part of the artistic agency to
the AI systems was an inspirational and exciting opportunity for many of our intervie-

40See also the Conference on Hybrid Human-Artificial Intelligence (HHAI) workshops on AI
and friction in 2024 and 2025, https://sites.google.com/view/frictional-ai
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wees, but not infrequently, it also troubled the core ontologies of an artist, an artwork,
and an artmaking process. Artists expressed ambivalence about both the material and
narrative positioning of themselves as the origin and the driving force of theAI-assisted
artmaking, and reflected upon the boundary work [194] around where an artwork as
a fixed entity starts and ends; how inspirations and choices can(not) be conclusively
traced in a process of constrained control and agency; and how the resulting fluidity
of authorship must be strategically renegotiated with the formal expectations and re-
quirements of the gatekeepers, such as performance and exhibition spaces and funding
institutions. This illustrates powerfully how the frictions cascade between different lev-
els of observation.

The metaphors consequently tell us at least as much about how the artists experience
the processes and relations of artmaking with AI as they do about the ontology of AI
art or the machine learning systems. Seaver [53, pp. 142–154] discusses pastoral imag-
inaries (e.g., a jungle or a park) in the parallel context of music recommendation sys-
tems, identifying similar cultural archetypes in how engineers working in these roles
describe their tasks and responsibilities. Unlike several other critical scholarswhohave
dismissed such metaphors as an effort of obscuring the labour and resource exploita-
tion in big data management, Seaver [53, p. 152–154] interprets them as a reflection
of a limited control the actors experience having over the systems they “nurture”. It
seems plausible to draw an analogous conclusion from the narrative self-constitutions
of the interviewed AI-artists. When the experience of artmaking with bounded con-
trol over the outcome is subverting the core ontological sense of the self, the artists are
prompted to find a way to verbalise and motivate their own role and its sustained, irre-
placeable centrality not only to themselves but also to the surrounding art worlds, lest
the grounding motivation of the entire activity is called into question. Metaphors can
provide useful leverage in navigating this ambivalence.

Yet, this particular analytical perspective is to be adopted with caution. The changes in
ontology and the colourful metaphors used may be narratively enticing, but an exces-
sive focus on them may also unintentionally obscure the continuity in the artmaking
processes from previous media technologies and art domains to AI. In our case study,
the chosen formulations of the interview questions ‘‘In whichways has workingwith AI
changed your creative processes?” and “Did you encounter any technical, practical or
creative challenges in the process?” (emphasis added) may have skewed the responses
in this direction. For this reason, it is important to remark that when specifically asked,
more artists emphasised the independence of their creative processes from specific
tools than the transformative or paradigm-shifting character of AI in their artmaking.
Two interviewees furthermore expressed a mismatch between the hyped narratives of
expected revolutionary change, on the one hand, and their experiences in usingAI tools
for artistic work, on the other. It is therefore of critical importance to note how the in-
stitutional framing of studying “AI-artists” and “AI-artmaking” processes places the
AI technologies – rather than the art or the artist – at the core of the study, and thus
elevates change over the stasis. This is a critical aspect to take into account when de-
signing empirical inquiries into topics that are currently the object of heated public
discussion and, consequently, heavily pregnant with semiotic weight.

Zooming out from the relatively idiosyncratic experiences of an individual artist to-
wards the infrastructural conditions under which the artmaking takes place surfaces
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the inherently political nature of the AI tools and the socio-material embeddedness of
the affordances they succeed or fail to provide for different artists. Interpreted from the
perspective of Bourdieusian habitus [214], some artists are better positioned to lever-
age the opportunities and privilege arising from external sources and resources (e.g.,
institutional and commercial gatekeepers), and thus overcome restrictive frictions in
order to explore and profit from the productive ones. Conversely, the artists’ experi-
mental engagements with AI models play a part in reifying and normalising such tech-
nologies in society – even when the engagements themselves take a critical stance and
thematise AI. Artmaking with AI does not take place in an isolated bubble of sovereign
aesthetic exploration, but as a part of a movement enthusiastically supported by com-
peting fields that include not only the art worlds but also multinational corporations,
industry-driven technology conferences, and a flourishing ecosystemof startups. Some
commentators have even questioned, in rather cynical tone, whether artmaking with
AI has in all cases successfully distanced itself from branding and public relations ef-
forts of the corporations sponsoring computational infrastructures, inclining towards
the negative [58, 139].

4.1.3 Reflections on interviews as a research method

To qualify as potential interlocutors for the interviews, the artists had to have already
completed at least one art project that actively engaged with AI tools. For this reason,
many of our interviewees shared their experiences in relation toworks or performances
they had done with AI tools in the few years prior to the moment of the interview, ca.
2015–2021. Yet, their perspectives and interpretations were recorded during the fast
proliferation of new commercially oriented DL tools and large language models (LLM)
in the early 2020s, and the continuously intensifying discussion over ethics in various
application domains of AI, including and beyond creative work. This situates the re-
sults into a very particular cultural and historical context.

An inherent risk of conducting an interview study in such a rapidly changing context is
that by providing a still image of a dynamic and temporal reality, it may inadvertently
essentialise some of the experiences described by the interviewees, depicting them as
a frozen and fixed property of that interlocutor. Bothmotivations and attitudes, on the
one hand, and frictions on the other hand, are likely to be fluid and porous, fleeting
and malleable in the evolving social environments. As an example, in Article I, we cite
the example of novelty and how that may be an important value for artists position-
ing themselves as avant-gardists.41 After wide-spread adoption of the AI technologies,
their novelty for artmaking will inevitably wane, which is highly likely to impact the
motivation of these artists to pursue such avenue of artmaking. Similarly, the loosely
connected cohort of artistic practitioners working with AI in Nordic contexts cannot
be strictly claimed to be a community of practise but perhaps rather community-of-
practise-in-formation, or an invisible college.42 In a domain under a swift transforma-

41See also [228, p. 22–29] for a discussion on novelty as a legitimising ground for newmedia
art, and its relation to the cyclical dynamics of avant-garde and technology hype.

42As used by [53, p. 18–19] after [229], an invisible college is a cohort of people who know
each other, connect, and interact in various informal social constellations andpraxes despite be-
ing formally dispersed across various institutions. In the original context, the termwas used to
describe knowledge formationwithin the networks ofmembers belonging to a specific scientific
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tion such as Creative AI, such distorting effects can be more pronounced than in other,
more stable environments.

Furthermore, the research method of interviewing is a special form of prompted sto-
rytelling, in which it is more likely that the interlocutors express a perspective that
represents an extreme rather than the most commonplace and mundane experience,
as the former makes for more engaging stories than the latter. An experienced value
(mis)alignment between the interviewer and the informant may drive the former to
paint some aspects of their work and reflections in a light that is not entirely representa-
tive of their actual experiences and thinking. The narrative reconstruction and contex-
tualisation of the lived experience necessarily mirrors the cultural templates provided
in public discourses, political thematisations, and value structures dominating the era
and the (sub)cultures in which the individual practices their work.43 These performa-
tive aspects of an interview as a research method may be particularly pronounced in
situations where the issue at hand is considered to be highly value-laden. The framing
of our interviews on the themes of artmaking with AI, sustainability, and ethics, may
very well have imposed such a limiting tendency on the interviewees. Finally, the ex-
pressed motivations may differ from actual undertakings of the interlocutor in the real
world and in front of other types of “audience”, and even from the later motivation of
the same artist to have continued or discontinued pursuing AI art in the years following
the interviews. In this sense, experiences reported in the study are not only psycholog-
ically and socially, but also narratively constructed and transient entities, and should
be evaluated and appreciated as such.

4.2 Methodological interventions into AI music development

Articles III and IV each represent a methodological intervention that initiates critical
deliberation about ethics in Creative AI development, specifically in the domain of mu-
sic AI. Article III introduces the Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Elicitation (EASE) work-
shop, whereas Article IV explores the approach of agonistic interdisciplinary dialogue
as a method of distilling topics and tension points of ethical salience in the case of a
particular generative AI application for music, folk-rnn.

4.2.1 Article III - Ethically Aligned Stakeholder Elicitation (EASE)

Article III contributes a novel instrument for ethics analysis in music AI – an area in
which no or few corresponding methods were previously available. As such, it bridges
a gap that has been widely recognised in the AI ethics literature, and to a lesser extent
in the literature on the ethics of music technology. The anchoring of its design in the
principles of Value-Sensitive Design [44] and care ethics [45] shows in the formulation

community, whereas in Seaver’s case, the focus is more on the nature of the group interactions
over shared topic of interest and the strength of themutual connections. While it is not entirely
clear whether all our interviewees knew one another personally, the fact that our snowballing
sampling frequently resulted in overlapping recommendations for further contacts within the
Nordic art scenes seems to be an indication of the existence, or gradual emergence, of such an
invisible college.

43See for instance [227] discussing the shifting narratives of Holly Herdnon and Jennifer
Walshe on their work in parallel to the changing definitions of “AI” over time.
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of the discussion prompts as “who” questions, which seek tomodel and extend empathy
and care also towards stakeholders who may not provide direct financial or material
value to the developers, or who are otherwise less directly impacted. It furthermore
steers the conversation naturally towards power relations and on the opportunities for
broader and richer stakeholder engagement.

As evidenced by the study, the main value of the EASE tool lies in the concrete support
that the two-part workshop of a stakeholder identification and a power-interest map-
ping can provide for the transition from the abstract value statements of ethics prin-
ciples towards actionable and concise steps that the developers can take to promote
more responsible development practices (see Section 3.2). The workshop prompted
meaningful differentiation and nuance within in the initially broad stakeholder cate-
gories (e.g., “artists”), and exposed vulnerabilities in aspects such as representation
and data agency, accessibility for sensory impaired users, and wider structural biases
and inequalities of the creative industries. The discussions furthermore surfaced value
tensions and contradictory interests between various stakeholder sub-groups, or even
between the general public and the developers themselves. In some cases, this led the
teams to recognise their own potential role in influencing the power dynamics of the
situation, whereas in other cases, the workshop participants identified a need to reflect
more deeply on their own team-internal values and priorities. Many teams expressed
increased appreciation and need for proactive engagement of users and other relevant
stakeholders, and an urgency of better understanding of the conditions of legitimate
and fair data use in AI research.

The existence of tools such as EASE serves to inspire and nudge for the music AI devel-
oper communities – gathered around conferences such as ISMIR, NIME, and AIMC –
to advance conversations about AI ethics as a factor that also pertains to the develop-
ment work in themusic domain. In the years following the EASE publication, there has
indeed been increased attention to these issues at these respective conferences, which
seems to indicate – without claiming causality – that the time when EASE was intro-
duced largely coincided with the emerging conversation about ethics in these relevant
communities. Besides the workshops documented in Article III, EASE has been re-
peatedly used in classroom situations (PhD courses) as a successful method for brain-
storming and analysing societal impacts of various types of development and policy
intervention applications not directly related to Creative AI, and has proven to func-
tion well in inciting conversations and surfacing contradictions and ambivalences that
require closer attention.

4.2.2 Reflections on ethics workshops

Despite these generally positive experiences with EASE, I identified three areas of lim-
itations that discouraged me from pursuing wider testing of and further iterative de-
velopment of the workshops and the tool immediately after the first test rounds doc-
umented above, and to focus the research efforts on other projects instead. These in-
clude: (1) the risk of encouraging a false sense of security andperformative or tokenistic
ethics compliance; (2) the rapid pace of change and the respective need to continuously
update the tool to keep it relevant; and (3) the difficulty of measuring real long-term
impacts of the workshop on development practices. I will next discuss each of these
themes separately.

48



CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

There is amaterial risk that the act of participating in the workshop and conducting the
analysis with EASE might encourage a misplaced indication that the participating de-
velopment teams had now “dealt with ethics” once and for all. On the one hand, such a
misrepresentation of the dynamic relation between ethics and development practices
would be counterproductive to the goal of cultural change that the work of AI ethics
seeks to establish in the developer communities. On the other hand, any unintended
omission or a misleading characterisation of a relevant issue in the framework would
contribute to the tool inadvertently becoming complicit in the harmful practices of
ethics washing [230] or audit washing [231].For instance, the workshops surfaced that
some themes, such as the more-than-human stakeholders – most pressingly the natu-
ral environment – became overshadowed by the empathetic highlighting of the human
subjects. The tool furthermore provided limited support for reflection over the gradi-
ent of stakeholder centrality suggested by the graphic design of the first assignment,
which could have served a valuable purpose in promoting emancipatory and participa-
tory goals in the final stage of the workshop, and making the cut of who counts as a
relevant social actor more visible.

From the perspective of a tool designer, such omissions become a part of a list of items
to fix for the next round of iteration. From the viewpoints of the participants of an
individual workshop, however, the omission leads to an oversight of some potentially
relevant issues, and a tragically lessened intentionality to proactively seek out such
missed perspectives in the future. The open-endedness of the analysis resultwithEASE
and the task of establishing action points at the end of the workshop were intended to
signal to the participants the continuous need to attend to ethics and thus counteract
this risk, but the eventuality of promoting tokenistic rather than transformative efforts
of repair work cannot be conclusively ruled out with these methods.

The domain-specificity of EASE – currently arising mostly from the community in
which it was tested rather than the design of the tool itself – is a classical causality
dilemma, in which the ethical predicaments of a particular application area (Music AI)
that would be central to the design of the workshop will only become iteratively visi-
ble through the repeated conducting of the workshop in various contexts and environ-
ments. At the time when we tested EASE, there was sparse research available about
the topic of ethical predicaments in music AI, and the knowledge of the complexity
and breadth of ethically pertinent issues was just emerging. This uncertainty signifi-
cantly impacted the evaluations of what aspects of ethics pertain to the development of
Creative AI, and what relative weight should each of those aspects be given in the tool
design. Furthermore, given that the field of Creative AI is currently in such a rapid tran-
sition, the ongoing labor of keeping the tool up to date seemed more time-consuming
than it would be productive. Despite this limitation, EASE, in its current form, remains
a fruitful starting point for structured conversations about societal impact, power, and
responsibility in the Creative AI development space.

Another consideration in the deployment of an ethics analysis tool such as EASE is
the need for a continuous labor of implementation and promotion, making the pro-
cess in essence a kind of a business endeavor, even if conducted without direct profit-
making goals. Morley and colleagues make a comparable observation in proposing a
re-framing of ethics tools by Ethics as a Service [232], which makes sense as a long-
term commitment, but is not considered readily compatible with the goals and sched-
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ules of a PhD research project.44 In this context, it is furthermore interesting to note
that the surge of publishing AI ethics guidelines and checklists in the early 2020s has
significantly waned in the following years. For instance, the highly ambitious AI Ethics
Guidelines Global Inventory project by AlgorithmWatch had, at the time of its latest
update in 2020, 167 documented AI ethics guidelines. By April 2024, as the project
ran out of dedicated funding, the repository ceased to accept further submissions and
has according to the website since been archived.45 While this is an isolated incident, it
does seem to point to a wider trend of the “industry” of generic and domain-unspecific
AI ethics guidelines becoming saturated, if not directly obsolete. It can be speculated
that this may be at least partly due to the underappreciation of the labour required
to keep the tools relevant and in active circulation, or a result of their unsatisfactory
success in establishing tangible and permanent change in development cultures and
practices.

The experiences from the workshops seem to indicate, on a general level, that EASE
serves its purpose of bridging from the ethics principles to the messy contextual mate-
riality of doing ethics in music AI development pipelines. There are, however, certain
factors that make it difficult to evaluate what the reach of the tool ultimately is. The
corpus of seven 90-minute workshops with 17 participants from a relatively homoge-
neous community of academically positioned music AI researchers from a handful of
Western countries may not be robust enough to conclusively demonstrate the transfer-
ability of the experiences with EASE to other domains of Creative AI, or other, even
more distant areas of application. Secondly, a significant uncertainty persists as to
whether the workshop exercise can successfully facilitate lasting, rather than purely
performative or singular, changes in the development practices that the teams would
be motivated and capacitated to follow through with. For these reasons, I decided to
seek other methodological routes to examine the complexities of ethical deliberation
in music AI and the reasons why ethically oriented practices did not seem to be more
widespread in these development communities.

4.2.3 Article IV - Agonistic dialogue

Article IV adopts anothermethodological approach to zoom in on the nuances of ethical
deliberation in AI model development for music (folk-rnn), and to surface and explore
tensions inherent in these processes. The work tests and troubles an argument that
the developers of AI tools for music should take seriously the questions about the in-
herent power asymmetries and value systems embedded these tools, and the cultural
processes they initiate and promote, lest the developers end up midwifing further pro-
liferation of tools that contribute little or no concrete purpose outside the engineering
and research circles; or worse, cause unintentional harm. The debate highlights the
complexity of data ethics and underlying colonialist tendencies in AI music applica-
tions that build upon repertoires from the public domain, and explores the dynamics
of inclusion and exclusion betweenAI researchers and the communities formed around

44Other projects have since proved that the question of long-term impact could theoretically
be observed by longitudinal studies and Participatory Action Research and follow-up protocols,
even in the context of a PhD project (see [134]). In the context of this dissertation, however,
such studies remain the subject of future work.

45See https://inventory.algorithmwatch.org/
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shared musical practices. It argues that even when the ethical considerations cannot
be reduced to simple tokenist checklists, this indeterminacy does not absolve the devel-
opers from the responsibility of deeply considering, and taking into account, the wide
impacts of their technologies on society at large.

Themethod of agonistic dialogue proved effective in fleshing out perspectives thatmay
become pertinent and tangible only through the cross-disciplinary examination of a
topic, from posing questions that may seem self-evident or nonsensical from the per-
spective of a single discipline (e.g., Music Informatics Retrieval), to surfacing assump-
tions and value embeddings inherent in participants’ arguments, dissecting contradic-
tory epistemological commitments and finally, in resisting the urge to prematurely la-
bel solutions and conclusions as definite and final. The pre-established premise of ag-
onism enables the participants to ask difficult, contentious questions without the risk
that the other participantmight get defensive, thereby hindering productive knowledge
creation and evaluation.

As an experimental method, agonistic dialogue requires full mutual acceptance of the
premise of non-hierarchical and respectful debate, which seeks to ensure that neither
perspective enjoys an assumption of inherent superiority (see also [48]). While de-
fending their own arguments, the participants of the dialogue must also be open to
learning and adjustment of their own viewpoints. This can only happen under the con-
ditions of mutual trust and commitment to the premise of the exercise. Interestingly,
themethodological experiment proved successful also in a constellation that involved a
significant hierarchical difference and asymmetry in academic experience, as between
a PhD candidate and an Associate Professor acting in the role of a co-supervisor for the
candidate’s dissertation.

It is important to emphasise here that the open-endedness of agonistic dialogue is in-
tentional. If the question under debate is such that an obvious consensus does quickly
emerge in the dialogue process, it is likely that the chosen question was too simple to
tackle productively with this method. In questions that evade clear and definite an-
swers, as is likely most often the case in the domain of applied ethics, the visibilisation
of contrasting perspectives and the iterative process of consensus building can be sup-
portive of a rich and nuanced understanding of the conditions and predicaments of a
complex cultural process. When the “open ends” of the argument are left accessible –
rather than cleaned up and obscured behind a narrative consensus of a collaborative
author team, as is more often the case in academic publishing – the readers are invited
into the dialogue, which can help support and motivate wider community engagement
with the topics under debate. Furthermore, the value of the exercise lies in its capacity
to not only tease out the topical pain points of the discussion but also surface the logic
behind them, thus providing supporting for cross-disciplinary knowledge translation
processes (see [233]) and mitigating various kinds of “science frictions” [115].

4.2.4 Reflections on the limitations of agonistic dialogue

The success of this method on folk-rnn is promising for its applicability in data-driven
ML projects in the media domain, but its validation for other social and thematic con-
texts necessarily remains future work. It cannot, for instance, be conclusively deter-
mined on the basis of this individual experiment whether the results of the agonistic
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exercise would have been even more effective, radical, or more symmetrically instruc-
tive to both parties in a different participant set-up (e.g., a different choice of topic
with less personal ties to it; more symmetric power distribution; more aggressively ar-
gumentative personalities; coming fromevenmore distant disciplinary backgrounds or
from cultures with differentially strict social norm hierarchies and traditions for (not)
transgressing them; or with longer, or shorter, history of previous mutual interaction
and general experience with interdisciplinary collaborations). Mutual trust may also
set limits to the critical edge of the exploration, guiding the debate away from topics
known to be particularly uncomfortable for either participant, to retain the positive
dynamics of the interaction, or forcing one participant more towards perspective adap-
tation and learning than the other. The impact of such factors could be studied more
closely in the future by experimenting with diverse participant group compositions.
With the currently available knowledge of the method, when it is used in situations
that involve obvious structural power imbalances, extensive care should be taken to
ensure that the hierarchy does not hinder the productive flow of counter-arguments
or skew the conclusions in a way that negates its cross-disciplinary and inter-personal
benefits, and that such aspects are transparently documented in the research outputs.

The inherent open-endedness of agonistic dialogue inevitably means that the method
may be of limited use for providing straight answers and solutions to specific concrete
problems. Such epistemological modes may be confusing and frustrating for partici-
pants, readers, or peer reviewers more accustomed to expecting a clear and unambigu-
ous deliverable from a study. The immediacy of the presentations may also leave the
authors relatively more vulnerable to external critique than arguments presented from
behind the facade of a (real or illusory) consensus. The presentation format leaves
the expressed arguments and perspectives openly traceable back to individual authors,
and exposing thinking processes that may be incomplete, less than perfectly formu-
lated and developed, or otherwise contestable. This surfaces the politics of research in
an unconventionally open way and can feel risky for the participants. Furthermore, it
is possible that the use of experimental methodologies is more readily accepted when
presented by authors who have already established a substantial track record and suc-
cess in following the normative structures of the discipline in question, and possess
the credibility that enables them to motivate the breaking of the common epistemo-
logical rules in that community. While I was very fortunate to find an opportunity to
conduct and publish such a methodological experiment already at a very early stage
of my academic career, it would be necessary to take these factors into consideration
when applying the method of agonistic dialogue at other, perhaps less methodologi-
cally open-minded venues.

Finally, another epistemological limitation of the agonistic dialogue is its relatively
short temporality. Due to the way the debate is structured and set up, the method
prioritises fast, intuitive responses but makes it relatively more difficult to stop and
examine the questions at hand iteratively over several rounds of reflective rigour. For
these reasons, we considered the analysis of the ethical conditions of machine folk pre-
sented in Article IV incomplete, and continued working on related questions in Article
V, extending the scope to another generative AI music application, while approaching
it from the same cultural perspective (ITM).
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4.3 Dissecting machine folk and its reverberations

Articles V and VI bring the focus on questions of ethics and developer responsibility in
the context of AI training data that is not directly subject to legal constraints, and in-
troduce the perspectives of a new stakeholder group: commercial AI service providers.
Article V continues the exploration of ITM, expanding the analysis to a commercial gen-
erative AI system, whereas Article VI inquires into applications for synthetic singing
voice generation (SVS).

4.3.1 Article V - Music innovation meets tradition

Article V presents an interdisciplinary analysis that draws from and builds upon the
work presented in Article IV. These two texts are thus in a dialectical relation to one
another: while Article IV teases out points of ambivalence and fracture in the relations
between music data and technology development in the case of folk-rnn, Article V re-
frames these identified matters of ethical salience through historical contextualisation
and a wider lens of analysis, using the comparative account of both folk-rnn and Suno
as case studies. Specifically, Article V thematises the question of meaningful and non-
harmful contributions of generative AI technologies to music practices, to what extent
and inwhat ways a developer of a generative AI system formusic can take such perspec-
tives into account, and how these considerations differ between commercial systems
and those originating from academic research contexts. Our work was among the first
studies to examine the new commercial text-to-audio systems for music and to contex-
tualise their functions and impacts from the perspective of communities of (musical)
practice. As an effort to cultivate productive aspects of our epistemological grounding,
Article V provides three suggestions for responsible engineering of AI music systems:
(1) embracing the necessity of interdisciplinary perspectives, (2) engagement and solic-
itation of criticism from the relevant communities of practices, and (3) prioritisation of
ethics. The work furthermore troubles some of the concepts used to frame the problem
space (e.g., community of practice) and highlights reflexive ethnography as a method
for practitioner engagement across the boundaries of cultural insiders and outsiders.

Article V extends the reflection on the previous friction point: why the ITM tradition
may be simultaneously vulnerable to neo-colonialist data grabs [49] and relatively im-
mune to them. The perspective through which data colonialism and its four “X-s”: ex-
ploration, expansion, exploitation, and extermination, are evaluated in the case study
concerns the diverging notions of ownership and (collective) authorship in Irish tradi-
tional music and in Western copyright regime. The verdict remains inconclusive. On
the one hand, it is noted that the process exhibits certain signs of exploration, expan-
sion, and exploitation, but not extermination. In this manner, data colonialism pro-
vides an analytical angle that can help visibilise structural and accumulating injustices
inherent in data practices that could otherwise be mistaken for benign or even neutral.
On the other hand, Article V relativises this critical framing by pointing out that datafi-
cation of music has played a significant role in the ITM far beyond the history of ML.
This, it is argued, helps make the living and heritage communities of practise relatively
resistant to the novel efforts of appropriation through AI technologies and the related
externalities.

A third perspective could argue that data colonialism should not be viewed as a singular
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occasion but rather as a cascade of events across various actors and historical eras that
can be traced into various threads into the past. This genealogy covers, in the example
of folk-rnn, a range of transition from the early historical notation and inventory of an
predominantly oral/aural practice into sheet music, the digitalisation of the notated
repertoire into a machine-readable form (ABC notation), the cataloguing and structur-
ing it into a database on an openwebsite, and finally providing the data through an API
onGitHub, where it was subsequently used for training the generativeMLmodel. Mak-
ing the exact cut of where the responsibility of the developer starts and where it ends
in this network of dependencies, connections, and only partially causal chain-reactions
seems like a counterproductive exercise in finger-pointing. Yet simultaneously, assum-
ing no developer responsibility for the active and not-innocent participation in this
chain of many hands would seem equally misplaced. This is where the checkbox ethics
reveals its inadequacy. The lack of significant material harm in the short term should
not liberate the developers and service providers from the responsibility of continued
vigilance and efforts of repair work, should a more slowly cumulative harm emerge
over a longer period of time and at different points across music ecosystems.46 Finally,
in line with the reflexivity advanced in Article V, the ultimate determination of whether
or not either folk-rnn or Suno should be considered to fulfil the conditions of data colo-
nialism in their relation to the ITM repertoire and practice, should perhaps not arise
from the research community alone but from co-deliberation conducted in active en-
gagement and consultation with the relevant communities of practice.

An important distinction between the two systems analysed (folk-rnn and Suno) is that
they operate in different modalities. Folk-rnn generates symbolic music, i.e., notation
that can be subsequently transformed into audiblemusic, for instance, through aMIDI
rendition or by a human playing the tune. Suno, in contrast, operates solely in the au-
dio domain. It outputs a sound file that provides a complete machine performance of
the generated tune, but no symbolic notation (e.g., sheet music, ABC notation) that
could be readily used by a human to play along or perform it in other social contexts.
This contributes to the differential capacity of these two systems to maliciously invade
and dilute the existing ITM repertoire in the lack of proper provenance attribution. It
surfaces important perspectives of less-immediate and divergently salient harm: the
availability of counterfactual ITM-tunes through folk-rnn establishes an instance of
slower harm, because outside the specific context of its internal tune archive47, the
ABC-notated tunes require a human mediator (performer) to enter the active ITM
repertoire and practice. The risks inherent in the Suno outputs aremore significant for
less-initiated listener populations than for expert users because of the generic “Celtic”
influences in the generated tracks.48

46The concept of “music ecosystem” typically encompasses the networks of human and non-
human civic, industrial, and academic actors in various sociocultural and socio-technical sys-
tems of music (see, e.g., [234, 235, 236]). As discussed in [18], however, the assumptions on
which the metaphor rests are not entirely unproblematic.

47Available at https://themachinefolksession.org/
48This can be understood in the context of a wider historical tendency in MIR research and

related commercial practices to conflate musics outside of Western pop and classical music as
“ethnic”, or “world music”, as discussed in Section 2.2.
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An interesting comparative aspect that was overlooked in the original analysis is the
ownership status of the works generated by each of the two AI systems. The lack of at-
tributable ownership for the output works from folk-rnn works is mostly uncontrover-
sial, since under most legislations, no copyright is currently granted for creative works
entirely generated by automated systems (see [237, p. 28–31], [238, p. 1–3]). Only
when the work is substantially edited by a human authors, or when the user guides the
generation process by making creative choices that can incontestably be traced back
from the final output, may copyright to the output be granted to the user – and in the
former case, the protection only covers the aspects that originate from human efforts
and intention.49 In this sense, folk-rnn operates primarily in the space of the public
domain: drawing from the resources and expressions of commons, it produces new,
more or less derivative works that feed back into, and potentially enrich and expand,
or dilute, the public domain repertoire. In the eventuality of more extensive user in-
volvement in the process, the works become subject to the same options of attribution
and either individual or collective ownership as instances of de facto copyrighted tunes
already circulating in the existing ITM traditions. In these cases, it is possible that the
composer of amachine folk tunemight consider the community norms of ownership to
be of higher importance than the opportunity to enforce their hypothetical copyright,
thus prioritising the wide distribution and adoption of the tune over potential mon-
etisation opportunities. Similar degree of grace may, however, be less applicable to
recorded performance of said compositions – original or synthetic.

Despite being of a different modality (audio), the output works of Suno are fundamen-
tally subject to the same copyright eligibility criteria and limitations as theABC-notated
works generated with folk-rnn. One significant difference, however, is caused by the
commercial nature of the service. Musical outputs from Suno are, regardless of their
copyright status, subject to the ToS of the platform, which dictate how the outputs of
the system can be used, in which contexts, and bywhom. As of spring 202650, the Suno
ToS indicate that Pro and Premier paid tier users of the service retain the right, title and
interest in the output generated during the term of the subscription, even though the
ownership, and a broad range of rights to make use of the content (the rights to “use,
reproduce, store, modify, distribute, create derivative works based on, perform, dis-
play, communicate, transmit and otherwise make available”) still vest in the company.
For the free or Basic tier users, the usage and distribution rights extend only to lawful
“internal, personal, and non-commercial purposes” and require attribution credit to
be given to the company for each use instance. Users of the service are furthermore
required to irrevocably waive their moral rights in connection with the content. These
conditions enforce an ownership attribution towards Suno regardless of the commu-
nity norms under which the content may subsequently be used, and irrespective of po-
tential copyright status of the output. Depending on the frame of analysis, this could
be reasonably interpreted either as an act of encroachment and enclosing of the com-

49See [239]. While outside the scope of present discussion, it is important to note that the
exact borders of the kind and extent of creative labor required to cross the line from uncopy-
rightable to copyrightable are currently underdefined, blurred, and porous. This aspect has
significant material implications for the artist communities working with AI systems and for
CCSI at large.

50The latest available update at the time of writing dates from March 26, 2026, available at
https://suno.com/terms/
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mons (see also [240]), or at the other extreme, an act of repair aimed at protecting
non-AI music corpora, including original heritage repertoires, from uncontrollable in-
filtration. The watermarking efforts of the Suno output tracks serve this same purpose,
even though their primary motivation is more likely to be provenance tracking for fu-
ture monetisation opportunities.

4.3.2 Methodological reflections on Article V

One strength of this work is the plurality of data it draws on, but, combined with the
asymmetry in engagement with the two systems included in the comparative account,
it also becomes a limitation. Because of the direct access the authors had to folk-rnn
and its conceptual, technical, and historical roots, we as analysts were privy to a wealth
information that would not be available through external sources alone. The role of au-
toethnographic inquiry in the analysis on folk-rnn is significant and it adds nuance to
the considerations of the design and development choices inherent in the development
and implementation of folk-rnn that would not have been similarly accessible for an ex-
ternal analyst. The examination of folk-rnn further benefits from previous reflections,
experiments, and extensions published in a series of articles at various points in time
after the model was first made available.

Conversely, in the lack of such direct informants for Suno, our analysis of the service
and its relations with, and impact on, communities of practice is necessarily more re-
stricted. Even the fundamental aspects of the model functionalities and its training
data are either out of our reach or grounded on incidental and potentially speculative
cues from generic media coverage, documentation of court proceedings, and informa-
tion inferred from the service website and corporate communications. Because of this
information asymmetry, it can be reasonably questionedwhether the comparative anal-
ysis may be skewed to an extent. We acknowledge this limitation in that the analysis is
not presented as a fully systematic comparative account of the two systems but rather
as a contrastive inquiry that raises relevant aspects of each service to the extent the
knowledge was accessible for us at the time of the writing. In the course of the analysis,
we furthermore made conscious effort to mitigate inherent biases by avoiding assump-
tions that would posit folk-rnn more favourably on an empirically ungrounded basis.

It could also be argued that, while Article V calls for direct engagement with commu-
nities of practice, its own efforts in this regard remain partial. Given that the commu-
nities of practice for Suno are still taking form – for the simple reason that the service
had only been around for less than half a year at the time of the analysis – the commit-
ment to engage in participatory research efforts must be necessarily considered future
work. In contrast, we identified still untapped potential in closer study of the service
providers of commercial generative models for music, and the value structures embed-
ded in the systems. To explore these aspects in further depth, I decided to embark on
one more methodological diversion and look closer into the Terms of Service.

4.3.3 Article VI - Contracting fairness in synthetic singing

Despite the central role Terms of Service (ToS) play in redistributing societal and eco-
nomic fairness among various stakeholders in the commercial Creative AI market, no
prior analysis of ToS has been conducted in the generative music domain. Article
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VI addresses this research gap by focusing on singing voice synthesis (SVS) applica-
tions, demonstrating the divergence in how procedural and substantive fairness are
distributed and in how vocal artist roles are allocated in services that are publicly po-
sitioned as “fair” and those without such a label. It is important to emphasise that, in
this context, fairness is not understood as a fixed metric of a socio-technical system
that can be quantified and compared in magnitude, but rather as an emergent prop-
erty of ongoing socio-economic and cultural negotiation. This relates to the framing
of legal positivism that inquires into the actions and articulations of stakeholders as
indications of how a specific value, such as “fairness”, is enacted in practice in procedu-
ral and substantive contexts, rather than relating it to a pre-established and normative
yardstick definition.

The practices of benevolent market actors can be interpreted as an enactment of
Responsible-AI-in-action, where an individual service provider possesses significant
power but voluntarily chooses to relinquish someof it in favour of another,more vulner-
able, stakeholder. Empirical analysis of such market constellations provides us with a
grounding perspective on the infrastructures that help drive and incentivise such prac-
tices, and points towards the modes of support that can encourage corresponding ef-
forts in other areas of Creative AI applications, as both the regulatory landscape and
the market-internal norms are still taking shape.

While contractual analysis typically focuses on the main parties to the transaction (the
service provider and user), Article VI shifts the perspective to a vulnerable third-party
stakeholder who, by definition, is not part of the constellation: the vocal artist. ToS,
therefore, serve the analysis in an unexpected way, by tracing the space of agency for a
stakeholder whose presence would otherwise remain invisible and unaddressed in the
contractual distribution of rights and obligations. The study charts how SVS compa-
nies with an ethical branding set up their business models differently from those with-
out such a profile (“normal” companies), and indicates what aspects of procedural and
substantive fairness, as interpreted from the perspective of the voice artist and their in-
terests, are already becoming standardised as the new normal of the SVS market. The
observed efforts toward fairness closely align with the 3C rules (Consent, Credit, Com-
pensation) of the Cultural Intellectual Property Rights Initiative51, which are nested
within the prolonged regulatory debates over the protection of Traditional Knowledge
and Traditional Cultural Expressions (TK/TCE). Yet, a tentative contextualisation of
this range of roles with respect to a selection of ethical guidelines for AI shows that the
SVS market for responsible AI is still far from fulfilling its full theoretical potential.

The four roles service providers assign to vocal artists (labelled “Data Point”, “Mask”,
“Session Musician”, and “Co-Star”) contribute a categorical mapping of the levels and
types of agency this stakeholder can enjoy, or seek, in their relationshipwith the service
provider. The categorisation first illustrates that a relation necessarily forms between
these two actors even when the service provider is not actively seeking to establish
such a connection (roles of Data Point andMask). Secondly, when the service provider
makes an active effort to position the vocal artist as a party to a triadic constellation of
mutual rights and obligations, a range of options remains for how this can be carried
out in practice. The four roles categorisation indicates two such options (Session Mu-

51See https://www.culturalintellectualproperty.com/
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sician and Co-Star), but rather than fixed andmutually exclusive models, these should
be regarded as two contrasting positions on a continuum of many possibilities.

While these Responsible AI efforts seem to arise organically from the competitive SVS
market, there is no reason to assume the “fair” business practices will become the self-
evident future norm. Private SVS companies are not formally obliged to take vocal
artists into account, even if there are obvious benefits to doing so, but they are obliged
to ensure the long-term viability of their business. This is one of the main reasons
we argue in Article VI that existing business practices, no matter how ambitious or ex-
traordinary, should not by themselves form the basis for regulatory norm-setting. In
a market economy, service providers cannot be expected or obligated to provide care
to stakeholders to the extent that they care themselves to death (bankruptcy), but the
societal horizon of desirables in the public policy should not be constrained to consid-
erations of market actors alone. For this reason, we argue against directly codifying
the current stasis in market innovation into regulatory guardrails without critically ex-
amining other factors that could inform a well-balanced policy for a fair SVS market.
Besides extending the scope of stakeholders whose articulation of fairness is examined
(e.g., vocal artists themselves, music consumers and producers, other cultural institu-
tions and communities both in music and in adjacent domains), another productive
area of future research could be to analyse closer the incentives that service providers
have to adopt “fair” business models in practice, and dissect various cost/benefit calcu-
lations that inform the extent and nature of consideration that they consider plausible
to offer for the vocal artists.

4.3.4 Limitations in the study of market fairness

From a methodological perspective, the ToS of small startups are a moving target of
inquiry. Firstly, given the fluctuating and dynamic nature of the current market, it is
difficult to determine how significant the ratio of “ethical” service providers is within
the entire SVS market. In particular, our choice to pick an equal number of service
providers from each category should not be mistaken as a 50/50% market coverage
ratio. Secondly, while our study documents a snapshot of market conditions in a par-
ticular historical time, there is neither guarantee of their constancy nor that the general
development will continue to proceed towards more fair business models. It is entirely
conceivable that unless a steady demand develops for such services in a relatively short
time, the modes of Responsible AI currently enacted in the business practices of the
“ethical” market actors gradually prove to be financially or administratively unsustain-
able, or that the general development of generative AI markets shifts and stacks the
incentives againstmore service providers adopting “fair” business practices. These as-
pects are hard to evaluate without closer knowledge of the motivation structures of the
market actors, unavailable with our current methods.

Similarly, unexpected changes in the regulatory landscape may force more market ac-
tors to adopt more “fair” strategies in their business practices, which cuts some of the
brand benefit that the “ethically” positioned service providers are currently enjoying.
One example of such a disruption is the proposed copyright legislation amendment in
Denmark that aims to extend the protection of personal characteristics against unau-
thorised deepfake replica uses [241]. Similar considerations are brewing in other EU
member states as well. Correspondingly, Spotify’s policy against impersonation as of
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September 2025 indicates that such effortsmay be graduallymoving to themainstream
of content moderation norms, which leads to the efforts becoming a diminishing fac-
tor of differentiation. Depending on how themarket responds to these changes overall,
this may shift the incentives of individual service providers to invest in practices that
assign greater-than-current-average agency for the vocal artist. To gain a better under-
standing of such market dynamics, future research could revisit the ToS of these and
other adjacent services, and continue tracking the relation of these changes to wider
developments in the cultural and creative industries.
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5 Discussion: How to repair Creative AI

In this dissertation, I set out to explore the following two research questions:

1. In what ways do artists experience Creative AI as reconfiguring the conditions
of artmaking?

2. What role can repair work in music AI development play to support artists in
navigating these reconfigurations?

The six articles discussed above have established a basis for understanding how Cre-
ative AI manifests in the current practices of artists who employ these technologies
in creative and artistic work, on the one hand, and in the ethical considerations of re-
searchers and developers of Creative AI, on the other hand. In the following, I will
outline how the results from the case studies included in the dissertation together con-
tribute towards answering these two research questions.

5.1 Reconfigured conditions of artistic work

The first research question was primarily explored in Articles I, II, and VI, and indi-
rectly in Article V. The results illustrate how the socio-technical conditions of artmak-
ing with AI are reconstituted across interconnected, frictional layers of experience: ma-
terial, personal, interpersonal, and societal. On a material level, the adoption of novel
(AI) tools naturally initiates exploratory artistic work processes – some of which may
be novel and others primarily extensions of previous routines – both along and against
the grain of friction (Articles I and II). On a personal, introspective level, this surfaces
a motivational and attitudinal ambivalence (Article I) and discloses ontological recon-
figurations in the troubled boundaries of artistic identity, authorship, and agency (Ar-
ticle II). On an interpersonal level, AI technologies introduced or strengthened various
dependencies between the artist and collaborative infrastructures, such as technical
expertise, access, and dynamics of institutional valorisation (Articles I and II). While
some of these dependencies may have been of a different nature than the earlier types
of AI tools, the introduction of prompt-guided commercial generative models has not
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undone those dependencies – only shifted their locations and intensity. Finally, on a
broader societal level, the involvement of AI in art calls for renewed boundary work
[194]) around what uses of AI models in artmaking are considered appropriate and
valuable. Individuals enact these negotiations in tandem with institutional actors, and
with public discourses (Articles I, II, and VI). The affective landscape of this transition
is saturated with contradictions, hesitations, tensions, and value conflicts. The inter-
viewed artists express a simultaneous push towards adopting and integrating AI tools
into their craft, and pull away from ideological complacency and politically charged de-
pendencies, not infrequently surfacing in practices of critical distancing, contemplative
problematisation, and carnivalistic [242] thematisation of AI through model hacking
and glitch aesthetics (see also [243]).

These changes are not only, or not even primarily, contingent on the AI technologies
themselves, but on the socio-techical entity of what is currently referred to as “Cre-
ative AI”. We can, for instance, look at the label of AI-artistry. Its narrative constitu-
tion nudges into motion a cascade of other re-definitions: what counts as “AI”, “art”,
or “artistry” in this context; what are the necessary infrastructural conditions of art-
making with AI and who is responsible for providing them; what politics and value
propositions are involved in the use and promotion or criticism of AI-based artmak-
ing, and in the development of Creative AI tools with particular affordances but not
others; and what responsibilities do the artists need to embrace when engaging with
such techniques. These processes are furthermore conditioned by the spaces of agency
awarded for artists, or foreclosed from them, by Creative AI researchers and devel-
opers (Articles II, IV, and V) and commercial actors (Article VI), as well as funding
agencies and regulatory actors, exhibition and performance spaces, and other institu-
tional forces (Article I). For instance, calls and commissions from art institutions shape
practitioners’ expectations and observed valuations of AI art, but the institutions are
also themselves locked in competitive positions with respect to one another, seeking
novelty and “firstness” in programming and exhibition choices to attract audiences.52

The category of an AI artist as an option for artmaking practices, and the recognition
of such a domain and role in institutional settings are thus co-constitutive: at least to
a degree, one cannot exist without the other. AI-art and AI-artistry are brought into
existence and into public attention, valorised, and normalised through the artists who
work with AI tools, and through institutions that narrate and evaluate them in public
discourses, thus collaboratively making the cuts [120] of what counts as “proper” AI-
artmaking. Importantly, AI-artists are themselves engaged in the processes of their
own co-constitution, not merely passive victims of it.

In a parallel process, when commercial service providers call artists to participate in the
emerging Creative AI economies, new contractual relations with the service provider,
and in some case with the user, invite exchanges of data or labour for specific bene-
fits or privileges (roles of Session Musician and Co-Star in Article VI). This opens new
forms of artistry within the AI-informed creative economies, but, in this case, simul-
taneously renders the artistic expertise and identity themselves a commodity that can
be leveraged for economic gain in creative processes conducted by not them personally

52See, e.g. Christie’s inaugural AI art auction 2025, or the Beethoven X project from 2021,
both of which were marketed as “firsts”, even though other corresponding projects preceded
them both by several years.

62



CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION: HOW TO REPAIR CREATIVE AI

but primarily by third-party users. The boundaries of AI-art(istry) are also delineated
by those resisting its lure: artists who opt out from engaging with AI, voice objections
against it, or (actively) ignore it. This illustrates how AI is a complex bundle of social
and technological conditions that reconfigure artistic identities, creative processes and
labour, agency and authorship, and institutional relationships, commercial incentives,
and (dis)loyalties in various intersecting art worlds. The core of this argument lies not
only in where we draw the borders around AI technologies, but also in what happens
after we make that cut.

On a broader level, the datafication of cultural expressions through the training data of
AI systems feeds into the extractive inclusion of artistic labour into AI economies, re-
gardless of the artist’s approval or even unbeknownst to them (Articles V and VI). The
framing of data colonialism (Articles IV and V) helps surface the asymmetry in the dis-
tribution of power and agency in decisions over the algorithmic repurposing of cultural
heritage and labour between themusical communities of practice on the one hand, and
the developers of AI models on the other. It also problematises the wider infrastruc-
tural shifts that encourage their reconceptualisation as freely exploitable, deceptively
“raw” [244] data resources widely open for exploitative or creative reuse. 53 An alter-
native, and perhaps less dystopic, reading of this data recontextualisation process is
offered by Michel Serre’s 1980 treatise on parasite [246]. Serres frames the parasite
not only as a leech feeding on a host but rather the locus of a productive relation and a
constitutive motor of interference that injects energy (entropy) into a system and thus
destabilises it into transformation, away from amortal equilibrium. Similarly, the par-
asitic act of datafying and vectorising artistic labour into new purposes can be seen to
interrupt the established cultural practices and nudge them into novel, unexpected tra-
jectories. The parasite is therefore not only a bug; it is what maintains the vitality and
adaptability of the system.54 Yet, the question of relational power remains: who gets to
decide whether, and under what conditions, such parasitic entropy gets released into
a particular cultural system?

Because of these dynamics, Creative AI technologies participate in the reconfigurations
of artmaking not only for the artists actively engaging with AI tools but also for those
invited as indirect stakeholders throughdata. Besides the actors labelled in this context
“AI-artists”, this involves the casual prosumers and amateur creators participating in
the hyper-personalisation of content generation throughAI platforms, aswell as people
whose artistic identities and practices are defined entirely independent of any trace of
AI technologies, such as the Irish Traditional Music (ITM) communities of practice, or
the anonymisedData Point voices that fuel the emerging SVS industry (Articles IV-VI).
Such a plurality calls into question the extent to which the boundaries between (direct)
stakeholders and non-stakeholders can be reasonably defended in the analysis of the
societal impact of Creative AI technologies (Article III). I would furthermore argue that

53I refer here to Geoffrey Bowker’s classic notion that “Raw Data is both an Oxymoron and a
bad idea; to the contrary, data should be cooked with care” [244, p. 184]. This, in turn, traces
back to Claude Lévi-Strauss’ analysis of the nature/culture binary [245]. In this context, the
implied “rawness” of data indicates that its rich cultural embeddings have not been properly
considered.

54The figure of parasite has been more recently explored in Fisher’s [247] work on parasitic
resistance as a tactical mode of artmaking.
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it relativises the question of who belongs in the community-of-practise-in-formation,
or invisible college of the Nordic AI scene, motivating our choice to invite artists who
de facto actively engage with AI within a specific geographic region, rather than just
those who build their artistic identities around this epithet.

Even though the interviews surfaced tensions at several levels of observation, the over-
view of reconfigurations identified in the case studies cannot, in any way, be consid-
ered absolutely exhaustive and complete. As individual interviews centred on specific
artworks the artists had selected from their repertoire, they tended to place greater
emphasis on the internal and individual-driven perspectives on the reconfigured work-
ing conditions. This necessarily leaves out certain broader-level, structural shifts and
transitions from the main focus. For instance, the restructured political economy and
remuneration logic of the Creative AI industry operating on the fringes of copyright
regimes are likely not to have significantly impacted the personal finances of the artists
at the time when themajority of the interviews were conducted (2022–2023), whereas
in the following years, such impacts may have started to gain more relevance and raise
more active concern. Similarly, indirect and structural changes, such as the demor-
alisation of younger entrants to the field, potential shifting industry norms (see [14]),
and the intensifying competition on audience attention resulting from the explosive
flow of public domain content into the streaming platforms and online spaces are as-
pects that were not likely to directly impact the working conditions of the currently
practising artists in the short term, but may contribute to significant cascading effects
over a longer period of time. In the limited time frame of active observation over the
course of a PhD, the nature and scale of such wider infrastructural changes cannot
yet be entirely appreciated, which may equally well lead to over- or underestimating
projections.

Given the relative novelty of using AI tools for artistic work, it is tempting to argue that
the tensions and reconfigurations outlined above are essential and defining elements
of artmaking specifically with AI. For this reason, it is important to keep in mind that
the case studies were conducted in an era of emerging Creative AI technology, which
is not necessarily comparable to the projected future era of more established Creative
AI. The tensions observed may be symptoms of the AI as a uniquely distinct domain of
artmaking, or they may equally well be symptoms of any novel technological medium
being introduced to a new application domain – in this case, the arts – at the time
when said technology is expected to uncontrollably transfigure several parallel domains
of human life at a fast pace. The current political contentiousness of AI as an artistic
mediummaywell diminish significantly as AI’s involvement in the process starts losing
its shock value in the public eye and the popular discourse. The categories of “AI-art”
and “AI-artist” furthermore only retain meaning in a world where the use of AI tools
can suggestively distinguish the artwork or its maker from categories of works that are
meaningfully not-AI. As AI modules are integrated in an increasing number of digi-
tal tools, this previously obvious boundary becomes increasingly porous and unstable.
This may eventually reverse the question of “who is an AI-artist?” to its carnivalistic
body double: “who isn’t an AI-artist?”.

Furthermore, the nature of the tensions observed, as well as the notions expressed
by some of the interviewees, point to dynamics of continuity and parallelisms with
earlier processes of technology adoption in the arts. Heightened reflexivity around
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the relation between the conceptual and material elements of artmaking has been a
necessary part of any historical or contemporary process of transition in artistic prac-
tices. For instance, the stress of norm negotiation inherent in the identity delibera-
tions of AI-artists is in certain ways analogous to the processes in which photography
was gradually accepted as an art form, giving rise to specific aesthetic expectations,
newly-acknowledged roles of artistry, and even mechanisms of remuneration as cer-
tain photographs were eventually accepted as worthy of copyright protection [248]. In
the domain of music, Pinch and Bijsterveld [249] discuss the interjections of new mu-
sical machines and how the reactions they awake disclose societal norm structures for
what counts as music and art, and how the task delegation between a human and a
machine should be appropriately conducted. Their article recounts the histories of me-
chanical linked-key valves on woodwind instruments in the mid-nineteenth century,
and of mechanical player pianos as two examples where the control over some aspects
of musical performance was lost as a compromise that facilitated instrument playing
through a technical innovation. Both of these new technologiesweremetwith initial op-
position and criticism, with arguments eerily resembling those used against AI-driven
music-making machines today.

Without seeking to either confirm or dismiss any of these concerns in the context of
historical innovation, nor in the present context of Creative AI, it is noteworthy that
the dynamics of this debate are fundamentally resembling the cycles of moral panic
associated with the impact of new technologies of novel media and entertainment tech-
nologies more generally (see [250]). For this reason, we must exercise utmost caution
in projecting what the precise nature of AI-artmaking and consequently its full soci-
etal, economic, aesthetic, or ethical impact will be in the long term, and how it will
differ from previous technological transitions in the arts, at a time when these effects
are still unfolding, and the practices are only starting to take shape.

5.2 Supporting artists through AI development

The second research question was explored in Articles II–VI, across four different
themes: design with friction (Article II); stakeholder analysis with EASE (Article III);
ethical repercussions of generative models for ITM (Articles IV and V); and articula-
tions of fairness in SVS services (Article VI). All these cases involve situations in which
there are no legal requirements for developers to act in a particular, morally consci-
entious way. Designing with frictions can be helpful and supportive for artists but ig-
noring it is, in most cases, unlikely to lead to a widespread user revolt. Considering
stakeholders that are not users but might nevertheless benefit or suffer from the de-
cisions made in the development pipeline (EASE questions 8 and 9; see Section 3.1 of
Article III) is not an obligation for the developer team of amusic AI service. Generative
AI systems for music can be trained on public-domain music without legal repercus-
sions (Articles IV and V), and SVS services do not have to share their profits with vocal
artists, if they do not so choose (Article VI). The results of the case studies suggest a
range of efforts that developers of AIMusicmodels can nevertheless undertake in their
practices tomitigate value conflicts and undesired reconfigurations of artistic practices
with, and surrounding, AI tools.

In Article II, we encourage developers to observe and evaluate AI tools in their “natural
habitat”, and to tolerate the deep socio-cultural embeddedness anddependencies of the
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messy everyday contexts where AI tools are made sense of and put into artistic use, in-
cluding the users’ own vernacular understandings of the technology. Article III invites
developers to examine critically where the team makes the cut between stakeholders
and non-stakeholders, and how the different stakeholder groups relate to one another
in terms of power. Identifying and acknowledging the scale of impact across various
points of contact in the stakeholder networks, and the developers’ capacity to enact
change through their work, are a necessary first step toward identifying suitable miti-
gation efforts for the harms observed or anticipated. Articles IV and V reflect upon the
responsibilities of developers to consider the purpose and impact of their work on mu-
sic practitioners, asserting the importance of developers to educate themselves about
tools and initiatives currently available for developers to improve the ethical and im-
pact evaluation, themodel and data documentation, and positioning ethics as a critical
and central – rather than marginal and elective – metric for evaluation of AI tools, ide-
ally in synchronywith their development rather than only in retrospect. Finally, Article
VI expands on these considerations with the perspective of commercial actors, show-
casing a range of business practices that contribute towards heightened procedural and
substantive fairness through information transparency and visibilisation of contribu-
tions; reconstituted consent and agency; acknowledgement and accreditation; sharing
of the benefits, including but not limited to remuneration; and providing the right to
decline third-party users from using a synthetic persona of a vocal artist in ways they
do not agree with.

Several of the case studies point to the necessity of forming collaborative alliances and
partnerships between the developers and the multiple “others”: users, artists, commu-
nities of practice, domain experts, and indirect or incidental victims of choices made
in the pipeline of Creative AI development. The EASE workshops conclude by nudg-
ing participants to reflect on concrete actions they could take to help consult, inform,
involve, or empower the identified stakeholders, with special emphasis on those consid-
ered particularly vulnerable or powerless. The delicate balance between constructive
and destructive frictions calls for artists to be not only consulted but centred in these
deliberations, as too heavy-handed bug-hunting can be counterproductive not only to
the artistic usability of the tools but also to artistic integrity and self-determination.
Certain forms of reconstructive efforts to mitigate distorted data relations require es-
tablishing formal contractual relationships with individual artists. Articles IV and V
furthermore trouble the notions of “community” or “community of practice”, and the
role of emic (insider) expertise and access as an enabler and precondition for critical
analysis and reflexive ethnographic work. Overall, these studies argue for engaging in
active dialogue with artist practitioners and cultivating sensitivity towards their needs,
insights, and concerns far beyond the mere usability of a tool, not only welcoming but
indeed soliciting criticism; and seeking a more in-depth understanding of the cultural
and social contexts in which music practices are being reconfigured and commodified
with AI. Of equal importance are the quality, depth, and persistence of these interac-
tions, so that the dialogue can lead to real, meaningful changes rather than contributing
to tokenistic efforts of participation washing [251].

The imperative of inter- and cross-disciplinary epistemologies is another recurring
theme across many of the case studies. Embracing interdisciplinarity is specifically
one of the three recommendations advanced in Article V. For the domain of AI music
research, the article argues for the importance of (ethno)musicological, anthropologi-

66



CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION: HOW TO REPAIR CREATIVE AI

cal, sociological, legal, economic, and media studies expertise besides the engineering
expertise needed for developing and deciphering the under-the-hood functioning of
the technology itself. In practice, this likely entails direct collaborations with domain
experts across disciplinary boundaries. It also requires respect for differing epistemolo-
gies, such that the imposition of value or authority hierarchies that grant some forms
of knowledge inherently higher status than others is actively resisted [109, 252, 48].
Agonistic interdisciplinarity furthermore recognises, and even cultivates, the world-
disclosing difficulties and (science) frictions of interdisciplinary collaborations: rang-
ing from conceptual incongruence and miscommunications to misaligned epistemolo-
gies to institutional and structural limitations (e.g., funding structures and publication
traditions), among many others.

Given the richness of the possible mitigation efforts demonstrated here and in the
emerging research literature on Creative AI and ethics, it may be surprising to note
that such work is not already widely enacted in practice. Several factors seem to be dis-
incentivising or hindering this development. For instance, developer teams, typically
trained primarily as engineers or computer scientists, may lack the methodological
and conceptual competencies needed to engage in reflexive participatory and ethno-
graphic work. Insufficient incentives and reward structures discourage the investment
of additional resources and time in such work in a competitive field where peer-review
practices do not acknowledge the value of deeper participatory engagement, epistemo-
logical premises, or the necessary time commitment of Participatory Action Research.
Legislative uncertainty combined with the issue of many hands involved, and the diffi-
culty of mitigating value tensions and differential risk profiles, contribute to the confu-
sion of how responsibilities should be allocated across different actors, and at different
levels of societal infrastructures. The nature of ethics a constantly shifting goalpost
that is difficult to operationalise into a stable metric may cause frustration, and the
uncertainty over longer-term and cumulative impacts, including positive and negative
externalities, of current or speculative future use cases can feel overwhelming to act
upon.

If this is indeed the case, what instruments do we have at our disposal to facilitate
these efforts and to bring ethics more to the centre of attention in the music AI devel-
oper communities? In the following, I will start expanding these notions towards the
proposal of sustained reflexive repair as a lens to adopt towards applied ethics in the
domain of Creative AI.

5.3 Cultivating sustained reflexive repair in Creative AI

Henke and Sims [70, p. 119–144] outline the program of reflexive repair55 as an ap-
proach where the focus of the repair is not only on the object of the reparatory action
but includes also careful and self-aware consideration of the potential unintended and
reverberant impacts of the repair itself, as well as the trade-offs and lock-ins involved.
The authors suggest guiding the focus towards multiple interconnected scales of repair

55Reflexivity is a long-established concept in ethnographic and more broadly qualitative
methodologies. It points to the need for heightened awareness and transparency of the re-
searcher’s situated positionality and how that affects the construction of reality in research
contexts (see [253, 254, 41]).
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(from global top-down level to local bottom-up perspectives), including their poten-
tially disruptive feedback loops across infrastructures, and critically attuning to the
“embedded dynamics of power, discourse, and materiality” [70, p. 143]. The latter
perspective entails evaluating whether the intended repair reproduces, or remedies,
existing power inequalities; whether the people and ecologies affected are granted a
voice; and whether the repair itself might foreclose possible futures and desiderata.

This last aspect serves as a stark reminder against excessive romanticisation of re-
pair work as a presumed panacea for any forms of disenfranchisement and systemic
violence. A corresponding notion arises from the criticism of visionary Design “For
Good” projects, where the benevolent intentions coupled with misguided and techno-
solutionist design action may easily lead to wasteful and inefficient responses to prob-
lems that would not require high technology involvement [255, p. 125–132], or to the
unwitting reinforcement of extractive data logics and the existing infrastructures of
surveillance and classification, without effort of pushing for structural reforms, nor
challenging the social biases and hierarchies upon which they are dependent [256, p.
182–183]. To take an example from the case studies, one can argue that the problem
addressed by “fair” SVS services is one that they have themselves, to a certain extent,
contributed to: without a wide supply of vocal synthesis services, there would be no
urgent need for introducing alternative compensation schemes for vocal artists. While
providing artists with access to creative economies of the emerging voice library mar-
ket is a benevolent effort, it can be questioned towhat extent the participation is indeed
a voluntary choice rather than an imposed necessity, and a form of additional labour
that the vocal artist now needs to engage in to receive the compensation as intended.
This is a stark reminder that repair also has its politics and dark sides, which need to
be reflexively accounted for the reparatory efforts to be productive and meaningful.

These considerations point to a missing element of long-term relational commitment
and kinship-building necessary for the feminist ethic of response-ability [257] to be
accounted for in the reflexive repair work. In feminist terms, we could point here to
Haraway’s classic call to stay with the trouble (emphasis mine). To include these tem-
poral, relational, and multi-directional elements in the consideration, I propose an ex-
tended concept of sustained reflexive repair as a lens for approaching themoral labour
and long-term accountability involved in the development practices of Creative AI. Sus-
tained reflexive repair in Creative AI entails reparatory efforts, enacted by developers
and service providers, that seek to anticipate, address, and mitigate negative impacts
of development work on third-party actors, communities, and ecologies, as they are
identified in the process and aftermath of Creative AI development. These repair ef-
forts are continuous, relationship-building and -cultivating, reflexive and attentive to
power, and deeply situated. They may also contribute to a radical and creative recon-
stitution of the “object” of repair, whether material or immaterial. Importantly, repair
is here a verb: it requires getting your hands dirty and committing to action.

Table 5.3.1 summarises some of the elements of such ethical deliberation in music AI
development that could contribute towards sustained reflexive repair, as identified in
the case studies and discussed above. The results point to four overarching themes or
imperatives: (1) Making situated contexts count; (2) Real dialogue over romanticism
and participation washing; (3) Centring ethics; and (4) Acknowledging power and pol-
itics in AI development.
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Table 5.3.1: A non-exhaustive list of types of sustained reflexive repair efforts available for the
developers and service providers in Music AI, as identified in the case studies (Articles II–VI).

Repair efforts Explanation

Making situated contexts • Identifying socio-cultural embeddedness

count and context dependencies

• Considering the purpose and broad

impacts of the model

• Enacting agonistic interdisciplinarity

Real dialogue over • Cultivating non-hierarchical interaction

romanticism and and persistent relationship building

participation washing • Making space for vernacular knowledges

and productive frictions

• Soliciting criticisms: from consultation

towards empowerment and co-design

Centering ethics • Improving general AI ethics literacy

• Making ethics a non-elective model

evaluation metric

• Considering impacts on multiple scales:

immediate and emerging, fast and slow,

local and global

• Guidelines and standards as a support tool,

not a replacement for deep reflexivity

Acknowledging power and • Making reflexive stakeholder cuts

politics in AI development • Taking power relations and structural

injustices seriously

• Seeking to mitigate distorted data relations

and unjust commodifications

• Creating spaces for agency and partnership,

including but not limited to 3C rights

(Consent, Credit, Compensation)
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This sampling of repair efforts is by no means an exhaustive taxonomy of all the pos-
sible tasks and considerations that developers and service providers can, or should,
undertake to ensure their project fulfils the conditions of sustained reflexive repair. In-
stead, the suggested repair efforts are intended as complementary to, and enriching
of, other recent proposals for responsible music AI development outlined by Wilson
et al. [189] and de Berardinis et al. [129], among others. For instance, de Berardi-
nis [129] mention the responsible feature of Artist involvement (Feature 1-07) under
the macro-requirement of “Human agency and oversight”. Correspondingly, the pro-
posed sustained reflexive repair effort towards “Real dialogue instead of romanticism
and participation washing” (see Table 5.3.1) starts outlining how such efforts can be
established and developed beyond simple tokenistic user testing into long-term rela-
tionship building and non-hierarchic collaborations that not only listen, but give voice
to artists and cultural communities to assert their agency (response-ability).

The identification of the cascading, accumulating, and multi-scalar impacts of Cre-
ative AI applications on the diverse conditions of artistic work requires a commitment
to reflexively trace various intersecting threads of socio-technical entanglements, sus-
tained over an extended period of time and across long cultural and geographical dis-
tances. None of these are tasks that can be easily summarised in an ethics question-
naire or crossed off as ‘completed’, which makes them more likely to be overlooked
and marginalised by principle-based ethics or audit compliance. To the contrary, the
framing of sustained reflexive repair helps recognise themas central elements of ethical
deliberation required to nurture accountability in development practices, and to culti-
vate fair and flourishing Creative AI ecosystems. It shifts the focus from the moment
of model design to its continued functioning and decay within relevant socio-technical
systems in which it is embedded and to which its impacts reverberate. It can also serve
to build tolerance for the frustrations over the dynamic, inherently “unsolvable” na-
ture of ethical dilemmas, and the continued brokenness of the world attended. Fur-
thermore, the efforts to make space for productive frictions or community vernaculars
cannot be a solitary determination. They require sustained attention to the pluralistic
and fluctuating artistic practices as well as an open, empathetic connection with the
stakeholders involved. Similarly, deliberations such as community consent on the use
of data commons, or the verdict on when an artist-researcher has gained sufficient do-
main expertise and artistic credibility to cross the boundary as a community insider, are
necessarily collective and dynamic.The efforts of kin-making and relationship mainte-
nance not only help centre the experience and expertise of the communities affected,
but also make space for redistributions of power and agency in development practices.

Additionally, this approach is likely to build solidarity across the stakeholder networks,
thus nudging the developer to recognise themselves as an integral part of the creative
ecosystem(s) and the regulatory apparatus steering it (see also [172]) rather than sit-
ting, god-like56, outside of it in positions of unquestioned entitlement to knowledge
extraction or labour exploitation. The mentality of stewardship and nurture promotes

56See Donna Haraway’s notion of a god trick, which caters for the illusion of an objective
glance, “seeing everything from nowhere” [39, p. 581]. As a parallel illustration the prevalence
of this highly problematic metaphor in engineering cultures, and the urgency to resist it, Pedro
Domingo’s The Master Algorithm states, unironically: “A programmer—someone who creates
algorithms and codes them up—is a minor god, creating universes at will. You could even say
that the God of Genesis himself is a programmer [...]” [258, p. 4].
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positive affects rather than blame and shame in the face of seemingly endless moral
debt: while failing in “ethics” can be experienced as a high-stakes risk, repair work in-
vites dabbling, improvisation, and repeated iterative attempts, thus feeding creative
resourcefulness and persistent hope. Finally, the perspective of repair naturally calls
for the recognition of collegial dependencies and interdisciplinary expertise necessary
for attending to complex and multi-scalar socio-technical systems. After all, we would
not expect a car mechanic to have the know-how to fix your leaky shoes, or vice versa.

The proposals put forward in Table 5.3.1 are not particularly radical in the context of
prior literature on AI justice and feminist philosophy. What I argue has been miss-
ing is the language for these already budding forms of moral labour within the Music
AI developer communities; and, with the lack of words: broader awareness, acknowl-
edgement, and professional pride over sustained efforts of reflexive repair. Providing
vocabulary for these types of commitments can help make them visible, easier to em-
brace and argue for, more easily communicable to the wider research communities,
and possible to include in future curricula on responsible engineering and design prac-
tices, or in the review criteria for conference and journal publications and thesis work
evaluations.

There is no reason to think that sustained reflexive repair could not take place in any
kind of Creative AI development environment, but because of the differences in respec-
tive incentive patterns, the work conducted in academic contexts may be somewhat
more readily receptive to this change of perspective than those dominated by the logic
of the commercial sector. I propose it as an opportunity for the academic research
communities to serve as a model and inspiration for experimentation with alternative
forms of development work that can embrace and cultivate activist tendencies of re-
search and development [259] and nurture commitments to furthering AI justice. The
current, chaotic (high-entropy) state of the creative economies requires parallel efforts
of bottom-up self-governance, and top-down norm negotiation and standard setting,
or both horizontal and vertical governance, both through tools and through principles
[260]. In the context of sustained reflexive repair, future work should empirically test
the elements identified in the case studies, evaluating whether this alternative framing
of the role of Creative AI developers can serve to promote lasting, impactful changes in
ethics orientation, cultures of development work, and moral labour strategies.
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6 Conclusions and future work

6.1 Concluding remarks

This dissertation bridges from the abstract principles of general AI ethics frameworks
towards the situated, lived experiences of the actors involved: artists and music com-
munities, developers, and service providers of Creative AI applications. Examining the
tensions and reconfigurations of AI adoption and deployment critically in synchrony
with their unfolding enables the research community to evaluate the ongoing norm-
setting processes around AI and to plan for regulatory interventions that support and
encourage practices of repair in the emerging Creative AI industry before new epis-
temic injustices solidify and become entrenched.

The case studies included provide rich empirical insights into the experiences of AI
artists and developers in the early era of commercial generative AI proliferation, as
well as the frictions involved in the processes of AI adoption and use for artmaking. The
dissertation furthermore argues for the value of the ethics of repair in making visible
and attending to the diversity and breadth of ethical impacts of AI technologies and
practices. Proposing a turn towards sustained reflexive repair as an alternative to audit
compliance and ethics principles, it contributes to the discussion of how development
practices could better support the emerging responsible Creative AI economies.

6.2 Future research directions

The ongoing transition and reconfiguration of the cultural and creative sectors and
industries have, by any measure, come to an end in the spring of 2026 when the dis-
sertation went to print. It is of the essence that the critical scholarship continues to
actively inquire and evaluate these developments as they unfold and materialise in the
creative artistic economies and practices. Given the increasing interest in various inter-
disciplinary research communities around the topics of AI, creativity, and artistic work
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in recent years57, it is unlikely for this line of research to wither anytime soon. To the
contrary, a more pressing risk is that the extreme pace of change in the subject matter
pushes the research towards superficiality and short-sightedness. It is absolutely cru-
cial that interdisciplinary scholarship on this topic continues to uphold and consciously
strengthen its methodological depth and critical edge.

Future studies extending from the cases presented in this dissertation could continue
to explore the experiences of the artists and the developers in further detail and nu-
ance. For instance, case studies could more clearly differentiate between the artists
whose professional identity is tightly interwoven with their use of AI technologies and
those for whom the distinction between tools with andwithout AI is of no particular sig-
nificance; or artists who have entered the profession only recently through AI adoption
and those whose craft dates back longer. The experiences of artists with a background
predominantly from arts institutions and conservatories, and those trained originally
in technical domains, may be different in ways that were not entirely represented by
the current sample of interviewparticipants58. Amore granular division between fields
of art (e.g., music composition, dance performance, media arts, and installations) or
within them (e.g., classical music compared to electronic music and sound art) could
reveal informative divergences across artist populations.

Insights from artists consciously abstaining from the AI-driven cultural economies of
generative artmaking would also be a valuable addition not only to the analysis of the
logics of fairness and the development of market norms for ethical AI applications, but
also to the contextualisation of the narrative politics of AI adoption. To counteract the
risk of interlocutor essentialisation discussed in Section 4.1.3, future research efforts
could also revisit the same or a corresponding group of artists to document tempo-
ral changes in their dispositions and reflections around AI technologies for artmaking,
and to trace the co-constitution of the individual artistic experience and the emerging
art world around AI. Additionally, artists on the cusp of professionalism, prosumers,
and engaged amateur users of generative AI models could provide several fruitful ar-
eas of exploration for domain and genre-specific ethnographic and critical inquiries
(see, e.g., [190]).

All such future work should preferably extend beyond the currently much better repre-
sented scope of the Global North and Euro-Western perspectives to better dissect the
structures of power and privilege inherent in these practices, and to gauge the diverse
realities of artmaking with AI. Historical contextualisation against earlier technology-
driven transitions, and the shifting political economyof the accelerated platformisation
of cultural and creative industries (see [261]), can help better understand inwhichways
current reconfigurations are unique to this era, and in which ways nothing but sped-
up reruns of the past in disguise. Finally, a change of perspective from the processes
of artmaking towards the output content – both on the micro-level of individual art-
works and their aesthetics, and on the macro-level of emerging spaces of artistic AI

57See, for instance, the new biannual conference for AI music studies, several new journals
(Critical AI,Music andData, andCambridge Forums onAI) and numerous special issues (e.g.,
Chicago-Kent Law Review journal (vol. 100(1), 2025, AI Disrupting Law), among many other
recent examples.

58See Audry [58, Note 9, p. 171–172] distinguishing between artworks originating from com-
puter science research and from primarily artistic endeavours.
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repertoires (see, e.g., [188, 187]) would also provide productive complementary per-
spectives to the current inquiry.

The empirical material of this dissertation has accounted asymmetrically for the ex-
periences of different stakeholder groups involved. While the artists’ perspectives are
represented to some extent in the interview data, the developers’ point of view has
been covered only partially through the EASE workshops and agonistic collaborations
with the individual developers acting as co-authors. Additionally, the perspective of
service providers, which is likely in at least partial overlap with that of the develop-
ers’, is included inasmuch as it is traceable in the ToS documents of the SVS services
discussed in Article VI. Future work should engage directly and inmore depth with var-
ious branches of developer communities (e.g., academic, commercial, domain-specific
subgroups, other fairness-oriented areas of commerce) to gain a deeper understanding
of the complexities of practiced ethics in the real-life everyday contexts where decisions
about repair work are being made and the emotional labor about the moral ambigui-
ties and uncertainties is carried (see, e.g., [132]) as a grounding for further regulatory,
policy, and community work in promoting self-regulation efforts and wider cultural
changes in development practices. Interviews, surveys, ethnographic work, online con-
tent analysis, as well as various participatory and collaborative research methods can
all provide fruitful insights for these endeavours.

Similarly to the interviews, such studies could better embrace the temporal aspects of
these practices and the infrastructural conditions in which they are enacted by revisit-
ing the updates to the ToS documents, as well as tracing general market fluctuations
(bankruptcies, mergers, changes in power structures and trends in the “fair” business
model alternatives). Furthermore, the dissertation has adopted only two of the many
possible perspectives towards Creative AI. Countless other stakeholders, such as cura-
torial and funding institutions, regulators and legislators, and investors and venture
capitalists, also play a central role in shaping how the conditions of artmaking and Cre-
ative AI development are taking form. No less significant are the public discourses
that provide conceptual tools for stakeholders to make sense of the rapidly changing
reality, while also prioritising and naturalising certain discursive framings over others.
Future research will have ample opportunities to continue enriching our understand-
ing of these changes, where they arise from and why, and how the counter-cultures
of resistance are taking form in the cultural and creative sectors and in artmaking
practices.

Even though the dissertation has distanced itself from the further development of the
EASE analysis framework and other audit-based ethics interventions, it is ultimately
unproductive to regard these different approaches as competitive ormutually exclusive.
Fine-grained insights from repair-oriented approaches to Creative AI ethics should not
discourage but rather support and inspire complementary design work on pragmati-
cally oriented guidelines, tools, and methods, all in parallel with regulatory initiatives
and legislative work. The circular labour of attending to the broken world may never
be completed, but at least we are doing it together. Now we need all hands on deck to
get this work started.
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