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Research Question: 
Can a hauntological and object-oriented exploration of lecturers’ and generative AI’s perspectives on creativity in art and design education, inform long-term approaches to GenAI adoption in higher education?

This research seeks to explore how generative artificial intelligence (genAI) is reshaping creativity within art and design higher education (HE), with the aim of informing long-term approaches to its adoption in teaching and learning.  While AI has been associated with educational enhancement for over a decade (Sadykova and Kayumova, 2024, p.3195), recent advancements in genAI, being capable of producing human-like, seemingly original content (Tayade et al., 2024, p.215) is prompting a paradigm shift.  This has resulted in organisations like the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), focusing on frameworks for measuring digital literacy, and calls for a transition from an ‘information society’ to an ‘intelligent society’ (Storey, 2024, p.02).  These developments, demonstrate a growing need for innovative educational research, and HE that prepares graduates for a world shaped by advancing genAI.

My proposed study intends to explore lectures perceptions and apply hauntology and philosophical inquiry to investigate the intersection of human (lecturer) and nonhuman (genAI) perspectives on creativity and education.  This proposed research is driven by a concern that current educational discourses are often conservative in their thinking and approach, resulting in studies that focus on short-term implementation rather than long term adaption (Fleischmann, 2024; Lin and Chen, 2024; Lee and Suh, 2024). Personally, I am drawn to forward-thinking approaches in AI education (AIEd) that embrace genAI’s evolving nature and transformative potential.   This is motivated by papers such as Aldoseri et al., (2024) who describes genAI as being unlike any other technology, it is in a state of ‘perpetual-beta’ (p.02), which has the potential to reshape ‘our world in profound ways’ (p.04).  In a reality of continued development, the findings of this research will be valuable for HE lecturers, curriculum designers, and policymakers seeking creative and long-term approaches for human-AI collaboration in future teaching and learning. 
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This literature review builds upon findings from the previous assignment ECDE7016, which explored genAI in HE, with a particular focus on creativity in art and design education.  The previous assignment reviewed four core areas: the evolution and definitions of AI and genAI; the relationship between genAI and creativity; lecturer, student perceptions of genAI in HE; and emerging debates around human-AI co-collaboration.  From this exploration, three key gaps were identified:  

1. A lack of practical guidance on adopting genAI in education, to fully capitalise on its transformative potential. 
2. Limited exploration of long-term frameworks that position genAI as a partner in education.
3. An absence of novel outlooks and methodologies that examine the temporal dimension of lecturer’s perspectives and AI advancement.

This second review aims to extend and deepen the previous inquiry by shifting focus towards the conceptual and strategic dimensions of the proposed research.  It explores the potential of philosophical inquiry to investigate the evolving field of genAI, with the aim of informing further development in the proposed research direction.  

As with the previous assignment, the strategy for identifying literature mirrors the same systematic approach. Sources were gathered using the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) library system and its embedded artificial intelligence (AI) research assistant. Search terms and questions were directly informed by the current research direction, and a snowballing method was used to broaden the scope of relevant material.  The CRAAP test was also applied to assess the quality and credibility of each source. 

To ensure relevance with a rapidly evolving field, sources consist of peer-reviewed journal articles published between a short timeframe of 2023 and 2025.  Also, as in the previous assignment, this review takes the position that education does not exist in isolation.  Therefore, literature was drawn not only from educational research but also from fields such as philosophical inquiry and AI, technology development, and innovation.  This broader interdisciplinary approach ensures that my proposed research is informed by macro-level shifts and fosters forward-thinking in my field of educational research.  
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The central philosophical lens guiding my research is hauntology, a concept developed by Jacques Derrida, which explores how both the past and the future ‘haunt’ the present (Coverley, 2020). This notion is particularly useful for examining the shifting educational landscape, where past teaching practices, current perceptions, and speculative futures converge around the integration of genAI and its adoption.
In my previous literature review, I established the relevance of hauntology to my proposed study. Notably, Lin and Chen (2024) emphasised how lecturers’ and students’ prior educational experiences should be taken into account, when exploring how perceptions are shaped towards genAI. Additionally, Johnson et al., (2024) advocated for an exploration of multiple potential futures in genAI’s educational integration. Similarly, Bozkurt et al., (2023) and Veletsianos et al., (2024) introduced the idea of ‘speculative futures’, which closely aligns with a hauntological outlook. These works suggest that a hauntological lens in which to conduct my study is in keeping with current discussions taking place in the field.
The proposed use of hauntology, then, provides a critical conceptual framework for exploring how genAI is perceived in HE, by situating stakeholders perceptions within broader temporal, philosophical, and social contexts. This approach opens space for deeper questioning about what genAI is, what it might become, and how lecturers’ previous experiences are reshaping our human-AI relationship and genAI’s wider adoption in HE.
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While hauntology frames the temporal approach of my study, Object-Oriented Ontology (OOO) introduces a complementary philosophical stance. OOO, as developed by thinkers like Harman and Bogost, argues that all objects, human and nonhuman possess their own reality independent of human perception (Bogost, 2012; Filiz and Oruc, (2024). Applying OOO to genAI allows my study to consider the technology not simply as a passive tool, but as an object with its own agency and influence.

This proposed line of thinking prompts a critical question: can genAI be viewed as a participant within my research? This direction to the inquiry stretches beyond a traditional empirical approach and will necessitate a hybrid philosophical-empirical approach. Plevrakis, (2024), perspective article, argues for speculative-philosophical approaches that entertain AI subjectivity, even as scientists tend to avoid questions of AI consciousness, the discussion in the field of philosophy is growing in the wake of genAI (p.01-02). Though his article lacks empirical grounding itself, it does underscore the importance of empirical research and a need to incorporate conceptual and philosophical inquiry to enrich developing debates in genAI research (p.02).

In my own study, I am also proposing this dual approach, combining philosophical analysis with empirical investigation to bridge these modes of inquiry. This is essential in an emerging field like genAI research, where conventional understandings of the technology as a tool, are shifting towards a more complex relationship of a partner.  A growing body of literature positions genAI as a co-collaborator, co-creator, or a type of co-intelligence (McGuire, et al., 2024; Toyyibah, et al., 2024; Virvou, et al., 2024).  This direction of a human-AI partnership is still being defined, inviting a philosophical reframing of human–AI interactions.  This developing area in the field warrants an innovative approach to research in the form of a hybrid philosophical-empirical study, that encourages deeper engagement with the epistemological and ontological status of genAI.

Lemelin, (2025) provides a pertinent example of this by exploring AI through existential ontology. Drawing on John Haugeland and Martin Heidegger philosophical teachings, Lemelin interrogates whether large language models (LLMs) can truly understand. His key argument is that genuine understanding is tied to finitude, care, and responsibility, qualities absent in genAI. While the paper raises thought-provoking points, its exploration of existential holism is underdeveloped in its clear explanations, limiting the depth of its claims. Nevertheless, the paper’s distinction between additive and transformative theories of understanding is valuable. Additive theories posit that genAI mirrors human cognition with a few missing elements (e.g. self-awareness), while transformative theories suggest that the presence of uniquely human capacities (like rationality or care) fundamentally alters the nature of cognition itself (p.112-113). 

This distinction is vital to my research, as I do not seek to equate genAI with human understanding or consciousness, but rather to explore how genAI, as an ‘other,’ participates in knowledge creation and meaning-making alongside humans. As Cibotaru, (2024, p.1068) argues, even if AI mirrored human cognition structurally, variations in realities, would still result in differences. Considering this, I will not treat genAI as a sole means of producing concepts applicable to humans, but instead compare genAI outputs based on human talking points to human responses, positioning genAI as a distinct yet responsive ‘other’, a mirror, or a conversational partner shaped by human input.  This approach can be used to identify patterns that may not be fully visible in purely human data alone.  
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My proposed approach requires that there is an understanding of genAI’s working ‘mind’, Lemelin, (2025) notes that genAI systems are built on ‘deep neural networks that learn’ (p.100).  The models are trained through large datasets [information], a process fundamentally reliant on human-generated content, and human input (Venturini, 2023, p.111). This underscores a central paradox, in the mechanics of genAI’s working ‘mind’, as while it is a product of human input, and does adhere to its modelling rules of statistical probabilities, it also has an element of randomisation in its output. 

Groß, (2024) reinforces this idea by describing machine learning (ML) as producing ‘stochastic’ representations of social reality.  This type of ‘mind’ that outputs insights based on probabilities may surface new understandings or connections beyond human initial awareness (p.11).  This capacity for re-combination, randomness, and scale, offers researchers unique opportunities. By comparing genAI outputs with human perspectives, my study seeks to uncover potential insights and novel connections, ones that may not emerge from human thinking alone.

This proposed direction supports Lemelin, (2025) philosophical standpoint that there ‘now appears to be a functional equivalence between human and machinic understanding of natural language’ (p.108).  An argument that positions genAI not simply as a tool, but an ‘actor’, capable of shaping human understanding and interacting with humans.  However, Ballatore et al., (2024, p.125) paper on AI creativity raises the fact that genAI can produce ‘unexpected patterns or behaviours’, this conduct is usually associated with error, or the technical term ‘hallucinations’.  To this point, errors and ‘hallucinations’ in genAI are not disqualifying to the proposed research, rather, they mirror the imperfection inherent in human cognition. This aligns with my methodological approach, to treat both genAI and human responses as fallible yet revealing, with the aim of drawing comparative insights into perception.
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From the investigated literature it is apparent that a prevalent philosophical theory in the field of genAI and philosophical inquiry is that of Actor-Network Theory (ANT) as opposed to OOO (Venturini, 2023; Viejo, 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024).   Like OOO it can be used to reinforce the idea of genAI as an independent object, but it also acknowledges it as an active participant. ANT proposes that all entities capable of producing effects, human or non-human, are ‘actors’ within socio-technical networks (Tatnall, 2010 p.241). Venturini (2023, p.107), drawing on Bruno Latour's notion of sociology of technology, which emphasises the ‘mutual entanglement and escalating interdependence’ of humans and technology, alludes to the characterisation of genAI as a co-shaper of human action and meaning. Viejo, (2024, p.114) extends this view by framing genAI as a conversational agent.  It is a technology created by humans but an active agent that is capable of participating in shaping our understanding of ourselves and the world. 

For my own research, considering the exploration of socio-technical networks and applying ANT to the understanding of human-AI partnerships, will enable a deep exploration of the intertwined relationship developing between humans and genAI.  Utilising ANT as opposed to OOO will enable an exploration of socio-technical networks as part of the research approach and a deeper understanding of genAI as a partner.  Also, this approach aligns with the dominant philosophical theory within the literature.   

It is apparent therefore, that the positions across the literature, in genAI and philosophical inquiry, challenges the perception of genAI as a ‘tool’ and suggest that genAI in a human-AI partnership is capable of shaping understanding (Venturini, 2023; Groß, 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024; Viejo, 2024; Zhou, 2024).  Omran et al., (2024) similarly classifies genAI as a collaborative partner, a concept echoed across emerging innovation and educational literature through terms like co-intelligence and co-creativity (McGuire, et al., 2024; Toyyibah et al., 2024; Virvou, et al., 2024).  

To this end, designing a research approach that attempts to utilise and further understand human-AI relations, is ensuring that my research is situated within an emerging future thinking research field. Moreover, Zhou’s (2024) literature review of the emerging field of AI sociology, calls for more empirical studies grounded in sociological theory, particularly frameworks like ANT that highlight the agency of nonhuman actors. My own study responds to this gap in the literature by employing philosophical inquiry alongside empirical methods, to explore the relationship between humans and genAI in HE settings, particularly within art and design education.

This proposed approach, however, prompts another critical question: how does a researcher approach and work within a human-AI partnership? Sharifzadeh’s (2024) article brings many of these threads together in a philosophical and ethical analysis of genAI in research. He asks whether genAI should be considered a ‘co-author’ and outlines the ethical implications of this proposed paradigm shift in research. Drawing on ANT and discussions of moral agency, the paper proposes a framework in which genAI may be recognised as a contributor.  Included in the findings and the proposed framework is that genAI should never be the primary author, an outline of clear boundaries for human accountability, and genAI to engage with academic standards.

However, as explored in the article this idea of co-authorship is not just a technical concern, it raises questions about the nature of collaboration, authorship, and knowledge creation. Sharifzadeh’s suggestions resonate with my own research design.  GenAI will be treated as a ‘research debater’ whose responses may reflect or challenge human input. While not a co-author in the formal sense, genAI will be engaged with critically in the study, and its influence acknowledged and scrutinised in the research, to identify patterns and further connections that may not have been presented in a human only study.  This approach aligns with discussions in Ballatore et al., (2024, p.125) paper, that seeks to explore the philosophical dimension of genAI art and creativity, whereby it is asserted that genAI is capable of creating unique and innovative works that may not be conceived by humans alone. 
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Taken together, a philosophical approach, using hauntology, ANT, and considering debates around agency and authorship, offer a compelling foundation for my research. As outlined throughout this review, the emerging literature increasingly challenges the perception of genAI as a passive tool. Instead, positions it as an active partner or actor in knowledge creation and meaning-making.  Yet, despite this shift in perspective of our emerging relationship with genAI, significant gaps remain.

Firstly, while speculative and theoretical approaches such as those explored in Plevrakis, (2024) and Lemelin, (2025) offer thought provoking insights into genAI agency and epistemological significance, empirical research remains limited.  Much of the literature remains conceptual, taking the form of theoretical and philosophical discussions.  This highlights a gap, and a need to integrate these philosophical lenses into real-world research practices.  

Secondly, although concepts like ANT are gaining prominence in AI sociology and technology discussions, its application in AIEd and creative disciplines such as art and design remain underdeveloped.  This disciplinary gap between philosophical inquiry and that of AIEd research is important to address, especially in a period of shifting human-AI relations, where genAI is increasingly seen not just as a tool, but as an ‘actor’ in socio-technical networks. Current literature within the area of philosophical discussions, innovation, and AIEd do not fully engage with questions of co-creativity, co-creation, and co-intelligence from a hybrid philosophical-empirical perspective.  

Thirdly, the hauntological perspective remains largely absent from genAI research and AIEd research, although it is alluded to (Bozkurt et al., 2023; Johnson et al., 2024; Lin and Chen, 2024; Veletsianos et al., 2024).  Hauntology, offers a rich, temporal framework for understanding how pedagogical experiences/established practices, present uncertainties and speculative futures converge around the adoption of genAI in HE.  This dimension has yet to be fully explored, to understand the complexities of educational change.

In response, to these findings, my study proposes a hybrid philosophical-empirical approach, that seeks to directly engage with these gaps.  By positioning genAI as both object and actor, and by critically comparing its outputs with human responses, as a research debater, this study aims to develop a means of exploring human-AI partnerships.  It seeks not only to understand how human lecturers’ perceptions in HE are shaped, but also contribute to emerging debates about what it means to co-collaborate and co-create, and think with genAI.  This explorative study will seek to provide insight into a mindset for long-term adoption of genAI in HE.

This direction aligns with papers such as Torres et al., (2024), Creely and Blannin (2025), who refer to genAI in art and design education with the sentiment of a co-creator.   I argue that continuing with outdated views of genAI as a neutral tool risks overlooking vital shifts in educational practice and genAI research. Returning to my motivation for this study, Aldoseri et al., (2024) who asserts, that genAI has the potential to reshape ‘our world in profound ways’ (p.04). My research engages with this potential by critically examining how genAI and humans co-create meaning and educational futures, challenging existing perceptions of how we can research, teach, and learn, for long-term AIEd adoption.
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In light of this literature review, I have refined my research question to better reflect the philosophical concepts that will guide the study, while also emphasising its empirical nature.  The revised question is: 

How can a hauntological and actor-network theory exploration of lecturers’ and generative AI’s perspectives on human-AI creativity, shape long-term approaches for genAI adoption in higher education?

The aim of this exploratory research is to critically investigate how the perspectives of lecturers and genAI intersect in the context of creativity in art and design education.  By applying hauntology and ANT, this study seeks to offer insights into how long-term approaches to genAI adoption in HE might be shaped.  Bridging philosophical inquiry with empirical research, the study will examine how these two perspectives [lecturers and genAI] contribute to knowledge creation and meaning-making that can inform future approaches to AIEd.

To achieve this, the research will pursue the following objectives: 
1. To explore lecturers’ perceptions of creativity and the role of genAI in art and design education.
2. To apply hauntology to examine how past experiences and future orientations shape both lecturers and genAI perceptions of creativity and AIEd. 
3. To use genAI as a ‘research debater’, by comparing its responses on creativity and AIEd with human lecturers’ perspectives, identifying similarities and differences. 
4. To apply ANT to explore the human-AI partnership and the processes of co-creation within the context of the research.
5. To examine how the combined perspectives of lecturers and genAI can inform long-term approaches for genAI adoption in HE. 
These objectives will guide a hybrid-philosophical-empirical research approach.  The study aims to address gaps in the existing literature and position the research within the evolving field of genAI research and education.
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