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Visitor perceptions of haptic vests and accessibility at music festivals.

Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk211340722]Global tourism is growing rapidly (Herre et al., 2023). The cultural tourism sub-sector contains niches including music tourism, where tourists travel at least partially because of music (Gibson & Connell, 2005). Despite earlier shifts online caused by Covid19 (Portugal et al., 2024), in 2023 19.2 million music tourists attended live music events in the UK (UK Music, 2024) benefiting regions across the UK (Visit Britain, 2023). Over 6.5 million people attended UK music festivals in 2022 (McLennan, 2023), including 4% of all UK inbound tourists (Association of Leading Visitor Attractions, 2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk211336760]Tourists who are d/Deaf, disabled or neurodiverse represent an increasingly important market segment (Vila et al., 2024). The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2006) proscribes their right to participate equally in cultural life, which requires accessibility for all to facilities, products, and services (UN Tourism ,2024). Whilst participating in music festivals can positively impact elements of social integration (Sağbetullah, 2023), music festivals produce social exclusion (Duffy et al., 2019) for music tourists who are d/Deaf, disabled or neurodiverse (‘MTDDN’). Globally, over 5% of the population experience disabling hearing loss of at least 35 decibels in their better hearing ear (World Health Organisation, 2023). A d/Deaf or hearing-impaired individual’s level of hearing loss can shape their access to live music performances (British Deaf News, 2020) although this can be mitigated by accessing music at specific dB volumes and/or feeling vibrations (Cornelius & Natvig, 2023). Disability is defined as a physical or mental impairment under The Equality Act (2010). Neurological conditions encompassing atypical cognitive functioning (Exceptional Individuals, 2023) are the principal cause of disability globally (Feigin et al., 2020). Facilitating “inclusion with dignity” (Dickson et al., 2024, p.18) for MTDDN may require transformative solutions (Gillovic et al., 2024) and mediation using ICT (Jensen et al., 2023).
Haptic technologies (‘haptics’) which convert sound waves into vibrations, represent an important element of future audience experiences at music festivals (Robertson et al., 2015). Haptics can enhance the realism of music performances (Paterson & Wanderley, 2023) with wearable haptics undergoing development (Adilkhanov et al., 2022). Initial usages of haptic vests (‘vests’), to augment live performances include classical music (Hall, 2023) and Coldplay (Payne, 2022). Deaf Rave provide a platform for d/Deaf, Hearing and Disabled performers and audiences (Deaf Rave, 2023). They adapt Woojer 3 gaming vests, designed to “vibrate precise frequencies throughout your entire body” (Woojer, 2023, p.1) for MTDDN during DJ performances.
This research note presents an evaluation of perceptions of using haptics to improve access for MTDDN. Respondents attended Deaf Rave DJ performances augmented with vests at either Boomtown Fair (‘Boomtown’) on 10th August 2023 or Deaf Rave Festival (‘DRF’) on 21st October 2023. Primary research collected empirical evidence regarding audience responses to wearing vests. Quantitative information regarding perceptions of inclusion, accessibility, musical appreciation, communitas and liveness was evaluated, testing the proposition that: Wearing interactive haptic vests which are intended to enhance accessibility, may improve music tourist experiences at music festivals. Additional secondary questions asked: 
· Could the augmentation of musical performances with haptics positively influence decisions to attend?
· Are musical performances augmented with vests perceived as being authentically live?
· Might perceptions of haptics vary between audience members who are d/Deaf, disabled or neurodivergent and those who are not?
Literature Review

A review of the literature identified five key aspects regarding music tourist experiences of music festivals: Inclusion, accessibility, musical appreciation, communitas and liveness. These aspects are discussed below.
The first aspect, inclusion, implies that “everyone should be able to use the same facilities, take part in the same activities, and enjoy the same experiences” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2023). Unfortunately, music festivals are exclusive, with identified barriers to inclusion including affordability (Davies et al., 2023) and disability (Finkel & Dashper, 2020). To address the right to participate equally in cultural life, music festivals gently need to “break down the barriers that disable people” (Attitude is Everything, 2023). This can be achieved to some degree by addressing accessibility, which is defined as “measures put in place to address participation by those with impairments” (Finkel et al., 2019, p.2). In practice, access improvements at music festivals tend to focus on venue and site design barriers, staff training and festival policies to address challenges for visible disabilities (Alvarado, 2022). However, accessible ICT can improve onsite engagement with live performances for MTDDN (Jensen et al., 2023) provided it does not impact negatively on their enjoyment at the music festival.
A third aspect, appreciating live musical performances, involves “recognising and enjoying the good qualities” (Collins Dictionary, 2023) of an inherently unique experience (Brown & Knox, 2017). Thompson et al (2023) identified three forms of music appreciation; musical structure, personal significance, and contexts/causes of the music (p.261). While audience members enjoying a live performance spontaneously interact with musicians and environment (Toelle & Sloboda, 2021) individuals behave differently, within a spectrum encompassing passively listening to explicitly evaluating the experience (Waddell & Williamon, 2022). Attendee opinions of any performance will vary, due to different factors, including d/Deafness, disability, or neurodivergence. However, musical appreciation is only one of several factors which impact upon audience experiences at music festivals.
Music tourist experiences also encompass the fourth aspect, communitas (Turner, 1969), relating to the sense of pleasure in shared feelings of belonging/community, which may be more important than perceived quality of the music (Jahn et al., 2018). Music festivals can foster a sense of community (Duffy, 2019) through temporary festival attributes, shared interests, or friendships (Wu et al., 2020). By breaking down barriers between attendees, communitas positions music festivals as ‘in-between’ liminal spaces (De Geus et al., 2016; Pielichaty, 2015), where cultural transformations may occur (Van Den Ende, 2021). Whilst communitas can potentially remove inequalities (Pielichaty, 2015; Taheri et al., 2015) barriers to access may reduce feelings of belonging for MTDDN. Whilst accessible ICT can help build communitas (Brown et al., 2019) it is important to ensure that augmentation does not reduce the perceived authenticity of other aspects of a music festival experience.
Authentic experiences seem real and genuine (St Jean, 2008). Music tourists’ sense of authenticity is influenced by a range of factors including communitas, copresence, motives for improvement and perceptions of ‘liveness’ in musical performances (A.C.C. Bossey, 2023). Liveness, the fifth aspect of music tourist experiences at music festivals, is “the quality or state of being live” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, 2023). It may require the presence of both audience members and performers, physically co-located at a moment in time (Phelan, 1993). Alternatively, liveness may be achievable remotely via ICT (Auslander, 2012; Mallinder, 2020; Sanden, 2019). Responding to Kim’s contention (2017) regarding a new paradigm of liveness, A. Bossey (2023) proposed the concept of “liveness 4.0” (p.126) to consider ICT augmentations relating to audience members senses of touch, smell, taste, heat, balance, and perception of body. For MTDDN, enhancing these modalities could facilitate a higher state of liveness than un-augmented face-to-face interactions between audience and performer.
Methodology
[bookmark: _Hlk211598050]To evaluate ‘MTDDN’ perceptions of haptic vests a field-based method was applied, rather than an experimental method. Field based research supports an inductive approach to theory, which begins with facts about cognition, emotion, and behaviour (Paluck & Cialdini 2014). This aligned with the importance of facilitating respondents to experience vests in authentic ‘field’ environments at Boomtown and DRF. These real-life experiences were immediately followed up by questionnaire to evaluate participants experience and perceptions. Questionnaires are considered relatively accessible due to user familiarity and allow comparison between groups and locations (Ranganathan & Caduff, 2023). Furthermore, this method of data collection was selected for reliability and to enable researchers to remain detached within busy music festival contexts. 

Research objectives were established and the literature review informed questions. Drawing upon previous research (A.C.C. Bossey, 2023) a revised questionnaire was designed to collect empirical evidence regarding audience perceptions of haptics during live DJ performances. Closed questions related to age, gender, hearing level, disability, neurodivergence, and experience of engaging with haptic vests and/or haptic flooring. Additional closed questions elucidated quantitative information through two five-point Likert scales to explore whether using haptics increased perceptions of access, artistic appreciation, communitas, inclusion or liveness at music performances from individual attendees. The first Likert scale sought responses to statements regarding experiencing a live music performance augmented with haptics. The second ascertained perceptions of liveness without augmentation and when wearing a vest (A.C.C. Bossey, 2025). 

The research was subject to institutional sign off via its formal ethics committee. Researchers followed best practices relating to d/Deaf audiences, including those established in previous projects. Ethical considerations included working with vulnerable adults as participants and researchers ensured all respondents were able to grant informed consent.
  
Researchers were provided with ear protection and stationed amongst both festival audiences. Preparation involved initiating an actuation test to ensure the vest was working before inviting participants to try it. Combinations of conversation, BSL signing and typed information sheets were used to explain the research requirements. All respondents wore a vest to experience a live performance from Deaf Rave DJs for approximately five minutes. This was judged sufficient time to experience a range of sounds and appreciate the role of the vest in augmenting the live experience. Research participants were then asked to complete either an on-line or paper-based questionnaire. 

Data was interpreted using quantitative analysis. Nonparametric Chi-Square testing was applied to all responses using SPSS to ascertain asymptotic significance (P-Value), based upon null hypothesis (1) that all categories are equal. Nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis testing was applied to a sub-set of questions using null hypothesis (2) that distribution of the mean ranks will be the same across three or more categories of hearing/disability/neurodivergence, against experience of wearing vests to augment a live music performance. When analysing the data relating to these categories, participants who either did not answer a specific question and/or did not provide their disability, were removed from the data set on a question-by-question basis.

Outcomes were coded with agreement corresponding to “acceptance” under the consumer innovation decision process (Nabih et al., 1997, p.190) and disagreement corresponding to “rejection” which implies proactive appraisal by respondents (Kleijnen et al., 2009 p.345). The research did not test for “opposition” wherein consumers advocate against the innovation (Kleijnen et al., 2009, p.345). 
Results & Discussion
Researchers gathered completed questionnaires from 54 respondents at Boomtown and 87 at DRF. Overall, 127 respondents agreed to take part in the research and the 14 respondents who did not grant permission were removed from further analysis. From the revised cohort, 63 respondents self-identified as d/Deaf or hearing impaired, 47 as disabled and 37 as neurodivergent. All Likert scale responses scored under 0.05 through Nonparametric Chi-Square testing, confirming asymptotic significance through ‘goodness of fit’. The test was applied to all questions, however an overwhelmingly positive reaction meant that some negative categories contained less than 5 responses. Therefore, null hypothesis (1) was rejected. 
Regarding improvements to inclusion (Table 1), acceptance of 79% may imply that haptics can help address barriers to inclusion for MTDDN at music festivals (Finkel & Dashper, 2020 p.1). Additionally, 77% accepted that haptics improved access to address participation (Finkel et al, 2019). Whilst positive, these findings may reflect that vests cannot address all the barriers disabling MTDDN (Attitude is Everything, 2023) with, for example, staff training or physical solutions (Alvarado, 2022) of greater importance for some respondents. Therefore, haptics should be deployed at music festivals as part of a package of measures to facilitate inclusion with dignity (Dickson et al., 2024). 
Regarding improvements to musical appreciation (Table 1), respondents evidenced 82% acceptance. Building upon findings regarding inclusion, this supports future deployment of haptics to enhance the realism of music performances (Paterson & Wanderley, 2023). Furthermore, high acceptance potentially implies participants using haptics were more able to spontaneously interact with musicians and environment (Toelle & Sloboda, 2021). This infers vests may increase forms of music appreciation (Thompson et al., 2023) which influence audience enjoyment of music festivals and hence represent one source of potential exclusion for MTDDN.
Regarding communitas (Table 1), 81% of respondents accepted that haptics improved their sense of belonging/community. This aligns with findings that ICT can support communitas (Brown et al., 2019) and underlines potential for haptics to help remove inequalities and barriers between attendees (Pielichaty, 2015; Taheri et al., 2015). Furthermore, it could be posited that wearing a vest during a music festival would in-itself contribute further to limonoid “out of the ordinary” event experiences (De Geus et al., 2016, p.290).
Regarding varied perceptions between audience members who are d/Deaf, disabled or neurodivergent and those who are not, null hypothesis (2) was rejected. Levels of acceptance that haptics improved access were 84% for respondents who consider themselves to be d/Deaf or hearing impaired, compared to 73% from those who did not (Table 3). When considering inclusion during the performance there was a significant difference between those who considered themselves to have a disability (91% acceptance) and other respondents (73% acceptance) (Table 4). Cumulatively this may suggest that d/Deaf or hearing-impaired respondents need augmentation and imply potential for positive impacts from wearing vests for people who are d/Deaf or hearing-impaired and inclusion for people who are disabled. 
These positive results were not repeated amongst respondents who self-identified as being neurodivergent, where 84% accepted that wearing a vest represented an authentic live experience, compared to 89% of other respondents (Table 8). Furthermore, 76% of neurodivergent respondents accepted that prior knowledge of haptic augmentation would positively influence their decision to attend, in contrast to 86% of all other respondents (Table 9). Some audience members who self-identified as neurodivergent mentioned that haptics overstimulated them and/or created anxiety, so cumulatively, the results may suggest haptics are unsuitable for some neurodivergent people. 
Overall, the high levels of acceptance suggest that deploying vests at music festivals would help mitigate discrimination, exclusion and disadvantage. This would support assertions that ICT could increase inclusion to live performances at music festivals (Jensen et al., 2023) by offering transformative access (Gillovic et al., 2024) for MTDDN. Given the current market potential of MTDDN (Vila et al., 2024) and scale of hearing loss globally (World Health Organisation, 2023), it follows that deploying haptics could contribute to further growth in music tourism by developing the MTDDN market sector.
When considering liveness (Table 2), 59% of respondents accepted that experiencing the performance without augmentation represented an authentic ‘live’ music experience.  When reflecting upon wearing vests, 85% of respondents accepted this represents an authentic ‘live’ music experience. While no cases of rejection were provided, 5% of respondents postponed acceptance while 8% left the question blank. Significantly, acceptance from all respondents that wearing a vest increased the liveness of the music festival experience was 26% higher than acceptance of un-augmented live experiences. This suggest that deploying haptics could have commercial benefits across all subsectors of tourists who are travelling because of music (Gibson & Connell, 2005).

Regarding AMDDN, 89% of respondents who consider themselves to be d/Deaf or hearing impaired accepted the liveness of experiencing the performance wearing a vest compared to 84% of other respondents (Table 5). Respondents who were disabled were 12% higher than others on the same measure (Table 6) Furthermore, the liveness of experiencing the performance without augmentation was postponed (Nabih et al., 1997) by 22% and rejected (Kleijnen et al., 2009) by 13% of respondents who consider themselves to be d/Deaf or hearing impaired, compared to 23% postponement and 8% rejection from all other respondents (Table 7). Interestingly, proportionate acceptance when considering the liveness of performances without augmentation was lower from respondents who consider themselves to be neurodivergent (49%), against other respondents (64%) (Table 10). This may reflect specific issues regarding haptic overstimulation and neurodivergence which warrant further investigation.

Findings indicate that wearing vests on-site during a live music performance conforms to aspects of Phelan’s classic liveness (1993) whilst simultaneously aligning with mediatisation envisaged by Auslander (2012), Sanden (2019) and Mallinder (2020). The results suggest that a relatively small minority of MTDDN will perceive a deficit of liveness as a barrier to wearing vests at music festivals and support the adoption of vests for DJ performances at music festivals. Furthermore, they align with the proposition of ‘liveness 4.0’ as a new paradigm for accessibility at music festivals (A. Bossey 2023). 

Regarding knowledge of haptic provision (Table I), 81% accepted this would influence decisions to attend events. Therefore, haptics could be marketed as a positive driver to attend music festivals, generating additional income to mitigate associated costs. Vests require a signal from the live sound feed of performances at music festivals. While some audience members enquired about buying vests to overcome personal accessibility barriers, commercial vests need modification to receive live sound feeds and affordability (Davies et al., 2023) could restrict uptake. 

All respondents experienced a vest, however 36% stated they had not attended a performance ‘augmented with a wearable interactive haptic vest’. In future, simpler terminology should be used. Whilst questionnaires allow comparison between groups and locations (Ranganathan & Caduff, 2023), significant challenges arose collecting responses due to intermittent signals for digital questionnaires and challenges completing paper questionaries in chaotic, dark, noisy environments. Alternative qualitative methodologies which do not require questionnaires could be explored for field research at music festivals. Observationally, participants’ facial expressions often reflected their responses to haptics. Therefore, qualitative photo elicitation techniques could represent an inclusive method to provide orchestrated reflection by MTDDN which mitigates some challenges of quantitative data collection.
Future research in relation to music tourists experiencing haptics could consider larger cohorts at other music festivals, deployment within other live music venues, across different genres of music, regarding neurodivergence, or with other specific impairments. 
Conclusion
Approximately 80% acceptance was observed against all measures regarding haptic augmentation of music performances at Boomtown and DRF. Acceptance from d/Deaf or hearing-impaired respondents that haptics could improve their access to the performance was 11% higher than all other music tourists who responded. Additionally, more d/Deaf or hearing-impaired respondents rejected the authentic live experience of enjoying performances without augmentation, suggesting they require augmentation. Acceptance from disabled respondents that haptics improved their sense of inclusion during the performance was 18% higher than from other respondents. 81% of all respondents accepted that knowing haptics would be provided would influence their decisions to attend music tourism events.
Acceptance of the liveness of wearing vests was highest from respondents who self-identified as d/Deaf, hearing-impaired or disabled. The proposition that haptics can enhance perceptions of liveness for some attendees, reducing perceptual barriers to adoption was supported, in alignment with ‘liveness 4.0’. 
These results support adopting haptics as a transformative solution to improving existing experiences for all music tourists at music festivals. Furthermore, increasing provision of/for vests on-site, could potentially contribute to audience development for music festivals by increasing access for MTDDN. To help facilitate continued growth in music tourism, music festivals should deploy haptics as part of a package of measures to help increase accessibility for MTDDN and support equal involvement in cultural life. Haptics can potentially drive commercial benefit across all sub-sectors of music tourism. Additional research is recommended.
Limitations of this research included the relatively small sample size, mitigated by the proportions of respondents who self-identified as MTDDN, and single medium of liveness. 
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Figures

Figure 1: Music tourists wearing haptic vests during Deaf Rave performance at Boomtown Fair 2023 CREDIT Mandy Curtis
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Alt Text: A crowd of young, white people dancing at a festival. Three of them are wearing black haptic vests and look very happy.


















Tables


[bookmark: _Hlk213857217]Table 1: Haptic responses from all 127 consenting respondents. Rounded to two decimal places.


	Likert Scale Question
	If you have attended a live music performance augmented with interactive haptic technology, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statement:
	Strongly Agree


	Agree


	Neutral

	Disagree

	Strongly Disagree


	Question not answered

	Q9
	The haptic technology improved my access to the performance

	61.42%
	16.54%
	7.87%
	1.57%
	0%
	12.60%

	Q10
	The haptic technology improved my appreciation of the musical performance 
	64.57%
	18.11%
	3.94%
	0.00%
	0%
	13.39%

	Q11
	The haptic technology improved my sense of inclusion during the performance 
	58.27%
	21.26%
	6.30%
	0.00%
	0%
	14.17%

	Q12
	The haptic technology improved my sense of belonging/community with other audience members during the performance 
	58.27%
	22.83%
	2.36%
	2.36%
	0%
	14.17%

	Q13
	Knowing that a forthcoming music performance would be augmented haptic technology would positively influence my decision to attend 
	55.91%
	25.20%
	3.94%
	0.79%
	0%
	14.17%




























Table 2: Liveness responses from all 127 consenting respondents. Rounded to two decimal places.


	Likert Scale Question
	Please indicate the extent to which you feel the following on-site perspective of a music performance at a music festival represents an authentic ‘live’ event:
	Strongly Agree


	Agree


	Neutral

	Disagree

	Strongly Disagree
	Question not answered

	Q14
	Experiencing the performance without augmentation

	31.50%
	27.56%
	22.05%
	3.94%
	6.30%
	8.66%

	Q19
	Experiencing the performance while wearing an interactive haptic vest which transforms sound into felt vibration
	71.65%
	14.17%
	5.51%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	8.66%








































Table 3: Access; by Deaf or hearing impaired


	
	
	Do you consider yourself Deaf or hearing impaired?

	
	The haptic technology improved my access to the performance
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	54.84%
	68.25%
	50.00%
	61.42%

	
	Agree
	17.74%
	15.87%
	0.00%
	16.54%

	
	Neutral
	8.06%
	7.94%
	0.00%
	7.87%

	
	Disagree
	1.61%
	1.59%
	0.00%
	1.57%

	
	(blank)
	17.74%
	6.35%
	50.00%
	12.60%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .715 therefore null hypothesis is retained










































Table 4: Inclusion; by disability


	
	
	Do you consider yourself to be disabled?


	
	The haptic technology improved my sense of inclusion during the performance
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	48.72%
	74.47%
	50.00%
	58.27%

	
	Agree
	24.36%
	17.02%
	0.00%
	21.26%

	
	Neutral
	7.69%
	4.26%
	0.00%
	6.30%

	
	(blank)
	19.23%
	4.26%
	50.00%
	14.17%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .502 therefore null hypothesis is retained









































Table 5: Wearing a vest; by Deaf or hearing impaired


	
	
	Do you consider yourself Deaf or hearing impaired?

	
	Experiencing the performance while wearing an interactive haptic vest which transforms sound into felt vibration
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	72.58%
	71.43%
	50.00%
	71.65%

	
	Agree
	11.29%
	17.46%
	0.00%
	14.17%

	
	Neutral
	8.06%
	3.17%
	0.00%
	5.51%

	
	(blank)
	8.06%
	7.94%
	50.00%
	8.66%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .433 therefore null hypothesis is retained






































Table 6: Wearing a vest; by disability


	
	
	Do you consider yourself to be disabled?

	
	Experiencing the performance while wearing an interactive haptic vest which transforms sound into felt vibration
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	70.51%
	74.47%
	50.00%
	71.65%

	
	Agree
	11.54%
	19.15%
	0.00%
	14.17%

	
	Neutral
	7.69%
	2.13%
	0.00%
	5.51%

	
	(blank)
	10.26%
	4.26%
	50.00%
	8.66%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .554 therefore null hypothesis is retained

	
	
	
	
	
	






































Table 7: Without augmentation; by Deaf or hearing impaired


	
	
	Do you consider yourself Deaf or hearing impaired?

	
	Experiencing the performance without augmentation
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	33.87%
	28.57%
	50.00%
	31.50%

	
	Agree
	27.42%
	28.57%
	0.00%
	27.56%

	
	Neutral
	22.58%
	22.22%
	0.00%
	22.05%

	
	Disagree
	3.23%
	4.76%
	0.00%
	3.94%

	
	Strongly disagree
	4.84%
	7.94%
	0.00%
	6.30%

	
	(blank)
	8.06%
	7.94%
	50.00%
	8.66%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .401 therefore null hypothesis is retained







































Table 8: Wearing a vest; by neurodivergence


	
	
	Do you consider yourself to be neurodivergent?

	
	Experiencing the performance while wearing an interactive haptic vest which transforms sound into felt vibration
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	70.11%
	81.08%
	0.00%
	71.65%

	
	Agree
	18.39%
	2.70%
	33.33%
	14.17%

	
	Neutral
	5.75%
	5.41%
	0.00%
	5.51%

	
	(blank)
	5.75%
	10.81%
	66.67%
	8.66%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .084 therefore null hypothesis is retained







































Table 9: Intention to attend; by neurodivergence


	
	
	Do you consider yourself to be neurodivergent?

	
	Knowing that a forthcoming live music performance would be augmented with haptic technology would positively influence my decision to attend
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	56.32%
	59.46%
	0.00%
	55.91%

	
	Agree
	29.89%
	16.22%
	0.00%
	25.20%

	
	Neutral
	3.45%
	2.70%
	33.33%
	3.94%

	
	Disagree
	1.15%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.79%

	
	(blank)
	9.20%
	21.62%
	66.67%
	14.17%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .490 therefore null hypothesis is retained





































Table 10: Without augmentation; by neurodivergence


	
	
	Do you consider yourself to be neurodivergent?

	
	Experiencing the performance without augmentation
	No
	Yes
	(blank)
	Grand Total

	
	Strongly Agree
	33.33%
	29.73%
	0.00%
	31.50%

	
	Agree
	31.03%
	18.92%
	33.33%
	27.56%

	
	Neutral
	21.84%
	24.32%
	0.00%
	22.05%

	
	Disagree
	4.60%
	2.70%
	0.00%
	3.94%

	
	Strongly disagree
	3.45%
	13.51%
	0.00%
	6.30%

	
	(blank)
	5.75%
	10.81%
	66.67%
	8.66%

	
	Kruskal-Wallis Test Score = .262 therefore null hypothesis is retained
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