A Pilot Study of Generative AI as a Participant in Dialogical Narrative Inquiry

Chapter 1
Introduction
Generative artificial intelligence (genAI) has emerged as a catalyst for transformation across numerous sectors including healthcare, media and education (Sahu, 2024, p.02), ushering in what Aldoseri et al., (2024, p.04) describe as an era of ‘unprecedented progress and boundless opportunities’.  Additionally, Storey and Wagner (2024, p.02), reference the United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) call to transition the global workforce from an ‘information society’ towards an ‘intelligent society’, demonstrating the broad transformative impact of AI-driven change.  Higher Education (HE) is therefore under increasing pressure to respond to a rapidly evolving technological landscape, where genAI development is described as existing in a state of ‘perpetual beta’ (Aldoseri et al., 2024, p.02).  This continuous acceleration presents significant challenges for educational institutions, requiring adaption in areas such as pedagogy, assessment, knowledge production and institutional strategy.

Zhou (2024, p.463) characterises genAI as a multifaceted phenomenon requiring an interdisciplinary approach.  The study aligns with this, acknowledging that questions surrounding genAI are not solely technical issues, but intersect with broader concerns relating to pedagogy, sociology, philosophy, epistemology, institutional culture, and design.  In this sense, genAI can be understood as a complex socio-technical or ‘wicked’ problem, where no single discipline perspective is sufficient to address the scale of transformation taking place.  Understanding how genAI may influence or be integrated into future educational systems therefore requires an interdisciplinary approach capable of connecting technological, human, cultural, and institutional perspectives.  This study responds to that complexity by drawing together insights from narrative inquiry, Actor-Network Theory (ANT), hauntology, Human-Centred Artificial Intelligence (HCAI), and Human-centred Design (HCD), in order to examine genAI not simply as a technological tool, but as part of a broader socio-technical system shaped through interaction.

Within this context, this research operates as a pilot study exploring an unconventional methodological approach to human-AI interaction.  At its core, the study investigates what happens when genAI is positioned not as a passive tool, but as an active participant within dialogical narrative inquiry processes.  Rather than examining genAI through conventional models of implementation, usability or efficiency, this research seeks to explore how lecturers make meaning through structured interaction with a genAI ‘voice’, and whether this form of encounter generates new reflections, tensions, or understandings surrounding education and technological change.    

More specifically, the study seeks to test and design an experimental methodological approach for my future doctoral research by operationalising a deliberately designed form of human-AI dialogue.  In doing so, it responds directly to gaps within the literature where concepts such as ‘partnership’ are discussed theoretically but rarely explored empirically through interactional design at a granular level.  This study therefore explores whether dialogical human-AI interaction may offer insight into more meaningful long-term approaches to genAI integration within HE, moving beyond passive or instrumental models of use.  In this sense, the project aims to contribute not only to the research field of Artificial Intelligence in Education (AIEd), but also to broader discussions within HCAI concerning the design of human-AI interaction.  

Importantly, this study does not seek to propose a genAI teaching method, nor does it claim that genAI possesses agency equivalent to humans.  Instead, the research explores what may emerge when human-AI interaction is intentionally designed within a dialogical inquiry framework, and what such interactions might reveal about future approaches to genAI integration and knowledge production.  

To provide further context, the following research was conducted within a UK HE institution, with lecturers from art and design discipline areas.  Ongoing discussions surrounding creativity, technology, and educational practices form part of the broader institutional environment at this institution.  Conducting the research within this setting enabled engagement with participants actively navigating the rise of genAI in education, institutional adoption strategies, and the integration of genAI into personal teaching practices.  As a lecturer working within the same institutional and disciplinary context, I occupy an insider position within the research.  This provided contextual familiarity with the educational landscape, and an awareness of the challenges lecturers face surrounding genAI adoption.  My own experience of attempting to integrate genAI into teaching practice, alongside difficulties identifying approaches that moved beyond short-term or instrumental use, provided the primary motivation for pursuing this research.



Chapter 2 
Literature Review

Strategy for Identifying Literature 

Sources were primarily identified using the University’s library system and its embedded artificial intelligence (AI) research assistant.  Search terms and question prompts were related to the latest iteration of the research direction, and a snowballing strategy was employed to identify relevant literature.  To ensure credibility and relevance of sources, the CRAAP test was applied alongside preference for peer-reviewed materials.  Given the rapid development of genAI as a research field, the literature selection was largely limited to publications from 2023 -2026, in order to reflect the most current debates and advancements in the field.  Additionally, literature was purposefully drawn from multiple disciplines, including education, science and technology, AI sociology, philosophy, and AI design.  This interdisciplinary approach was adopted to capture the complexity of genAI as a phenomenon.  As such, the review does not focus on a specific geographical region or discipline boundary, but instead adopts a macro-to-micro approach, connecting insights across disciplines to inform the research and understand the multifaceted phenomena of genAI.  This approach is important given that the educational responses to genAI are shaped by broader global technological, cultural and philosophical developments.  By engaging with a diverse body of literature, the study aims to maintain relevance within a rapidly evolving field while also identifying gaps and opportunities for novel contribution to the research field.   

Surveying an Interdisciplinary Approach to Artificial Intelligence in Education (AIEd)

GenAI represents an advanced form of AI, commonly described as the ‘simulation of human intelligence in machines’ (Tayade et al., 2024, p.215).  What distinguishes genAI from earlier forms of AI is its capacity to produce seemingly original, human-like content, including art, poetry, essays, code, and video.  As a result, the technology is rapidly being integrated across multiple sectors including, media, healthcare and education (Sahu, 2024, p.02).  Recent literature positions genAI as a significant shift.  For, example, Aldoseri et al., (2024, p.02) declares genAI as a ‘monumental leap’, with the potential to transform sectors, requiring institutions to adapt their strategies and systems.  Higher education (HE) is no exception.  The rapid uptake of large language models (LLM) like ChatGPT reaching 100 million users shortly after its release in November 2022 (Mollick, 2024, p.16), has accelerated both institutional interest and academic research in this area.  

However, despite this rapid expansion, the field remains conceptually unsettled.  GenAI is not only developing at speed but is also being interpreted in multiple ways across disciplines, leading to a landscape characterised by different assumptions, expectations, and framings of the technology.  As a result, the language surrounding genAI becomes particularly significant, as it does not merely reflect understanding but actively shapes it.  This perspective can be grounded in the work of Wittgenstein (1922, p.74), who argued that ‘the limits of my language mean the limits of my world’.  Applied to the context of genAI, this suggests that the terms used within the research fields do more than label the technology, they frame how it is understood, how it is perceived, and ultimately how it will be adopted within practice.  In the context of HE, this has important implications.  The way genAI is categorised as a tool, collaborator, or something else, will influence not only attitudes towards the technology but also the forms of integration that is considered.  Therefore, examining the language used to describe genAI is not simply a linguistic exercise, but a necessary step in understanding how the field itself is being constructed.  

A range of terms are currently used within the literature to describe and categorise genAI, reflecting a lack of conceptual consensus.  At one end of this spectrum, genAI is framed as a reflective system.  For example, Vallor (2024, p.146, cited in Gonzlez Arocha, 2025, p.155) characterises large language models (LLM) as a ‘mirror’, suggesting that the technology primarily reflects human intelligence rather than independently generating meaning.  

Within educational research, however, the dominant framing remains that of a ‘tool’.  Studies exploring perceptions, usage, and implementation consistently adopt this terminology (Johnson et al., 2024; Sadykova and Kayumova 2024; Sahu,2024; Storey and Wagner 2024), positioning genAI as an instrument that supports existing pedagogical practices.  This framing implies a relatively passive role for the technology, one that can be aligned with existing practices and processes within education.

In contrast, more forward-looking studies are beginning to challenge this position by reimagining genAI as a ‘partner’.  For instance, D’Mello et al., (2024, p.62) advocate for a shift away from the notion of an intelligent tool towards a ‘social collaborator’.  Similarly, O’Dea (2023) and Lin and Chens (2024) position genAI as a ‘co-creative partner’, capable of engaging in processes of shared content.  This shift is further reflected in the growing use of terms such as ‘co-intelligence’, ‘co-creativity’, and ‘co-collaborator’ (McGuire et al., 2024; Toyyibah et al., 2024;  Virvou et al., 2024), where the prefix ‘co’ suggests a more integrated and relational dynamic between humans and genAI.  

Taken together, these framings reveal a field that is not only conceptually diverse but also ideologically divided.  While education literature largely maintains a ‘tool’ based perspective, emerging work, particularly within technological innovation and creative domains, are moving towards a model of partnership that repositions genAI from a passive instrument.  However, despite this shift in the language, the concept of genAI as a ‘partner’ remains underdeveloped.  The term is frequently invoked, yet rarely defined in terms of its practical, theoretical or interactional nuances. This lack of conceptual clarity becomes evident when examining how such partnerships are operationalised.  For example, D’Mello et al., (2024) draws on insights from 80 researchers across nine universities to explore the role of genAI in education.  The paper presents a vision for genAI as a collaborative presence within the classroom.  However, it offers limited insight into how collaborations might be enacted at a granular level.  Similarly, Johnson et al., (2024), in a study investigating the perspectives of 1,327 HE stakeholders, argue that genAI must be understood within broader socio-technical systems.  Yet, the discussion remains largely situated at a macro-level, offering little detail regarding the specific dynamics of human-AI interaction in practice.  This reveals a gap between how genAI is described and how it is meaningfully enacted within educational contexts.  It is within this gap, between conceptualisation and enactment that my study positions itself.  

It must be acknowledged however, that the emerging conceptualisation of genAI as a ‘partner’ also intersects with developments in the field of science and technology, predominantly within the growing area of AI sociology.  Within this area, Actor-Network Theory (ANT) is frequently employed as a framework for understanding how networks composed of both human and non-human ‘actors’ are formed, maintained and transformed through interaction.  For example, Venturini (2023, p.107) applies ANT to examine the ‘mutual entanglement and escalating interdependence’ between humans and genAI.  Similarly, Tatnall, 2010; Sharifzadeh, 2024; Viejo, 2024, utilise ANT to conceptualise genAI not as a passive tool, but as an active participant within socio-technical networks.  

These perspectives align closely with the language of ‘partner’ beginning to emerge in AIEd literature.  However, while ANT provides a useful theoretical lens for understanding human-AI relations, its application remains largely situated within AI sociology and has yet to be meaningfully integrated into educational research.  This presents a clear opportunity for interdisciplinary engagement.  By applying ANT within an educational context, it becomes possible to move beyond abstract terminology and begin to map how human-AI interactions are structured and experienced in practice.  In this way, ANT offers a means of grounding the otherwise loosely defined notion of genAI as a ‘partner’ within observational interaction systems, adding clarity to the terms used.

However, a key limitation within this body of work is its largely conceptual orientation.  AI sociology often engages with questions of ontology, agency, and subjectivity but offers limited empirical insights into how these ideas manifest in real-world settings.  While there is a growing recognition of genAI as an ‘actor’ within networks (Venturini, 2023; Groß, 2024; Omran Zailuddin et al., 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024; Viejo, 2024; Zhou, 2024) these claims are rarely tested through detailed applied studies.  Recent scholarship has begun to identify this limitation and calls for empirical investigation.  For instance, Plevrakis, (2024) and Lemelin (2025) argue for speculative philosophical perspectives on AI subjectivity, to be explored through empirical research.  Similarly, Zhou’s (2024) review of AI sociology, highlights the need for studies grounded in frameworks such as ANT to examine human-AI interactions in practice.  This is a gap that my study aims to address.  

Therefore, as my study seeks to explore human-AI interactions in practice, the role of genAI as a participant must be deliberately designed.  If genAI is to move beyond the status of a ‘tool’ and towards that of a ‘partner’ or ‘actor’, then the conditions of interaction cannot be assumed, they must be constructed.  This necessitates engagement with design-orientated literature, and recognition of the emerging field of human-centred artificial intelligence (HCAI).  

HCAI is often presented as an approach that prioritises human needs, values, and experiences in the development of AI systems.  Schmager et al., (2025, p.3772), argues that this requires the application of human-centred design (HCD), an empathy driven approach that focuses on augmenting, rather than replacing human capabilities.   Wang et al., (2024, p.673), however, describes HCAI as an emerging field within human-AI interaction research.  Noting that there is still limited understanding of how humans engage with genAI in collaborative contexts.  This reinforces a broader pattern across the literature, that highlights while human-AI collaboration is frequently discussed, its operational clarity and design is not fully explored.    

However, some insight is beginning to emerge.  Kolomaznik et al., (2024), in a review of 108 peer-reviewed articles, advocates for the incorporation of human-like qualities and behaviors into genAI systems for meaningful collaboration. However, despite these conceptual advances, there remains a lack of empirical models demonstrating how such relationships unfold in practice.  This absence of applied interactional frameworks is particularly evident within educational settings.  By positioning genAI as a participant within a dialogical inquiry, my study seeks to design and examine a form of human-AI interaction, grounded in dialogue, offering insight into how co-collaborative meaning making may emerge.  This approach aligns with Atkinson and Barkers (2023, p.1066) assertion that genAI must be understood within broader systems of social communication.  

The current review reveals that the distinction between genAI as a ‘tool’ versus a ‘partner’ is part of a broader debate within the literature, spanning multiple areas of AI research.  Alongside this, the concept of ‘balance’ is frequently invoked as a guiding principle for genAI integration (e.g. Garcia, 2024; Joseph et al., 2024; Yan et al., 2024).  Chandrasekera et al., (2024, p.14) suggests that while genAI may enhance efficiency in an educational context, it must be balanced with critical thinking to ensure skills development.  Similarly, Sahu (2024, p.6) argues for an ‘optimum equilibrium’ between genAI use and established educational principles, while Ofosu‑Ampong (2024) also frames balance as a key concern, surrounding genAI adoption in HE.  These accounts consistently invoke the idea of balance yet offer limited clarity on how such balance is achieved in practice.  As a result, ‘balance’ risks functioning as an empty statement rather than an operational framework, or meaningful solution.  

However, studies do attempt to move beyond this notion of ‘balance’ by offering more operational insight.  For example, Lee and Suhs (2024) study develops a prompt guide for use within a fashion design classroom, while Tam (2023) and Omran Zailuddin et al., (2024), outline systematic approaches for integrating genAI tools into visual ideation processes.  Similarly, O’Dea (2023) and Lee and Suh (2024), draw on frameworks such as Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) to examine the relationship between pedagogy, content, and technology.  Additionally, Green et al., (2024) and Cabero-Almenara et al., (2024), align AI integration with active learning and constructivist pedagogies.  Taken together, these studies reflect a growing emphasis on the practical implementation of genAI within education.  However, they also reveal a consistent underlying orientation, positioning genAI predominantly as a tool to be incorporated into existing pedagogical and institutional structures.

While these studies advance understandings of how genAI can be used, they do not examine the system in which that use occurs.  As a result, these studies tend to reflect short-term integration logic, where the stability of current educational systems in the age of genAI is assumed rather than critically examined.  This in turn risks constraining AIEd research within existing structural boundaries, limiting its capacity to explore more transformative or systemic approaches aligned with emerging conceptions of genAI as a ‘partner’. 

Therefore, the literature begins to suggest a need to move beyond integration-focused approaches towards more systemic considerations of genAI within HE.  Storey and Beeman, (2023), cited in Storey and Wagner, (2024, p.02), advocate for the development of new dynamic structural models of education to be explored.  While, Pells, (2019), cited in O’Dea (2023, p.08), notes, that while universities are keen on genAI, they lack clear adoption strategies.  This suggests that current approaches to genAI integration remain largely additive rather than transformative.  This position is reinforced by Fleischmann (2024b, p.201), who characterises the educational sector as predominantly reactive in its engagement with genAI.  Similarly, Celik et al., (2022) highlight that while policy-level discussions are taking place, their translation into practice remains underdeveloped.  Taken together, these studies indicate that the integration of genAI within HE is largely being accommodated within existing institutional structures, rather than prompting substantive structural change.  

This pattern becomes more significant when considered alongside wider claims regarding the transformative potential of genAI.  Authors such as Aldoseri et al., (2024, p.02) and Garcia (2024, p.12) describe genAI as a profound paradigm shift requiring fundamental changes to organisational and societal systems.  However, such transformative framing is not consistently reflected within AIEd research, which continues to prioritise forms of integration aligned with established practices.  In this sense, the literature points towards a tendency within education to absorb technical change into the status quo, rather than allowing it to challenge underlying educational systems and norms.  This aligns with broader critiques of the sector, being characterised as ‘institutional conservatism’ (Hamber and Smith, 2021; Ogwu et al., 2022), where the adoption of emerging technologies is historically slow in comparison to other sectors. 

This tendency towards structural stability and business as usual can be further understood through critical accounts of the contemporary university.  Dylus, (2025) and Anne-Cécile Freerks, (2025), both situate HE within systems of increased commercialisation. Dylus, (2025) argues that the traditional conception of the university as a ‘temple of knowledge’ has been gradually displaced by a system shaped by market logistics and production of narrowly defined specialist knowledge.  Within this framing, education is increasingly positioned in terms of service delivery, where broader ideals of intellectual independence, critical thinking, and open-ended inquiry become marginalised.  Anne-Cécile Freerks, (2025) similarly argues that HE has been ‘hollowed out’ through processes associated with capitalism and marketisation, with institutional priorities shifting towards efficiency, performance, and economic output.  Taken together, these perspectives suggest that the structural conditions shaping contemporary HE may contribute to its cautious and slow response to technological change.  In this context, resistance to more radical or transformative engagements with genAI may not simply reflect uncertainty about the technology itself, but rather the constraints of the institutional systems within which it is being adopted.   

This framing is significant for my study, as it situates questions of genAI adoption within a broader institutional and structural context, rather than treating the topic as a purely technical or pedagogical challenge.  If HE is shaped by systems that prioritise continuity, this may help explain why dominant approaches to genAI research focus on integration within existing frameworks.  In contrast, the gaps identified in the literature suggest a need to explore alternative approaches that do not assume the stability of these systems but instead examine how human-AI interactions might reconfigure understandings of participation, knowledge production and educational practice over the long-term.  

What is emerging from the literature is an unstable and conceptually fragmented field, shaped by competing interpretations of genAI.  Much of the current educational research frame the technology as a ‘tool’ to be embedded into existing structures.  However, such approaches have been argued to offer limited pedagogical innovation within HE (O’Dea, 2023, p.11).  What is apparent is that much of the educational literature reveals a field characterised by tension, ambiguity, and competing perspectives on the role of genAI.  For example, Sadykova and Kayumova (2024, p.3177-3193), in their mixed method study of 132 educators, found that while genAI is often perceived as useful, it simultaneously met with caution and uncertainty.  This ambivalence is echoed across a range of studies.  Lin and Chen (2024) highlight ongoing tensions in how genAI is understood and implemented in educational contexts, while Fleischemann (2024a) describes attitudes as characterised by pragmatic acceptance alongside scepticism.  Similarly, Ofosu‑Ampong (2024) identifies that although many lecturers’ express willingness to engage with genAI, it is accompanied by concerns related to trust, academic integrity and potential job displacement.  

Additionally, a recurring concern across the literature relates to the potential impact of genAI on critical thinking and the erosion of the human element in education.  Sadykova and Kayumova (2024, p.3197) describe the technology as ‘soulless’ and warn of increased passivity in learners, while Shehzadi et al., (2025) highlight the risks of ‘cognitive offloading’, where reliance on genAI may diminish depth of engagement and sustained attention.  At the same time, emerging perspectives seek to move beyond this deficit framing, advocating for more integrated models of human-AI synergy.  For example, Liu and Fu (2024) propose the concept of ‘hybrid intelligence’, where human and genAI capabilities are combined to enhance performance.  However, these more optimistic framings do not resolve the underlining tensions in the literature, rather they reframe it.  Concerns remain regarding sustainability and epistemic reliability of genAI systems themselves.  Xing et al., (2024) describe the risk of ‘AI autophagy’, where models are trained on their own outputs, potentially leading to degradation of originality over time.  In this sense, the role of the human becomes increasingly essential, not only in terms of ethical oversight but also in maintaining integrity of knowledge production in the long term.  

What is suggested within the literature, is that responses to genAI cannot be easily categorised as either positive or negative but are instead characterised by the coexistence of optimism and concern.  Rather, than signalling consensus, the field reflects a transitional moment, where established pedagogical practices and thinking are colliding with speculative futures.  Lin and Chen (2024, p.14), call for future research to engage more deeply with lecturers’ experiences in order to better understand how these perceptions are formed and negotiated.  This temporal tension, however, between inherited educational norms and emerging possibilities points towards the relevance of hauntology as a conceptual lens.  As Shaw (2018) outlines, hauntology provides a framework for examining how past ideas persist within the present, while imagined futures exert influence over current understandings.  In the context of AIEd, where the field appears simultaneously anchored in tradition and oriented towards uncertain futures, such perspectives offers a way of interpreting the layered and often contradictory attitudes evident in the literature.   

To conclude, the literature highlights a field characterised by conceptual ambiguity, competing perspectives, and a lack of clarity regarding how genAI should and can be meaningfully engaged within HE.  While there is increasing recognition of genAI’s potential, there remains limited attention to how human-AI interactions might be designed in ways that support long-term intellectual development rather than short-term efficiency gains. Across these debates, what remains underdeveloped is a clear understanding of how such interactions function in practice to support meaningful inquiry.

Furthermore, while the language of ‘partnership’ and ‘balance’ is increasingly prevalent, there are limited empirical studies exploring what these concepts look like on a micro level within educational contexts.  As Elsayed et al., (2026) argues, without intentional design for human-AI partnerships, there is a risk that education may lose its intellectual core rather than evolve it.  

It is within these gaps that my study is situated.  Rather than approaching genAI as a tool to be integrated into existing systems, the research seeks to challenge prevailing assumptions and explore how genAI might function as an active participant within a dialogical inquiry process.  In doing so, it examines whether such interactions can expand, challenge or reconfigure lectures perspectives on AIEd, and in turn, offer insights into more transformative approaches for long-term genAI adoption in HE.  Leading to the following research question:


What happens when generative AI is positioned as a participant within dialogical narrative inquiry, and what insights does this provide into human-AI interactions that may inform the long-term adoption of generative AI in higher education?



Chapter 3 
Research Design and Methodology

Ontological and Epistemological Foundations 
This chapter outlines the epistemological and ontological foundations of the study and explains how they informed the qualitative and exploratory research design used.  The study emerged from my professional and disciplinary background as a lecturer in art and design, more specifically within the fields of film and communication.  I therefore have a longstanding interest in philosophy and storytelling, and the ways in which these fields can contribute to understanding the emerging human-AI phenomenon.  Additionally, working within HE has provided first-hand experience of the rapid emergence of genAI and the challenges it presents for teaching, learning and knowledge production.  

Traditionally, constructivist ontology has been framed in human-centric terms, whereby reality is constructed through human perception, interpretation and interaction (Denscombe, 2010, p.119).  This study extends that position by considering whether meaning-making may also be influenced by interactions with non-human actors such as genAI.  Post-humanist thinking provides the grounding for this.  Stiegler (2009), for example, argues that humans are deeply entangled with technology, which actively shapes how people think, behave and remember (Kouppanou, 2015, p.1111).  From this perspective, technology is not external to human experience but forms part of the socio-technical conditions through which meaning is produced (Tatnall, 2010, p.241).  

This position resonates with emerging literature that positions genAI as a ‘co-collaborator’ and partner (McGuire et al., 2024; Toyyibah et al., 2024; Virvou et al., 2024; Viejo, 2024).  Similarly, Venturini (2023, p.107) argues that the growing entanglement of humans and technology, allows AI to be understood as ‘a co-shaper of human action and meaning’.  While this study does not assume that genAI possesses agency equivalent to humans, it does recognise that interactions with genAI may influence how meaning is negotiated and constructed.  Such perspectives raise important questions about the boundaries of participation, meaning-making and knowledge production in an AI-mediated world.  Consequently, the inclusion of non-human actors such as genAI within research processes warrants consideration. 

These ontological assumptions align closely with an interpretivist epistemology.  Interpretivism holds that knowledge arises from interpretation and lived experiences, and socially constructed meanings rather than the discovery of objective truths (Gichuru, 2017, p.01).   A qualitative and exploratory design was therefore appropriate in this pilot study, enabling detailed investigation of participants experiences and perceptions.  This approach prioritises depth, nuance and contextual understanding over statistical breath (Punch and Oancea, 2014, p.87), while also responding to calls for more nuanced and empirically grounded explorations of human-AI interactions (Plevrakis, 2024; Zhou, 2024).  A qualitative approach is therefore well suited to generating nuanced insights into participants experiences and interpretations (Williams et al., 2021, p.02; Pregoner, 2024).  Such an approach is particularly valuable when examining a rapidly evolving socio-technical phenomenon that cannot be easily reduced to measurable statistics (Haase and Hanel, 2023; Grassini and Koivisto, 2024).  

A critical/transformative paradigm further informs the research design.  Inspired by Cambell’s emphasis on the transformative power of storytelling (Yorke, 2013 p.203), the study proceeds from the assumption that established practices and assumptions should remain open to challenge and reinterpretation.  However, rather than focusing on social justice concerns, which are often associated with critical/transformative paradigm (Denzin and Lincoln, 2018, p.29), this research seeks transformation through methodological innovation.  Specifically, it challenges conventional human-centred assumptions within research by exploring what may emerge when genAI is positioned as a participant within dialogical inquiry processes.

Underlying this entire perspective is a belief that storytelling is fundamental to human understanding.  Stories are not only communicative tools; they are also the means through which people interpret, experience, organise knowledge, and make sense of themselves, others, and the world around them.  As Yorke (2013 p.212-213) suggests, storytelling provides a means of imposing order on experiences and dramatising ‘the process of knowledge assimilation’.  Similarly, Bruner (1990 p.116-117) argues that narratives do not simply describe reality but actively contribute to its construction, through language, and shared interpretation.  From this perspective, storytelling can be understood as both an ontological and epistemological process, through which realities become multiple, contextual and co-constructed through dialogue (Kenneth, 2009 p. xv).  This worldview ultimately underpins the study’s interpretivist epistemology, constructivist ontology, and the decision to explore human-AI interaction through narrative inquiry.


Methodology 
The stance outlined in the previous section necessitates a methodology that is both flexible and iterative, one capable of exploring human-AI interactions rather than prescribing or predicting them.  Narrative inquiry was therefore adopted as the guiding framework, as it treats meaning as something constructed and reshaped through storytelling (Kim, 2016, p.165).   As Connelly and Clandinin (1990, p.02) argue participants in narrative inquiry are not merely sources of data, but ‘storytellers and characters’ entangled within their own and other’s narratives.  In this study, that entanglement is deliberately extended to include genAI as a non-human character within the unfolding socio-technical narrative of human-AI interaction.  This approach responds directly to call for research that integrates philosophical inquiry with empirical investigation to advance current debates on genAI (Plevrakis, 2024, p.02).  

Nevertheless, narrative inquiry is not without its criticism.  Clandinin (2007, p.29), acknowledges that it lacks the standardisation and status often associated with more conventional methodologies, which can raise questions of the studies credibility.  However, this study is situated within a critical/transformative paradigm, that values methodological innovation when investigating emerging and complex phenomena such as human-AI interactions.  

Furthermore, the exploratory nature of narrative inquiry can be argued to be particularly well suited to the study of genAI, a rapidly evolving field characterised by continual development and conceptual change (Aldoseri et al.2024, p.02).  The rapid pace of development in this field presents challenges for researchers, such as findings and assumptions becoming quickly outdated.  Thus, maintaining the relevance of any research is difficult.  To address this, this pilot study adopts an experimental methodological approach that prioritises exploration.  Rather than seeking definitive conclusions, the pilots main aim is to test a novel form of human-AI inquiry and evaluate its potential as a research method for future research.  Additionally, while unconventional in its approach, this strategy has the potential to contribute a novel insight to the research field, maintaining the studies relevance by being distinctive.

Sampling Strategy

Given the pilot nature of the study, a mixed sampling strategy, combining purposive and convenience sampling was used, which provided both rigor and practicality.  Purposive sampling targeted ‘information-rich’ cases (Patton, 2015, p.659), in its selection of human and genAI participants.  In parallel, convenience sampling drew on my existing professional networks within UK HE to navigate practical constraints related to time and access to participants.  Although convenience sampling is occasionally criticised for its apparent ease (Flick, 2014), its strength in this study lies in its efficiency, enabling swift recruitment within a limited timeframe.  This is important for a pilot study primarily concerned with testing the mechanics of the research design and refining the direction of the larger thesis.  

Human participants were selected from lecturers working within UK art and design HE.  Inclusion criteria required, active engagement in HE teaching; some familiarity with genAI; a willingness to reflect on education, and technology; comfort with recorded online interviews and engagement with genAI.  The non-human participant was a LLM, Google Gemini, purposively selected due to its transparency, GDPR complacent, widespread public adoption, and a strong capacity for text-based dialogue.

This mixed strategy balanced rigor with feasibility, resulting in a focused sample suitable for generating foundational insights into human-AI interactions, while acknowledging the exploratory scope of the pilot.

Data Collection Methods  

Data collection unfolded across two interdependent phases, with interviews serving as the primary method of data collection.  Each iteration was designed as a conversational encounter that invited reflective storytelling, encouraging narratives to emerge between human and non-human dialogical partners exploring genAI in education.  The two phases are outlined below:

Figure 1: Overview of data collection phases. 
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Phase 1: Semi structured interviews with all participants 
This initial phase consisted of semi-structured interview with two art and design lecturers (45-50 minuities via Microsoft Teams) and one genAI participant (Google Gemini).  Between six and ten open ended questions were used to elicit narratives linked to, values, perceived roles, responsibilities, perceptions of genAI in education and speculative futures of AIEd (see Appendix 1 for interview questions).

Questions were organised thematically yet remained flexible, allowing patterns to emerge (Nowell et al., 2017).  Hauntology informed the temporal dimensions of the questions, encouraging reflection across past traditions, present practices and future possibilities.   

This phase employed narrative inquiry by seeking to explore and position participants as ‘characters’ within both their own stories and the evolving story of AIEd (Connelly and Clandinin, 1990, p.02).  Human interviews were recoded with consent, transcribed, and subject to respondent validation, allowing participant the opportunity to review, clarify or withdraw their contributions from the study.

The genAI interview was conducted via Google Gemini, with the conversational log saved.  Responses from this phase were analysed to extract core discussion points, which were then developed into excerpt quotations to be used as respondent stimuli in phase 2 (see Appendix 4 for genAI excerpts).  

Phase 2: Follow-up interviews responding to genAI as a dialogical participant
Building on phase 1, selected excerpts from the genAI responses were used as stimuli in follow-up interviews with the original human participants.  In this phase, genAI was treated as an additional ‘character’ within the narrative, contributing to discussion on education and speculative futures.  

Excerpts were selected based on their capacity to provoke discussion, particularly those demonstrating conflict, resolution or unexpected perspectives, in an effort to advance emerging stories.  These were presented to the original human participants, in 45-60 minute interviews.  Where they were invited to agree, disagree, reinterpret, or critique the genAI responses, in an effort to expand original narratives and discussions on long-term genAI adoption.   

These sessions were again recorded, transcribed, and validated, with participants given a final opportunity to comment or withdrawal from the study.  This respondent and iterative structure further strengthened the study’s credibility and trustworthiness (Müller, 2021, p.25).  Overall, phase 2 extended the inquiry beyond human only perspectives by positioning genAI as a dialogical participant, in an effort to understand the impact of utilising genAI in narrative inquiry.  

The above two phased design positions human and non-human participants on relatively equal footing, with all participants responding to the same or similar questions in phase 1.  This reflects the post-humanist and ANT foundations of the study, which perceives genAI as an equal ‘actor’ in socio-technical networks.   In this sense, genAI was not treated as a tool, but as a conversational agent capable of provoking narrative expansion.  This approach operationalised philosophical theoretical discussions of genAI as a partner within an empirical research context.  

Importantly, this approach avoids the flattening of complex human-AI experiences and relations that might result from surveys or questionnaires, which risk reducing nuanced interactions to statistical outputs.  Instead, narrative inquiry in this iterative interview approach enabled a deeper exploration of conversational nuances and meaning-making within socio-technical networks (Tatnall, 2010).

Data Analysis Methods 

The analysis adopted a reflexive multi-layered approach, combining narrative discourse analysis, narrative analysis, and theoretical analysis.  The use of multiple analytical strategies was mirrored on Riessman (2008), cited in Meraz et al. (2019, p.01) who advocates for the use of multiple analytical strategies in narrative research.  While this approach allows for rich interpretation, it also introduces complexity, requiring careful navigation to avoid over interpretation across analytical layers.

Reflective memos were maintained throughout, documenting how my positionality shaped interpretation (see Appendix 5 for examples of memos).  This aligns with Flick’s (2018, p.128) emphasis on reflectivity as a means of enhancing qualitative research quality and reliability, while also acknowledging that researcher influences cannot be fully removed, only made visible.   

The analysis approach consisted of the following:

Figure 2: Overview of data analysis process. 
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Phase 1: Narrative discourse analysis
Following phase 1 data collection, a narrative discourse analysis was conducted to examine the story structures and language of each participant’s account.  This involved a close reading of each transcript to identify narrative arcs, including exposition, development, story climax, and resolution.  Alongside the language used to communicate their realities.  

This phase explored how participants constructed their perceived roles, teaching values and perceptions of genAI in education, as well as their visions of future AIEd.  Particular attention was paid to how each participant positioned themselves as ‘characters’ within the narrative, (Connelly and Clandinin,1990, p.02), and how these narratives unfolded across temporal dimensions of past, present, and future.  

Similarities, differences, and points of tension across narratives were systematically identified alongside tone and positioning.  While this phase can be described as a baseline understanding of each participants narrative, it is important to acknowledge these accounts are themselves constructed within the interview context, shaped by the questions, researcher presence, and participants subjective experiences rather than representing fixed or neutral positions.  

Phase 2: Narrative analysis
In phase 2, analysis focused on how the two original human lecturers responded to selected excerpts from the genAI interview taken from phase 1.  Follow up interview transcripts were analysed alongside phase 1 accounts to identify shifts, continuities, or transformations in narrative structure and narrative voice.  

Attention was given to moments of agreement, conflict, reinterpretation or reinforcement as participants engaged with genAI’s perspectives.  This enabled tracing of how narrative ‘plots’ developed and allowed insight into the human-AI relation and how genAI could be categorised (e.g. tool, partner, or other).  However, like any qualitative research, identifying such shifts in narrative must be understood as interpretive, as changes in tone or position may also reflect the influence of the interview context or the framing of the stimuli rather than categorical transformation. 

This comparative analysis was central to understanding whether the dialogical encounter expanded, challenged, or reinforced participants original positions.  Tracing how the genAI provocation influences narrative development, categorisation of genAI and overall voice or tone within the narrative.  


Phase 3: Holistic theoretical analysis
The final phase involved a holistic theoretical re-reading of the entire data set to synthesise key findings.  Drawing on ANT and Latour’s notion of sociology of technology as discussed in Venturini (2023, p.107) paper, this phase examined how genAI might be understood as a co-shaper of meaning within socio-technical networks.  Additionally, hauntology as outlined by Coverley, (2020, p.03) was used to trace spectral influences, to establish how temporal influences were shaping present meaning-making and understanding.

ANT was used to map the relational architecture and dynamics between human and non-human actors, identifying shift in agency and influence across the research process.  Such mappings can be considered interpretive constructions rather than objective representations of a fixed network.   However, this theoretical lens is frequently used in the field, as observed in the literature and is the reason for its use in the study.   

Hauntology, as developed by Derrida (2006), was also used to trace how past, present and future temporalities shaped meaning-making, exploring the ‘spectral’ influences within participants narratives, examining what ‘ghosts’ haunted the narratives.  While this lens offered a synthesising interpretive framework, it also focusses on particular dimensions of experience, potentially marginalising alternative readings grounded in different theoretical perspectives.  Nonetheless, a gap identified in the literature was a necessity to consider lecturers previous experiences (Lin and Chen, 2024, p.14), and hauntology allowed a theoretical insight into this, and was the reason for its use.  

This phase synthesised findings across the data set, providing deeper insight into how positioning genAI as a dialogical participant influences meaning making and informs potential long-term approaches to genAI adoption in HE.  

This multi-phased analytical approach follows a scaffolded process, moving from broad analysis to deeper theoretical interpretations (Huber et al., 2023).  Rather than testing fixed hypotheses, this iterative process aligns with the study’s explorative ethos, using abductive reasoning to move between data and theory in search of the most meaningful interpretations (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012).  This abductive movement, however, relies on researcher judgment in determining what constitutes the most plausible interpretation, reinforcing the importance of transparency in analytical decision making.  It is important therefore, to acknowledge that this multi-layered approach introduces potential limitations, including subjectivity, analytical overload, and researcher bias.  These risks were mitigated through reflective memos, reflective practices and bracketing (Gray, 2018, p.171) to ensure transparency and traceability of decisions across phases (see Appendix 5 for examples of this process).  However, while such strategies strengthen trustworthiness, they do not eliminate subjectivity from a qualitative study completely, rather they make the interpretive process more visible and accountable.  

Ethics and Credibility

With regards to standard ethical considerations such as consent, data storage, and data protection, ethical practices were embedded throughout the study.  Informed consent was obtained at the outset and maintained throughout, for example, human participants were reminded of their right to withdraw at any stage.  Confidentiality was ensured through anonymisation of data, and no identifiable information was shared externally or with genAI platforms.  Respondent validation occurred at two points in the study, enabling participants to review, correct, or withdraw their contributions.   Additionally, secure storage of original recordings was maintained using university approved systems (Microsoft Teams), supported by password protection and authentication.  When engaging with genAI, only established platforms adhering to GDPR and international data protection standards were used.  Full details of approved ethical procedures related to the study are provided in the university’s ethics document (Appendix 2). 

However, this study also raised distinct ethics and credibility considerations due to the inclusion of genAI as a dialogical participant.  The study’s ethical approach to genAI was heavily informed by Sharifzadeh (2024) whose framework outlines key considerations for AI co-authoring.   Central to this framework is the emphasis on human accountability, ensuring that genAI is not positioned as a primary author and that academic standards are maintained.  This was achieved through three key measures:

1. Human authorship remained central, with participants driving the inquiry and full oversight maintained by the researcher.  
2. Transparency was maintained throughout, with genAI outputs clearly labelled and its role as a participant explicitly communicated.
3. Reflective memos documented researcher decisions, supporting accountability, transparency and traceability within the study.

The main credibility considerations arise from the integration of genAI as a dialogical participant.  GenAI outputs may be inaccurate, biased, or misleading due to limitations in training data and algorithms, a phenomenon referred to as ‘hallucinations’ (Venturini, 2023 p.111).  Rather than treating this as a limitation that undermines the study, genAI responses are treated as imperfect yet potentially revealing, capable of surfacing unexpected connections and perspectives.  This position aligns with the study’s post-humanist and critical/transformative paradigm, which challenges human-centric assumptions and human exceptionalism.  Importantly, this does not imply equivalency between human and non-human actors but rather acknowledges that both contribute to meaning-making processes in different ways.  Consequently, it is perceived that both human and non-human contributors are imperfect, thus capable of error.  Therefore, subjectivity and flaws are characteristic in a qualitative study that uses both humans and genAI as participants to understand the process of human-AI interactions.  

Additionally, positioning genAI as a participant introduces the risk of anthropomorphisation, which involves attributing human-like qualities to the technology.  To address this, the study does not conceptualise genAI as a conscious mind, rather it views it as an ‘other’ within socio-technical networks (ibid.).  Drawing on ANT, genAI is framed as an ‘actor’, contributing to interactions without possessing human cognition or agency.  This distinction assists in maintaining conceptual clarity while still allowing genAI to function as a participant in the process.  

This framing is consistent with Sharifzadeh (2024), as it preserves human oversight while positioning genAI as a contributor to dialogue.  By addressing these unique credibility considerations through transparency, and human accountability, complied with established ethical standards, a responsible model for human-AI exploration is outlined.  


Chapter 4 

Findings and Discussion 

This chapter presents the findings from the overall inquiry, drawing together narratives told from two human lecturers (participant B and participant C) and a genAI voice (participant A).  Phase 1 data collection consisted of 45–50 minute recorded online semi structured interviews with two human participants.  Participant B’s interview was conducted in February 2026, and participant C’s in March 2026.  Analysis began with a narrative discourse analysis of these transcripts.  The genAI voice (participant A) was also ‘interviewed’ in March 2026 using Google Gemini, responding to a selection of the same semi structured questions posed to participant B and C.  In designing this interaction, the genAI was prompted to respond in a reflective naturalistic manner, drawing on its aggregated training data (Groß,2024).  No specific persona was assigned, to avoid narrowing responses and allow engagement with a broader knowledge base available to the genAI.  Additionally, participant A was instructed to contribute without reiterating its nature as an AI, to reduce repetitive disclaimers, avoid redundancy in the responses, and maintain narrative flow (Appendix 3: full prompt). 

Phase 2 data collection also took place in March 2026 and consisted of follow up focused interviews with participants B and C (45-60 minutes).  In these interviews, participants responded to selected excerpts from participants A’s phase 1 responses.  Phase 2 data was analysed through narrative analysis, focusing on identifying alterations, or resolutions in the participants narratives, or change/consistency in voice. This culminated in a final, holistic theoretical analysis of the full dataset (phase 1 and 2), using the dual lens of hauntology and ANT.

Throughout, the analysis focused on how human and genAI voices conceptualised and perceived education in the age of genAI, the impact of introducing genAI as a dialogical participant, and what this process of inquiry can reveal about long-term adoption of genAI in HE.

Phase 1. 
Surveying the Landscape - Narrative Discourse Analysis of the Three Voices

Phase 1 semi structured interviews established exploratory discussions guided by 6-10 open ended questions.  Initial questions focused on participants perceived roles, responsibilities, values and principles, before moving towards their perceptions of genAI in education.  This aimed to uncover how participants categorised genAI and how they perceived its impact on teaching and learning.  Discussions concluded with speculative questions about future developments, exploring how genAI might evolve and develop, what this means for education, and what participants would seek to establish to aid this future (see Appendix 1 for interview questions).

In line with a narrative inquiry approach, each voice offered a distinct perspective, yet an overlapping narrative emerged, one of navigating a flawed educational system under pressure.  Table 1 provides an overview of the three voices in phase 1, summarising their core narratives, positioning, and language:

Table 1
	Participant
	Narrative 
	Participant positioning / characterisation
	Language features
	Climax and resolution

	A (genAI)
	A narrative of responsibility. 
	Confined powerful catalyst, who bridges siloed human knowledge. 
	· ‘cognitive prosthetic’
· ‘mirror’
· ‘vending machine’
· ‘gym equipment’
· ‘path of least resistance’
· ‘efficiency trap’

	Critique of product-led system and call for process over product.  Resolution of protection of human ‘slowness’ and demanding more of the human.

	B (human lecturer)
	A narrative of collapse/disruption and human resilience.
	Guide: focused on developing critical thinking.
	· ‘education is dead’
· ‘soulless’
· ‘industrialised’
· ‘bureaucrats’
· ‘zombie’
· ‘kryptonite’
	Welcomes AI as disruptive force, to dismantle a broken system.  Ambivalent resolution dependent on ‘good humans’ remaining.


	C (human lecturer)
	A narrative of navigating change through balance and caution.
	Critical guide: developing divergent thinking and inquisitive learners.
	· ‘balance’
· ‘sweet spot’
· ‘only as good as the questions’
· ‘cognitive debt’
· ‘notoriously slow mover’
· ‘rest of the world getting on with it’

	Concern over technology, and of a slow ill-prepared educational system.  Cautious resolution, AI has potential only if balanced with human oversight.  





Participant A (GenAI)
Participant A positions itself as a confined yet powerful character, in its narrative.  It describes its role through metaphors such as a ‘cognitive prosthetic’, a ‘sparring partner’, emphasising its function as a bridge across ‘siloed human knowledge’.  Central to this narrative is a critique of education’s focus on outcomes over process.  

Participant A’s narrative reaches its climax when it argues that current educational systems prioritise the product, ‘the finished essay, the polished code, the rendered image’, over the process of thinking, reducing genAI to a ‘vending machine’.  This reframes the issue of genAI integration as a failure of education design rather than the technology itself, stating: ‘If an assignment is designed such that a raw AI output earns an ‘A’, that is a failure of the assignments design, not the AI’.  Perspectives here mirror critiques of education raised by participant B and C, particularly regarding superficiality and system pressures. 

Additionally, participant A further introduces the concept of an ‘efficiency trap’, warning that over-reliance on genAI could lead to a ‘collapse of human culture’ with concerns around cognitive decline, a concern also echoed by participant C.  The proposed resolution to this, centres on revaluating process-based learning.  GenAI is positioned as ‘intellectual gym equipment’, providing resistance and friction necessary for cognitive development. This is suggested as a counter to a ‘path of least resistance’.  Throughout, participant A’s language is notably metaphorical and reflective, repeatedly emphasising that humans must remain ‘pilots’, ‘editors’, and ‘judges’.

The narrative concludes with a call to action, that education must prioritise inquiry, critical engagement and human ‘slowness’.  As participant A suggests, ‘the most sophisticated use of my intelligence is to demand more from yours’, reinforcing the idea that responsibility ultimately lies with humans and systems of education to adapt.  

Participant B (human lecturer) 
Participant B told a story of systemic collapse, arguing that education is ‘broken’ because the world has changed at rapid speed and universities are still ‘living in the past’ (29:08).  This was interwoven with a broader narrative of human endeavour centred on freedom and independent thought.  The participant positioned themselves as a guide whose role is to support students to ‘think critically’ (7:38) and engage with education on a ‘personal human level’ (1:34).

Their teaching philosophy and principles are framed in humanist terms, emphasising dialogue and lived experience as central to learning.  However, this is contrasted with a portrayal of the contemporary university as increasingly ‘industrialised’ (4:14), ‘soulless’ (40:50), driven by ‘box ticking’ and ‘bureaucratic’ systems (40:50).  The language used is notably uncompromising, with statements such as ‘education’s dead’ and ‘flooded by teaching bureaucrats’ (34:53), suggesting an antagonistic system that prioritises economic imperatives over meaningful intellectual development.  This tension is reinforced through reflections on past experiences, where the participant describes conflict between their humanist values and institutional expectations (0:40-11:11).

The narrative reaches a climax with the consideration of genAI as ‘kryptonite’ (34:53), a disruptive force capable of exposing and potentially dismantling the failures of the current system [HE], including what are described as ‘zombie’ lectures (26:13).  Yet the resolution offered remained ambivalent.  Even as they welcomed the potential demise of the current university system with genAI, its value is conditional on the continued presence of ‘good humans who want to teach and want to help people’ (40:50).  The narrative suggests a fragile co-existence, where transformation is possible but dependent on human agency.    

Participant C (human lecturer)
Participant C told a measured pragmatic narrative, describing genAI as ‘rapidly developing yet we’re [education] not preparing for it in any formal way’ (37:04).  Like participant B, they position themselves as a guide, emphasising the importance of critical thinking, openness to ideas, and ‘divergent thinking’ (3:52-5:28).  Their narrative highlights an ongoing tension within art and design education between technical skills development and conceptual, higher-level thinking (6:57-10:01).  This reflects a broader conflict between the idealised purpose of education, to develop independent thinkers and the demands of an increasingly industrialised, employability-driven system.  Like participant B, participant C discusses systemic issues.  

As for genAI, participant C described it as occupying an ambiguous space, neither a tool nor a collaborator (15:11), functioning as a means of idea generation while remaining dependent on the quality of user input: ‘it’s only as good as the questions you ask it’ (19:02). This reinforced their pedagogical emphasis on cultivating critical and inquisitive learners (24:41).  On the note of genAI, a recurring theme in the narrative was the need to ‘finding a balance’ and the ‘sweep spot’ (20:33), when working with genAI to support creativity without displacing human judgment.  

However, the climax emerges through concerns around ‘cognitive debt of working with AI’ (26:14), particularly the risk of ‘handing over too much’ and ‘relinquishing a certain amount of control’ (28:24), potentially leading to reduced intellectual engagement and development.  Participants C’s language differs to participant B and remains reflective and cautious throughout.  However, a shared critique emerges, that the education system is slow to adapt, a policy bound system described as a ‘notoriously slow mover’ (44:45).  The narrative concludes with cautious reflection, that AI holds potential, but only if balanced with human oversight, alongside concern that education is lagging in a world already ‘getting on with it’ (36:31).


Across all three voices, several shared patterns emerge.  Education is framed as a site of tension between depth and superficiality, with concerns relating to cognitive engagement, the balance between process and product, and the preservation of human agency.  While these concerns are broadly aligned, they are expressed through distinct narrative tones and voices.  Participant B is direct and uncompromising, Participant C offers pragmatic reflection, and Participant A communicates through metaphor and cautionary framing.  

These overlapping yet differentiated narratives resonate with existing literature.  For example, Sadykova and Kayumova (2024, p.3177-3193) identify that while lecturers recognise the transformative potential of genAI in education, it is accompanied by concerns regarding the maintenance of academic rigour, particularly in relation to critical thinking.  This concern is further emphasised by Ofosu-Ampong (2024, p.04), who highlights the potential erosion of student’s capacity for independent thought.  In this sense, the findings do not introduce new concerns but rather provides situated insights into how these tensions are experienced.   

Related to this, the concept of ‘cognitive debt’ emerges as a key concern within the findings, particularly in Participant C’s reflections.  This aligns with a growing body of research exploring the cognitive implications of prolonged reliance on genAI, including reduced attention and diminished depth of engagement (Shehzadi et al., 2025).  Closely connected to this is the issue of ‘model collapse’ raised by Participant A, drawing attention to the consequences of over-reliance on genAI.  Xing et al., (2025) describe this as ‘AI autophagy’, where systems are increasingly used and trained on their own outputs, potentially leading to a loss of diversity and originality.  These concerns extend beyond learning behaviours to broader epistemic risks, reinforcing the importance of human input in processes of knowledge production.  The emergence of these topics within the findings and the literature provide a rationale for exploring broader systems of social communication, rather than passive models of human-AI interaction. 

Additionally, the notion of ‘balance’, frequently referred to by Participant C, is often positioned as a solution.  This concept appears widely across the literature (e.g. Chandrasekera et al., 2024; Garcia, 2024; Joseph et al., 2024; Sahu, 2024; Ofosu-Ampong, 2024; Yan et al., 2024).  However, as reflected in both the findings and the literature, ‘balance’ remains underdefined, with limited clarity regarding how it can be achieved or operationalised in practice.  This suggests that ‘balance’ may function as a rhetorical statement within the discourse, rather than a detailed strategy for addressing the complexities of genAI integration.

Following this, all participants critique of HE as ‘slow’ or ‘broken’ are also reflected within the literature.  Pells, (2019) cited in O’Dea (2023, p.08) notes that while universities express interest in genAI, they often lack focused strategies for adoption.  Similarly, Fleischmann (2024b, p.201) highlights the absence of clear guidance for integrating genAI into educational practices.  These parallels suggest that participants perceptions are not isolated frustrations but reflect wider systemic uncertainties within the sector.  This also connects to a broad critique running throughout all participants narratives, the characterisation of HE as increasingly ‘industrialised’, and ‘bureaucratic’, and therefor perceived to be misaligned with meaningful cognitive development.  This critique is also evident within the literature.  Dylus (2025, p.204-205), for example, calls for the protection of the intellectual and cultural mission of universities, warning against their reduction to service-orientated institutions.  Similarly, Anne-Cécile Freerks (2025) attributes this shift to consumer-driven models, economic pressure, and standardised performance metrics.  These structural critiques help contextualise participant concerns, suggesting that tensions around genAI are not solely technological, but are part of broader systemic concerns of HE.  

These critiques also connect with tensions in teaching approaches identified in the study between process and product orientated education.  Within creative disciplines, Green et al., (2024, p.554) argue that creativity should be understood as a process rather than reduced to output, while Cabero-Almenara et al., (2024, p.09) advocate for constructivist approaches that reposition lecturers as facilitators rather than authoritative holders of knowledge.  These perspectives align closely with the participants concerns and discussion points, suggesting that challenges raised by genAI may intensify pre-existing pedagogical debates, rather than introduce new ones.   

What emerges from both the findings and the literature, is a HE system under pressure and perceived to be unprepared for the pace of technological change that comes with genAI.  As Participant C notes, education is a ‘slow mover’ lagging behind a world already ‘getting on with it’.  This perception reflects a broader pattern of institutional resistance to change.  Celik et al., (2022) and Ogwu et al., (2022) similarly identify a tendency within HE towards slow technological adoption and adherence to the status quo.  While Hamer and Smith (2021), note that even established technologies such as virtual learning environments took decades to become fully embedded within HE.  The findings of this study suggest that this pattern persists, raising questions about the sectors ability to respond effectively to more rapid technological developments such as genAI.

Taken together, the patterns identified in this study suggest a HE system characterised by structural cautious adaptation.  While such characterisations remain open to debate, there is evidence of alignment between participants perspectives and existing literature, indicating these concerns are part of a broader discussion.  The tensions between traditional academic values and contemporary pressures appear increasingly pronounced, with genAI acting less as the origin of disruption and perhaps a catalyst that exposes underlying systemic issues.  Within this context, the challenge for HE may not simply be how to integrate genAI, but whether existing structures can support more transformative forms of change.

Phase 2.  
Human Responses to the GenAI Voice – Narrative Analysis 

Phase 2 consisted of follow up interviews with Participant B and C (human lecturers). These were focused interviews in which participants responded to a series of stimuli in the form of excerpts and direct quotations drawn from the phase 1 interview with Participant A (genAI).  The intention was to introduce the genAI voice as a dialogical provocation, designed to expand, reinterpret or challenge the original narratives of Participant B and C.  

Seven excerpts were constructed from Participant A’s phase 1 interview.  These were edited for brevity due to the length of AI-generated outputs, while preserving the core ideas expressed (see Appendix 4).  During the interview, it was made explicit that these excerpts were generated by genAI in response to the same questions that had been asked to them.  Participants were then invited to comment, critique, or expand upon them, as a way of exploring perspectives on long-term genAI adoption in HE.

Table 2 summarises the narrative analysis conducted in phase 2, focusing on how the genAI provocation affected each lecturer’s original story (alterations, consistencies, resolutions), change/consistency in narrative voice, and perspectives on long-term genAI adoption.   

Table 2
	Participant
	Alterations to original narrative 
	Key twists/ resolutions in responses
	Consistency vs change in voice and perspectives 
	Perspectives on long-term genAI adoption in HE

	B (human lecturer)
	No radical re-authoring; intensifying of original critique 
	Questioned whether idealised human-centred education ever existed.  Rejected AI language as ‘lying’ and ‘performative’. 
	Consistency, voice became more philosophically engaged and clarity to points raised in phase 1.
	Strengthened call for decoupling human and AI journey.  AI seen as beneficial disruptor although emphasis on preserving human authenticity.  


	C (human lecturer)
	No fundamental transformation; further articulation and clarity
	Agreed with ‘vending machine’ metaphor used by AI, highlighted need to ask better questions and redesign of traditional assessments. 
	Consistency, with pragmatic cautious reflective voice.  Expansion into philosophical discussions.
	Crystallised cautious integration, AI useful if balanced with human judgment, greater emphasis on process-orientated education, protecting against cognitive dept. 





Participant B
This process did not result in a radical re-authoring of Participant B’s narrative.  Instead, it largely crystallised and intensified positions already present in phase 1.  The encounter prompted Participant B to question whether an idealised human-centred education had ever truly existed, asking: ‘maybe we’ve never had a perfect institution’ and ‘has any university encouraged free thinking?’.  This reflection deepened into a critique of the principles and practices of HE, contrasting the perceived ideal of university as a ‘zenith’ of intellectual inquiry with the reality of a ‘product-led’ system shaped by ‘neoliberal’ forces.  These ideas strongly reinforced Participants B’s earlier narrative that the system is no longer orientated towards thinking itself.   

In engaging with the genAI excerpts, Participant B was notably critical of the language used, describing it as ‘lying’ and ‘performative’.  This reaction further strengthened their humanist position, highlighting the importance of authenticity and human connection in education.  Rather than shifting direction, the narrative became more philosophically focused, raising questions such as what it means to ‘be human in the age of AI’.  This cumulated in a clear articulation of a perceived divide between human and genAI, with Participant B suggesting that each may need to follow ‘their own path’.  This was linked to concerns about future evaluation systems, where ‘humans will be judged by what they cannot do’, and a call to ‘decouple’ discussions of AI from those of human identity. 

Ultimately, the narrative remained consistent with phase 1.  GenAI adoption in education remained as a potentially transformative force capable of disrupting and ‘reshaping’ a ‘broken’ system, yet the preservation of human qualities, such as ‘inquisitiveness’, ‘playfulness’ and ‘experimentation’, remained central.  The genAI provocation did not redirect the narrative but instead deepened and clarified participants B’s existing philosophical stance, reinforcing their position through reflection, and stating their insights with greater clarity.  


Participant C 
Participant C demonstrated similar patterns, where the genAI excerpts prompted further articulation rather than transformation of their narrative.  However, in contrast to Participant B, Participant C engaged with the genAI voice more openly and less critically.  They expressed agreement with several of Participant A’s framings, particularly the notion of genAI being used as a ‘vending machine’, describing it as ‘rather appropriate’ (7:52).   A recuring theme throughout this phase was the importance of ‘asking better questions’ (21:07), reinforcing a core pedagogical value identified in phase 1.  This was linked to concerns about the diminishing relevance of traditional assessment forms, such as the essay, which were described as ‘becoming less and less meaningful’ (1:13).

Participant C’s narrative retained a tone of pragmatic caution, emphasising the need for balance, process-orientated assessment, and the conscious integration of genAI into educational practices.   Like Participant B, the genAI provocation did not fundamentally alter their position but encouraged deeper reflection and clearer articulation.  Notably, the interaction prompted more explicit philosophical discussion, with Participant C describing the issues raised as ‘very existential’ (55:00).  This led to reflections on ‘evolutionary intelligence’ and ‘transhumanism’, suggesting that the genAI excerpts acted as a catalyst for expanding the conceptual scope of the conversation.  Overall, the genAI voice functioned as a reflective stimulus, enabling Participant C to further develop and clarify their underlying narrative, rather than redirecting it.  


Across both participants, phase 2 reveals that the genAI voice functioned primarily as a reflective mechanism rather than a transformative agent.  Participants narratives in this phase were amplified and existing perspectives were clarified.  Therefore, while the genAI voice enabled deeper reflection and philosophical engagement, it did not significantly redistribute narrative authority within the dialogue. 

This finding contrasts with dominant discussions in the literature.  Much of the forward-looking research positions genAI as moving beyond a ‘tool’ towards a form of partnership, with accounts suggesting that human-AI collaboration can actively shape understanding (Venturini, 2023; Groß, 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024; Viejo, 2024; Zhou, 2024).  Similarly,  Zailuddin et al., (2024) conceptualise genAI as a collaborative partner, a perspective echoed across tech innovation and emerging in educational research through such terms as ‘co-intelligence’, and ‘co-collaborator’(McGuire et al., 2024; Toyyibah et al., 2024;  Virvou et al., 2024).  The frequent use of the prefix ‘co’ implies a symbiotic relationship characterised by mutual contribution and shared agency.  However, the findings of this study suggest a different dynamic.  Rather than functioning as a co-constructive partner, genAI operated primarily as a reflective agent, intensifying and clarifying human meaning-making rather than transforming it.  This does not negate the possibility of partnership, but it does raise the need for further research.   

This distinction is notable given the increasing emphasis on human-AI collaboration across the research field (O’Dea, 2023; Garcia, 2024; Lin and Chen, 2024; Liu and Fu, 2024).  In contrast, the present study aligns more closely with Vallor (2024, p.194) cited in Gonzlez Arocha (2025, p.155), characterisations of genAI systems as ‘giant mirrors…built to consume our words’.  Rather than functioning as an independent epistemic agent, genAI in the context of this study has operated as a reflective surface through which human thought was clarified.  A key implication of this finding is that questions surrounding long-term genAI adoption in HE must account for both how the technology is conceptualised and how it is enacted in practice.  While existing literature has begun to explore these dimensions, there remains limited empirical insight into the interactional processes through which human-AI interactions in social communication systems are realised.  Although this study adopts a dialogical approach, the findings indicate that further research is needed to examine alternative forms of this human-AI interaction in order to better understand how such relations might support more sustainable, long-term integration within educational contexts. 

Phase 3.  
Holistic Theoretical Analysis - Hauntology and Actor Network Theory

	


Bottom of Form

Hauntology
A final stage of analysis involved a holistic reading of the full dataset (phase 1 and 2) through the dual lens of hauntology and ANT.  Hauntology, as outlined by Shaw, (2018 p.2), is a diverse theoretical framework applied across a range of disciplines including architecture, music, art, psychoanalysis and literature.  Its emphasis on temporality, particularly the interplay of past, present and imagined futures, makes it well suited to narrative inquiry, where meaning is constructed through stories that traverse time.  Analysis through this lens enabled an exploration of how participants experiences and perceptions of genAI were shaped not only by present conditions, but also by residual past ideals and anticipated futures.  In doing so, it responds to calls within the literature for more nuanced, experienced-based accounts of lecturer’s engagement with genAI  (Lin and Chen, 2024, p.14).

From a hauntological perspective, Participant B and C appear ‘haunted’ by the spectre of a lost or perhaps never fully realised ideal of education.  This ideal centres on HE as a space for intellectual exploration, dialogue, and critical inquiry, which is perceived to be in tension with a market-driven and industrialised system.  The narrative conveys a sense of loss, where values such as inquisitiveness, human connection, and intellectual struggle are seen as being displaced by efficiency, standardisation, and economic imperatives.  

Participant B’s repeated assertion that ‘education is dead’, coupled with their later questioning of whether such an ideal version of education ever existed.  This illustrates an unresolved tension between past and present.  Similarly, Participant C’s concerns around ‘cognitive debt’ reflect anxieties about the erosion of slower, more deliberate modes of thinking, which the participant associates with a time before genAI, stating that ‘analogue training’ is required for critical thinking and may be at risk in increasingly technological landscapes.  In contrast, Participant A (genAI), operates as a ‘spectral’ voice of the future, intruding into the present.  Its references to ‘aesthetic entropy’, ‘model collapse’ and ‘epistemic drift’ function as warnings of potential futures shaped by over-reliance on genAI.  In this sense, Participant A can be understood as a cautionary presence, projecting forward the consequences of current trajectories.  Foreshadowing a future of education where human culture and thinking could become a diminishing loop of synthetic genAI content.  

Across all three voices, a consistent concern emerges, regarding the fragility of human agency within evolving technological contexts.  The emphasis on ‘slowness’, reflection, and ‘processes’ can be interpreted as an attempt to anchor meaning-making and knowledge processes within human experience, in contrast to both technological acceleration and institutional pressures.  Within this framework, genAI is not positioned in singular terms, but instead operates as both a disruptive and generative force, simultaneously associated with loss and possibility.   

In this context, the ‘haunting’ identified in this study can be understood as both a resistance to, and a negotiation with emerging technological futures.  The persistence of values such as the retention of human slowness, inquisitive questioning, and critical inquiry echoed across all three voices is notable.  It suggests that the current ethos for meaningful long-term integration of genAI in education must remain grounded in human-centred intellectual processes, rather than being driven by efficiency or optimisation. 

Actor Network Theory 

Actor Network Theory (ANT) is a theoretical framework used to examine the mechanics of power in networks composed of both human and non-human ‘actors’ (Tatnall, 2010, p.240).  Within this study, ANT was applied to explore how the introduction of a genAI ‘voice’ shaped a dialogical encounter, and whether its inclusion altered human participants narratives, perceptions and understandings on the topic of AIEd.  The use of ANT in this study is supported by its increasing prominence within emerging fields such as AI sociology, where it is frequently used to examine human-AI interactions and distributed forms of agency in human-AI systems (Zhou, 2024).

A key finding from this analysis is that the inclusion of Participant A (genAI) did not produce genuinely co-creative human-AI narratives.  Instead, the interaction resulted in a predominantly reflective dynamic.  While the genAI voice influenced the dialogue, and expanded the discussion into deeper philosophical discussions, human participants perspectives were not fundamentally transformed from phase 1.  Rather, interaction with genAI in phase 2 appeared to clarify, intensify, and make implicit values and concerns, more explicit.  In this sense, genAI functioned primarily as a ‘mirror-like’ presence that reflected and amplified human perspectives, without substantially redistributing narrative authority within the interaction.  

This finding challenges accounts within the literature that positions genAI as a ‘co-creator’ or ‘co-collaborative partner’(Venturini, 2023; Groß, 2024; Liu and Fu 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024).  Instead, the findings suggest that co-creative dynamics are not automatically produced through the presence of genAI itself but are dependent upon the conditions through which interaction is structured and designed.  Within this study, the encounter generated deeper reflection rather than genuine co-construction.  While this does not rule out the possibility of more collaborative forms of human-AI interaction, the absence of fully hybridised human-AI narratives, or alteration in the human narratives highlights the importance of interactional design in shaping outcomes.   

This insight connects closely to emerging fields such as HCD and HCAI, which emphasise the importance of designing systems around human contexts, needs and experiences to combine human AI strengths. As Schmager et al., (2025) argue, effective AI systems require attention not only to technical capabilities, but also to context, purpose, and interaction design.  Applied to education, this suggests that meaningful human-AI interactions cannot be assumed through the introduction of genAI into educational settings but must be deliberately designed and operationalised.  In the context of this pilot study, genAI demonstrated the capacity to function as a reflective participant within dialogical inquiry, but not as a fully realised co-collaborative partner.  The findings therefore suggest that co-creative human-AI interaction is not an inherent property of the technology itself, but an emergent outcome shaped by the design of the interaction.   


Conclusion

This pilot study explored an unconventional methodological approach to human-AI interaction by positioning genAI as an active participant within dialogical narrative inquiry.  Rather than examining genAI through conventional models of implementation or usability, the study investigated how structured interaction with a genAI ‘voice’ shaped lecturers’ perceptions of education, technological change, and the implications of knowledge production.  In doing so, this study responds to broader discussions within AIEd and HCAI that advocate for further development of strategies that combine human and AI strengths into a single system (Liu and Fu, 2024; Wang et al., 2024).

A key finding was that genAI did not function as a fully co-collaborative partner within this particular dialogical encounter.  Instead, it primarily operated as a reflective ‘mirror-like’ presence that clarified and intensified participants existing perspectives, rather than reshaping them.  This suggests that, in this context, co-creative human-AI interaction is not an inherent property of the technology itself but is dependent on how interaction is designed and operationalised.  In this sense, the study supports arguments within HCAI and HCD literature that effective AI interaction requires attention not only to technical capabilities, but also to interactional design and context (Schmager et al., 2025).  Additionally, while existing literature often emphasises human-like qualities such as trust, empathy, and rapport in the design of AI systems (Atkinson and Barker, 2023; Kolomaznik et al., 2024), the findings suggest that additional factors may need be considered in future research, such as intellectual friction, which may support deeper intellectual engagement between participants.  

Alongside this, all participants narratives repeatedly returned to the importance of human judgment, intellectual ‘slowness’ and process-lead learning within an increasingly accelerated technological landscape.   These recurring concerns suggest that debates surrounding genAI in HE are not solely technological but are also connected to broader questions regarding the purpose and values of educational systems themselves.  In this sense, the study aligns with Garcia’s (2024, p.03-04) argument that genAI integration may require broader cultural and pedagogical shifts.

Taken together, the findings indicate that long-term genAI integration within HE may depend less on conventional models of implementation, and more on how human-AI interactions are designed and how the technology is perceived. This suggests the need for a ‘thinking over output’ model in education, that prioritises process-orientated approaches such as dialogical logs, reflective iterations, and transparent records of human-AI interaction.  Such a shift in how genAI is understood and operationalised could inform curriculum design, assessment practices, and institutional policy.  In this framing, genAI is better understood not as a shortcut to answers, but as a ‘actor’ entangled in a process capable of supporting deeper intellectual inquiry.  

Thus, while exploratory in scope, this pilot study contributes an experimental methodological approach that will support the further development of my research into dialogical human-AI interaction, reflective learning, and long-term approaches to genAI integration in education.  

Limitations and Recommendations

As a pilot study, several limitations must be acknowledged.  The use of convenience sampling within a single institutional and discipline context (art and design), alongside a small sample of two lecturers, and one genAI, may have shaped the findings.  For example, the strong critique of HE as ‘industrialised’ or ‘soulless’ may reflect localised experiences rather than widely held perspectives and therefore requires further investigation.  Additionally, the use of a single genAI voice means the findings remain exploratory rather than generalisable.  The identification of genAI as predominantly a ‘mirror-like’ presence may also have been influenced by the specific design of the interaction and excerpts used in phase 2, rather than representing an inherent characteristic of the technology itself.

These limitations point to several directions for future developments in my research. Expanding the sample across a broader range of disciplines and possibly institutions would enable comparative analysis and help determine the extent to which these findings are context specific.  Incorporating multiple genAI models may also provide further insight into how differences in training data, may influence dialogical outcomes and impact genAI agency.  Methodologically, further experimentation with the design of the dialogical interaction process is required.  This may include the deliberate introducing of interactional friction, or disagreement within the human-AI encounter, alongside further iterative cycles of dialogue.  Such developments would help assess whether genAI can move beyond a reflective role towards more transformative forms of participation.  

Taken together, this pilot study has clarified both the methodological potential and the practical challenges of treating genAI as a participant within narrative inquiry.  While the findings offer early insight into lectures perspectives on genAI, the primary contribution of the study lies in testing and refining an innovative research approach.  As Aldoseri et al., (2024, p.04) argue, genAI has potential to ‘reshape our world in profound ways’.  Such a shift may require not only new technologies, but also new ways of conceptualising and engaging with them. With further development, this method has the potential to support richer exploration of human-AI interaction, collaborative meaning-making, and contribute a novel insight to the field of AIEd, which may offer insight for lecturers, curriculum designers, and policy makers attempting to navigate genAI not through conventional models of implementation, usability or efficiency, but as an active participant in the process of knowledge production.  
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