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ABSTRACT

Art educators are on the front lines of designing a rising genera-

tion’s relationship with creativity and media. While public access

to generative AI tools has sparked new discussions and practices in

creative communities, industries, and higher academia, secondary

education art teachers often lack the digital literacy and resources

to align emergent technology trends with classroom goals. We in-

terviewed 19 art educators across the United States, surfacing 1)

constraints around technological access, guidance, and agency; 2)

five core values for art education; and 3) the social-emotional labour

educators perform to create classroom communities. Lensed by ed-

ucator needs and the sociotechnical contexts they teach within, we

call for researchers to critically consider how art education technol-

ogy can motivate creative thinking, enable peer teaching among

students, complement analogue art-making, and prioritise joy over

results to better attend to classroom needs.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Human-centered computing → Human computer inter-

action (HCI); • Applied computing → Fine arts; Media arts;
Education; • Social and professional topics;
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1 INTRODUCTION

Art educators have always been key figures in teaching youth to

practise creativity. With these young citizens of the world in their
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care, the art classroom is not only a place for teaching technical

skills, but a designed community space where students explore

artistic identity, develop self-confidence, and engage critically with

media. To understand the art classroom, we invoke bell hooks’

notion of education as “the practice of freedom”, where teaching

begins with the intellectual, spiritual, and communal nourishment

of students so that they may be empowered to look at the world

for themselves [35].

Teaching art, then, is also teaching youth to respond to an ever-

changing society and culture. As art students come of age against

a backdrop of technological advancements, art educators act as

designers of their classrooms, navigating new media, technologies,

and creative tools to redesign their lessons alongside these paradigm

shifts. In many cases, they become students’ first point of entry to

certain software, influencing how students begin to think about

technology and the role of the digital in their own art practice [51].

The introduction of emerging media technologies such as gen-

erative AI forecasted significant disruptions to existing profes-

sional art industries, economies, and creative communities [7].

HCI researchers have studied artist perspectives towards these

novel tools [44, 71, 73], artistic human-AI collaboration [9], and

design considerations for using generative AI creatively [38]. At

the same time, researchers are examining how AI is impacting

primary and secondary education worldwide [20] and evaluating

educators’ readiness to implement digital technologies in their

teaching [25, 31, 75]. Yet there is limited focus on how AI im-

pacts art classrooms—sites of creativity, community, and critical

engagement—at the secondary education level, and how teachers

are designing their curricula in response to its arrival. McNutt et

al. posit that, as a result of their dual identities as both guide and

practitioner, studying educators sheds new light on art-centered

tools, the communities they exist within, and their potential for

students’ artistic learning [56]. What can high school art educa-

tors’ experiences tell us about how the current AI climate meets

or changes the needs of the art classroom? As various creative

domains are increasingly digitised, we turn to educator reflections

to help identify and ground our understanding of critical problem

spaces where emerging technology is outpacing and disrupting

creative communities.

We conducted semi-structured interviews with 19 high school

art educators in the United States and surfaced their experiences

designing their classrooms with technology, including, but not

limited to, AI. Our study was guided by the following research

questions:
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• RQ1: What constraints shape art educators’ ability to use

technology in their classrooms?

• RQ2: What values do art educators have for designing their

classrooms, and how do those values influence their use or

non-use of technology?

• RQ3: How have the roles and responsibilities of art teachers

evolved alongside emerging technologies?

This US-based study offers regional accounts of art classrooms at

the American secondary education level (generally grades 9-12, or

upper-secondary education
1
), which is referred to by participants

and throughout this paper as “high school.” However, this work

yields broader insights for communities where art education—and

education as a whole—face deprioritisation and budget cuts [37].

Our participants draw from a country that is capitalistically promot-

ing AI integration, positioning it as a productivity tool designed for

all areas of schooling, work, and life [36]. We expect this research

will provide valuable insights for designers of creative technology

outside the US who experience reverberations of this ideology.

We surfaced three main findings from a thematic analysis of

our interviews: the constraints around technological access, guid-

ance, and agency that teachers navigate when designing their class-

rooms; five core values in art education of critical thinking, social-

emotional learning, foundational practice, ownership, and digital

citizenship; and the labours art teachers undertake to advocate for

and nurture their students.

From these findings we present a set of four design consider-

ations for engaging with the sociotechnical classroom contexts

required for thoughtful art education tool development. Art edu-

cators may have varying digital literacies and resources, but they

are at the front lines of guiding the next generation’s technologi-

cal perspectives. This paper positions high school art teachers as

designers themselves. Building on research which makes clear the

value and urgency of computer scientists learning directly from

creative practitioners [52], we present a direction for technology

design informed by art educators’ uniquely valuable perspectives.

2 RELATEDWORK

Art education is intimately interrelated to the art world while en-

compassing the practical work of teaching and pedagogy. Respect-

ing the multi-faceted labour and identities of art educators, our

work draws upon research in HCI for artist communities, work-

ers, and educators engaging with emerging technology. To study

socio-cultural classroom factors, we primarily focus on literature

engaging high school, rather than post-secondary, education, given

that most secondary school teachers are more limited by govern-

mental educational standards and funding, and work with students

towards personal, rather than vocational, growth.

2.1 Impacts of Emerging Technology from

Artist and Worker Perspectives

Our study of art educator perspectives and needs sits adjacent to

artist-centric accounts and attitudes towards emerging technol-

ogy [5, 6, 58], as well as work critically engaging technology’s

1
Communicated in the International Standard Classification of Education framework

as the "second/final stage of secondary education preparing for tertiary education or

providing skills relevant to employment", with students typically age 14-18 [27].

impacts on human labour [29, 49]. Prior work has presented artist

voices in adopting new tools to their creative practice [58], the

norms and sociotechnical influenceswhich shape artists’ tool use [51],

and ways in which artists might negotiate the power expressed

over them by their tools [53]. Almeda et al. investigate how online

art communities are responding to GenAI-driven impacts, pointing

to how researchers might work with creative communities to de-

sign sustainable, rather than disruptive, interventions into creative

ecosystems [6]. We extend this lineage of work by studying how art

teachers’ community-situated perspectives on their roles and the

ways they negotiate with emergent technology shape how young

minds are first exposed to creative technology and media.

As we consider the role of teachers and how technology shifts

their job expectations and requirements, we draw upon HCI re-

search which interrogates the human labour demanded of new

technological integrations [29, 69] and how interventions neglect

the valuable domain expertise and social emotional labour per-

formed by industry workers [1]. Law and Varanasi’s systematic

review of worker and practitioners’ lived experiences with genera-

tive AI tools found that these tools fragment established tasks and

introduce tensions around role boundaries [49]. Just as relevant to

studying technology usage in work are the contexts for non-use;

Cha and Wong identified sociotechnical factors for AI non-use in

UX work, providing implications for AI application design and eval-

uation [21]. Our study into teacher perspectives, roles, and impacts

aligns with HCI work that designs with existing domain-specific

labour practices [4, 44].

Within the visual arts industry, existing literature has high-

lighted comprehensive impacts of AI on artists from artist per-

spectives [44, 45, 54], and agendas for how we as researchers can

develop technology to respond to AI interventions [42, 43]. Artists

have raised issues around the ethics of AI art [11, 43, 45, 73], attri-

bution and copyright infringement [48, 54, 59], and job loss [45, 73].

These challenges intersect with the concerns of art teachers, both

as their teaching pulls from their complex artist backgrounds and

identities, and as they prepare students to enter future art industries

impacted by technological change.

2.2 Emerging Technology in High School

Classrooms

Looking beyond tool development for educational settings [22], our

work is most closely related to educator perspectives on technology

in the classroom. While HCI research has surveyed students’ LLM

usage [83, 85] and conducted technology co-design activities with

high school students [3, 61, 66], we believe that centering educator

perspectives contextualises the specific educational systems and

standards that shape classrooms [10, 30, 57], resulting in a broader

understanding of how generative AI tools influence learning out-

comes. We emphasise Cuéllar et al.’s call to prioritise the needs of

teachers, “as teachers largely determine the success of technology

that gets deployed” [23].

This paper extends literature which emphasises the impact of

individual classroom contexts and the factors that affect mean-

ingful technology adoption beyond software itself [31]. We build

on work exploring teachers’ current perceptions of AI tools and

the deliberate reasons they have or have not chosen to integrate
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them [8, 22, 41, 82]. Chu et al.’s systematic review of LLM agents

in education research surfaces the critical challenge of integrat-

ing these tools within existing educational ecosystems, alongside

privacy concerns, bias, and poor factual reliability [22]. Xie et al.

held AI education curriculum co-design workshops with 8 cross-

disciplinary high school teachers, noting the variable contingencies

across high schools which complicate curriculum adoption [81]. Li

et al. found both K-12
2
teachers and students faced barriers in AI lit-

eracy in subjects beyond computer science, as well as limited device

access and time [50]. Yin et al. surveyed K-12 teachers to examine

their priorities for AI technologies in the classroom, finding that fair-

ness and safety were teachers’ most important values, underscoring

the necessity for AI to better align with teachers’ needs [82]. These

works make visible the often overlooked or implicit constraints

within which teachers must design their classrooms.

Finally, we draw from research that is critical of the ways gen-

erative AI can transform teaching practice [18, 39]. Broadfoot and

Rockey present a theory of how generative AI impacts existing

social functions of educational assessment, introducing additional

needs for teachers to discern the authenticity of student work [18].

In a year-long premortem on generative AI in education, Burns et al.

find that the risks to students’ foundational development outweigh

the potential pedagogical benefits, calling for “governments, tech-

nology companies, education system leaders, families, and all those

who touch this issue” to take action towards mitigating harm [19].

2.3 Art Education in HCI

Art classrooms have long considered how to integrate computer

technology [2] and researchers have called for supporting teachers

in developing and implementing tool-assisted arts curriculum [28].

Prior systems have been developed to help students understand

3D space [15], explore painting processes [68], and have fun while

learning [72]. The advent of remote art classrooms signaled an

increased demand for technology-mediated learning [55]. However,

most of these tools are evaluated with students [46], omitting the

educator’s perspective.

Greh portended on the integration of technologies into art edu-

cation, “If the computer can do all this, is there any need for the art

teacher? The answer is a resounding yes, more than ever” [32]. Our

study of teachers’ values complements Greh’s speculations that

art teachers will make their own diverse decisions about teaching

alongside technology—whether they enthusiastically embrace, are

forced to adopt, or choose to avoid new tools. McNutt et al.’s inter-

views with creative coding tool-builders and educators, primarily

at the university level, highlight the values, perspectives, and so-

ciotechnical contexts that guide pedagogical decision-making in

the classroom [56]. Our paper builds on this work in examining the

values and perspectives of high school art educators, who are likely

to have less AI experience and access than university faculty [41].

Zhang et al. survey university educators on the impacts of gen-

erative AI on learning art, acknowledging curriculum design chal-

lenges but not presenting actionable participant needs [84]. Wang

et al. interview two teachers about generative AI for elementary

school art courses and offer suggestions for AI tools [77], but

2
K-12 refers to kindergarten through 12th grade, the levels of primary and secondary

education in the US public school system.

do not address the feasibility of these suggestions. While limited

works [34, 78] present the pedagogical reflections of art educators

who use AI in their teaching, our research highlights the reflections

of art educators who are not already predisposed to integrating

AI, directing more attention to the existing needs of educators and

what they envision could change about their current classrooms.

3 METHODS

To understand high school art educators’ technological perspectives

and contexts, we conducted semi-structured interviews with 19

teachers. Our investigation was initially motivated by AI-driven

impacts and tension in art communities [43]; this served as an

entry point for engaging art educators, towards understanding how

emerging technologies interact with, or disrupt, their work.

As we soon discovered, art teachers are often not software ex-

perts, may have limited interest in or knowledge of AI, and mostly

do not employ AI tools in their classrooms, leading to few AI-

specific insights. Instead, our participants provided deeper perspec-

tives on their responsibilities in a changing art world, the frictions

between their pedagogical values and technology use, and how

their sociotechnical contexts motivated or curbed technology in

the classroom. This guided our research trajectory towards socio-

cultural considerations for art education technology design and

integration. We accordingly broadened our analysis to focus on the

needs of art teachers regarding technology in general, with AI as

a contemporary talking point for how educators respond to new

tools.

3.1 Participants and Recruitment

We recruited 19 US-based high school art educators, all with active

teaching experience within the past 3 years. Participants were re-

cruited from the authors’ artistic community networks and through

mailing lists for national and state art education associations.

We recruited 14 women and 5 men. The median participant age

was 50 years old, and the median years of experience teaching art

was 19 years. 17 participants were actively practicing high school

art teachers; 1 retired in 2024; 1 retired from high school teaching

in 2022 but continues to teach university level art and consult for

K-12 art education. Teachers were based at schools across 10 states

and reported a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds, including

rural schools. Our participants represent a diverse range of media

and visual art backgrounds, including experience with elementary

or middle school art education, freelancing, working in a creative

industry, adult art education, teaching high school age students

outside of a formal institution (such as summer camp, workshop,

or tutoring), and senior leadership positions in their school (e.g.

Head of Department). Table 1 shows information about participants’

schools and courses taught.

3.2 Regional Context

Interviews took place in the United States of America, where in 2025-

2026, there are ongoing government funding cuts to arts education

nationwide [37]. As of 2025, there is a teacher shortage: about 1 in

8 of all teaching positions nationally are either unfilled or filled by

teachers not fully certified for their assignments [40]. Across the

country, art classrooms are under-funded, under-resourced, and
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P#

Years of

teaching exp.

State

Type of

high school

Socioeconomic

status of school

Art classes taught

P1 19 Maryland Public Upper-middle Foundations level art, photography,

AP Art, intro to visual communications

P2 15 California Public High/affluent,

middle/mixed

Graphic design, drawing, painting, AP Art

P3 26 Maryland Public,

magnet
a

Middle/mixed Photography, interactive media, adaptive art,

AP Art History, AP Art and Design

P4 20 California Public High/affluent,

middle/mixed

Photography, AP Art

P5 17 New Jersey Public Middle/mixed, low AP Art, honors level, ceramics

P6 2 New York Public Low Studio, digital photography

P7 19 California Public,

arts-focused

High/affluent Beginner to pre-professional painting,

drawing, sculpture; AP 2D, 3D, Drawing;

studio classes, high level conservatory

P8 24 California Public,

Title I
b

Middle/mixed, low Painting, drawing, photography, AP Art

P9 24 Wisconsin Public Middle/mixed Drawing, painting, sculpture, mixed media,

collage, ceramics, digital art, AP Art

P10 32 California Public High/affluent Figure drawing, painting, film, animation

P11 25 Maryland Public, arts-

focused magnet

Middle/mixed Drawing, sculpture, interdisciplinary

P12 33 Utah Public Middle/mixed, low 2D media, digital storytelling, 3D

P13 19 Iowa Public Middle/mixed, low Photography, graphic design, 4D art,

drawing, painting, printmaking

P14 5 Missouri Public Low, rural All (as the only art teacher), including art foun-

dations, drawing, painting, ceramics, sculpture,

senior portfolio
c
, AP Art

P15 7 Missouri Public Middle/mixed, low Sculpture, drawing, collage, mixed media,

painting, fibers

P16 18 Missouri Public Low Photography, graphic design, drawing

art foundations

P17 7 Missouri Public Low All (as the only art teacher), including drawing,

painting, sculpture, 3D, textile art, mixed media

P18 7 Texas Public Middle/mixed, low Comprehensive introduction to art,

sculpture, jewelry, 3D design, AP Art

P19 8 Florida Public, Title I Low Photography, 2D, 3D, drawing

a
A “magnet school” is a kind of public school with a particular academic focus, such as STEM, fine and performing arts, or Career and

Technical Education. Admission is typically based on student application and/or lottery system, and the name refers to how these schools

can “pull in” students from different geographical school zones.

b
A “Title I school” is one which serves a high number of students from low-income families and receives additional federal funding under

Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. [26]

c
Participants sometimes referred to “senior portfolios”, which are art portfolios created by students in their final year of high school, usually

for AP Art, university admissions, or personal development.

Table 1: Self-reported participant demographics from the initial screener survey. US-specific educational terms that are used

nation-wide are defined in the footnotes. Undefined terms, e.g. class subject names, are school-specific.
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under-staffed. The government is investing heavily in AI tooling,

including in the educational sphere [36]. Our participants speak to

their experiences teaching within this geographical context.

We offer some clarifications of common, nationally-defined edu-

cational terms used throughout this paper by our participants. A

traditional US public high school is most similar to upper secondary

school in the ISCED model [27], usually serving students age ~14-

18 in grades 9 to 12. Public schools are government-operated and

taxpayer-funded, and students are assigned to schools based on their

geographic school zone or by a lottery system. Our participants all

taught at public schools, as opposed to charter schools (government-

funded but independently operated) and private schools (indepen-

dently funded and tuition-based). Schools are organised into school

districts, which are administrative bodies below the state level that

oversee budget, curriculum, policy, and other operations.

Many of our participants spoke of teaching College Board AP

Art [13]. College Board [14] is a non-profit organisation which

develops and administers standardised tests and curricula used by

high school students as part of the post-secondary education admis-

sions process. Advanced Placement (AP) is an academic program

created by College Board to offer undergraduate-level curriculum

to high school students. AP is not implemented uniformly across

the US and is primarily offered at larger schools: as of 2024, only

48% of public high schools had five or more AP courses, but these

schools serve 80% of US high school students [14]. AP Art encom-

passes three AP courses—2-D Art and Design, 3-D Art and Design,

and Drawing—for which students develop new original artwork

to submit in a portfolio due at the end of the academic year. In

2024, College Board introduced their official AI-use policy for AP

Art [12]: “The use of artificial intelligence tools by AP Art and De-

sign students is categorically prohibited at any stage of the creative

process.”

3.3 Interview Protocol and Data Analysis

Interviews took place between July and December 2025, three years

after the public release of ChatGPT and text-to-image generators.

Each interview was conducted remotely over Zoom and automati-

cally recorded and transcribed for analysis, with each session last-

ing approximately 60 minutes. Participants were compensated for

their time with a $20 USD gift card. All participants consented to a

recorded interview, and this study was approved by a university

institutional review board.

We developed a semi-structured interview guide split into three

sections, each centered around a research question: teaching and

technology goals, navigating AI and new technology in the art class-

room, and envisioning the future of art education. Our interview

protocol did not ask about specific AI companies or tools—rather,

we initially asked teachers about “AI” to learn about their own

existing interpretations of AI and use of emerging technologies at

large.

We analyzed the data with a qualitative reflexive thematic analy-

sis approach [16, 17]. Open coding was conducted over the duration

of the study period using an online collaborative whiteboard plat-

form. We split coding equally between the first four authors; each

interview was reviewed and coded independently by at least two

of these authors, who referred to the interview memos and coded

the transcript. Preliminary themes were formed by the research

team during weekly meetings, where all authors reviewed the codes

together, discussed potential themes, and further developed direc-

tions for theming as new data was collected and analysed. The

resulting themes were finalised through consensus. We ended data

collection after reaching theoretical saturation [33].

3.4 Positionality

The authors of this work are US-based computer science researchers

specialising in human-computer interaction. The first author re-

ceived their secondary education in New Zealand; the others at-

tended high school in California, Maryland, and New Jersey. Each

of us has experience teaching in higher education, and in a range

of artistic fields (game art, graphic design, creative coding, UX de-

sign, etc). We all identify as visual artists and received some high

school art education. During data collection, the semi-structured

interview guide and the conversations we had with participants

were influenced by the research team’s own educational and peda-

gogical experiences. Our deep backgrounds in visual art also lent

us contextual knowledge for parsing and identifying themes in the

array of art-making processes teachers described across different

media. Our lines of inquiry were shaped by our positions as educa-

tors, computer science students and researchers, artists, former art

students, and the sociotechnical contexts we operate within when

we assume these identities.

4 FINDINGS

Here, we report on three themes that surfaced across teachers’

experiences: constraints on teachers’ access to, guidance around,

and agency over technology; (mis)alignment between emergent

technology and teachers’ goals; and the expansive social, emotional,

and practical labor teachers undertake. We summarize our findings

in Table 2.

4.1 Technological Access, Guidance, and Agency

RQ1: What constraints shape art educators’ ability to use
technology in their classrooms?

Despite mainstream narratives characterising AI’s transformative

or disruptive impacts on education, we found few examples of

teachers or students intentionally teaching or using AI in the art

classroom.
3
Only one teacher (P3) had a lesson plan for teaching

students how to use an AI tool. Meanwhile, 12 teachers had full or

partial AI bans in their art classrooms.

To understand this attitude towards AI in art education and the

state of technology adoption, we looked to the institutions and sys-

tems contextually shaping teachers’ power. In designing curricula

and classrooms, teachers juggle policies and demands from external

stakeholders, including the national, state, and local government,

school administrations, College Board, extra-curricular art competi-

tions, and students’ parents. These constraints impact art teachers’

3
For P4 and P12 who retired in 2024 and 2022 respectively, these findings report on

their most recent high school classroom experiences.
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Finding Summary

(4.1) Technological Access,

Guidance, and Agency

Teachers’ decisions around technology are constrained by external

stakeholders. Teachers cannot benefit from technology without access—

even when they do have access, teachers may not be able to use technology

effectively without guidance or agency. These limitations impact what

outcomes they can achieve with technology in the classroom.

(4.2) Technological (Mis)alignment

with Art Classroom Values

Art educators form their curricula around teaching critical thinking, social-

emotional learning, foundational traditional skills, creative ownership, and

digital citizenship. They are tool-agnostic in their teaching, and will choose

technology for their classrooms only if it can be used in service of these

values. Existing technology use varies in its alignment with these priorities;

future tools may design towards these values to meet classroom needs.

(4.3) Art Educators’ Evolving

Social, Emotional, and Practical

Labour

Beyond learning goals, art educators’ responsibilities include navigating the

role of technology in building student relationships, contextualizing art in

history and culture, advocating for the arts, and researching learning

opportunities in new tools. As technologies evolve, they create additional

labour for educators who must learn to assess, use, and teach them.

Table 2: Summary of findings.

access to classroom technology, the amount and quality of resources

supporting their use, and their agency over how technology is im-

plemented. Operating within these systems complicates teachers’

ability to effectively design learning experiences.

4.1.1 Access. Teachers cannot incorporate technology they do

not have access to. Nine teachers reported struggling to receive

adequate funding from (national, state, or district) governing bodies

to acquire technology for their students. P13’s perspective was that

“not all schools are treated equally as far as funding goes... because

we are a bigger school, and because of the taxpayer money, we have

more money to spend on those [classroom technologies].” P19’s

district “gives no money to the visual arts... None.”

Beyond school budgets, teachers also faced challenges persuad-

ing school administration to actually allocate that money to technol-

ogy for the arts. Teachers (P9, P14) met resistance when advocating

for their schools to offer digital art programs. “I’ve been laughed

at [by administrators] when I talked about adding... just iPads and

[Apple] Pencils”, P14 said. “They don’t see the importance of it.

They see us making amazing art, which we are, and we get kudos,

we win contests... But it’s not what the kids need.” As a result, P14

lends their personal devices to students to support digital art ex-

periences. P15 and P19 reported struggling to find funding for art

materials in general, connecting this to ongoing deprioritisation of

the arts in education. P15 said, “The school’s not going to spend

money on software for us. We’re [the art department]... We have

to get coloured printing approved.” While the CTE
4
program at

P19’s school is getting “thousands of dollars”, the art teachers are

“looking for pencils.”

4
Career and Technical Education (CTE) refers to vocational education programs that

train students to work in particular industries, such as agriculture, business manage-

ment, healthcare, and manufacturing. CTE programs are highly variable and typically

implemented at the school level with district and/or state oversight.

Technology access is not limited to hardware. Some educators

(P4, P6, P9, P16, P17) taught at schools that banned online tools.

P16’s district “is knowledgeable about the changes in AI, but is very

cautious about providing instruction and curriculum that uses it”,

resulting in a “very controlled” district where most AI websites

are blocked. P4 reported using their personal hotspot to support

students experimenting with AI. While these bans may be well-

informed decisions, blanket policies from the school’s governing

bodies undermine teachers’ agency over their classrooms.

Beyond having, or not having, technology—art teachers can lack

access to the right technology for their classrooms. P1, P11, P15,

and P17’s schools supply students with Chromebooks; these laptops

lack the power to run many digital art software programs. P1 and

P15 described how state-wide high school phone bans restricted

student access to themost useful and convenient technology at their

disposal, while “Chromebook photographs are absolutely horrible”

(P1). P15 asked, “These Chromebooks don’t even have rear-facing

cameras on them, how do you expect the kids to photograph their

work?”

Teachers struggle to even consider using novel technologies

when they cannot access basic classroom resources. P19 expressed

that the advent of AI technologies did not practically impact their

classroom at all, because they did not even have reliable access to

computers or Wi-Fi. When asked what technology or skills they

would like to acquire for their future classroom, they explained that

having warm water would make cleaning paintbrushes easier for

students. P16, a photography teacher, reported the impact of their

darkroom being demolished: “I’m struggling to use a storage closet

and a custodial sink for my darkroom... It’s all been condensed to

about a third of what I’m used to.”

Without access to basic art materials and resources, let alone

the appropriate technology, teachers cannot begin to introduce

students to new media or emerging creative tools.
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4.1.2 Guidance. Even when teachers had access to technology,

they did not feel equipped to effectively approach them without

guidance, policies, and training. Guidance here might refer to how

a teacher should use technology to prepare classes, discuss tech-

nology with students, teach students technology skills, or assess

student work created with technology. For P5, funding challenges

not only meant no money for resources, but also for training: “We

were told that we will have no funds for professional development

because [New Jersey state is not abiding by federal anti-DEI laws.]

Teachers are being punished. And the students, obviously, because

we’re not being trained.” They acquired Wacom tablets for their

students but personally did not have experience using them: “I

know very little about technology, and it’s really the kids that come

in, and I’ll ask ‘how do you know how to do this?’”

When guidance was provided, it led to concrete outcomes. Ten

participants taught AP Art classes, where the official College Board

policy prohibits use of generative AI tools in any part of student

work and offers guidance for disabling generative AI features in

common digital art software [12]. Teachers strictly enforced this

policy, ensuring that students accustomed to using LLMs under-

stood the portfolio eligibility requirements. P9’s school district’s IT

department developed a “scale for AI from zero to five” to clearly

communicate to students how AI can be used for an assignment:

“Let’s say for this particular project [it’s] zero, meaning, you cannot

use AI at all... However, if I say I’m gonna give you a two for this

assignment, then you can use AI to generate ideas.” P3, P8, and

P11 were given options to participate in professional development

workshops for understanding how AI may apply to their teaching.

When P8 took the workshop, they “learned how to kind-of use

AI”, noting that they previously had “zero experience... Zero like,

I don’t even know what you’re talking about, AI.” On the other

hand, P11’s personal attitudes and experiences with AI led them

to feel there was little to gain from workshops: “The county has

had professional development stuff about, ‘What does AI look like

in the art classroom?’ And I’m like, it doesn’t. Kids don’t care, and

we don’t care.” Although teachers did not always agree with the

guidance provided, these resources allowed them to make informed

design decisions about their classrooms, and paved a way forward

for using technology with institutional support.

Seven teachers who reported a lack of reliable access to resources

or training described spending significant time researching and

developing curriculum on their own. P1 “didn’t have any sort of

support with teaching [a new] class and had to do a ton of research

on my own time in addition to my regular job.” P19 relied on online

teacher communities for lesson plans because their school stopped

providing them with any curriculum, including the teacher’s edi-

tion of their textbook. On the other hand, teachers who could not

afford to self-learn faced uncertainty with new technologies, like

AI, and could only design their classrooms reactively rather than

proactively. P10 did not realise students were even capable of sub-

mitting AI-generated homework until we contacted them for an

interview. Shortly after, they prohibited AI in their film class when

a student used it to complete a screenwriting assignment.

Without in-depth guidance, AI policies varied from classroom to

classroom depending on teachers’ personal literacies and attitudes.

Besides the AI ban by College Board for AP Art, only four teach-

ers received formal guidelines from their schools which suggested

policies for students using AI. P3, who teaches students how to

use Adobe Firefly as well as cite and identify AI-generated images,

can only teach children whose parents have opted in to AI-related

lessons from their school. P14’s school has general homework poli-

cies on ChatGPT usage that are not particularly useful to the art

classroom. Without any input from their schools, three teachers

have no policies around how or if AI is used in their classrooms at

all; an additional four teachers have no policies besides abiding by

the AP ban. Eight teachers had unique classroom policies restricting

students from using AI including full bans on AI in their classroom

(P1, P10, P15) and limitations of AI to certain steps in the creative

process (P2, P7, P13, P16) or assignments (P3, P16). When asked

how they might prepare students for a world changed by AI tools,

P1 exclaimed, “I mean, I really don’t know, because otherwise I’d

be doing it!”

Teachers must navigate interactions with various, potentially

conflicting, external stakeholders. P5 encountered a “moral dilemma”

upon learning a student submitted AI-generated images to a local

art competition: “We contacted [the competition organisers], and

they had no rules. They didn’t even know anyone could do that,

because this is run by older people who are not artists [...] The next

year, I looked at Scholastic Art and Writing contest and I shared

some of their AI rules with [the competition organisers] so they

could model it, hopefully.” Teachers must frequently use their best

judgment to make critical decisions around technology—even when

they do not feel well-equipped to do so.

4.1.3 Agency. Even with access to necessary resources, teachers’

need the agency to shape their classrooms—and this agency can

be threatened by the stakeholders granting them those resources.

For example, P10’s software access depended on a corporate part-

nership: “Why the Adobe Suite? Because that’s offered to us for

free.”

Teachers (P3, P4, P14, P19) face pressure from their school com-

munities, with some reporting direct impacts on their curriculum

or resources. P14 described a sentiment in their conservative com-

munity as “fearful” of AI: “If I actually set up a lesson plan for that,

I would probably get quite a bit of backlash.” Parents in P4’s com-

munity exercise their privilege and influence over the classroom:

one parent on the school board instated an AP Art program so their

child could enroll; another gifted a $23,000 large-format printer to

see her child’s art at a larger scale.

Some participants felt relative freedom and agency over the de-

sign of their classrooms and curricula, attained through years of

experience and leadership positions (P3, P5, P16), or by demonstrat-

ing positive results to gain trust from administration (P11). P11

shared, “They don’t mess with us too much. Students are winning

national awards every year. Get good scholarships to those four-

year art schools... So we kind of keep those things up, and you can

leave us alone...” P3 described one of the “perks of being a veteran

teacher” as the “level of autonomy given” over their lesson plans

and rubrics.

But teachers with the power tomake significant classroom design

decisions did not always reach for more technology. P2 described a

general aversion to computers in the art classroom: “I have this urge

to be like, ‘No! No more screens!’ ...they’re just on the high school

campus going from screen to screen.” P1, P10, and P15 banned AI
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use in their classrooms, citing how AI’s affordances can undermi-

neeffective learning experiences. Teachers need access, guidance,

and the agency to evaluate whether integrating a new technology

will serve their classroom values and goals.

4.2 Technological (Mis)alignment with Art

Classroom Values

RQ2: What values do art educators have for designing their
classrooms, and how do those values influence their use or
non-use of technology?

We surface five core values which teachers hope to impart on stu-

dents through their learning goals. While they had varying rubrics

and methods of formal assessment, teachers believed the purpose

of the classroom was to nurture the values of (1) critical thinking

and creative problem solving, (2) social-emotional learning with

peers, (3) building foundational skills through traditional media, (4)

ownership over tooling decisions, and (5) good digital citizenship.

These values were tool-agnostic and remained consistent even as

technology became more prominent in the classroom, informing

teachers’ adoption of tools. While some teachers were optimistic

about new tools, others found technologies’ affordances in conflict

with their goals. By examining these values and cases where tools

align andmisalign, we develop an understanding of how technology

can be designed to meet real classroom needs.

4.2.1 Critical Thinking and Creative Problem Solving. 17 of 19 teach-
ers emphasised the importance of students learning “critical think-

ing,” “creative thinking,” or “problem solving.” P7 believed that “a

huge part of teaching, no matter what subject it is, is critical think-

ing. [...] To think creatively. And to realise that they need to be

flexible, because a lot of things can change.” Art teachers saw this

as being able to explore different materials, techniques, and ideas.

P4 said, of teaching photography: “What I care about is that you

took a variety of shots to show me that you worked through the

problem.”

Six teachers reported feeling worried about AI undermining

students’ opportunities to be creative during a critically forma-

tive period of their lives. Teachers lamented how AI makes “cheap

and easy” (P2) solutions “too readily accessible” (P1), precluding

students’ engagements with creative struggle and divergent explo-

ration. P1 reflected on their own processes as a young art student,

asking peers to live model and iterating between photographing

and sketching to ideate on alternative composition ideas: “My fear

with AI is it makes it more difficult for students to know that they

can come up with ideas on their own.”

Teachers (P1, P3, P7, P14, P16) tried to imbue students with

the sense that failure is not final, and friction can be part of the

process. P1’s co-workers agreed that students are now more afraid

of being wrong, seeking more assurance from teachers; P1 has been

“trying to get them comfortable with taking a risk and not knowing

if it’s going to work.” When P7 demonstrated a new medium for

students, they would “show them all the ways it can be messed up.”

P7 believed, “when you kind of learn how things can go wrong in

art, you start to learn how you can fix things.” P3 used constraints

in different media and software as learning opportunities, telling

students, “This, you have much more control over—this one, you

don’t have so much. I let them make that part of their problem

solving.”

Teachers (P2, P5, P14, P15, P19) championed that all students

would take the creative problem-solving skills they learn in the art

classroom into their futures. P15’s goal is to “make [students’] lives

easier, whatever they decide as a future career.” To P14, art teachers

are“ teaching more than just art, [they’re] teaching learners how to

learn and how to think.” P2 thought this idea was emphasised even

more by the introduction of generative AI tools: “Now, anyone can

produce a glossy product, so it needs to be more about creative

thinking... Many of my students don’t go on to work in the visual

arts, so I try to emphasise problem-solving resilience as just a way

of moving throughout the world.”

Teachers hoped that future tools might introduce more friction
to “gel better with critical thinkers” and “push [students] to think

deeper about what they want from the program” without “sabotag-

ing” the problem-solving process.

4.2.2 Social-Emotional Learning and Peer Support. P4 described
social-emotional learning as, “how to regulate yourself, how to

think about excess versus limitations, how to treat others kindly.

How to collaborate, to share thoughts and ideas and express them-

selves. And how to share those thoughts and appreciations for other

people’s art as well." Ten teachers cited social-emotional learning

as a core teaching outcome, describing collaboration and peer com-

munity as critical to their classrooms. Here, solitary screen time is

misaligned with the face-to-face interactions students need.

P1, P2, P10, and P12 described students becoming less responsive

and connected this to technology access. P10 suggested that the

lack of social skills was a result of remote learning: “The kids that

are just now getting into high school, they’re very strange. I’ll talk

to them, and it’s like they don’t feel like they have to answer—not

in the misbehaving way, but it just doesn’t occur to them that I’m

not on a screen [...] and they don’t communicate with each other

well.”

Teachers exercised students’ social muscles by encouraging peer

teaching (P1, P2, P4, P9, P11, P13) and classroom critique (P4, P11).

P2 emphasised having students share tables, “even though they’re

producing individual projects a lot of the time.” P9 aimed to “build

a community of support” where “everyone in the class is going to

support each other one way or another.” P11 saw classroom critique

as “super rich” community building with a “great diversity” of

ideas: “I look at participating in the critique as participating in the

community of that classroom. You’re giving other people feedback,

you’re getting feedback from your peers, and when everyone’s

engaged like that, it’s amazing.”

Beyond teaching tool use or technical skills alone, art teachers

use deliberate experience design choices to shape their classrooms

into flourishing sociotechnical learning environments.

4.2.3 Building Foundational Skills through Traditional Processes.
All interviewed teachers taught classes using traditional media,

where digital tools were optional or supplemental. Basic traditional

skill-building was prioritised over technical flourish. Guided by the
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National Visual Art standards
5
, classes focused on art foundations

such as understanding form, lighting, and, perspective, as well as

appreciation for art and art history. Teaching students how to see
was more important than teaching tools. P13, who works at an arts

magnet school, recalled that their industry contacts did not value

how to use software tools as it could be taught on the job. Instead,

they wanted to “teach them to see. Teach them to make good visual

decisions to understand form and lighting and all that good stuff...

That understanding is what’s going to make great ball rigs coming

out of the water when they do CGI stuff later.”

Nine teachers spoke highly of “hands-on” processes in the class-

room and subscribed to constructivist teaching philosophies, argu-

ing that you could only “learn [art-making] by doing so”. Empha-

sising the possibilities afforded by physical processes, P2 explained,

“They have to make everything in the studio in front of me... [Even

if] they make something digital, let’s print it out. Let’s tear it up.

Let’s look at it in a new way.” P8 hoped students would “have an

understanding of time spent, and maybe historical reference, and

inspiration for future action. That would be possible through doing
things and not just learning things.”

Teachers and students alike were excited to experiment with

analogue processes, with P2 saying, “They are obsessed with more

traditional materials—they would rather use an ink blotter than

a pen. They don’t want to use a stamp that was produced in a

factory like that has perfect shape; they want to make the stamp

themselves.” When asked to imagine one way technology could

assist them best, P4 held up one of many analogue cameras behind

them and asked if AI could assist in figuring out the exposures. In

P19’s classroom, students “love looking at analogue cameras, and

absolutely love [holding one].”

For P14 and P19, traditional processes are critical tools for teach-

ing students motor skills. P19 explained how their students “don’t

have the small motor skills anymore... their handwriting is hor-

rible, and their pressure is horrible to paper.” P14 similarly spent

the first few weeks of class on “building perseverance and muscle

control” before students could draw. Both participants cited how

the rise of computers in the classroom means pen-and-paper skills

like note-taking and cursive are “going away”.

Only after prioritising mastery of technical skills in traditional

media did teachers teach creative software skills. P6 wanted stu-

dents to have the option to prepare for a digital art world, because

“digital technology is the way the world’s going right now, whether

it’s a good thing or a bad thing,” but added that “it’s definitely

important to teach traditional art before digital.” P13’s and P18’s

classrooms focus on creating a studio environment engaged in tra-

ditional media and critique practices; here, P13 reports seeing no

appropriate place for generative AI tools: “When it first came out,

we had kids in the painting class put the painting assignment into

ChatGPT... It’s not on canvas and oil paint, so it’s not gonna fool

anybody, right? If the kid’s not making those decisions, then it’s

really hard to make the argument that they’re learning anything.”

Even as technology changes the classroom, art teachers continue

to build foundational skills through traditional media. Teachers

sought technology that could supplement or support analogue

5
The National Coalition for Arts Standards [70], a non-governmental organisation,

establishes these core standards as Creating, Presenting, Responding, and Connecting.

methods, leading to misalignments when some tools, like text-

to-image generators, are instead positioned to replace traditional

practice.

4.2.4 Tool Decision Making and Ownership. Nine teachers said that
while they do not restrict what media or tools students use, they

want students to be able to defend their decisions and artwork.

P6 implemented self-assessments, where students were asked to

reflect on their artistic decisions, process, and why they believe

they should attain a certain grade. P2 told their students, “Being an

artist is part lawyer. If you can explain your choices, then it’s fine.”

While acknowledging that they too had limited perspectives,

P3 and P4’s philosophies around generative AI were to provide as

much information as possible, such that students can make their

own choices about whether a tool is valuable to them. P4 said, “AI,

it’s not just magic. Show them the curtain behind the magic, right?

I think that’s a responsibility... to not just think that it’s a great

tool, but also to know that its [risks] could potentially harm the

environment.”

In addition to tooling decisions, teachers (P6, P9, P10, P15, P18)

hoped students could take creative ownership of their ideas. P9

recounted how their students’ work addressing race, to be displayed

in the school library, was challenged by the administration: “Rather

than saying it’s inappropriate, [they said] we want to hear your

students’ rationale... I told her if she wantedme to be in this meeting,

I’d be more than happy to.” P9 was proud that their student chose

to meet with the administration alone, and “was able to defend

[herself].”

Teachers aimed for their students to have a complete understand-

ing of the technologies and media at their disposal, allowing them

to make informed decisions about their creative processes and take

ownership of their work.

4.2.5 Digital Citizenship, Attribution, and Originality. 14 teachers
actively taught students about crediting, citing, and derivative art

in their curricula, including copyright infringement and digital cit-

izenship. AI tools complicate digital citizenship, attribution, and

originality. P12 believed that “in every school throughout the United

States, there should be at least one semester course of using technol-

ogy in moral, ethical ways, or being a good citizen with technology...

We have so many people [...] use it in a bullying way [...] or believe

everything they read without scrutinising using critical thinking.”

P9’s district began to teach “AI ethics student guidelines, so, respect

for privacy, academic integrity, responsible use, analyzing AI... re-

porting concerns with AI-generated material.” Teachers (P2, P4, P6,

P11, P12) disparaged the idea of students being “digital natives” and

highlighted how crucial it is to guide them both technically and

philosophically rather than assume they already have expert grasps

on technology.

Crediting and attribution of external images, in particular, be-

came a baseline to which ten teachers adapted their practical AI

policies for students. P6 reacted to a student who submitted AI-

generated work as a final output: “I tell them, obviously you can’t

get credit for this. You didn’t make this.” P7, P17, and P18 compared

using AI work as “plagiarism”, with P7 explaining “just how bad [it

is] that AI is, especially in the art world, basically taking existing

artists work that is gathered online and regurgitating that.” Five

teachers critiqued the use of AI tools for generating images; P12
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cited that students can use generative AI to produce “homogenised”

works, while P10 did not find AI’s originality to be impressive

enough to contribute meaningfully to student assignments.

Rather than teaching technology skills like prompting generative

AI or mastering creative software, teachers prioritised teaching stu-

dents how to use technology to “research art and do it responsibly”

(P7).

4.3 Art Educators’ Evolving Social, Emotional,

and Practical Labour

RQ3: How have the roles and responsibilities of art teachers
evolved alongside emerging technologies?

We identified four roles and responsibilities art teachers un-

dertake: building relationships with students and the community;

facilitating a worldly education that situates students in the his-

tory of art, culture, and humanity; advocating for student needs;

and, from this intimate understanding of student personality and

positioning, making assessments about how new technologies and

learning methods may assist student learning. While these respon-

sibilities encompass achieving the learning goals surfaced in 4.2,

in this section, we highlight the additional labour art educators

do outside of supporting student outcomes. Emerging AI technolo-

gies have furthermore forced these responsibilities to evolve, while

revealing the types of labour tools may strive to support.

4.3.1 Building Student Relationships to Support Individuals’ Self-
Expression. 11 of 19 teachers expressed that their roles included

meeting the needs of each individual student, who each had a

variety of interests and technical skill levels.

Teachers had a degree of flexibility with media, tools, and subject

matter to cater to students’ individual preferences; P2 and P7 found

it important to take notice of when a student “gravitates” towards

a certain medium, and nurture this enthusiasm. P6 emphasised the

importance of personalised relationships in grading, saying, “Art is

a very unique and personal kind of process. Not everyone creates

art the same way, and not everyone should be graded exactly the

same based off of quality face value. You gotta take each student

into mind.”

Because these teachers’ labour was tailored to individual stu-

dents, they did not treat digital tools as a wholesale solutions for

their classrooms. As technology becomes more prominent, teachers

have also become tool facilitators and recommenders; introducing

a tool to a student required an understanding of both how the tool

works and the student’s goals. In contrast to LLM-based tools that

claim to provide personalised student support, art teachers pre-

ferred helping their students scope technology to a certain use case

for their individual learning outcomes. For example, P18 described

how, after meeting with a student who felt “really stuck” on a se-

ries of jewellery designs, they suggested ways to prompt a LLM

chatbot for useful questions to aid the students’ self-reflection and

ideation; P18 otherwise opposes AI use in their classroom without

their explicit instruction.

Technical support is only one part of teachers’ commitment to

individual student growth. P1 and P10 prioritised deconstructing

barriers for students to pursue their own interests, including sexu-

ality, violence, and other sensitive topics “so long as no one gets

hurt.” P1 hoped that in their classroom “everybody feels comfort-

able expressing themselves and what they want to say without

feeling like somebody else is going to judge them.” P2 found that

their bonds with students extended outside art pedagogy as they

became a trustworthy adult to whom students shared their personal

feelings and struggles.

Seven teachers (P1, P2, P6, P14, P15, P17, P19) worked at schools

that required students to take art classes to graduate, which shaped

the profile of students in the classroom community. A teacher like

P6 may have to adapt their curriculum to teach “fundamentals”

to students who have lower interest and proficiency in art than a

teacher at a school with no art requirement: “Some of them [...]

might not have had art their whole life.” When designing their

classrooms, these teachers must work to reach students who “don’t

really think they care about art or can’t do art” (P19) or who “are

[only] there to graduate” (P17).

P9 suggested that, given that teachers have limited resources

and time, they could see AI or digital resources as a potential aid for

increasing students’ accessibility to support such that no student

would “fall between the cracks”; however, they noted that ideally

AI support should be a last resort if teachers and peers cannot be

available.

4.3.2 Breathing Real World Contexts and Communities into Art
Education. 15 of 19 teachers spoke of sharing stories and relating

topics like ethics, techniques, and culture to art history, current

events, and personal experiences. They did so to relate how artists

can impact the world so students could better appreciate art. While

advancing technologies are able to bring new experiences into the
classroom, these teachers described the importance of exposing

students to experiences outside the classroom as well. P9 said that

their most valuable assets as a teacher were “the perspectives that I

bring to the classroom—perspectives that I’ve experienced outside

of the classroom as an arts professional.” P12 saw art education

as a gateway to worldliness and an attitude towards community

engagement for all students: “Most people that take art classes in

high school do not become artists, or even work in the creative

industries. But we want them to use the arts as a way of engagement

with the world they live in. The communities they exist in—and art

is part of that.”

Teachers shared how internet access allowed them to more read-

ily and accessibly incorporate artwork from their personal expertise

and knowledge of art history into their curriculum. P1, P3, P5, P8,

P9, P10, and P15 drew from historical examples such as Shepard

Fairey’s Barack Obama “Hope” poster to teach students how to be

ethical artists. P4 incorporated current events into their classroom

schedule, teaching about Black History Month during February and

activist-photojournalist Bob Fitch as an example of how students

can practice activism through art. They asked their students what

they felt close to and wanted to explore: “It could be animal rights,

it could be women’s rights, it could be anything that they wanted.

What do you feel connected to? You’re 16, you’re 17, you’re 18.
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You’re a citizen of the world. What do you want to be an advocate

for?”

As part of P2, P5, P13, P14, and P17’s curricula, students make

art for those in their campus communities. P13 said, “I’m very pas-

sionate about bringing it back to the community. For instance, in

graphic design, we do a children’s book project, and they go to

the elementary school, and the elementary kids help them design

the children’s book.” P12 brought guest artists and other profes-

sional creatives to their classroom so “students [could] understand

that creativity and the arts are not just painting or displaying in

a gallery, but a lot of creative industries. Museum directors, de-

signers, font designers. I wanted them to see the wide spectrum of

the possibilities.” For high school students who are still learning to

become “citizens of the world”, technology can supplement—but

not replace—human expertise and community experience.

4.3.3 Advocating for Student Work, Technology Resources, and the
Arts. In the United States, where the arts are underfunded com-

pared to STEM subjects, teachers must advocate for the importance

of their students’ work, access to tools and technologies, and art

education as a whole. P4 had to “go toe-to-toe” with parents who

dispute their childrens’ poor grades, “and not for any reason ex-

cept ‘it’s just art’, right?”, suggesting that parents would not expect

to treat STEM with the same disrespect. P5 experienced similar

hurdles when requesting better technology: “I asked for a smart

board for eight years, and I was told you don’t need that in your

classroom because you’re an art teacher... It was an uphill battle.”

P6 saw a teacher’s role as representing student interests to higher-

ups in order to secure classes, learning pathways, and technologies.

Along with their department, P6 convinced the school district to

allow a new pathway where students were assessed in a way that

matched their interests and learning styles, such as art, rather than

standardised testing: “We’re really trying to put the students first,

whether it’s something that they’re interested in, or it’s something

that’s really going to benefit them like [...] a brand new program.”

P12, a “prolific grant writer” who found regular funding for their

students, was “really aggressively in people’s faces that the arts

are doing good things” by staging art exhibitions, collaborating

with local establishments, and making community murals. “Having

my students’ work very visible in the community helped reinforce

the idea to the school board that what we were doing had value.

They saw the impact, so asking for funding, even from the school

district, became easier.” P16 facilitates community partnerships to

demonstrate the importance of professional mentorship, such as

having students work with professional artists on a mural in their

city’s downtown: “we’ve done this for the last three or four years,

where we work with students and professionals, and that’s been a

very successful project for our community to see how students can

get up to a higher level.”

Teachers become the faces of students to institutional powers

and persuade them for resources, funding, and recognition in stu-

dents’ best interests. They take on advocacy not only to the school

community but to the wider world as well, and work to promote

the value of each new generation of artists.

4.3.4 Incorporating and Scoping Emergent Learning Opportunities.
Teachers are responsible for researching a constant influx of new

technologies, policies, and expectations to appropriately implement

into their high school curriculum. State, county, and district path-

ways for teaching are subject to ongoing changes; an art teachers’

work includes navigating and implementing these changes in the

classroom. P1, P2, P5, P6, and P12 detailed the additional labour

in understanding new accreditations for students and revisions to

existing qualifications such as AP Art and Design. P1 explained

that their state was undergoing educational reforms, “which I’m

now tasked to figure out [...] and again I get to navigate what that

might be for the county.”

Digital innovations contributed to the load teachers had to man-

age; P2, P15, and P19 referred to the constant output of new tech-

nologies and tools to learn as “overwhelming” and “exhausting,”

and teachers (P6, P13) expressed that they were regularly updating

their curriculum with other teachers in the department to address

include learning opportunities. P13 said, “I try and mix it up every

year, because [...] I’ll have lots of kids that have maybe taken a level

before, so I want something new.” Of how quickly and often new

software releases, P4 said: “There’s so much to learn. You can go

really deep with the technology in a class like photography. With

any kind of technology that’s still being actively maintained and

actively updated, you’re always having to learn more, so whatever

level of knowledge you have about Photoshop today, two years

from now is gonna be completely different.”

Teachers P8, P11, and P17 suggested that their reasons for not

incorporating generative AI into their classroom, despite acknowl-

edging that there is potential for meaningful intellectual engage-

ment with AI as a medium in art, were that it was not appropriate

at a high school level and beyond the grasp of a high school age

student. As such, introducing AI at the skill level of their students

would only produce poor results. All teachers we spoke to saw

AI as another medium or tool, but harboured concerns that high

school students lacked the maturity and perspective to employ AI

responsibly. P17 said, “I don’t think high schools or elementary

should be the place where we prove how much [AI] can do.”

In response to the ever-evolving introduction of technology in

art and their classrooms—some enforced by higher institutions—

teachers must sift through, research, and make decisions on how

these opportunities can be appropriately incorporated or addressed.

5 DISCUSSION

This paper inspects art education from a sociotechnical lens that

centers the perspectives of educators, surfacing the institutional

contexts, pedagogical values, and forms of educator labour that

intersect to shape classroom technology use. We apply our findings

to propose a set of tool considerations to promote learning out-

comes in art classrooms. Following this, we underscore the need for

HCI art education research to critically consider how technology

can complement teacher labour and scaffold emerging technology

adoption with guides for digital citizenship and educational use.

5.1 Design Considerations for Art Education

While computer science researchers may not have direct control

over the institutional regulations, resource management, and hur-

dles that control tool use in the classroom, we do make design

decisions about the intended goals, affordances, and use of these

tools [51, 53]. Drawing from art educators’ core values and prior
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work from creativity support research and edutech, we present a set

of tool considerations which, while not novel in HCI, can be a use-

ful lens for designing and teaching visual artists at an institutional

scale.

5.1.1 Nurture creative problem-solving through friction. Teachers
emphasise critical thinking and creative problem-solving as not

only a process to make art, but also a lifelong skill (4.2.1). Teachers

shared concerns that students are increasingly afraid of failure and

risk-taking in the classroom, and make a deliberate effort to show

students that friction through tool constraints and learning curves

are opportunities in creativity to iterate on ideas and discover new,

more exciting alternatives. Digital tools, too, can introduce produc-

tive friction and constraints [24] by providing static variables, such

as a discrete set of features, or given canvas sizes. Tools could even

adopt the capability of “going wrong” [47, 74] like the traditional

media students learn from: pigments which mix but cannot un-mix,

materials fused together permanently once glued down. To nor-

malise exploratory and branching workflows critical in developing

ideation skills, tools could materialise version history instead of

saving a single file [62]. Teachers observed that students could only

think about solutions and learn from their interactions with tools

if the machine did not “shortcut” them to the solution. They em-

phasised how students need ownership over their process and the

ability to defend their decision-making (4.2.4). Researchers building

generative AI tools for art education should carefully consider the

intended end usage of these outputs, the purpose of providing them

in the first place, and what students should learn in the process

before arriving at any outcome [60].

5.1.2 Enable collaborative tool use and peer teaching. While there

is extensive research on collaborative tooling for creativity or edu-

cational purposes [76, 80], based on our findings in 4.2.2, we specif-

ically align with and advocate for classroom technology which

promotes time for students to collaborate face-to-face. Despite art

classrooms centering in-person, synchronous interactions, teachers

are still seeking ways to encourage students to proactively speak to

each other without teacher interventions. Given the live, construc-

tive nature of peer teaching and critique, we encourage researchers

to consider how digital tools for art education can be designed for

co-located, synchronous communal use, where students may sit

shoulder-to-shoulder to look over the same interface, take turns

using the technology as they assume roles in mutual learning and

teaching, or platform and preserve the in-person lessons, feedback,

and interactions as they occur.

5.1.3 Complement analogue processes. As described in 4.2.3, high

school art teachers foregrounded traditional, rather than digital,

media in their classrooms. Traditional media and equipment, such

as pencil, paper, paint, or clay, can be more financially accessible

to classrooms, are historically allocated within department bud-

gets, and can be effectively used to teach students art foundations.

While designing tools which bring the characteristics of traditional

media into digital platforms can improve creative accessibility for

users who might not have access to a physical studio space or

mess-making materials, traditional media is the current baseline

in high school art classrooms. How can digital tools be designed,

then, to augment analogue processes or aid students in learning

them? HCI research in craft and fabrication communities provide a

reference point for how technology can assist the individual artist’s

making of a physical outcome [65, 86], but what other traditional

media which excites teachers and students alike—sculpting, linocut

stamp-carving, film photography, painting—can be expanded on

with digital tooling? Can we develop educational technology for

these material-focused practices for inclusive user groups, deep-

ening understanding for those inside the classroom and reducing

barriers for at-home learners? How can tools build intentionally

on students’ foundational skills developed from traditional prac-

tice, targeting a user group accustomed to hands-on learning and

material consequences, to extend their creative possibilities?

5.1.4 Prioritise joy and personality over results. High school art

students are unique and growing individuals in a time of crucial

identity formation and self-exploration. Educators revealed in 4.3.1

that a key part of teaching these students was also learning how to

meet them where they are emotionally and find ways for them to

discover joy in creative expression and art-making. This could mean

encouraging a student to try certain materials and techniques they

gravitated towards, or imbuing a student with the self-confidence to

be vulnerable and personal with their depicted subject matter (4.2.4).

Teachers also built opportunities for joy through customised and

community learning experiences, where students enjoyed the satis-

faction and relationship-building of making artwork for a friend,

family member, or member of the local community (4.3.2). For a tool

to prioritise joy and personality may mean making room for a stu-

dent to insert their own particular interests and curiosities through

features which provide “wide walls” and “high ceilings” [63]. It may

also mean choosing to permit student exploration over technical

finish, or self-reflection over productivity [64]. While tools which

suggest more prescriptive processes and smooth the wobbles in

students’ brush strokes may produce more “professional” work or

prepare students for industry workflows, teachers know that many

of their students will not go on to pursue art careers, and engaging

them in the act of creation so that they may learn to have fun and

feel proud of their craft [67] can be far more important.

5.2 Teaching Art as Designing a Community of

Practice

For some computer scientists, technology represents opportunities

to scale education, particularly in school environments that are

under-resourced and under-staffed. Recent development of AI chat-

bots for homework help and emotional support suggests that tech-

nology can automate teachers’ labour. Yet our findings argue other-

wise; teachers are not canned solutions or sets of social-emotional

skills. Art teachers are irreplaceable facilitators and designers of

communities of practice [79].

Every art classroom is different. The community of practice

designed by a teacher is unique to the students within it. Our par-

ticipants taught a diversity of students, such as budding experts

who would go on to pursue art careers, or reluctant beginners who

merely needed the class to graduate (4.2.1). Teachers built upon the

individual interests and skills of students (4.3.1), but also facilitated

their collaboration and trust in each other (4.2.2), as young adults

learning to be express themselves, present their art, and critique

what they have shared. Creative education as a whole—learning
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critical questioning, peer support, ownership, citizenship (4.2)—is a

relational practice between human beings. To teach to transgress

[35] is to adapt pedagogical values to the current culture and mo-

ment. For example, teachers supplemented more opportunities for

social interactions between students tomake up for excessive screen

time during online schooling (4.2.2), or devised critical lessons to

respond to AI-generated media (4.2.5). By acting as solution-makers

to problems created by technology, we frame teachers not as passive

recipients of technology, but rather designers who require agency

(4.1.3) over how technology can be meaningfully deployed in their

classroom—or if they should be introduced at all (4.3.4).

When researchers propose technologies that automate teaching

labour, that should not automate away the social and emotional

aspects of teaching. Our participants spoke of wishing they had

more time to spend with their students in the classroom: to indi-

vidually counsel and nurture student interests (4.3.1), or to engage

in collaborative hands-on making to work through ideas (4.2.3). In

these cases, software which streamlines uploading student work to

a cleanly-formatted portfolio might trump a creative AI agent with

which students are expected to collaborate.

Our tool considerations for art education leave room for each

unique teacher to design their own unique classroom instructions.

We invite researchers to critically consider the classroom functions

that technology can fill. Art education technology should be de-

signed such that teachers have power over their tools, rather than
the tools dictating the norms and behaviors of teaching.

5.3 Developing Technology in Service of Art

Classrooms

Teachers often navigate the inadvertent consequences of emerging

technology being forced upon them, sometimes describing the con-

stant influx of new tools as “overwhelming” (4.3.4). We observed

gaps where teachers become primary decision-makers about how

technology should be approached in the classroom, despite lim-

ited digital literacy and resources (4.1.1). Under-resourced teachers

have been left to grapple with the disruptive effects of ChatGPT

and other LLMs in their art classrooms (4.2.1).

Our findings show that although art educators may not have

had opportunities to develop their own AI literacy, they are still

at the front lines of teaching the next generation how to use these

tools (4.1.2). Despite the high volume of claims that generative AI

will disrupt creative industries, the companies and technologists

behind generative AI have not formally provided teaching and train-

ing resources for educators; if the resources have been provided,

none of them have effectively reached the teachers we interviewed.

Developing tools in service of users does not stop when the tool is

finished, but includes the responsibility of supporting continued

access, guidance, and user agency (4.1).

One possibility for researchers to support high school art educa-

tors may look like value-sensitive toolkits for teachers and students

alike to think through how emerging technologies will fit into our

world’s evolving definition of digital citizenship. Teachers taught

about credit, authenticity, and copyright, rather than effective LLM

prompting (4.2.5). When new tools are released, teachers care less

about their students’ software proficiency and more about how

students position themselves towards technology, if student usage

is ethical, and hashing out the capacities, risks, and conceptual

roles of a tool. In addition to providing tutorials and resources, re-

searchers should collaborate and co-design with art educators who

teach about tooling rather than how to use tools to think through

tool values and sociotechnical impacts.

6 LIMITATIONS

Our findings do not include accounts of classroom experiences

beyond the US; we believed that a more focused study could advo-

cate for the value of researching sociotechnical contexts to better

understand the needs of a regional target user group. Given the

variance in global education systems, a wider scope of recruitment

could yield data from contexts that are difficult to compare, and risk

producing findings not applicable to any specific region at depth.

Future work may explore art education technology at other levels

of education or in regions besides the United States.

7 CONCLUSION

High school art teachers’ domain expertise can provide critical

perspectives on the core values of their classrooms and the labour

necessary to provide students a quality art education. Educators

serve as crucial social and emotional glue for their students, con-

necting them to wider histories, art worlds, and local communities.

Teachers create classrooms that nurture creative problem-solving,

social-emotional learning, practicing foundational skills, creative

ownership, and digital citizenship, while operating under limited

technological access, guidance, and agency. Through interviews

with 19 art educators, we uncovered insights to suggest how HCI

researchers might listen, connect, and build alongside teachers to

create future technology compatible with current secondary ed-

ucation classroom constraints, and motivate technology for art

education informed closely by those who teach it.
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