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Proposed Research

	Current Proposed Title (20 / 30 words):

	Embodied Perception, AI Mediation and Cultural Residues in Post-Industrial Swansea: A practice-base multisensory ethnography of Chinese everyday life via watercolour and essay film.

	 
Background & Context (approx. 600 words)


	Place the research topic in its historical, cultural and social context.
Explain why the research is significant and important.
Place the research in the current academic context.

Primary Research Question
How does AI as a technological mediator reconfigure embodied sensing and the narration of cultural residues across three paired micro-sites in Swansea’s Chinese everyday life?
Subsidiary Questions
1.Residues / Sites: What residual materials, etiquettes, sounds and rhythms characterise each micro-site, and how are they enacted across front-stage/back-stage regions of practice?
2.Performance / Respectability: How are scripts of respectability performed, repaired and negotiated across “official” (theatre/museum) and “everyday” (market/kitchen, seafront/running) sites?
3. Mediation (Human - AI): Given the same de-identified sensory anchors, where do paired human and AI accounts converge or diverge, and how do codable mediation effects (amplify, attenuate, reroute, sanitise) shift visibility, tone and claims to authenticity?

Historical, cultural and social background
Swansea’s industrial past and coastal present produce layered sensory cues, metallic greens of copper, salt haze, wind-borne sound, that carry meanings across generations. Heritage policies and cultural programming often prioritise monumental, visual and expert-led values (Smith, 2006), while everyday uses of the past, recipes, service etiquette, cleaning rituals, remain less visible. The project treats heritage as practice and discourse, not just objects, asking how people draw on old forms to make present lives liveable.

Why Swansea?
Swansea condenses Britain’s industrial and maritime histories into a walkable city. From the copper-smelting boom of “Copperopolis” to post-industrial renewal, the urban fabric still carries what Williams calls residual cultural formations, older habits and sensibilities living on within newer orders (Williams, 1977; Hughes, 2005; Miskell, 2006). The Indoor Market, Grand Theatre and museums formalise memory and civility, while kitchens, promenades and running routes sustain everyday routines where identity is performed. This tight geography allows repeated observation across contrasting sites without heavy travel, and it offers a clear mix of authorised heritage and lived practice in one city.

Why focus on Swansea Chinese? 
Chinese presence in Britain is long-standing yet often under-represented in local visual narratives. Scholarship charts economic roles, transnational links and identity politics (Benton and Gomez, 2007), but every day, place-based accounts in secondary UK cities remain thin. In Swansea, Chinese-run kitchens and micro-businesses are visible yet often read through scripts of cleanliness, politeness and entrepreneurial “respectability”, frames that can both enable belonging and invite scrutiny (Skeggs, 1997). Attending to backstage care and repair as well as front-stage display gives a fuller picture of labour, pride and vulnerability.

Why choice these three paired locations?
The design links official/curated spaces to ordinary/embodied ones to see how stories travel between them: Indoor Market ↔ Chinese kitchen, trade, food safety, back-of-house labour and the social life of ingredients; an ideal lens on respectability and repair (Goffman, 1959). Seafront/Promenade ↔ running route, public movement and bodily discipline; how sound, wind, salt and temperature shape experience (Schafer, 1994; Blesser and Salter, 2006; Classen, 2012). Grand Theatre ↔ museum/gallery, institutional scripts of Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD) meet audience routines and worker practices (Smith, 2006; Harrison, 2013). Each pair couples a site where memory is curated with a site where routines are lived, allowing grounded comparison of dominant, residual and emergent forms (Williams, 1977).

Current relevant academic research 
Three fields inform the work: Sensory/embodied ethnography has established how place is made through location–locale–sense of place (Cresswell, 2015) and how walking/working generate situated knowledge (Pink, 2015; Suchman, 2007; Dourish, 2001). Critical heritage studies interrogate AHD and call for attention to everyday, minority and affective practices (Smith, 2006; Harrison, 2013). Post phenomenology shows that technologies mediate perception by amplifying, attenuating or re-routing attention across embodied, hermeneutic, alterity and background relations (Ihde, 1990; Rosenberger and Verbeek, 2015), while design ethics argue that moral effects are co-produced by systems and users (Verbeek, 2011; Shneiderman, 2022; Floridi, 2023).In creative practice research, making-as-inquiry and the essay film provide rigorous formats for thinking in images and sounds (Sullivan, 2010; Smith and Dean, 2009; Nichols, 2017; Rascaroli, 2017).

The research gap and how to fills
Despite these advances, we still lack: (1) Place-specific, visual-sensory accounts of Chinese everyday life in UK secondary cities; (2) Operational tools to show, not just assert, how AI mediates attention in qualitative fieldwork; (3) Ethics-ready workflows that make AI parameters, versioning and reversibility visible to participants and readers. First, by working in Swansea’s tightly coupled sites, the project provides granular, repeatable scenes where identity is negotiated, at a market stall, a wok station, a windy promenade, a theatre back corridor, linking official and ordinary spaces. Second, it sets paired human/AI accounts side-by-side from the same de-identified sensory anchors (fixed-point stills; short ambience), then analyses the differences with a Comparator Toolkit (mediation memos, theme-drift maps, sensory concordance tables). This directly operationalises post phenomenological mediation, e.g., where machine narration recentres the front stage or sanitises smell/touch/heat, and reports it in auditable form (model cards, prompts, versions). 

Significance
For non-specialists, the value is straightforward: we learn how people live, work and present themselves in a changing city, and we see what AI changes in those stories. For scholarship, the project contributes (a) new evidence on Swansea’s multicultural everyday life; (b) a conceptual clarification of technological mediation grounded in field practice; and (c) a portable, ethics-ready method for researchers working where arts practice, AI and qualitative inquiry meet.


	
Aims and Objectives (500 words)

	Explain what you want to achieve through the research. 
Outline the aims of the research. 

Aims and Objectives
This project examines how embodied, sensory fieldwork, working openly with AI as a technological mediator, can reveal and reframe the “cultural residues” (materials, habits, sounds, etiquettes) that shape everyday life and identity for Chinese-origin workers and residents in Swansea. At three paired micro-sites, we will gather short repeat observations, sound and image anchors, interviews and studio watercolours. For each scene we will create paired texts: a human “thick description” and an AI account from the same, de-identified inputs, then compare them. Outputs are a 90-minute essay film, a curated watercolour portfolio and a 30,000-word thesis, supported by an auditable process dossier (model cards, consent, logs).

Research aims and linked objectives
Aim 1 Substantive (place, identity, residue)
Plain question: What residues of culture circulate across market, shore and stage, and how do they support “respectability” and local identity for Swansea’s Chinese communities?
Objectives
1. Sample three site pairs seasonally (3–4 blocks, 2–3 weeks each) to capture variation in rhythms and routines.
Done when: repeat observations and sensory logs exist for all six sites.
2. Generate multimodal anchors: fixed-point stills and 30-second ambient audio at comparable times/positions; keep sensory fieldnotes (vision/sound/smell/touch/temperature).
Done when: each visit has time-stamped anchors and completed log.
3. Undertake 30–40 semi-structured interviews (traders, kitchen staff, runners/volunteers, museum/theatre staff) with bilingual prompts where helpful.
Done when: recordings/transcripts and consent bundles are archived.
4. Produce 12+ finished watercolours (≈4 per chapter) plus studies, documented with a material-thinking ledger (paper/paint/tempo ↔ sensed effect).
Done when: portfolio v1 is complete and aligned to chapter themes.

Aim 2 Conceptual (mediation)
Plain question: When does AI amplify, reduce, re-route or sanitize human attention, and how does that change what seems “authentic”?
Objectives
1. For each scene, create paired accounts: a Human-text (H-text) and an AI-text (A-text; GPT-5 Thinking) from the same de-identified anchors; add short Sora probes where helpful. Done when: every scene has H/A pairs with model cards (model/version/date/prompt/parameters/ “synthetic = yes”).
2. Apply a simple Comparator Toolkit: Mediation Memo, Theme-Drift Map, Sensory/Aural Concordance Table.
Done when: a completed set exists per site, and a cross-site summary is drafted.
3. Interpret divergences using accessible frames (Goffman on front/back and repair; Rose on image/technology/audience; Smith on official vs lived heritage; Skeggs on respectability).
Done when: short “plain-language notes for non-specialists” notes accompany each comparator set.

Aim 3 Methodological (portable toolkit)
Plain question: Can we offer a replicable workflow for practice-base, multi-sensory studies that use AI responsibly?
Objectives
1. Specify the workflow step-by-step (anchors → H/A texts → comparator tables → synthesis), with examples.
Done when: a 6–8 page method appendix and templates are complete.
2. Package model-card disclosure and governance (versioning, prompts, incident/revision log, “synthetic = yes” labels).
Done when: an audit-ready bundle exists and is used throughout.
3. Produce one methods article or conference paper focused on the toolkit.
Done when: submission is logged.

Aim 4 Practice-based contribution (visual arguments)
Plain question: How can the findings be felt and understood by wider publics?
Objectives
1. Assemble a 90-minute triptych essay film (indexical anchors / watercolour residues / AI narration), with captions and rights cleared.
Done when: picture lock and sound mix/grade are signed off.
2. Curate a watercolour polyptych portfolio that mirrors the film’s chapters; prepare high-resolution reproductions for thesis/exhibition.
Done when: framed/print-ready files and image permissions are complete.
3. Stage work-in-progress screenings and member checks; integrate feedback.
Done when: changes are tracked in the revision log.

Aim 5 Ethics and governance (human-centred AI)
Plain question: How do we keep people safe and respected while using AI?
Objectives
1. Operate consent-in-process with medium-specific options (voice/image/synthetic re-use), withdrawal rights and clear signage; avoid filming minors.
Done when: signed consents + site permissions filed; no exceptions.
2. Maintain GDPR-compliant storage (encrypted SSDs; UWTSD OneDrive/SharePoint; five-year retention); limit access to researcher and supervisors.
Done when: data-management checklist passes supervisor review.
3. Track environmental footprint of AI (provider energy dashboards; minimise generations; report estimate in ethics addendum).
Done when: annual summary is appended to the dossier.

Expected outcomes
A rigorously evidenced account of how AI mediates embodied sensing and narration in place-based cultural practice. A portable comparator + model-card method openly documented. A 90-minute film, watercolour portfolio, and a 30,000 words thesis that together advance qualitative methodology, critical heritage/sensory studies, and practice-based research.


	
Proposed plan of work including timetable 

	In this section you will need to complete a proposed plan of your work explaining the timeline for key elements of the thesis. This can be set out as a table like below or as a Gantt chart (for example)
[image: ]This plan should indicate that the research will be completed by the end of the fee-paying period (the minimum period of candidature.



	Planned Development (e.g. submission of form, completion of chapter, submission of thesis)
	Target Date

	PG1 Research Plan & PG2 Ethics submitted
	05 Sep 2025

	Ethics approval (with any amendments)
	Oct 2025

	Pilot studies completed; site permissions in place (Indoor Market, Chinese kitchens, seafront routes, Grand Theatre, National Waterfront Museum)
	Nov 2025

	Fieldwork A (Market ↔ Chinese kitchen) completed; Research Memo 1 to supervisors
	Mar 2026

	Fieldwork B (Beach/Running) completed; first assembly of Chapter B (30 mins)
	Jun 2026

	Fieldwork C (Grand Theatre/Museum) completed; work in progress cut (30 mins)
	Sep 2026

	Data consolidation: transcription/organisation in NVivo/ATLAS.ti; qualitative comparator tables finalised
	Oct 2026

	Draft Chapters 1–3 (Context; Methods; Field A) completed; film rough-cut (60 mins) & watercolour v1
	Dec 2026

	Fine-cut v1 of 90 mins film; Draft Chapters 4–5 (Fields B/C); ethics addendum (if member-checks require)
	Mar 2027

	Member checks & accessibility QC (captions/subs); rights/clearances confirmed; repository plan agreed
	Apr 2027

	Picture lock; sound mix & colour grade; Full thesis draft to supervisors
	Jun 2027

	Final film master delivered; final thesis to supervisors
	Jul 2027

	Corrections completed; public screening/exhibition (work in thesis); archive/data deposit prepared (model cards, anonymised excerpts, consent bundles)
	Aug 2027

	Thesis & portfolio submission (within fee period: 90 mins film, watercolours, logs, audio/video anchors, dual-voice texts)
	Sep 2027




	Proposed methodology (approx. 500 words):

	Explain your disciplinary orientation/ approach 
Describe the methods you will use to carry out your research: (eg library-based research, on-line research, fieldwork (interviews/ participant-observation), analysis of visual data, combinations of these) 

Disciplinary orientation / approach
This is a qualitative, practice-base enquiry in the creative arts. It is aligned with constructivism, meanings are produced in relations, not found as fixed facts, and informed by post phenomenology, which examines how technologies mediate our perception and action rather than acting as neutral tools (Ihde, 1990; Verbeek, 2011). I also draw on sensory ethnography, which treats knowing as embodied and multi-modal (Pink, 2015). “Place” is treated as a triad of location–locale–sense of place (Cresswell, 2015); public conduct is read dramaturgically through front/back regions and impression management (Goffman, 1959); and heritage is held in tension between authorised discourse and lived uses (Smith, 2006). Within this frame, AI is positioned as a technological mediator. Its descriptions are placed alongside my human “thick” descriptions to test when the machine amplifies, attenuates or re-routes attention (Ihde, 1990; Rosenberger & Verbeek, 2015). The workflow follows a practice-base iterative loop (Smith & Dean, 2009): making (watercolour, film) generates questions; analysis and literature feed back into subsequent making.

Research design and site rationale
The project is a multimodal case study in Swansea using three paired micro-sites. Each pair links “residual culture” traces of the industrial and maritime city, with contemporary everyday practice: Indoor Market ↔ Chinese kitchen. Markets hold long sedimentations of labour, smells and exchange; the kitchen shows present-day Chinese working lives and “scripts of respectability” (Skeggs, 1997). The pair lets me compare public-facing hospitality with back-of-house practices. Seafront/promenade ↔ running route. The promenade concentrates weather, sound and rhythm; the repeatable route enables walk-along and pace-logging to capture change across tides and seasons (Ingold & Vergunst, 2008; Schafer, 1994). Grand Theatre ↔ museum/gallery. These are classic heritage interfaces where official narratives meet every day viewing habits. Observing front/back-of-house reveals how exhibitions and performances make place and memory (Smith, 2006; Rose, 2016). This paired design provides analytical depth, clear comparators, and auditability without claiming statistical generalisation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). Each pair asks the same questions: What is seen, heard, smelt touched; how bodies move? How are identities performed? So, patterns and exceptions can be traced across sites.

Methods of data generation
1. Desk/online research. A targeted review of Swansea’s industrial/maritime history, Chinese migration and local heritage policies; collection of archival photographs, plans and publicity texts for contextual briefing (cited; not reproduced without licence).
2. Participant-observation & walk/work-along. Short, repeated immersions at each pair: observing market trading and kitchen routines; soundwalks on the promenade; front/back-of-house observation at theatre/museum. Fieldnotes follow a sensory log template (vision, sound, smell, touch, temperature) to keep attention distributed beyond sight (Pink, 2015).
3. Semi-structured interviews (30–40 minutes), purposively sampled: traders, kitchen staff, runners/volunteers, museum/theatre staff (target 6–8 per site; 18–24 total). Audio recorded with consent, bilingual prompts available.
4. Fixed-point captures. At each scene I produce time-stamped stills and 30-second ambient audio as indexical anchors; these are not “data exhaust” but deliberate anchors that allow the human and AI accounts to reference the same sensory moment.
5. Studio practice (watercolour). For each chapter I complete four finished works (plus studies). A material-thinking ledger records paper, palette, tempo and their intended sensory effects (e.g., salt haze, copper green), making the craft choices inspectable.
6. AI-mediated parallel texts and probes. From the same de-identified anchors, I generate a human thick description (H-text) and an AI account (A-text) using GPT-5 Thinking; selected short Sora clips function as generative probes to test alternative framings. Every output carries a model card (model/version/date/prompt/parameters/ “synthetic = yes”) and is eligible for member checks where people are implicated (Floridi, 2023).

Analytic strategy
Analysis is iterative and layered:
A qualitative comparator toolkit (not a metric) makes mediation visible. Mediation Memo: codes AI effects as amplify / attenuate / re-route / sanitise across embodied / hermeneutic / alterity / background relations, with time-coded evidence (Ihde, 1990; Rosenberger & Verbeek, 2015). Theme-Drift Map: 5–7 motifs (front/back, repair, rhythm, visibility, smell/touch/heat). For each motif I mark concordance (✓), divergence (↔) or absence (Ø) between H- and A-texts and narrate the shift. Sensory (Aural) Concordance Table: five modalities scored 0–3 for descriptive granularity with exemplar phrases/frames (Schafer, 1994; Pink, 2015). A coding frame in NVivo/ATLAS.ti draws on Goffman (regions, personal front, disruptions/repairs), Rose (production–image–audience × technological/compositional/social), Smith (AHD vs uses of heritage) and Skeggs (respectability). Filmic assembly follows essay-film reasoning (Rascaroli, 2017): juxtapositions of anchors, watercolour, AI narration and failures/revisions retained as reflexive evidence.

Why this methodology?
It matches the research problem: to understand how AI mediates embodied knowing of “residual culture”, we must observe embodied practices and compare human and machine descriptions anchored in the same moments. Post phenomenology gives the conceptual language; the comparator toolkit operationalises it (Ihde, 1990; Verbeek, 2011). The paired micro-sites are small enough for repeat immersion yet collectively map food, sea and viewing, three channels through which Swansea’s past remains active. Practice-led making (watercolour; essay film) is not illustration but method: slowness and iteration surface what fast capture misses and making leaves an auditable trace of decisions (Smith & Dean, 2009). AI as mediator (not mere tool) is necessary to reveal what it privileges or erases (e.g., an ocular bias; the sanitising of smell/heat), and to test whether machine narration foregrounds front stage while downplaying back-stage repair work (Goffman, 1959).

Quality, ethics and governance
Credibility is pursued through longer-term immersion, triangulation (human/AI/anchors), negative cases, and member checks. Transferability is enabled by thick description; dependability by a versioned audit trail (decision logs, model cards, incident register); confirmability by retaining a materials-to-claims chain (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). Ethics follow consent-in-process, layered permissions (voice/image/synthetic reuse), GDPR-compliant storage, and human-centred AI controls (explainability, reversibility, on-screen “synthetic = yes”) (Floridi, 2023). Log compute time and favour low-impact AI workflows.
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	Facilities and resources available for the investigation: please indicate if you expect to need any special resources

	What facilities you will need access to including libraries, archives, institutions, specialist IT facilities
Whether you have permission to access the facilities and resources
Whether you need to travel to access the facilities and resources – where do you need to go, for how long, and how will this be financed
Whether you will be carrying out fieldwork or interviews and whether you have followed the correct protocols, secured permission and ethical clearance.

Facilities required
Libraries / archives / institutions. Swansea University Libraries (books/journals; study rooms; high-speed scanning). West Glamorgan Archives Service (market, theatre and municipal records). Swansea Museum & National Waterfront Museum (collections, image permissions, curatorial interviews). Swansea Grand Theatre (front/back-of-house observational access by arrangement). Site access: Swansea Indoor Market, selected Chinese restaurants/kitchens, seafront/promenade and running routes; exterior walks at Hafod–Morfa Copperworks / White Rock for contextual notes. Optional, if gaps remain: National Library of Wales (Aberystwyth); British Library / The National Archives (Kew).

Specialist IT / studio / equipment
Image/sound capture: fixed-lens mirrorless camera, tripod, smart phone (iPhone), handheld/binaural mics + portable recorder (e.g., Zoom H5/H6), lavalieres (consent-led), time-stamped stills (Android phone), 30s ambience clips. Creative/analysis software: Adobe CC / DaVinci Resolve, Audacity/REAPER, NVivo/ATLAS.ti for coding, QGIS (simple mapping), high-resolution photo/print facilities (giclée) for watercolours. AI systems (declared in methods): GPT-5 Thinking for parallel text/annotation; Sora for short, clearly labelled generative video probes. All outputs recorded with model cards (model/version/date/prompt/parameters/“synthetic = yes”). So that field captures, and studio work are traceable and reproducible.

Data security + Exhibition/screening (practice outputs)
Encrypted SSDs; UWTSD OneDrive/SharePoint; versioned repositories. De-identification workflow; retention 5 years, then secure deletion. Access limited to me and supervisors; no uncontrolled personal USB/cloud. Exhibition/screening (practice outputs): University gallery or partner venue; ultra-wide LED wall or large screen, 4-channel/5.1 audio, captioning workstation; frames/plinths for watercolour polyptychs.

Permission / access status
Ethics: Full REC application submitted before fieldwork (covers AV recording, consent-in-process, synthetic media labeling, GDPR). Venues: Written permissions to be obtained from Indoor Market management, participating restaurants, Grand Theatre and National Waterfront Museum for agreed times/areas; site-specific risk assessments filed. Archives/museums: Reader’s tickets and reproduction/usage licences secured where required. Participants: Written/bilingual consent with medium-specific options (voice/image/synthetic re-use) and right to withdraw; member checks for AI outputs that depict their practice. Safeguarding: No work with children or vulnerable adults; DBS not required. Filming avoids minors, clear signage in public spaces.

Travel plan and financing
Local fieldwork within Swansea in 3–4 blocks (each 2–3 weeks) across seasons to capture market, shore/running, and theatre/museum rhythms. Archival day trips (if required): Aberystwyth/London (1–2 days each). Funding sources: departmental fieldwork allowance and small equipment funds; university travel bursaries; modest personal contribution. Costs kept low by local sampling and short archive visits.

Fieldwork / interviews / protocols
Methods: participant-observation; walk-/work-along sessions; short semi-structured interviews (traders, kitchen staff, runners/volunteers, museum/theatre staff); soundwalks; sensory notebooks. Risk & safety: lone-working plan; kitchen (heat/knives) and coastal weather risks assessed; PPE as required; no drone use. Inclusion & accessibility: interpreter support if needed; captions and quiet screenings planned. AI governance in the field: version logging; on-screen “synthetic = yes”; incident/revision log; reversal control (human-only fallback) where convergence is low or participants object. Environmental note: hosted AI only (no local GPU); minimise generations, compress media, and report estimated carbon in the ethics addendum.

Summary: All core facilities are locally available; specialist IT and exhibition resources can be provided by the University/partners. Permissions are secured case-by-case; REC approval precedes any recording. Travel is minimal and fundable. The project complies with GDPR, human-centred-AI governance, and best practice in arts/sensory ethnography.





Intellectual Property IP
It is anticipated that Intellectual Property (IP) will be produced as a result of this research.
	Tick √

	
	YES
	NO

	Is the IP already subject to a separate agreement with a third party (e.g. employer, sponsor or external funder)? If so please provide details below
	☐	☒
	Is the research dependent upon background IP owned by: 
If so, please provide details below
	UWTSD
☒
	A third party
☐

	Text box will expand
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	I understand that:
	YES
	NO

	If any party other than the student is likely to be involved in the development of IP a separate IP agreement will be needed and it may be necessary for the student to assign the IP rights to the University.

	☒	☐
	If there are no third parties involved in the creation of the IP the student is deemed to own the IP, however should the student wish to commercially exploit their IP and require the assistance of the University to do so, they will be required to assign their IP to the University. https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/iiced/protecting-innovation-and-creativity---intellectual-property/

	☒
	☐
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