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Communicative Artificial Intelligence:  
Introduction to a Living Handbook 
 

Abstract 

Preliminary note: As the first working paper in the ‘Communicative AI’ research unit’s 
Working Papers series, this initial version of the introduction to the forthcoming handbook 
Communicative Artificial Intelligence is being published. There are several reasons for this. 
First, it enables us to present the key ideas underlying our investigation into 
communicative AI in a concise manner. When we refer to communicative AI, we wish to 
emphasize that the distinctive feature of language models—also known as generative AI—
is that they serve communicative purposes. It also allows us to introduce the concept of 
our ‘living handbook’ to a wider audience at an early stage.  

Our objective is to use this handbook to foster dialogue between our own research and that 
of other researchers in this field. There are two reasons why we have chosen the format 
of a “living handbook.” On the one hand, we believe it is necessary to bring together 

academic knowledge on the rapidly evolving field of communicative AI. On the other hand, 
it is precisely this rapid development that means this can only be achieved through a 
publication project that is itself dynamic. What makes the living handbook unique is that 
its texts are continuously updated. Further information on the handbook can be found on 
this website: https://comai.space/en/the-living-handbook-on-communicative-ai/ 

Keywords 

AI, sociomateriality, appropriation, media, communications 

 

1 Introduction 

Few technologies have moved as quickly from research laboratories into everyday life as the 
generative artificial intelligence (AI) systems that became publicly visible with OpenAI’s 

ChatGPT. Within months, conversational applications built on large language models (LLMs) 
were drafting emails, writing software, tutoring students, and answering questions that 
people had previously entered into search engines. The public debate escalated just as 
quickly. In a very short space of time, there was widespread public debate not only about 
the potential of these latest forms of AI but also about the risks associated with them—from 
potential job displacement to fears of a ‘superintelligence’ escaping human control. 

This handbook emerges from the conviction that, beneath the hype, something of genuine 
significance is taking place that social sciences in general, and media and communication 
research in particular, cannot afford to ignore: AI concerns not only our interactions with 
individual chatbots, but also the transformation of societal communication as a whole. This 
shift also unsettles what we mean by media: AI-based systems are no longer merely channels 

that mediate communication between people but are increasingly becoming communicative 
participants in their own right (Gunkel, 2024; Esposito, 2022). This shift reaches into every 
area of society—domains such as journalism, public discourse, politics, the economy, law, 
education, health, and the most ordinary routines of everyday life. It also poses a double 
challenge. Theoretically, the foundational concepts of the field—agency, media, and 
communication—are unsettled once machines begin to take part in communication rather 
than merely transmit it (Guzman & Lewis, 2020; Hepp et al., 2023). Empirically, researching 

https://comai.space/en/the-living-handbook-on-communicative-ai/
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such systems and their consequences for societal communication poses a challenge to 
researchers across disciplines.  

To address these challenges, we need a concept that captures what these phenomena have 
in common. We bring these developments together under the term communicative AI. The 
term is used deliberately. Its purpose is to foreground the communicative role of these 
systems rather than technical thresholds: it encompasses systems that engage users in direct 
communicative interaction, such as ChatGPT or Replika, as well as systems that shape 
societal communication more indirectly, for example through the automated production of 
journalistic text or images. Rather than asking whether a given system is “really” intelligent, 
the term directs attention to the family resemblance among a wide range of automated 
communication systems and to their role in society (Esposito, 2022). Speaking of 
“communicative AI” rather than simply “generative AI,” “super-intelligence,” or “AGI” 
sensitizes us to the fact that we are dealing primarily with a phenomenon of communication. 

In this handbook, we intend to approach communicative AI in a very specific way—namely, 
as a phenomenon that is still in its infancy, as something emerging. We use this term 
deliberately. First, it captures a temporal condition: at a pace unmatched by almost any 
other media and communication technology before it, communicative AI is still in the 
process of coming into being. What was considered the latest fundamental language model 
just a few months ago is already outdated today; the ways in which communicative AI is 
being appropriated by organizations, communities, and individuals are changing rapidly; and 
the societal discourses surrounding communicative AI itself—its possibilities, limitations, 
and risks—are likewise characterized by rapid cycles.  

Anyone engaging with communicative AI is therefore grappling with a process of emergence, 
which is why we have conceived this handbook as a “living handbook” and this introduction 

as a “living document”: texts that must be continuously updated as communicative AI 
continues to emerge and becomes increasingly stabilized as part of our sociodigital fabric. 
But to call communicative AI emerging means more than noting that something new has 
entered the world. It means that the question of its consequences for societal 
communication is itself a question of emergent phenomena—consequences that are not 
inscribed in communicative AI as a technology, yet are not independent of it either. They 
unfold as part of hybrid figurations of humans, AI systems, and other materialities, which 
has properties that none of them possess alone. No single perspective can capture a 
phenomenon of this kind. The contributions to this handbook therefore approach 
communicative AI from a wide range of perspectives—empirical and theoretical, drawing on 
different traditions and disciplines, and focused on particular domains as much as on 

societal communication as a whole.  

The remainder of this introduction proceeds in three steps. The next section elaborates on 
communicative AI as a sensitizing concept, situating it within the broader phenomenon of 
the automation of communication and proposing three criteria that hold its diverse 
instances together. We then argue that communicative AI is best understood as an emerging 
media and communication technology, which calls for a perspective of emergence alongside 
the well-established investigation of impact. Finally, we introduce the handbook’s four 
parts, and outline the shared structure of each chapter. 

 

2 Communicative AI as a sensitizing concept 

It would be a misconception to treat the automation of communication as an invention of 

the last few years. Historically, today’s digital systems of automated communication are 

deeply rooted in cybernetics (Turner, 2006) and in debates reaching back to the 1960s—from 
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Joseph C.R. Licklider and Robert W. Taylor’s (1968) vision of the computer as a 

communication device to Joseph Weizenbaum’s (1966) ELIZA and the controversies 

surrounding the Turing Test (Searle, 1980). Much of this discussion, however, took place 

outside media and communication studies and was addressed within the field only later, and 

only after a few notable exceptions had made it a sustained concern (Gunkel, 2012; Natale, 

2021b). 

In a deliberate simplification, the growing interest of media and communication studies in 

automated communication can be reconstructed as three overlapping steps in the field’s 

engagement with digital communication. In the first, the field asked how communication 

and social relationships change when media become digital. The dominant concept was 

“computer-mediated communication” (Jones, 1998), and scholarly attention turned to 

person–computer interaction and to the growth of online relationships and communities 

(Baym, 1994; Wellman et al., 1996), later broadening to questions of the mediatization of 

society (Hepp & Krotz, 2014; Hjarvard, 2013; Lundby, 2014). In a second step, datafication 

and its societal contexts moved to the fore, giving rise to critical engagements with big 

data, surveillance capitalism, data power, and data colonialism, as well as to the field now 

known as critical data studies (Bates & Jarke, 2024; Couldry & Mejías, 2019; Dalton et al., 

2016; Hepp, Jarke, & Kramp, 2022; ; Kitchin & Lauriault, 2014; Milan & Treré, 2019; Zuboff, 

2019). Here, automation mattered above all as the automation of data processing. In a third 

step, the focus shifted toward communicative automation itself, with the 

institutionalization of human–machine communication (HMC) as a research field (Fortunati 

& Edwards, 2020; Guzman, 2018b; Guzman, McEwen, & Jones, 2023) and a parallel interest 

in robot journalism, social (ro-)bots, and automated media (Andrejevic, 2020; Carlson, 

2015; Gehl & Bakardjieva, 2016; Napoli, 2014; Pfadenhauer et al., 2015). 

Initially, and very much in keeping the trajectory of computer-mediated communication, 

there was a tendency in media and communication research to approach automated 

communication mainly from the perspective of human-machine interaction: how people 

engage with automated systems and what agency they attribute to them. This is evident in 

the media-psychology-oriented CASA paradigm (“computers are social actors”), whose core 

claim is that the moment a technical system looks, communicates, or acts like a person, 

people respond to it as if it were a real person (Lee & Nass, 2010; Nass, Takayama, & Brave, 

2006; Reeves & Nass, 1996). Even productive extensions of this paradigm, which argue that 

users draw on scripts from both human and machine interaction (Gambino et al., 2020), 

remain centered on the individual–machine relationship, as does much early work in human–

machine communication (Guzman, 2018a). 

The starting point of this handbook is that the phenomenon demands more: we need to 

broaden the perspective beyond the direct interaction between humans and machines. 

Social bots were not only designed to interact with individual users, but also serve to 

influence the dynamics of online discourse by enabling individual posts to become trending 

topics (Keller & Klinger, 2019; Muhle, 2022). This is even more true of current language 

models such as those from Anthropic or OpenAI. While many users are familiar with them 

through chat applications like ChatGPT or Claude, their functionality extends much further. 

Via API interfaces, they are used to moderate online content (Keydar et al., 2026) or edit 

journalistic content (Bartleman et al., 2026), to name just a few examples. The automation 

of communication therefore has to be understood in both greater depth and greater breadth 

than a focus on dyadic interaction allows. Its depth follows from the way automation is 
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entangled with the overall dynamics of a “hybrid media system” (Chadwick, 2017; Fürst et 

al., 2025); its breadth follows from the diversity of the technologies involved, from artificial 

companions and news bots to social bots and work bots (Lokot & Diakopoulos, 2016; Loosen 

& Solbach, 2020; Pfadenhauer & Lehmann, 2022). To grasp this depth and breadth, the 

automation of communication must be taken seriously in its overarching, societal and social 

character (Katzenbach & Pentzold, 2024). 

It is against this background that the concept of communicative AI becomes useful. The term 

has become established in international research (Dehnert & Mongeau, 2022; Guzman & 

Lewis, 2020; Natale, 2021a; Schäfer & Wessler, 2020; Stenbom et al., 2023). Andrea Guzman 

and Seth Lewis, who originally proposed it, define communicative AI as “technologies 

designed to carry out specific tasks within the communication process that were formerly 

associated with humans” (Guzman & Lewis, 2020, p. 3), while Schäfer and Wessler (2020) 

stress that such technologies should be understood no longer just as mediators of 

communication between people but as communicators in their own right. These proposals 

rightly emphasize the communicative aspect, yet they remain generic: they outline a genre 

of technologies without clarifying what its instances share or how they differ from others, 

and they leave open whether “artificial intelligence” here is more than a buzzword 

borrowed from the current hype (Bareis, 2026). 

Against this background, this handbook proposes a definition of communicative AI based on 

three criteria (Hepp et al., 2023, p. 48). Communicative AI (1) rests on various forms of 

automation designed primarily for communication, (2) is embedded within digital 

infrastructures which are part of globalized “power geometries” (Natale et al., 2025), and 

(3) is entangled with human practices through which acquires social meaning. Each criterion 

requires explanation, and each gains its full meaning only when communicative AI is 

considered as part of societal communication. 

The first criterion points to a nexus that Elena Esposito captured in her work on “artificial 

communication”: in contrast to the Turing Test, the decisive question is not whether a 

machine can think but whether it can communicate (Esposito, 2017, 2022). This shifts 

attention away from the question of intelligence and toward communication itself. In this 

view, the “intelligence” of communicative AI is not a property that these systems possess 

but a communicative construction—something attributed through and within the 

communicative process itself. From a social science perspective, the attribution of 

intelligence to a technical system is a variable and contested construct that does not depend 

on whether the system runs on machine learning (Bareis & Katzenbach, 2022; Natale, 

2021b). ELIZA, a program based on simple scripts, could already be understood as 

communicative AI because it communicated with people in an automated way and was 

thereby ascribed intelligence—the Turing Test rests precisely on this idea, that a machine 

counts as intelligent if, in conversation, it cannot be distinguished from a human 

counterpart (Natale, 2019; Strippel, 2025; Weizenbaum, 1966). The same holds for many 

script-based social bots. Defining intelligence is thus less a matter of fixed technical 

features (Mühlhoff, 2019) than of communicative construction that refers back to prevailing 

understandings of being human, sometimes including affective and emotional qualities 

(Guzman & Lewis, 2020; Ling & Björling, 2020). 

The second criterion concerns the embedding of communicative AI within digital 

infrastructures and, with it, the need to distinguish the interface that users encounter from 
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the structures on which it operates. Many communicative AI systems are media within media 

that rely on existing “infrastructural platforms” (van Dijck et al. 2018, 2019). The 

materiality of communicative AI therefore extends to technical networks, server farms, and 

other infrastructures (Constantinides et al., 2018); it draws these systems into what has 

been described as structures of surveillance capitalism and data colonialism (Couldry & 

Mejías, 2019; Turow, 2021; Zuboff, 2019); and it is associated with considerable “planetary 

costs,” from energy consumption to broader socio-ecological consequences (Brevini, 2021; 

Crawford, 2021; Mollen, Jansen, Kannengießer, & Velkova, 2026). Ultimately, foundational 

language models are developed by a limited number of companies and labs—currently, in 

particular, Anthropic, OpenAI, and Huanfang (幻方)—which is why the emergence of 

“empires of AI” (Hao, 2025) is becoming apparent. Accordingly, an analytical focus on the 

infrastructural embedding of communicative AI always entails engaging with the globalized 

“power geometries” (Natale et al., 2025) of which it is a part. The imaginative landscapes 

of AI—the visions of what futures might be possible with AI—are, in this sense, always locally 

anchored (Hepp, 2026b), which helps explain the current dominance of the United States 

and China.  

The third criterion—entanglement with human practice—emphasizes that the operation of 

these systems cannot be understood apart from being entangled with human practice. The 

notion of entanglement, developed in particular by Karen Barad (2007) and taken up in 

studies of organizing (Scott & Orlikowski, 2014), holds that matter and meaning are 

produced together, forming the specific phenomena that are ontologically primary rather 

than existing as independent, pre-given entities. For communicative AI, this means 

attending to the entanglement of the technical and the corporeal in human practice 

(Introna, 2013; Latimer & López Gómez, 2019; Frauenberger, 2019; Pfadenhauer & Grenz, 

2017)—an emphasis that helps overcome the reductionism of some versions of practice 

theory (Reckwitz, 2002, p. 253). It is also analytically concrete: models for speech 

recognition, for instance, are built on large datasets that are themselves by-products of 

human practice online. 

Defined in this way, communicative AI is more than a label for the current hype; it can 

function as a “sensitizing concept” in Herbert Blumer’s (1954) sense. Where a definitive 

concept specifies exactly what to observe, a sensitizing concept offers “a general sense of 

reference and guidance in approaching empirical instances” (Blumer, 1954, p. 7). 

Communicative AI thus draws attention to a family resemblance (Wittgenstein, 1971) shared 

by very different automated communication systems and makes visible why their breadth, 

their depth, and societal embedding matter. The challenge of any sensitizing concept is that 

it cannot simply be operationalized; this is where definitive concepts regain their 

importance. A figurational approach, for example, can offer a way to bridge this gap: it 

understands the social contexts into which communicative AI enters as “hybrid figurations” 

with their own supra-individual agency (Hepp et al., 2023, p. 51). 

Read as a sensitizing concept, communicative AI also clarifies how the present debate fits 

together. Generative systems such as conversational agents, social bots, systems of 

automated journalistic production, and voice assistants are not separate curiosities but 

instances of a common phenomenon: the automation of communication. As an umbrella 

concept, communicative AI is thus broad enough to connect, within this handbook, work 

that is otherwise dispersed across subfields, while remaining open enough to accommodate 
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new ssystems as they emerge. At the same time, treating the attribution of intelligence as 

a communicative construction reminds us that what counts as “intelligent,” “autonomous,” 

or “agentic” is determined differently across cultural contexts—an observation that the 

handbook takes up in its commitment to contribute to the de-Westernizing of the debate 

(Curran & Park, 2000; Craig & Xiong, 2022; Waisbord, 2022). 

 

3 Communicative AI as an emerging media and communications technology 

If the previous section clarifies what we take communicative AI to be, this section asks how 

it can be approached as a media and communication technology that is still coming into 

being. The term emergence carries a double meaning here, and both are at stake. In a 

temporal sense, communicative AI is, at the time of writing, an emerging technology: its 

institutionalization and materialization remain relatively unstable, and the social 

arrangements that will form around it are far from settled.  

Emergence also carries an additional meaning already implied by the notions of 

entanglement and hybrid figurations introduced above. Within figurations, communicative 

AI becomes part of acquired characteristics and therefore contributes to a supra-individual 

agency that none of their elements possesses on its own. This also works the other way 

around (Albert, 2013): the elements themselves—humans and communicative AI alike—

acquire their quality as communicative “participants” only within the figuration. What 

counts as a communicative other, as authorship, or as content takes shape within 

figurations, not in advance. This makes a perspective of emergence especially important, 

because it allows us to examine the societal potentials and risks of a technology before they 

become entrenched, while the futures associated with it are still comparatively open (Hepp, 

2025). 

Contemporary media and communication research on societal transformation is, by 

contrast, predominantly shaped by a perspective of consequence. Here, consequence is 

understood broadly, encompassing the effects of media in the narrower sense (Neuman & 

Guggenheim, 2011) as well as the wider interrelations between media developments and 

cultural or social change studied in mediatization research (Lundby, 2014). The same 

orientation runs through influential accounts of the present, from medium theory’s history 

of civilization (Meyrowitz, 1995) to diagnoses of a “network society” (Castells, 2000), a 

“platform society” (van Dijck et al., 2018), and “surveillance capitalism” (Zuboff, 2019). 

These accounts have considerably advanced our understanding, and research on the 

consequences of media remains essential. Yet an exclusive reliance on this perspective is 

insufficient for understanding transformation as it unfolds. 

To complement consequence, we need at least one further lens: emergence, understood as 

the coming into being of “new” media and their infrastructures—not merely as a precursor 

to social change but as an integral component of it (Williams, 1990). From this perspective, 

new media emerge as technological materializations embedded within specific social 

figurations that must be examined in their broader societal contexts. This leads to the notion 

of sociomaterial emergence (Barad, 2007; Law, 2016).  

Several strands of theory can be identified as being associated with the concept of 

sociomateriality, namely new materialism, posthumanism, and actor-network theory (ANT). 

Each of these strands brings a specific emphasis to the discussion of sociomateriality. Actor-
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network theory proposes a relational ontology in which human and non-human actors are 

entangled in sociomaterial networks. Importantly, actors do not enter their relations as 

independent entities but are produced through them. Agency is not confined to humans but 

emerges out of sociomaterial network relations (Latour, 2007). If these networks become 

stabilized they become recognized as actors in their own right, and act in the world. In 

other words, actors are “made to be” (Mol, 2010). In new materialism, the argument is 

similar: humans are part of and constituted by sociomaterial arrangements. Karen Barad 

(2007) coined the term “intra-action” to capture this emergent agency but criticized ANT 

for upholding a dichotomy between humans and non-humans. Key to their approach is the 

concept of “agential cuts,” through which phenomena come to be produced. The point we 

want to make in this introduction is that socio-materiality should not only be understood as 

an ongoing process of linking the social and the material, but also as something that itself 

produces new phenomena. With the rise of communicative AI, we therefore need to consider 

the emergence of new sociomaterial figurations.  

Another argument regarding communicative AI is that emergence must clarify the forms of 

agency through which possible futures are shaped. Phenomenological sociology has long 

stressed that a distinctive feature of human agency is its projective element: action is 

oriented toward imagined potential futures (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Pfadenhauer, 2015; 

Schütz, 1962). In the emergence of communicative AI, this projective orientation becomes 

collective and consequential. Imagined futures are performative: actors who succeed in 

establishing influential visions can shape eventual outcomes (Urry, 2016), as captured in the 

notions of “sociotechnical imaginaries” (Jasanoff, 2015) in society and “fictional 

expectations” in the economy (Beckert, 2016). The emergence of communicative AI is also 

linked to visions of the future as “sociodigital" (Halford & Southerton, 2024). Such 

“anticipatory regimes” serve as a driving force behind significant investment in the 

development of these technologies (e.g. Adams et al., 2009; Jarke & Manchester, 2025). 

Approached through the concept of figuration, the emergence of digital futures has a dual 

structure. On the one hand are the social figurations in which visions of digital futures are 

generated. A key context for the development of communicative AI is provided by the 

corporations, labs, and pioneer communities of Silicon Valley. Not only are they leading the 

way in Western AI development, but they are also linking it to political ideologies. Given the 

current shift to the right in parts of Silicon Valley (Turner, 2025), developments are therefore 

increasingly being viewed in the context of “technofascism” (Coeckelbergh, 2026; 

McQuillan, 2022).  

On the other hand, are the imagined figurations of a digital future themselves—the visions 

and societal imaginaries that become visible in particular scenarios and discourses. Studies 

of the “future of journalism” (Manninen, Niemi, & Ridge-Newman, 2022), for instance, 

condense diverse findings into trend narratives that depict a future newsroom as data-

driven, dialogic, experimental, and oriented toward continuous innovation. Whether or not 

their authors intend it, such trend summaries apply a classic futurology method, projecting 

one possible figuration as if it were a stable destination. Recognizing this performative 

dimension is part of what a perspective of emergence contributes: it treats visions and 

imaginaries not as neutral forecasts but as interventions that help bring the futures they 

describe into being (Halford & Southerton, 2023; Hepp, 2026a; Mangnus et al., 2021; 

Macgilchrist et al., 2024). 
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Taking imaginations seriously also brings the global situatedness of communicative AI into 

view. It is striking how thoroughly Silicon Valley has become a “global imaginary” (Marwick, 

2017, p. 317)—a symbolic place where digital futures are envisioned and from which they 

radiate outward (Cheney-Lippold, 2025)—and how its self-understanding is rooted in a 

“Californian ideology” (Barbrook & Cameron, 1996) that fuses countercultural and 

entrepreneurial ideals. Crucially, this orientation is neither confined to the “West” nor 

uncontested. Research on the “next billion users” (Arora, 2019), on innovation and 

entrepreneurship in China (Lindtner, 2020; Fu, 2026), and on technical innovation in Kenya 

and Uganda (Pollio, 2026; Srinivasan, 2019) shows both how Silicon Valley imaginaries travel 

and how they are reworked, resisted, and supplemented elsewhere. For a handbook 

committed to de-Westernizing the study of communicative AI, this is more than a regional 

addendum: the imaginations that guide the development of communicative AI, and the very 

meaning of categories such as agency, differ across cultural contexts and must be examined 

comparatively. 

Two implications follow for the study of communicative AI. First, a handbook on 

communicative AI must broaden its subject area beyond the use and content of established 

media to include both discourses about possible futures and the contexts in which media 

come into being—not only the development departments of large technology companies, 

but also the laboratories, think tanks, social movements, and pioneer communities that 

imagine and shape them. Second, a handbook on communicative AI should broaden its 

methodological repertoire: in addition to AI-based methods for investigating communicative 

AI itself, it should also draw on futures methods such as scenario techniques—not to predict 

outcomes, which would be naïve, but to understand how particular imaginations of the 

future are produced and mobilized in the present, often with the intention of shaping it. 

Approached through emergence, then, communicative AI is not a stable object whose 

consequences we merely register, but a phenomenon that is still being negotiated and 

stabilized. This happens both in the development contexts—pioneer communities, 

laboratories, think tanks, and corporate and regulative units—as across different social 

domains, such as education, health, journalism, publics, and the private sphere. This 

perspective of the living handbook broadens the field’s subject area beyond the use and 

content of established media and connects directly to the questions of sociomaterial 

constitution and domain-specific appropriation that the handbook pursues. It is also what 

makes the format of this handbook a considered choice rather than a matter of convenience, 

as the next section explains. 

 

4 Overview of the handbook’s sections 

The very emergence described in the last section is the reason this handbook takes the form 

of a living handbook. Communicative AI is developing too quickly, and in too many directions 

at once, for a conventional volume to remain current: a printed handbook risks being out of 

date before it reaches its readers. A living handbook responds to this condition. Its chapters 

appear online on a rolling basis and are updated regularly, allowing the work to track an 

evolving field rather than freeze a single moment of in time. This format also serves the 

handbook’s ambition to adopt the broadest possible social-science perspective on 

communicative AI, including non-Western perspectives, and to keep that perspective open 

to revision as research develops. The handbook is published with Springer and addresses 
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students and researchers across the social and technical sciences who seek a current, 

interdisciplinary overview of the field. It is organized into four parts. 

Part 1 presents the theories and approaches used to research communicative AI. The study 

of communicative AI is a broad, interdisciplinary endeavor, and this part offers an overview 

of its theoretical landscape from a social science and humanities perspective. It begins with 

the established discourses of computer-mediated communication and human–computer 

interaction, moves to the more recent field of human–machine communication, and then 

takes up theoretical debates about the agency of automated systems, science and 

technology studies, critical data studies, and social theories of automation. It also addresses 

philosophical and ethical theories, as well as questions of AI and inequality, before closing 

with an integrative perspective that draws these strands together. Throughout, the part 

gives explicit room to non-Western theorizing. 

The following Part 2 brings together approaches, research strategies, and methods for 

studying communicative AI. It reflects two methodological perspectives: how established 

methods can be adapted to investigate communicative AI appropriately, and how 

communicative AI systems can themselves be integrated into empirical research processes, 

for example, for automated transcription or coding. Across its chapters, the part addresses 

several research foci—the governance and imaginaries of communicative AI, its societal 

consequences, the interactions and evolving practices that surround its use, and its design—

each of which calls for a different methodological repertoire, ranging from discourse and 

platform analysis through algorithm auditing and digital ethnography to user studies and 

speculative design. It concludes with the ethics of conducting research with and about 

communicative AI. 

With Part 3, we turn to the sociomaterial constitution of communicative AI. The emergence 

of a new technology is never simply a matter of functional technical development; it is 

equally shaped by economic, political, and discursive factors. Challenging the assumption 

of technological primacy, this part examines how communicative AI is constituted and 

embedded—in its materiality of computers, networks, and data centers as much as in social 

practices and structures. Its chapters move from the communicative construction and 

imagination of communicative AI, through its material infrastructures and interfaces, to its 

economics, politics, and governance, and finally to its global and cultural situatedness. 

Part 4 addresses the domains in which communicative AI is appropriated. The broader social 

significance of communicative AI becomes tangible in the way different domains take it up, 

each shaping and constraining its use within the hybrid figurations that form around it. The 

part begins with a set of central domains—among them journalism, political discourse, the 

personal sphere, health, and education—and asks how each appropriates communicative AI 

and copes with the challenges it brings. Attending to cross-domain patterns, it reflects on 

what these hybrid figurations imply for the supra-individual agency of the domains involved 

and for societal communication more broadly. It is also designed to expand over time to 

encompass as many social domains as possible. 

With this approach, the handbook aims to provide a foundation for dialogue in order to 

understand communicative AI as a broad, societal phenomenon. This can only be achieved 

through the integration of very diverse disciplines. In addition to media and communication 

studies, we orient ourselves to sociology, science and technology studies, political science, 
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law, and informatics, as well as other disciplines in the humanities such as philosophy, 

religious studies, and linguistics. We hope to offer a broad perspective on the emerging 

phenomenon of communicative AI. 
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