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The research question guiding this study 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?

This research aims to investigate how both lecturers and generative AI’s (genAI) perspective on human-AI creativity in art and design education can inform long-term approaches to genAI adoption in higher education (HE).  Prompted by the rapid evolution and integration of genAI technologies (Mollick, 2024; Aldoseri et al., 2024; Sun and Song 2025) the study seeks to explore how meaning is constructed around co-creativity when both human and nonhuman voices are engaged in the conversation.  

Crucially, this is a hybrid philosophical-empirical study, where the research approach itself is part of the contribution.   Hauntology and Actor-Network Theory (ANT) are therefore not only conceptual frameworks but methodological tools that actively shape the process and the insights it generates.  Hauntology will explore the intersection of lingering established teaching practices, speculative futures, and current thinking.  While ANT will guide an investigation into the socio-technical networks entangling human and nonhuman actors. 

By engaging both human lecturers and genAI as research participants, the study seeks not merely to interpret data but to perform a situated inquiry, one in which philosophical theory, method, and subject matter co-produce meaning.  In doing so, it offers both practical insights and a methodological contribution to the evolving field of genAI and AI education (AIEd) research. 
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This study adopts an interpretivist/constructivist philosophical worldview, underpinned by critical/transformative perspectives.  As Creswell (2007, p.20) notes, social constructivism often aligned with interpretivism, is grounded in the belief that understanding is formed through interaction and interpretation.  Subjective meanings, therefore, emerge from social and historical contexts and are co-constructed.  This aligns with the aim of exploring how both human and nonhuman perspectives interpret creativity within HE. 

A constructivist ontology, as described by Denscombe (2010, p.119), regards reality as  ‘constructed through people’s perceptions and reinforced by their interactions with other people’.  My study extends this by considering nonhuman participants, with both lecturers and genAI contributing to the interpretations of creativity in art and design education.  

Interpretivist epistemology complements this position, defining knowledge as emerging through shared meaning, relationships and experiences, rather than emerging through numerical or statistical generalisations (Gichuru, 2017, p.01).  In the context of this study, meaning-making unfolds within a socio-technical environment, where human and nonhuman actors shape knowledge collaboratively.  This challenges conventinal epistemological boundaries and encourages a broader perspective of how we can know and interpret in the age of genAI.   

Therefore, a critical/transformative aspect compliment this worldview, not in terms of correcting social justice in the traditional sense, but instead transforming accepted academic practices, particularly in relation to AIEd.  Denzin and Lincoln (2018, p.29) describe transformative paradigms as disruptive to dominant systems leading to reform.  This study disrupts not only how research can be conducted but also how participants including genAI are conceptualised.  In addition, hauntology supports this critical stance by drawing attention to the temporal dimension of established educational practices, including influences of the past, speculative futures and how this intersects to shape present thinking and practices.  This combination of worldviews allows my study to explore how meaning is constructed by both lecturers and genAI, and to examine the broader temporal and structural forces shaping those meanings.  

Practically, hauntology will inform the development of interview questions, encouraging participants to reflect on how creativity and teaching have and may alter.  ANT contributes to this discussion by introducing genAI into the conversation, tracing the evolving interwoven relationship of human-AI partnerships (Venturini, 2023).  Rather than isolating lecturers and genAI, ANT positions both as active actors in socio-technical networks (Tatnall, 2010, p.241; Viejo, 2024, p.114).  These philosophical frameworks are therefore not passive filters but inquiry devices, shaping the study’s theory, method and analysis.

Given the nature of exploring complex, subjective meanings around creativity, technology and education, the study will use a qualitative methodology.  Qualitative research prioritises depth and nuance over statistical generalisation and reducing experience to numbers (Punch & Oancea, 2014, p.87).  This is particularly suited to examining complex perspectives, experiences and interactions. A quantitative approach would risk oversimplifying these rich and layered interactions/experiences, in relation to human-AI co-creativity.  Therefore, an approach to exploring the nuance of perceptions and socio-technical interactions is preferable.  

This decision is also supported by the literature in this area.  Studies that use quantitative research in an attempt to measure genAI and reduce the topic to numbers and statistics, can be criticised for oversimplifying a complex topic (Haase and Hanel, 2023; Grassini and Koivisto, 2024). Alternate investigative methods, such as qualitative approaches, may offer more nuanced insight into the topic of genAI (Williams et al., 2021, p.02; Pregoner, 2024).  This is also supported by Zhou’s (2024) review on the emerging field of AI sociology, whose paper calls for more empirical studies to explore the relationship between humans and genAI.

Therefore, my study adopts a hybrid-philosophical-empirical approach, where theoretical frameworks of hauntology and ANT, not only shape interpretation but also guide how data is gathered and analysed.  This again aligns with current literature whereby Plevrakis (2024, p.02), perspective article on AI subjectivity calls for studies that combine conceptual philosophical inquiry with empirical research when researching AI and adding to current debates.  My study responds to the gap presented in the literature by combining philosophical inquiry with empirical research.  
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The distinction between methodologies and methods is a crucial one in research design.  As (6 & Bellamy, 2012, p.02) writes, ‘methodology is the study of a problem.  It differs from the study of ‘research methods’, which deals with techniques for collecting data’.  In this study narrative inquiry forms the methodological framework guiding the research.

Narrative inquiry provides a framework for understanding how meaning is constructed, communicated and reshaped through storytelling.  As Connelly and Clandinin (1990, p.02) note, this approach engages with personal and social stories people live and tell, positioning participants as ‘storytellers and characters in their own and others stories’.  Furthermore Kim (2016, p.165) highlights that ‘stories reveal how individuals perceive, organise, and give meaning to their understanding of themselves, their experiences and the world’.  This underscores the suitability of narrative inquiry in capturing complex phenomenon, and the methodologies suitability to explore layered meaning-making in socio-technical networks.  Questionaries or surveys, by contrast, risk flattening such nuanced reflections of the study, and would not offer the depth of data needed.  Additionally, narrative inquiry aligns with the hauntological grounding of the study, Lyons & Scull (2023, p.117) emphasise that, ‘a narrative inquirer needs to be as interested in how the research participant arrived at a particular event, as the event itself’. This temporal nature to narrative inquiry will align with the studies aim of exploring how pedagogical traditions and speculative futures shape the present.  

While the literature on narrative inquiry is traditionally human-centred, this study extends its boundaries by drawing on the philosophical framework of ANT, which considers both human and nonhuman entities as active participants in meaning-making.  In this context, genAI is conceptualised not as a passive tool, but an ‘actor’ within a socio-technical network, capable of producing effects, interpretations and interactions that contribute to co-construction of knowledge (Venturini, 2023; Groß, 2024; Sharifzadeh, 2024; Viejo, 2024; Zhou, 2024).  Combined with a hauntological lens, which considers the influence of past practices, present thinking, and speculative futures, this approach allows the research to explore how temporality, technology, and creativity entangle within human and AI narratives. 

Returning to methods for gathering data, the inquiry investigates how co-creativity is experienced and interpreted through both human reflections and genAI responses.  Therefore, the data collection methods will comprise of interviews and genAI dialogue.  These conversational elements are not treated separately but interwoven across the following three phases of data collection:

Phase one:  will involve semi-structured interviews with lecturers currently teaching in art and design HE.  Open-ended questions will prompt participants to reflect on personal narratives relating to creativity, co-creation, teaching values, and experiences with genAI across their careers.  The interviews will be organised thematically to support both individual expression and consistency across participants.  This structure encourages reflection, and speculative dialogue while allowing patterns to emerge organically (Nowell et al., 2017).

Phase two: introduces genAI as a ‘research debater’ a dialogical partner rather than a tool.  Prompts will include the original open ended questioned asked to the human participants, and further prompts drawn from talking points and tensions surfaced in phase one.  This will be posed to a large language model (LLM), where the responses will be treated as narrative artefacts and analysed for content, structure and epistemic positioning.  The aim in this phase is not to replicate human thinking, but to explore how genAI as an ‘other’ recombines ideas and constructs meaning from its training data, offering alternative or expanded perspectives on creativity pedagogy and co-creation.

Phase three: returns selected genAI responses to the original human participants in follow-up focused interviews.  Participants will be invited to comment, critique, or elaborate on this conversation. This recursive process fosters deeper co-constructed meaning-making and positions participants as co-analysists in the research.  In doing so, this phase transforms genAI outputs from static text into a generative stimulus, reinforcing the study’s emphasis on dialogic, hybrid knowledge production.  This multilateral structure presents a novel contribution to both narrative research and human-AI inquiry.

Practical engagement is central to this data collection process. Interviews will be conducted in a conversational tone, encouraging participants to reflect deeply.  The follow-up interviews reinforce the role of human participants in the co-creation of meaning, positioning them not only as contributors but co-analysts.  This iterative structure enhances the study’s readability and trustworthiness, (Müller, 2021, p.25).  This is essential when working within a socio-technical network, where multiple actors shape knowledge.

In relation to time horizon, this study will operate within a cross-sectional timeframe, though its recursive, multi-phased design introduces temporal depth.  By reintroducing genAI responses into human dialogue, the process mirrors longitudinal sensibilities.  This looping structure reflects the study’s commitment to exploring not just individual perspectives but also the evolving nature of human-AI interactions, as a means to forge insights into long-term approaches for genAI adoption in HE. 

One of the strengths of this research design is its capacity to generate rich situated data.  The integration of narrative inquiry with philosophical lenses enables a depth of analysis that honours the complexity of the topic.  However, narrative inquiry, can be criticised for its perceived lack of standardisation. As acclaimed by Clandinin (2007, p.29), narrative inquiry may not hold the same standing as more conventional methodologies, which can impact the credibility of the study.  However, this study addresses such concerns by grounding itself in an interpretivist/constructivist paradigm, informed by a critical-transformative stance.  The intention is not to replicate conventional methods but to offer a responsive and experimental approach to a rapidly evolving phenomenon of genAI. 

As highlighted in my previous literature review (ECDE7016), there is a gap in methodological innovation when working with genAI in education.  This study’s approach responds to that gap, proposing a flexible, future-orientated design.  It embraces the complexity and fluidity of the human-AI partnership and aligns with Aldoseri et al. (2024, p.02) who argues that the field of genAI is characterised by continuous growth.  A field in constant flux, requires new investigative frameworks, and adaption of conventional research approaches.   
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In terms of sampling, purposive sampling will be used to select participants who are actively teaching within art and design HE disciplines.  The aim is to ensure diversity of perspectives across teaching experience, disciplinary subfields, and levels of engagement with genAI.  Given the narrative inquiry’s focus of depth and detail, a small but rich sample will be appropriate.  Kim (2016, p.307) cites Beitin recommendation of 6 to 12 participants for narrative research, provided thematic saturation is reached.  Following this sample size allows for manageable and rigorous data analysis without sacrificing complexity of the study’s approach.  

In addition, to human participants, two genAI LLM will also be sampled.  These will act as distinct nonhuman participants, offering different perspectives based on their individual training data.  This decision aligns with the study’s ANT theoretical lens.  Using two genAI models may surface divergent narratives, tensions or patterns in how creativity and co-creatin are perceived and constructed, adding further depth to the reflective aspect of the study.
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This study will employ thematic narrative analysis across all three phases to explore how creativity, temporality and co-creation are storied within a hybrid human-AI research context.  Adopting an abductive logic, the study will move flexibly between theory and data to identify the most meaningful and plausible interpretations (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012).  Rather than testing fixed hypotheses, this iterative reasoning process aligns with the study’s multi-phased emerging insights, and complexity.

This proposed approach is mirrored on Riessman (2008), cited in Meraz et al. (2019, p.01) who advocates for the use of multiple analytical strategies in narrative research.  The study integrates both thematic and structural strategies to enrich interpretation.  Initial coding will focus on identifying recuring motifs and recuring patterns, while structural analysis will attend to the stories (how they are organised, shifts in tone, and narrative voice).  This dual-layered analysis allows for an exploration of both human and genAI produced narratives, aligning with the study’s emphasis on temporality and layered meaning-making.  

By applying the same analytical approach to human and nonhuman responses, the study aims to trace points of convergence and divergence.  As Venturini (2023, p.111) notes, genAI is trained on vast human discourse making its outputs cultural artifacts that warrant critical interpretation.  Therefore, positioning genAI as a conversational partner and exploring knowledge generation and meaning-making within human-AI partnerships may raise insightful novel findings.  This approach also mirrors Groß (2024, p.11).  perspective of genAI as capable of ‘stochastic’ representations of social reality, that may surface new understandings or connections.  This emphasises genAIs capabilities of recombining information, and randomisation on scale, which could offer researchers further insights, discovering novel connections, that may not have been present in a human only study.  

While this study is not claiming that genAI possesses consciousness in the human sense, its outputs can still offer insight into dominant narratives, tensions, and speculative futures.  Therefore, the study will not treat these outputs as definitive truth statements but rather as conversational contributions to meaning making within a socio-technical network.  Critical engagement with these artifacts will then seek to illuminate dominant logics, or speculative directions embedded in genAI’s representations of creativity and co-creation. 

The strength of this analytical design lies in its depth, flexibility and temporal sensitivity.   However, the multi-phased, interpretive nature of the study introduces potential limitations, such as subjectivity, analytical overload, and researcher bias.  These will be addressed through a scaffolded analytical process, starting with broad coding to establish coherence across the data, then layering in deeper structural and contextual interpretations (Huber et al., 2023).  

Additionally, reflective strategies will be embedded throughout, such as analytic memos, reflective practices and bracketing (Gray, 2018, p.171).  This will be used to ensure transparency and traceability of decisions across phases. Finally, the return of genAI responses to participants in phase three offers an additional means of co-interpretive validation.  This recursive dialogue will be used to further enhance credibility of findings, while also honouring the co-creative spirit of the research design.  
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This research design introduces a range of ethical considerations that extend to both human and nonhuman participants.  For the human participants, art and design lecturers in HE, ethical standards will be maintained throughout.  Participants will receive detailed information about the study’s aims, methods and use of genAI prior to their involvement.  Participation will be voluntary, and the right to withdraw will be available at any time.  

With regards to nonhuman participation, genAI responses will be clearly identified and differentiated from human contributions.  Transparency will be maintained at all stages of the research process, with prompts, analytical decisions, and researcher positionality documented and reflectively interrogated.  Additionally, genAI’s outputs will not be presented as factual but treated as narrative artifacts open to critical analysis. 

Because this study positions genAI not as a neutral tool but as a co-creative actor in the research, it is important to avoid anthropomorphising AI or overstating its agency.  Although the study based on ANT acknowledges genAI’s capability to contribute meaningfully to knowledge construction through pattern recognition and content recombination, I must remain vigilant of genAIs capability of error an ‘hallucinations’.  However, I would also argue that both the human and nonhuman participants within my study are capable of error.  Nevertheless, this information may still offer valuable insight if approached critically.  Both human and genAI participants are therefore treated as imperfect but revealing, capable of error and ambiguity, but also of illuminating unexpected connections.   
This approach reflects the study’s deeper methodological and epistemological commitment, to explore how human and nonhuman narratives interact within socio-technical systems, and to examine the evolving conditions under which meaning is made.  In doing so, the research aims to contribute not just to educational approaches and practice, but also to emerging conversations about research, human-AI collaboration, and responsible innovation.  
To do this ethically and rigorously, I will follow the framework set out by Sharifzadeh (2024) whose article offers an outline for working with AI in this manner.  This includes maintaining human accountability, ensuring genAI is not positioned as a primary author, and genAI must engage with academic standards.  These recommendations and guidelines will help me navigate the ethical and methodological complexities of working with genAI as a co-collaborator in a reflective and responsible manner. 




[bookmark: _Toc196569193]Conclusion

This research proposal outlines a carefully constructed, hybrid study that integrates philosophical and empirical approaches to investigate the evolving relationship between humans and genAI within HE.  By drawing on narrative inquiry and philosophical lenses such as hauntology and ANT, the study not only examines how perceptions of creativity and co-creativity emerge, but also actively engages with the process through which they are formed.  The proposed design comprised of iterative, dialogic, and reflective phases, offers methodological novel ways of engaging both human and nonhuman participants as meaning-makers.  

This approach is not only justified by the research question but by gaps in the literature as outlined in ECDE7016 and ECDE7012, which call for methodological innovation and deeper philosophical engagement in AI research.  By aligning theory, method, and context, the design enables a situated inquiry into narratives, tensions, and potential futures of genAI in education.  In doing so, it offers both practical and methodological contributions to how human-AI partnerships might be understood and approaches for genAI adoption in HE.  

Finally. while terms like reliability, validity and generalisability may be associated more with positivist traditions, this study informed by an interpretivist and critical-transformative worldview, justifies its approach through credibility, trustworthiness and transferability.  Through participant re-engagement, reflective practices, and commitment to transparency, the study’s data collection strengthens its rigour of interpretive analysis.  Additionally, including two distinct genAI LLM also enhances the study’s credibility and trustworthiness by introducing variation into nonhuman data, supporting richer triangulation and improved reflexive analysis of socio-technical networks.  Conclusively, although the findings are not statistically generalisable, they aim to offer transferable understanding into broader patterns of engagement with genAI in creative HE contexts, in the aim of informing long-term insights into genAI adoption in HE. 
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