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Evaluating the Effectiveness of AI Interviewers: Evidence from a 

Leading HR Service Enterprise in China 

Dong Liang 

Research Background and Motivation 

With the deepening application of artificial intelligence (AI) technologies in 

corporate management, particularly in the domain of human resource 

management (HRM), AI interviews have evolved from exploratory tools into 

one of the mainstream recruitment practices. An increasing number of firms 

are adopting AI interview systems powered by natural language processing, 

speech and image recognition, and deep learning, to analyze candidates’ 

multimodal information and predict competencies. These systems promise to 

significantly enhance recruitment efficiency, reduce costs, and improve 

assessment consistency. 

Over time, AI interview systems have gradually transformed from mere 

technical tools into “digital employees” equipped with decision-making and 

interactive capabilities. In this study, we define these emerging actors as “AI 

interviewers.” They are able to learn from organizational recruitment 

paradigms, generate individualized questions based on candidates’ resumes, 

and conduct probing follow-up interactions, thereby substituting for some 

functions traditionally performed by human interviewers. Against this 

backdrop, the critical question arises: How do firms systematically evaluate 

the effectiveness of AI interviewers in practice? Firms are not only concerned 

with their contributions to efficiency and cost reduction, but also with their 

impact on recruitment quality, alignment with strategic objectives, and 

integration into existing HR systems. At the same time, because AI 
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interviewers operate based on training data and algorithmic parameters, 

which may not fully align with organizational philosophies or cultures, 

assessing their performance and managing their use becomes increasingly 

complex.  

Literature Review 

Research at the intersection of AI and recruitment has expanded from 

technical performance evaluation to managerial and organizational 

perspectives, engaging theoretical frameworks such as the Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM), the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), trust theory, 

and algorithmic fairness. Overall, however, the field remains at an exploratory 

stage. 

Two major research streams can be identified. 

⚫ The first is macro-level review research. Using bibliometric and keyword

co-occurrence methods, scholars have systematically mapped the

thematic distribution and evolution of the field, thereby identifying

research gaps (Benbya, Nan, Tanriverdi, & Yoo, 2020; Zhai, Yan, & Li, 2024;

Al-Khatib & Alshurideh, 2022). Such studies provide a knowledge structure

and highlight emerging frontiers of AI in HRM, particularly in recruitment

and interview contexts.

⚫ The second is micro-level empirical research. Scholars have examined

specific topics such as algorithmic optimization (Kumari & Kumar, 2021),

user experiences of both candidates and interviewers (Langer, König, &

Fitili, 2022), and issues of fairness and bias in AI systems (Bogen & Rieke,

2018; Raghavan, Barocas, Kleinberg, & Levy, 2020; Suresh & Guttag, 2019).

These studies primarily adopt surveys, experiments, or theoretical
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modeling to investigate technological, experiential, and ethical challenges 

of AI interviews. 

In addition, Van den Broek, Sergeeva, and Huysman (2022) provide a 

significant organizational perspective through an ethnographic study 

published in MIS Quarterly. Their work shows that machine learning systems in 

hiring do not simply replace human experts but instead evolve through 

iterative “mutual learning” between developers and HR professionals, leading 

to hybrid human–machine practices. This suggests that the organizational 

effectiveness of AI interviewers depends not only on algorithms but also on 

their embedding within organizational knowledge and managerial logics. 

Despite these advances, three gaps remain: 

⚫ Most studies focus predominantly on candidates’ experiences and

perceptions of fairness, while systematic examination of managers’

performance evaluation and adoption logic remains scarce.

⚫ Limited empirical work has tested mechanisms linking algorithmic

interpretability with organizational practices, and even studies

highlighting “mutual learning” (e.g., Van den Broek et al., 2022) lack large-

scale quantitative validation.

⚫ Empirical research grounded in real-world business contexts is still limited,

with much of the literature remaining theoretical or based on laboratory

settings, offering insufficient guidance for practical adoption.

Accordingly, this study examines how firms evaluate the performance and 

application effectiveness of AI interviewers based on authentic business data, 

aiming to uncover their real value and limitations in recruitment processes 

and to identify effective pathways for organizational adoption. 
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Research Questions 

To explore how managers systematically evaluate AI interviewers, this study 

focuses on two primary questions: 

RQ1: What performance dimensions do firms prioritize when evaluating AI 

interviewers (e.g., efficiency, cost reduction, recruitment quality, strategic 

alignment, cultural fit)? 

RQ2: How do firms monitor, adjust, and improve the performance of AI 

interviewers in practice? 

As an extension, future research may investigate whether firms in different 

industries or of varying sizes exhibit distinct logics when adopting and 

evaluating AI interviewers. 

Research Design 

This study is situated in the context of HRTPS, a subsidiary of China’s largest 

recruitment platform, 51job, and a leading global AI interview provider. Since 

launching its first product in 2016, HRTPS has served over 300 Fortune Global 

500 companies worldwide, accumulating more than 100 million authentic 

interview records. Its products encompass automated scoring for structured 

behavioral interviews, situational judgment testing, AI-based English speaking 

assessments, anti-cheating monitoring, identity verification, and gamified 

group assessments. 

The empirical study focuses on a consulting firm in Shanghai that uses HRTPS 

services, drawing on N = 337 real interview cases. The research design 

includes: 

Data collection: 
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In-depth interviews with HR managers and senior executives —especially the 

decision-makers who introduced the AI interview system—to examine their 

performance-evaluation logic for AI interviewers. 

A survey to capture managers’ systematic assessments of AI interviewers’ 

effectiveness and limitations. 

Archival data on recruitment outcomes (e.g., interview completion rates, 

candidate pass rates, time-to-hire, retention). 

Data analysis: 

Qualitative: thematic analysis of interviews to inductively derive performance 

evaluation frameworks. 

Quantitative: regression and structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the 

effects of different evaluation dimensions on organizational outcomes. 

Theoretical Foundations 

Performance Management Theory: Provides a foundation for developing 

evaluation metrics and management processes for AI interviewers 

conceptualized as “digital employees.” 

Algorithmic Governance and Auditing: Explains how organizations establish, 

monitor, and adjust AI decision-making rules to ensure alignment with 

strategic objectives and ethical requirements. 

Expected Contributions 

Theoretical contributions 

Extend performance management theory into the context of AI employees, 

offering a conceptual framework for how firms evaluate AI interviewers. 
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Address the gap in prior literature by shifting attention from candidate-

centric perspectives to organizational logics of evaluation and adoption. 

Build on Van den Broek et al.’s (2022) ethnographic insights by providing 

empirical evidence to further our understanding of human–AI integration in 

recruitment practices. 

Methodological contributions 

Combine authentic business data with qualitative interviews and quantitative 

surveys, offering a replicable empirical research design. 

Propose a practical method for measuring the effectiveness of AI interviewers 

in organizational settings. 

Practical contributions 

Provide HR practitioners with systematic performance evaluation standards 

for AI interviewers, supporting adoption and optimization decisions. 

Offer AI recruitment system developers guidance for improving design 

features to better meet firms’ needs in efficiency, quality, and strategic 

alignment. 

Inform policymakers and regulators with evidence-based insights to build 

governance frameworks for AI recruitment. 

6



Digital Futures Symposium 
September 15-16, 2025 

Reference 

1. Al-Khatib, A. W., & Alshurideh, M. (2022). Artificial intelligence adoption in

human resource management: A bibliometric analysis. Journal of

Business Research, 145, 784–798.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.045

2. Benbya, H., Nan, N., Tanriverdi, H., & Yoo, Y. (2020). Complexity and

information systems research in the emerging digital world. MIS Quarterly,

44(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2020/13304

3. Bogen, M., & Rieke, A. (2018). Help wanted: An examination of hiring

algorithms, equity, and bias. Upturn Report.

https://www.upturn.org/reports/2018/hiring-algorithms/

4. Kumari, N., & Kumar, A. (2021). Artificial intelligence in recruitment and

selection: A review and research agenda. International Journal of Human

Resource Studies, 11(3), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.5296/ijhrs.v11i3.18414

5. Langer, M., König, C. J., & Fitili, A. (2022). Information asymmetries in

personnel selection: How technology influences candidate reactions.

Journal of Personnel Psychology, 21(3), 137–148.

https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000292

6. Raghavan, M., Barocas, S., Kleinberg, J., & Levy, K. (2020). Mitigating bias in

algorithmic hiring: Evaluating claims and practices. Proceedings of the

2020 Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency (FAT*),

469–481. https://doi.org/10.1145/3351095.3372828

7. Suresh, H., & Guttag, J. V. (2019). A framework for understanding sources of

harm throughout the machine learning life cycle. Proceedings of the

Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency (FAT*), 1–9.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.3287598

7



Digital Futures Symposium 
September 15-16, 2025 

8. Van den Broek, E., Sergeeva, A., & Huysman, M. (2022). When the machine

meets the expert: An ethnography of developing AI for hiring. MIS

Quarterly, 46(3), 1403–1432. https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2022/16556

9. Zhai, X., Yan, Z., & Li, H. (2024). Artificial intelligence in human resource

management: A systematic review and future research agenda.

Computers in Human Behavior, 146, 107817.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2023.107817

8



Digital Futures Symposium 
September 15-16, 2025 

Education and Learning, Navigating the AI Future 

Spencer Early 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has fundamentally changed the way humans 

interact with information. The introduction of AI into the professional world has 

been a disruptive force, offering both opportunities and challenges. Many 

industries and organizations are now approaching an inflection point: those 

that embrace AI stand to evolve and thrive, while those that resist risk falling 

behind in an increasingly competitive landscape. Academic institutions, too, 

have reached this inflection point, with some arguing that AI’s impact on 

higher education is especially consequential. 

Since the inception of the internet, the value proposition of higher education—

access to knowledge—has been under threat, though the size and scale of 

this threat was not fully realized at the time. Fast forward to 2025, and 

academic institutions are facing more than just threats to their value 

proposition—the need for their very existence is being called into question. 

With both the internet and AI, access to knowledge is now widely available, 

quick and simplified. 

Today, any motivated individual with access to MIT lectures on YouTube and a 

series of AI agents can, in theory, use these tools to guide their learning and 

receive an MIT-level education—without ever setting foot in Massachusetts. As 

the ways of interacting with information continue to evolve, so too does the 

value of an official degree, diploma, or certificate. It is now imperative that 

higher academic institutions make strategic decisions to safeguard against 

the devaluation of their credentials. As universities prepare the next 
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generation of professionals, industries are looking to hire the best and 

brightest from this pool of talent. While technical competency is a baseline 

expectation that organizations look for, other, more intangible skills are 

becoming increasingly valuable and sought after. With AI rapidly excelling at 

more technical tasks, skills such as effective communication, resiliency and 

critical thinking are the new top priorities for organizations. To foster top 

talent, universities must adapt curriculums to capitalize on quantitatively 

teaching these skills. In order to be the top talent, students must develop skills 

that cannot be replaced by AI. In my presentation, I will introduce a new, 

patented, system that demonstrates a way forward within higher education—

alongside AI. The system offers a novel assessment of competency, and a 

methodology for cultivating the leaders of tomorrow. 

 

10



Digital Futures Symposium 
September 15-16, 2025 

Socialization, Mobile Delivery, and Biometric Insight: Advancing Digital Literacy 

Training for Marginalized Older Adults in Social Housing 

Rae Elgamal 

This presentation reports on the outcomes of a doctoral research investigation 

that explores how integrating socialization components into the delivery of 

mobile, public library-led digital literacy training can improve learning 

outcomes for marginalized older adults (aged 65+) residing in social housing. 

Grounded in Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), which emphasizes reciprocal 

influences among environment, learner attributes, and behavior (Bandura, 

1986), the study responds to the growing need to address digital exclusion 

among Canada’s aging and low-income populations (Friemel, 2016; Schreurs 

et al., 2017; Munawar et al., 2025). Public libraries have increasingly become 

trusted hubs for digital literacy training (Aabø & Audunson, 2012; Julien et al., 

2021), but questions remain on how best to design inclusive delivery models 

(Detlor et al., 2022). This research contributes to these conversations by 

implementing a mobile, public library-led training with embedded 

socialization strategies for older adults living in social housing. 

The study explores how “encouragement by others” and “observational 

learning” as socialization strategies contribute to psychological, behavioral, 

and benefit learning outcomes for older adult learners who participated in a 

public library–led Android tablet training program. Training was delivered on-

site at CityHousing Hamilton (CHH) residences by Hamilton Public Library (HPL) 

in a four-week classroom program. Older adult participants were provided with 

free Android tablets to support digital learning and skill development. The 

choice of Android tablets enhanced accessibility by providing portable, 
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affordable devices that participants could keep, but also shaped their 

experiences: while many appreciated the opportunity, some struggled with 

navigation, multi-step tasks, and device settings, highlighting the need for 

repeated demonstrations and peer-to-peer support. Additional tablet training 

occurred in a Mobile User Experience Lab (MUXL) stationed at one CHH 

residence, employing a peer “buddy” system. Together, the on-site classroom 

and MUXL training sought to eliminate barriers such as transportation, cost, and 

discomfort with unfamiliar learning environments. 

To evaluate effectiveness, a mixed methods design was employed, including: 

• Pre- and post-training questionnaires administered to older adult

participants

• Semi-structured interviews with older adults, CHH administrators, HPL

administrators, and the HPL instructor

• Observations of training sessions

• Biometric data (i.e., skin conductance and eye-tracking) collected

during MUXL sessions

The findings revealed that the mobile nature of training and the incorporation 

of socialization components had a significant impact on the learning 

outcomes of older adult learners residing in social housing. Delivering public 

library-led digital literacy training on site reduced logistical, financial, and 

psychological barriers, while the library’s role as a trusted and familiar 

institution fostered a safe and nonjudgmental environment that promoted 

engagement. Encouragement by others, whether from peers, family, or the 

instructor, was central to shaping older adults’ confidence, motivation, and 

persistence throughout the training. However, challenges such as fast pacing, 
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limited visual clarity, and overreliance on peers occasionally hindered learning 

outcomes. Gender-based differences were also evident, with female older 

adult learners emphasizing relational and emotional aspects of digital literacy 

and male older adult learners prioritizing structure, visibility, and technical skills. 

Furthermore, findings indicate that learning outcomes were shaped by the 

dynamic interplay between the learning environment, learner attributes, and 

learner behaviour, partially aligning with SCT’s concept of reciprocal causation 

(Bandura, 1999). For example, family support often increased motivation and 

ICT use, while negative peer interactions heightened digital stress and reduced 

ICT use.  

At the same time, the mobile nature of the public library-led training enhanced 

accessibility and digital self-efficacy, though this influence was largely 

unidirectional, as older adult learners could not alter or shape the conditions of 

on-site training. Structural limitations such as noise levels, classroom 

temperature, lighting conditions, and seating arrangements directly 

influenced how effectively older adult learners could focus, engage, and 

absorb material delivered by the library instructor, reflecting broader structural 

barriers noted by Dzerounian (2022). These environmental factors often 

magnified existing learner attributes, such as digital stress or low confidence, 

by either creating additional barriers or fostering comfort and concentration. 

In this way, the learning environment played a critical role in determining the 

extent to which older adult learners could translate instruction into sustained 

confidence, competence, and engagement, consistent with literature on ICT 

use (Cooper, 2006; Kim et al., 2017). 
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This research makes several contributions. Theoretically, it applies and extends 

SCT to the context of digital literacy training for marginalized older adults living 

in social housing. This emphasizes the role of social learning mechanisms while 

refining the understanding of reciprocal causation in this setting. Practically, it 

offers actionable guidance for libraries and community organizations aiming 

to design inclusive, sustainable digital literacy programs that address both 

structural and social barriers. Methodologically, it demonstrates the value of 

integrating biometric measures such as eye-tracking and skin conductance 

into mixed methods research to capture the cognitive and emotional 

dimensions of digital learning.  

By combining mobile delivery, public library instruction, socialization, and 

biometric insight, this research advances ongoing debates on digital equity 

and inclusion and offers relevance to researchers, policymakers, and 

practitioners engaged in digital transformation, public service delivery, and 

community engagement with older adults. 
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Investigating the impact of griefbots on the grieving process 

Rajesh Kumar 

Introduction 

Digital afterlife is an emerging use-case of advanced technology in which a 

person’s digital data including his social media profiles and messages, videos, 

text messages, audio files, podcasts, etc. are used to replicate his personality, 

voice, and behavior. This is done to preserve the digital legacy even beyond 

physical death and continue interpersonal relationships. Leveraging 

technology advancement, the bereaved individuals now can ‘converse’ with 

the deceased through griefbots— Artificial Intelligence (AI) chatbots trained on 

the deceased’s digital footprints to allow continued interaction after death. This 

study focuses exclusively on conversational AI chatbots that operate through 

voice interactions. 

Griefbots are ethical minefield (EurekAlert, 2024) and pose especially serious 

ethical challenges due to evolving technology and their heightened sense of 

presence—which amplify concerns around identity, commercialization, and 

privacy (Öhman and Floridi, 2018). Some individuals may turn to griefbots as 

substitutes for deceased loved ones, raising ethical concerns (Buben, 2025); “a 

bigger risk is that we’ll simply stop caring about the difference between 

synthetic agents and real people (living or dead) altogether” (Stokes, 2025). 
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Interacting with griefbots may not only alter our perception of the deceased 

but could also have harmful effects on the grieving process - especially for 

children, who may not be able to differentiate between reality and simulation 

(Jiménez-Alonso & de Luna, 2023).  Griefbots raise urgent and complex 

questions about how technology mediates mourning.  Not only do individual 

responses and the specific design of griefbots play a crucial role in determining 

whether their impact is positive or negative (Voinea, 2024), but other factors—

such as the design intentions of the griefbot (e.g., supportive vs. informative), 

the characteristics of the grieving individual (including age, developmental 

stage, and relationship to the deceased), and the timing of the interaction 

(shortly after the loss vs. years later)—also significantly influence their effect. 

While griefbots potentially reinforcing relational ties or offering a sense of 

continuity to the bereaved may sound comforting, this can complicate 

emotional closure and offer serious repercussions as they intrude upon a 

deeply personal and emotionally intense experience: grief.   

As Öhman and Watson (2019) estimate, depending on the platform’s growth 

trajectory, between 1.4 and 4.9 billion Facebook users may die by 2100; this 

astonishing projection suggests that the digital remains of the deceased will 

soon outnumber the living online, fundamentally reshaping the nature of social 

media and our relationship with digital platforms. There is a strong case for 

investigating the impact of griefbots on grieving process.  This study makes a 

timely and necessary case for empirically investigating how individuals 
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perceive the impact of griefbots on the grieving process; by exploring their 

emotional responses and ethical concerns, the research aims to understand 

how griefbots may influence personal experiences of grief and contribute to 

the development of informed, responsible design and ethical guidelines. 

 

Literature Review 

Voinea (2024) warns “Grief, which is a time of vulnerability, can be an 

opportunity for tech companies to exploit these emotions for their benefit, 

sometimes at our expense. And they have a bad track record of that”, the 

increasing popularity of digital afterlife may increase potential for ‘postmortem 

entertainment’ (Nakagawa & Orita, 2024) and manipulation and 

commercialization of digital persona (Öhman & Floridi, 2017). This aligns with 

the point that, among other challenges, GenAI tools raise ethical concerns—

largely due to the absence of well-developed ethical guidelines and codes 

governing their use (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Storey et al., 2025). The current 

literature falls short of empirical studies. Several scholars have raised concerns 

about the authenticity of digital interactions with griefbots and the 

commercialization of grief (Lindemann, 2022; Öhman & Floridi, 2017). One 

confusing aspect is the tension between the promise of emotional comfort and 

the potential for psychological disruption. Some articles describe griefbots 

may provide comfort to the bereaved individuals whereas others suggest they 

might hinder acceptance of death (Hollanek & Nowaczyk-Basiń ska, 2024). 
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While some individuals highlight potential for privacy violations and emotional 

manipulation (Öhman and Floridi, 2018), others raise concern how griefbots 

may impact social grieving norms by disrupting the finality of death (Hollanek 

& Nowaczyk-Basiń ska, 2024). Yet, there is little consensus on usage of griefbots, 

and even fewer studies that investigate how griefbots impact the grieving 

process.  However, there’s limited empirical data on how people experience 

these effects, which highlights a need for research grounded in real 

perceptions and experiences.  

Methodology 

Research Design 

This study adopts exploratory qualitative research in which in-depth interviews 

will be leveraged to investigate how individuals perceive the potential impact 

of griefbots on grieving process. Griefbots raise ethical and emotional 

questions which cannot be easily quantified. Rather than quantifying how 

many individuals feel a particular way, this study seeks to understand why 

someone might experience griefbots as comforting, unsettling, or even morally 

disturbing. We want to understand why someone might find griefbots 

disgusting or comforting yet unsettling — not how many people feel this way. 

Given the sensitivity of the topic, griefbots are likely to elicit complex emotional 

and ethical responses that are more effectively explored through in-depth 

interviews and interpretive analysis. A qualitative approach is the most 
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appropriate one as it can elicit nuanced, emotionally rich expressions. To 

capture a broad range of perspectives and reflect varied experiences, the 

study will include a diverse interview sample—considering factors such as age, 

gender, cultural background, stage of grief, closeness of relationship to the 

deceased, and prior experience with technology. 

 

Expected Contributions 

The research study enriches understanding of griefbot use and help theorize 

how individuals construct meaning around griefbots and navigate tensions 

between presence and absence in human-AI grief interactions. The study 

offers nuanced ethical considerations not fully addressed in existing literature, 

particularly around emotional authenticity, agency of the dead, and the 

relational boundaries of posthumous AI. Insights from participants' reactions 

can guide the ethical design of griefbots—highlighting what features provoke 

comfort, discomfort, or moral concern. 

 

Note: ChatGPT was used to fine-tune the content grammatically. 
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The Impact of Informal Communication During Enterprise 

System Implementation: The Case of Hospital EHR Adoption 

Alex Peever 

Digital transformation in hospitals is often rewarding yet sometimes 

challenging to implement. Large-scale transformational projects, such as 

electronic health records (EHRs), can lay the foundation for achieving 

increased health information accessibility for stakeholders, reducing the cost 

of medical care for hospitals and health systems, and reducing medical 

errors that impact patients and their families. 

With large transformational projects, there are also risks to the organization. 

Most stakeholders within the hospital will depend on this system in one way or 

another to meet their idiosyncratic information needs. For instance, doctors 

will use the system to track patients’ disease progress, administrators will use 

the system to assess quality indicator data, and the invoicing department will 

use data to bill healthcare funders for services provided. As such, problems 

with EHR implementation and system functionality may impact the hospital's 

widespread operations. 

The information systems literature has examined unintended consequences 

that occur during EHR implementations. However, these studies generally view 

unintended consequences through the lens of one stakeholder group and do 

not convincingly explain at a fundamental level why unintended 

consequences occur during these critical projects. 
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This research will employ a multistakeholder approach to explore why 

unexpected consequences emerge during EHR implementations, drawing on 

a shared mental model theoretical background and a focus on informal 

communication, specifically gossip.  

Shared mental models refer to the overlapping cognitive representations of 

task work and teamwork among individuals, which enable them to work 

towards a shared goal (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Mathieu et al., 2000). 

Organizational gossip is “…informal and evaluative talk in an organization, 

usually among no more than a few individuals, about another member of that 

organization who is not present” (Kurland & Pelled, 2000, p. 429). Although 

gossip has negative connotations in society, it can be axiologically positive or 

negative (Foster, 2004).  

Gossip comprises a large percentage of one’s conversations in a day 

(Dunbar, 2004), and information exchanged in these informal occurrences 

may influence how each worker conceptualizes the EHR implementation 

project (their mental model) and their contributions to the project. Such 

information transmitted through gossip includes who in the team is reliable, 

who has unadvertised skills and expertise, and who to avoid. This team-

related information helps workers make sense of the social structure within 

their team. The spread of gossip is not uniform, however. Gossip is thought to 

alter the pattern of information flow within organizations due to 

intraorganizational power and status, influencing who gossips with whom and 

resulting in gaps in understanding of team functions among stakeholders 

involved in EHR implementation. Gaps in information, particularly among 

implementation team members, may lead to misunderstandings and 
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inaccurate conceptualizations of the project and the implementation team's 

structure, ultimately resulting in suboptimal implementation outcomes. 

This single-case study will be conducted using an abductive qualitative 

approach (Kreiner, 2016), relying on prior theory on mental models and gossip 

to create a semi-structured interview guide, while allowing for unstructured 

lines of inquiry and new theoretical discoveries using a grounded theory 

approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The setting for this research will be a 

hospital that is engaging in EHR implementation. Participants invited to 

participate in the interviews will include external stakeholders, such as 

hospital regulators, and internal stakeholders, including the top management 

team, the temporary project team, and permanent frontline hospital 

employees, such as healthcare professionals and allied health workers. 

Having a wide variety of stakeholders will provide the range of 

conceptualizations needed to identify overlap or divergence of shared mental 

models.  

This research contributes to the theoretical understanding of why unwanted 

unintended consequences occur during multistakeholder complex, high-risk 

EHR implementation within the IS literature through the lens of shared mental 

models and gossip. 
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Introducing Modulating Discourse:  

How Do Discourse Guardrail AI Diffusion? 

Mohammad Taleghani, Isam Faik 

Ivey Business School, Western University 

The diffusion of information technology (IT) is deeply intertwined with the 

discourse that surrounds it. Discourse is a socially constructed collection of 

texts, including written documents and spoken language, that circulates a set 

of meanings about important topics (Parker, 1992). Various streams of 

literature have acknowledged the central role that discourse plays in IT 

diffusion. IT fashion theory describes how discourse makes an IT innovation 

“hot,” leading to its widespread adoption (Wang, 2010). Similarly, the organizing 

vision perspective highlights how discourse functions as an institutional force 

driving IT diffusion among communities of organizations (Swanson & Ramiller, 

1997). The computerization movement literature identifies the role of discourse, 

specifically rhetoric and framing, in mobilizing resources for the diffusion of IT 

innovations (Barrett et al., 2013).  

However, these perspectives predominantly focus on the promotional side of 

discourse, that is, how discourse enables, legitimizes, and accelerates IT 

diffusion. There is limited understanding of the other side of the coin, discourses 

that call for guardrails, steering, and limiting IT diffusion. We term these 

“modulating discourses.” The modulating discourse intends to adjust the 

intensity, direction, and permissible bounds of AI diffusion, tempering risks and 

steering AI toward positive outcomes. 
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In this study, we first conceptualized modulating discourse and positioned it 

within the three main approaches in the IS literature that foreground the role of 

discourse in IT diffusion: IT fashion, organizing vision, and computerization 

movements. We then conducted an empirical study to deeply understand the 

modulating discourse. We chose AI discourse as our context since the 

modulating discourse surrounding AI is highly visible, offering a rich and well-

defined context for examining modulating discourse. Our research seeks to 

answer the question: What are the conditions for emergence, functions, and 

mechanisms of AI modulating discourse? 

We conducted semi-structured interviews with 26 key individuals who are 

actively engaged in AI safety, alignment, risks, and governance discourse. 

These participants included key members of nonprofit organizations, research 

institutions, for-profit firms, and online community members contributing to 

the AI modulating discourse. In addition to interviews, we collected 143 archival 

data from a variety of sources, including organizations’ websites, social media 

posts, news articles, blog and forum posts, podcasts, and official reports. We 

followed a grounded theory approach (Thornberg & Charmaz, 2014) to analyze 

our data.  

Through our analysis, we found three conditions for AI modulating discourse 

emergence: 1) surprising performance of AI innovations, 2) public direct 

experience with the innovations, and 3) fast pace of disruptions. We also found 

four functions of AI modulating discourse: 1) problems’ theorization, 2) resource 

re-allocation, 3) proposals for moving forward, and 4) reputation building. 

Furthermore, we found several mechanisms of AI modulating discourse. By 

mechanisms, we mean the strategies or processes through which discourse 

serves its functions. Our abductive analysis brought us to the pragmatism 
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tradition. Inspired by the pragmatism tradition, we categorized AI modulating 

discourse mechanisms into 1) experimenting with problem-solution pairs, 2) 

imagining undesirable futures, 3) anthropomorphizing AI, 4) discovering AI 

affordances, and 5) elaborating on institutional arrangements. 

Our research contributes to the growing body of IS research on the discourse 

around IT (Gal et al., 2022; Miranda et al., 2022). We extend three bodies of 

literature—organizing vision, IT fashion, and the computerization movement—

through conceptualizing modulating discourse. We also empirically investigate 

modulating discourse in the AI context to deeply understand its conditions for 

emergence, functions, and mechanisms. 
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Patient-Provider Relationships Affected by Communication 

Barriers and how to use Digital Tools as Potential Solutions  

Jashan Choong 

Purpose: This literature review considers several factors that serve as barriers 
to the Patient-Provider relationship. Healthcare communication is a key 
component of the health system and influences patient satisfaction, 
treatment adherence, and medical outcomes (Ha & Longnecker, 2010; Lurie et 
al., 2002). However, there are numerous deep-rooted and complex barriers 
that are creating communication gaps and mistrust (Ajami, 2020; Al Shamsi 
et al., 2020). This review will identify the current healthcare practices, key 
problem areas from the patient and provider perspectives, the importance of 
communication, and potential solutions to mitigate barriers using digital 
tools. Relevant literature has been used throughout this review to support 
context and build strategies for appropriate intervention.  

Methodology: The selection for this paper entailed a multi-step process to 
accurately search, screen, analyze, and finalize applicable peer-reviewed 
sources. The literature was selected based on relevance to healthcare 
communication and patient experiences, primarily in Canada but 
occasionally in comparable countries where conceptual applicability was 
possible. Thematic keywords and terms were used within six databases to 
search for literature that captured a breadth of knowledge, experience, and 
perspective of patient experience, communication, barrier forms, and 
solutions. These databases were retrieved from three search engines: Ovid, 
Google Scholar, and ResearchGate. The finalized reference list includes 
systematic reviews, empirical studies, peer-reviewed sources, non-scholarly 
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sources, and case reports from a broad and diverse multitude of journals or 
publishers. Inclusion criteria favoured sources that were published in highly 
credible and academic journals, gained more attraction, or had higher 
relevance to the topic. Moreover, sources with theory and evidence of the 
successful integration of digital tools in healthcare settings were widely used. 
The filters removed sources that did not meet language, timeline, text type, 
and field requirements. Then exclusion criteria were used by the author to 
disregard sources with potential bias, unnecessary jargon, focus on private 
healthcare, incomparable literature, and not enough information regarding 
applicable digital tools. The initial search used 6 databases and resulted in 
2077 articles. Through filters and exclusion criteria, a total of 35 peer-reviewed 
sources and 9 non-scholarly sources were thoroughly analyzed.  

Findings: The larger scholarly themes from the analyzed literature conclude 
that patient satisfaction is directly aligned to communication quality. Several 
sources of literature cite this key indication as integral to patient experience 
and outcome. This conclusion is formed through many approaches such as 
importance of empathy in consultations (Ammentorp et al., 2007), interpreter 
service importance (Brown et al., 2016), and active listening as medically 
therapeutic (Teutsch, 2003). Furthermore, gaps associated with major barrier 
categories range from systemic and structural issues such as time 
constraints, administration tasks, physician burnout, fragmentation, poor 
digital integration; to background barriers like socioeconomic levels, health 
literacy, cultural beliefs, stigmas, language; and to emotional barriers such as 
invalidation, fear, disappointing circumstances, denial, and dismissal (Patel et 
al., 2019; Chan et al., 2020; Nepal et al., 2020). In terms of intervention and 
probable strategy, background barriers are most promising as systematic 
and structural will require long-term and large-scale support. Solutions will 
benefit from digital tools that can mitigate communication gaps and remove 
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barriers from the patient-provider relationship (Liu & Yeo, 2023). Technology is 
a core component of most institutions, and society’s reliance on it serves as 
reason to integrate it efficiently into the healthcare system as well. When 
implemented precisely, these tools have the ability to improve health literacy, 
communication, coordination, and resolve logistical concerns such as time 
constraints and mobility (ElKefi & Asan, 2021). Currently, digital tools in 
healthcare include patient portals, Electronic Health Records, mobile health 
applications, virtual care platforms, and artificial intelligence. However, it is 
also important to consider digital literacy, privacy monitoring, and proper 
integration, as failure to coordinate these components can cause further 
barriers (Haggerty et al., 2023). A case study from Humber River Health, a 
Toronto hospital that has invested in advanced technologies, is also shared to 
build foundation for healthcare digitalization.  

Conclusion: By synthesizing relevant literature that showcases the 
importance of patient safety, experience, and outcome; it is evident that 
communication is integral in the healthcare landscape. Specifically, the role it 
plays in the patient-provider relationship and how it improves medical 
adherence and patient health. Barriers can be in systemic, structural, 
linguistic, cultural, socioeconomic, educational, and emotional forms; all have 
power to negatively impact communication and widen gaps. Necessary 
interventions are required for improvement and should properly leverage 
digital technologies by integrating at a considerate pace and acknowledging 
digital equity. To ensure effective use, digital tools to improve healthcare 
communication should be supported through policy level changes, 
supplemental resource options, training sessions, and hospital wide 
implementations that collaborate with numerous departments. Seeking case 
study examples such as Humber River Health, can showcase the possibility of 
aligning core health values such as communication to digitalization.  
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Figure 2: PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses) 2020 Study Flow Diagram for Current Literature Review (Page et al., 
2021)   
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Instructor Visibility in Asynchronous Video Lectures: A Mixed 

Methods Investigation of Student Engagement. 

Fatma Elbabour1, Milena Head 

DeGroote School of Business, McMaster University 

INTRODUCTION 

Multimedia technologies have facilitated the creation and delivery of digital 

educational content, making asynchronous video lectures more prevalent in 

higher education. This prevalence can also be attributed to the increased 

adoption of online and blended learning since the COVID-19 pandemic, with 

video lectures offering flexible and accessible educational experiences. 

However, despite their popularity, maintaining student engagement with video 

lectures remains a considerable challenge [1]. One line of research has focused 

on the impact of instructor visibility, which refers to showing an instructor’s face 

in a video lecture. Yet, inconsistent and mixed findings exist on the effectiveness 

of instructor visibility in video lectures. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to 

compare the impact of three approaches of instructor visibility: showing an 

instructor's face (a) continuously, (b) intermittently, and (c) not at all 

throughout a video lecture on student engagement.  

DEFINITIONS 

Video Lectures. While video lectures vary in format, this study focuses on a 

common screencast format that combines voice-over instructional slides with 

a video capture of an instructor.  

1 Corresponding author: elbabouf@mcmaster.ca 
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Student Engagement. Researchers agree on the multi-dimensional nature of 

student engagement, with the widely recognized three-dimensions: emotion, 

cognition, and behaviour. This study focuses on its emotional and cognitive 

dimensions and defines student engagement as a student’s sustained interest 

and attention during a video lecture.  

BACKGROUND 

Two opposing theoretical arguments have existed in the literature on the 

impact of instructor visibility on student engagement with video lectures. The 

first, advocated by social presence theory, suggests that instructor visibility 

adds non-verbal cues that are necessary to promote instructor social 

presence, which is an important predictor of student engagement [2]. The 

second, prescribed by the cognitive theory of multimedia learning, argues that 

seeing an instructor’s face has cognitive load consequences. This occurs 

because students tend to split their attention between the instructor’s face and 

visual learning content, such as text or diagrams, which can decrease their 

engagement [3]. Thus, the current body of literature is not conclusive on how 

to leverage instructor visibility in video lectures to enhance student 

engagement. In response, to address the opposing effects of instructor visibility 

in video lectures, previous studies have proposed showing an instructor 

intermittently on-screen [4]. However, to date, a limited number of studies have 

investigated the effectiveness of this approach, with mixed findings regarding 

its impact on cognitive load and instructor social presence. In addition, student 

engagement was not the focus of these studies.  

METHODOLOGY 

Using a between-subject experimental design, this study will employ a mixed 

methods approach to compare the effectiveness of three conditions of 
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instructor visibility (continuous, intermittent, and absent) for the same video 

lecture. The research sample will consist of MBA students, who are 

representative of post-secondary students and often exposed to 

asynchronous video lectures in their business education. Participants will be 

randomly assigned to one of the three experimental conditions across two 

separate experiments: an online and a laboratory experiment. The primary 

data collection method for both experiments will be a questionnaire to 

measure key research variables, including instructor social presence, cognitive 

load, cognitive engagement, and emotional engagement.  

Furthermore, the lab experiment will involve Neuro-Information Systems 

(NeuroIS) and qualitative methods to provide a more holistic measure of 

student engagement. The methods will include eye tracking to measure visual 

attention and cognitive processes, skin conductance to measure physiological 

arousal, and semi-structured interviews to capture participants’ perspectives 

on their engagement with the video lecture. Results from self-reported 

measurements will be integrated with NeuroIS and qualitative findings to 

identify additional insights into the relationship between instructor visibility and 

student engagement with video lectures. 

EXPECTED CONTRIBUTIONS 

This research aims to contribute to existing knowledge by: first, investigating 

how instructor visibility influences student engagement, especially its 

underexplored emotional and cognitive dimensions; second, addressing the 

contradictory perspectives on the effectiveness of instructor visibility; third, 

employing innovative NeuroIS methods to objectively measure and explain 

student engagement; and fourth, establishing recommendations for post-

secondary instructors regarding their on-screen visibility in asynchronous 
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video lectures. Overall, this interdisciplinary research contributes to a growing 

body of knowledge across information systems, educational technology, and 

educational psychology. 
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LLMs as Shopping Decision Support Tools: How Perceived 

Platform Affordances Shape the Shopping Experience 

Nimrat Kalirai 
McMaster University 
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Dr. Cansu Ekmekcioglu 
McMaster University 

Introduction—Research Motivation & Focus 

People are increasingly turning to Large Language Model (LLM) agents to seek 

information online (Liu et al., 2024). In e-commerce, this trend is evident as 

online retailers embed LLM agents directly into their platforms, integrating 

search capabilities with personalized recommendation features (Nie et al., 

2024). These integrated LLM agents may offer several potential benefits, 

including context-aware product recommendations, tailored responses to 

specific user queries, and more customized shopping experiences 

(Christopher et al., 2024). Despite these benefits, these tools may potentially 

carry some risks, including the erosion of user agency, where decision-making 

processes may feel increasingly directed by the system rather than the user, 

making them more difficult to understand and control (Christopher et al., 

2024). 

A key factor influencing users’ information-seeking experiences is the platform 

type—that is, the nature of the tool through which users access information 

(Wang et al., 2025). Each platform’s technical features, interface design, and 

overall user experience shape both how users interact with the tool and how 

they perceive the information it provides (Wang et al., 2025). This study 
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examines three platform types that are currently prevalent in e-commerce for 

shopping-related information-seeking: 

1. Traditional search engines (e.g., Google), which serve as general-

purpose tools allowing users to browse and search the web broadly.

2. External LLM agents (e.g., ChatGPT), which operate independently from

any single e-commerce site.

3. Platform-integrated LLM agents (e.g., Amazon’s Rufus), embedded

directly within e-commerce sites.

While the adoption of different shopping decision support tools is rapidly 

increasing, an underexplored area in the literature is how different platform 

affordances (i.e., the technical features, interface design elements, and modes 

of interaction that enable or constrain user behavior) shape shopping decision 

support and broader user perceptions.  

To address this gap, this study explores the following two questions: (RQ1) How 

do users perceive the suitability of each platform type for supporting shopping 

decisions? and (RQ2) What factors shape these perceptions for each platform 

type? 

Study Design 

To explore these questions, this study adopts a qualitative, within-subjects 

design that combines scenario-based tasks, the think-aloud protocol, and 

semi-structured interviews. Semi-structured interviews were chosen over 

surveys because they allow participants to share nuanced, context-specific 

experiences and surface emergent themes that fixed-response formats may 

overlook. This approach is especially valuable as LLM-powered shopping tools 

are still emerging and understanding how users engage with them requires 
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capturing rich, exploratory insights. Participants are adults aged 18 and over 

who have used an LLM-powered shopping tool within the past two months. 

Each participant completes three shopping scenarios—one using Google, one 

using Amazon’s Rufus, and one using ChatGPT—with the order 

counterbalanced to minimize learning and order effects.  

In each scenario, participants have 7–8 minutes to search for a product—

headphones—and gather any supplementary information they require to 

inform their purchase decision. Headphones were chosen as a moderately 

complex, shopping-oriented product. Users have varied preferences, must 

consider multiple specifications, and often have questions about features, 

making them suitable for studying realistic decision-making. Unlike 

convenience products, which are low-cost, low-risk, and require minimal 

deliberation, headphones demand thoughtful information gathering and 

evaluation of alternatives (Dumouchel., 2024). This study aims to observe how 

participants search for and process information; therefore, choosing a product 

that encourages active engagement with its attributes enables a better 

understanding of their strategies and reasoning. Using the same product 

across scenarios also controls for product-specific variability, ensuring that 

observed differences in behaviour reflect the experimental conditions rather 

than the nature of the product itself.  

Following each scenario, participants are asked questions about their 

perceptions of the tool’s decision-support capabilities, trustworthiness, 

information quality, interaction experience, sense of control, and other related 

factors throughout the process. The study then concludes with participants 

comparing their experiences across the three platform types to identify 

differences and common themes.  
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Expected Contribution 

As LLM agents become increasingly common for information-seeking in e-

commerce contexts, it is important to understand how different platform 

affordances shape the user shopping experience. This understanding is 

essential for designing tools that are intuitive, transparent, and empowering for 

users (Holst, 2025). For businesses and developers, the findings of this study 

can guide the creation of LLM-powered shopping tools that increase user 

engagement and improve conversion rates (Valente et al., 2025). Additionally, 

knowing when and why users prefer certain platforms and how they evaluate 

their experiences can inform design decisions that enhance user satisfaction, 

confidence, and overall support throughout the shopping journey (Valente et 

al., 2025).  

Study Progress 

Data collection and the conducting of participant interviews are currently 

underway. Following this, the data will be transcribed and analyzed using 

thematic analysis to identify key patterns and insights. Preliminary findings are 

planned to be shared at the upcoming symposium, with a full paper 

submission targeting a 2026 human-computer interaction research 

conference. 
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Power in Flux: The Casual Dynamics of Boundary Blurring and 

Emergence in Collaborative AI Work 

Amin Mazhari, Ivey Business School, Western University 

As artificial intelligence (AI) development increasingly involves multi-

stakeholder collaborations, spanning technical experts, managers, 

compliance officers, and domain specialists, the boundaries between 

occupations are becoming more fluid. These blurred boundaries are often 

framed as engines of innovation, enabling participation, speed, and agility. 

However, this research critically examines that framing, arguing that 

boundary blurring in AI development is not a neutral or naturally egalitarian 

process. Instead, it constitutes a contested sociopolitical terrain, where 

legitimacy, epistemic authority, and institutional influence are continuously 

negotiated. The following research question guides the study: 

How does the blurring of knowledge boundaries in collaborative AI 

development impact the distribution of power among occupational groups? 

To investigate this, the research draws on a practice-based interpretivist 

framework, integrating insights from boundary theory (Carlile, 2004; Levina & 

Vaast, 2005), sociomateriality (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008), and organizational 

power (Barrett et al., 2016; Nicolini, 2012). This theoretical foundation is well-

suited for examining how power and influence emerge dynamically through 

situated interactions, rather than being predefined by role or title. 

The study will be conducted as a longitudinal qualitative field investigation 

over a projected 12-month period within a not-for-profit Applied AI Institute 

that functions as an intermediary between corporate sponsors and small-to-

medium enterprises (SMEs). This setting, spanning mission-driven innovation 

54



Digital Futures Symposium   
September 15-16, 2025 

 
and commercial interests, offers a compelling site to explore power 

redistribution in real-time AI co-creation. It also reflects the increasingly 

hybrid institutional contexts where AI is developed and deployed. 

The planned data collection strategy consists of three integrated 

components: 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

• The study will include approximately 40–45 interviews with key 

stakeholders, such as data scientists, project/product managers, SME 

leads, sponsor-side compliance professionals, and innovation strategists. 

Interview protocols will probe participants’ definitions of their roles, 

experiences of collaboration, and perceptions of influence and legitimacy. 

Participant Observation 

• The researcher will engage in ongoing observational work across agile 

sprints, project planning meetings, stakeholder reviews, and collaborative 

design sessions. Field notes and reflexive memos will capture interactional 

practices, language use, and the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion. 

Document Analysis 

• The study will analyze a range of internal artifacts, including architecture 

diagrams, feedback reports, planning roadmaps, role definitions, and other 

project documentation to understand how boundaries are formalized, 

contested, or restructured over time. 

Data will be analyzed using a multi-phase qualitative approach. Initial open 

coding will be employed to identify emerging patterns around role 

negotiation, framing practices, and knowledge translation. This will be 
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followed by focused coding to link observed dynamics to established 

theoretical categories such as syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic boundary 

work (Carlile, 2004) and micro-political mechanisms of power (Nicolini, 2012). 

An abductive strategy (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012) will guide the iterative 

theorizing between empirical material and conceptual framing. 

The study is expected to develop a three-stage process model of boundary 

dynamics, activation, negotiation, and stabilization that maps how 

occupational roles and influence evolve in collaborative AI contexts. Within 

this model, the following tentative mechanisms of power redistribution are 

anticipated: 

• Translation of Expertise into Value: Influence is expected to accrue to 

those who can translate their technical or contextual knowledge into 

strategic or institutional logics (e.g., cost, risk, compliance). Hybrid 

actors such as project managers may gain disproportionate influence 

as translators of value across occupational divides. 

• Positional Intermediation: Project and product managers are likely to 

act as key boundary agents who curate knowledge flows, manage 

interactions, and define what counts as actionable or legitimate input, 

shaping the epistemic landscape of AI development in subtle but 

powerful ways. 

• Institutional Anchoring of Boundaries: Despite surface-level inclusion 

efforts, pre-existing structures such as sponsor requirements, funding 

mechanisms, and data policies may reassert boundaries and centralize 

control, highlighting the tension between inclusive rhetoric and 

organizational realities. 
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A key concept the study aims to refine is “participatory exclusion,” a condition 

where stakeholders are present in decision spaces but lack meaningful 

influence due to epistemic, procedural, or institutional barriers. 

Anticipated Contributions 

• Theoretical: The study aims to contribute to Management Information 

Systems (MIS) and sociotechnical systems research by conceptualizing 

boundary blurring as a dynamic field of power relations, rather than a 

simple coordination problem. 

• Empirical: It will provide rare longitudinal field insights into real-world AI 

co-creation processes, highlighting how influence and legitimacy are 

enacted in hybrid institutional spaces. 

• Methodological: By combining interviews, observations, and document 

analysis in a multi-phase design, the research offers a holistic 

interpretivist methodology for studying emergent power dynamics in 

innovation contexts. 

• Practical: The study seeks to inform organizations and funders about 

how to structure collaboration practices that move beyond token 

inclusion and toward epistemic equity. It also calls for re-examining the 

roles of hybrid intermediaries like project managers as active agents in 

shaping participation and influence. 

This research proposes to foreground boundary blurring as a socio-

institutional and political process. By studying how knowledge boundaries are 

navigated, reframed, and contested in collaborative AI development, the work 

seeks to deepen our understanding of how inclusive, transparent, and 

contextually sensitive AI systems might be designed. 
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Empowered or overpowered? Investigating Human Reliance on 

Algorithmic Recommendations Through the Lens of Social Power 

Mupwaya Mutakwa 

Background: 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies are reshaping decision-making by 

enabling “human+AI” teams that integrate human judgment with machine 

intelligence to enhance decision quality (1). This is a welcome development, 

as poor decision-making costs a typical Fortune 500 firm nearly $250 million 

annually (2). Consequently, 98% of business leaders in a 2023 survey placed 

AI at the core of their business improvement and growth strategies (3). By 

2030, AI-driven decision support is projected to deliver 44% of global AI 

business value (4). 

However, overreliance on AI recommendations could undermine the 

envisioned benefits of AI-assisted decision-making. Users increasingly defer 

to these tools without critical thought, surrendering decision-making control 

and responsibility (5), and sometimes overriding their own better judgment 

(6). This risk is exacerbated when overreliance combines with AI bias, where 

the technology produces erroneous information that can lead to flawed 

decisions with serious ramifications (7). A recent survey found that 36% of 

organizations experienced negative business impacts from AI bias, including 

lost revenue (62%), customer attrition (61%), employee turnover (43%), legal 

costs (35%), and reputational damage (6%) (8). 

While prior research has examined factors influencing reliance on AI—such as 

trust (9), cognitive biases and task complexity (5, 10), heuristics and familiarity 
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(11), and user experience (12)—little is known about how the social power of AI 

shapes reliance. Social power refers to an entity’s capacity to influence 

others’ beliefs, attitudes, or behaviors, arising from perceptions of its expertise, 

authority, or control over rewards and punishments (13). This is important as 

AI increasingly assumes advisory and supervisory roles, potentially invoking 

similar power dynamics to human interactions (14, 15). Additionally, while 

organizational decision-making structures shape information flows and 

decision processes (16, 17), little is understood about how they shape power 

perceptions—and, in turn, reliance behavior—within AI-assisted decision-

making. 

Research Questions:  

1. How does users’ perception of AI’s social power influence their reliance 

on AI-generated recommendations, and through which psychological 

mechanisms does this influence occur? 

2. How do organizational decision-making structures (e.g., centralized vs. 

decentralized) moderate this relationship? 

Theoretical Framework:  

This study integrates three theoretical perspectives to offer a multidisciplinary 

lens on AI reliance behavior. French and Raven’s (18) theory of social power 

provides the foundation for understanding how AI systems can exert influence 

through established power bases. Building on this, the Elaboration Likelihood 

Model (ELM) of persuasion (19) offers insight into how users may evaluate AI 

advice considering their perception of AI power—a perspective increasingly 

salient as computer systems assume persuasive roles once held by humans 

(20). Consequently, reliance on AI recommendations may differ by 
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processing route, with central evaluation tending to reduce, and peripheral 

processing tending to amplify, the influence of perceived social power. At the 

organizational level, Mintzberg’s (21) Organizational Configuration Theory 

provides a lens linking structural features—such as formalization and 

centralization (22)—to autonomy and reliance on AI. These structures will be 

examined as perceived by individuals, consistent with research showing that 

perceived structure can drive decision behavior, sometimes more directly 

than objective design (23, 24, 25).  

Research Methodology:  

A retrospective, cross-sectional survey will be used to investigate how 

business professionals engage with AI decision-support tools across diverse 

organizational contexts. A purposive sample of professionals with direct AI 

decision-aid experience in the past 12 months will be recruited via a 

professional research panel. Eligibility will be confirmed through screening, 

and participants will be asked to recall a specific work-related decision from 

the past three months involving AI input. The constructs used in the study will 

be measured using a structured questionnaire, which will be pilot tested to 

ensure clarity and validity. Power analysis will be used to determine the 

minimum sample size of participants for the survey. Data analysis will include 

descriptive statistics, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to assess the validity 

of the measurement model, and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to 

examine the hypothesized relationships. Model fit will be evaluated using 

established indices. Mediation and moderation effects will be tested where 

theoretically appropriate. All procedures will follow ethical guidelines, 

ensuring voluntary and anonymous participation. 

Expected Contributions:  
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This study is expected to deepen our understanding of the psychological, 

social, and organizational factors shaping reliance on AI. It advances theory 

by situating AI reliance within power dynamics and decision-making 

structures and informs practice by guiding responsible AI integration. Insights 

will support the design of AI tools that enhance user autonomy, fit 

organizational contexts, and promote responsible and accountable decision-

making. They will also inform governance frameworks, training, and education 

that strengthen critical engagement and resilient human judgment. 
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Online Moderation of False Information in a Subjective World 

Robert Park 

False information (FI) is content that is in any way false, misleading, or 

deceptive (Khan et al., 2022). It preys on cognitive weaknesses (Ecker et al., 

2022) and is reinforced in social media echo chambers (Kitchens et al., 2020), 

which can lead to belief radicalization (Abdalla Mikhaeil & Baskerville, 2024; 

Roberts & Qahri-Saremi, 2023). Much FI research is positivist and assumes 

objective facticity (Khan et al., 2022) where information is true independent of 

human influence (Mingers & Standing, 2018). This stems from the need to 

identify and quantify FI with certainty (i.e., be free of doubt) (e.g., Lee & Ram, 

2024), as positivist scientific endeavours expect data validity that enables 

replicability. 

However, such stark objectivity often does not mimic reality even though 

science often requires objective facticity. Facticity alone cannot fully exposit FI 

phenomena because perception is independent of facticity. Otherwise, 

facticity should consistently enable social media users to reject FI with 

certainty. Correspondingly, arguments exist that social reality is rather 

subjectively constructed with labels and human interactive experiences 

(Berger & Luckmann, 2011; Burrell & Morgan, 2019). Therefore, facticity can 

appear subjective such that perception has power. I theorize that barriers 

across time, space, interpretability, and authority prevent users and 

moderators from objectively fact-checking perceptions, which allows for 

cognitive biases to draw conclusions. 

Finally, many statements on social media are matters of opinion, rather than 

fact. There is a spectrum between the two such that their categorization is not 
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binary. This conflicts with the objective view, which defines “information” as 

basic and conventional truth-constituted independent of humans, and 

defines “import” as any higher-level meaning generated via human 

interpretation (Mingers & Standing, 2018). There is tension between objective 

information and import (or between fact and opinion) because it can be 

difficult for users to dispassionately separate the two, especially when 

emotional (Stieglitz & Dang-Xuan, 2013; Todd et al., 2020). Correspondingly, I 

also exposit how facts are subjectively constructed. Moderation strategies 

structured only around objective facticity may inadvertently allow for 

malinformation where statements are technically true and yet misleading 

(Khan et al., 2022). Online discourse is filled with subjective opinions that also 

should be moderated. 

My research questions are: how do online moderators process social media 

content if facticity is uncertain and what implications does this have for how 

social media platforms should exercise control? I perform a qualitative study 

of online moderators of Reddit communities using semi-structured interviews 

and grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Research participants were 

recruited from the moderator teams of Reddit communities that fit the 

theoretical sampling criteria of focusing on discussions with propositions, as a 

true or false status cannot exist if no propositions are made (Mingers & 

Standing, 2020), meaning that meme, photo, and other such unsuitable 

communities were ignored. Furthermore, this research’s insights are most 

applicable for the development of distinct online communities. 

Via grounded theory analysis of 14 interviews conducted to date, I discover 

that content moderation usually does not prioritize enforcement of truth. 

Rather, the priority is to steward the community towards homophily as a self-
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reinforcing control tool. When like-minded users can gather around a central 

topic, there exists a critical mass of expertise to manage the problem of FI 

from both the top-down (i.e., moderators, with the help of bots) and the 

bottom-up (i.e., users, with the help of algorithms). To generate a healthily 

productive community, topicality (i.e., how much a discussion stays on topic 

within a community’s focus), intellectuality (i.e., how much depth a discussion 

has to enable learning in a community), and civility (i.e., how much users treat 

each other with respect) are prioritized over facticity to reinforce homophily. 

However, facticity will be prioritized above all else if moderators determine 

that there is risk for real-life harm, with moderators defining what real-life 

harm means in their community. 

Homophily and lack of diversity should lead to echo chambers where 

opinions can become more narrow and extreme (Kitchens et al., 2020). 

However, this study indicates that there should be limits to diversity. 

Unfettered diversity may rather result in community disintegration because 

like-minded users would no longer wish to gather due to deteriorating 

discussions. I theorize in a self-reinforcing process model that opinion 

diversity needs to be carefully stewarded under an umbrella of overall 

homophily while not allowing the negative effects of homophily to take effect, 

and that various moderation tactics identified in this research can help 

towards those goals. 

 

This is early-stage work that will contribute towards a PhD dissertation 

supervised by Dr. Yasser Rahrovani. 
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How Generative Artificial Intelligence Shapes Innovation 

Processes: An Evolutionary Perspective 

Milad Saeedi, PhD Candidate at Ivey Business School 

Innovation, at its core, thrives on the generation of diverse variations, where 

random collisions of old ideas often lead to serendipitous breakthroughs, 

defined as the surprising discovery of valuable outcomes (Busch, 2024; Dew, 

2009). Serendipities can be as common and important as planned inventions, 

and history is abundant with examples of how randomness, guided by human 

insight, has unlocked breakthrough discoveries such as penicillin, X-rays, and 

many others (Austin et al., 2012). Evolutionary theories, particularly the blind 

variation and selective retention theory (BVSR) (Campbell, 1960; Simonton, 

1999), underscore this interplay, positing that randomness in variation is a 

critical driver of creative progress. Without blind variation, individuals and 

organizations struggle to break free from already-known ideas (Garud et al., 

2010). Building on the concept of serendipity, human agents in organizations 

play a pivotal role in recognizing the value embedded in unexpected events, 

thereby positioning them as the principal drivers in the selection and retention 

of innovations (Austin et al., 2012; Busch, 2024). 

Today, digital tools extend the capacity for variation, enabling organizations to 

simulate, explore, and recombine ideas at unprecedented scales. Digital tools 

like generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) not only enhance efficiency 

(convergence) but also inject a degree of randomness and generativity 

(divergence) crucial for serendipity and innovation (Austin et al., 2012; Avital & 

Te’eni, 2009; Von Hippel & Von Krogh, 2016; Yoo et al., 2012). However, unlike 

deterministic systems, GenAI tools such as ChatGPT are trained on vast 

69



Digital Futures Symposium 
September 15-16, 2025 

datasets and autonomously process and generate human-like content (Alavi 

et al., 2024), Because these tool can efficiently process information from 

diverse resources (Sun et al., 2025), they are transforming both individual and 

organizational approaches to creativity and innovation (Doshi & Hauser, 2024). 

This transformative potential, however, comes with a challenge: hallucinations. 

Hallucinations occur when the system generates linguistically plausible but 

factually inaccurate or contextually irrelevant outputs (Benbya et al., 2024; 

Susarla et al., 2023). These unexpected outputs introduce a layer of 

autonomous randomness that aligns with the evolutionary principle of blind 

variation. Still, since GenAI exhibits an increasing degree of agency, particularly 

in making decisions without human intervention and in ways not expected by 

humans (Baird & Maruping, 2021; Berente et al., 2021), and considering the 

complex challenges of learning and decision-making with AI (Constantiou et 

al., 2024; Lebovitz et al., 2021; Rai et al., 2019), organizations may not effectively 

discern value within AI-generated outputs. For firms, this is especially critical, 

since GenAI’s reliance on randomness underpins its generative capacity, 

making it a source of creativity but also of unreliability. (Grewal et al., 2025). 

Hence, no technical advancement can fully address the hallucination problem 

(Metz & Weise, 2025). This research, therefore, asks: How does GenAI impact the 

organizational innovation processes from an evolutionary perspective? 

In response, this research explores how GenAI impacts organizational 

innovation through its dual role as both a deliberate and serendipitous agent 

of variation. Guided by established knowledge for developing conceptual 

papers (Baird, 2021; Wand & Weber, 2002), our conceptualization explores firm-

level strategies for utilizing the randomness in GenAI and fostering an 

environment conducive to serendipitous discoveries through blind variation, 
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while also noting the importance of selective retention in serendipitous 

discoveries. The study’s first theoretical contribution is theorizing the impact of 

GenAI on blind variation and selective retention. The paper also conceptualizes 

GenAI hallucinations as a beneficial, not a harmful, attribute of GenAI systems. 

Table 1 summarizes the study’s main findings, as we hope to encourage more 

intellectual engagement with the literature around GenAI in innovation and 

creativity. Practically, this study urges organizations to cultivate a greater 

“tolerance for surprises” (Leavitt et al., 2021) while simultaneously addressing 

risks tied to hallucinations, including intellectual property, misinformation, and 

privacy concerns.  

As an extension to this conceptual analysis, we plan to empirically investigate 

how organizations engage with GenAI-induced hallucinations during 

innovation processes. Data collection is currently underway, pending ethics 

approval, and involves interviews with organizational actors. An abductive 

grounded theory approach will guide the analysis, enabling theory refinement 

in light of empirical insights from real-world innovation contexts. 

Table 1. Propositions Developed in the Study 

Pr
op

os
it

io
ns

 

P1 
GenAI’s generativity introduces intentional variation into the innovation 

processes, which enables serendipitous discoveries. 

P2 
GenAI’s hallucinations introduce unprompted (blind) variation into the 

innovation processes, which enables serendipitous discoveries. 

P3 
Compared to other digital tools, GenAI is more capable of introducing 

blind variation in innovation and cultivating serendipitous discoveries. 

P4 
Temperature and Prompt Engineering in GenAI moderate the variation 

resulting from GenAI and the possibility of serendipitous innovations. 
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P5 

Integration of organizational resources into GenAI platforms positively 

influences the likelihood of selecting valuable opportunities for 

serendipitous innovations. 
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Digital misinformation spreads through engagement-oriented social media 

channels at an unprecedented scale and speed, overwhelming conventional 

verification mechanisms (Moravec et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2022). Lower barriers 

to content creation, algorithmic amplification, limited regulatory oversight, 

behavioural biases, and market-driven editorial incentives combine to create 

a polluted information ecosystem that undermines users’ ability to discern 

information veracity. In response, content-level interventions, such as fact-

checking labels, have emerged as a central design strategy. These 

mechanisms aim to promote critical evaluation by flagging questionable 

claims while preserving user autonomy and ensuring the unobstructed flow of 

information (Nasery et al., 2023). Prior research on the persuasiveness of fact-

checking interventions yields mixed results, with effectiveness often contingent 

on contextual (e.g., topic) and user-specific (e.g., ideology) factors. A 

particularly underexplored dimension is the role of age in media truth 

discernment, despite evidence that older adults are highly susceptible to 

misinformation (Brashier & Schacter, 2020). This vulnerability poses a 

significant societal risk, especially given Canada’s aging population and the 

need to bridge the digital divide. 

Furthermore, the literature presents inconsistent findings regarding older 

adults' susceptibility to digital misinformation, with some studies identifying 
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heightened vulnerability while others suggest the adoption of more cautious 

evaluative strategies. This ambiguity highlights a critical research gap 

concerning tailored interventions, as the compensatory effects of age-related 

gains in crystallized knowledge may be ineffective against declines in fluid 

intelligence within complex digital environments. In this context, artificial 

intelligence (AI) occupies a dual position: it can facilitate the production of 

highly realistic deceptive content while also enabling fraud prevention and 

misinformation mitigation through automated fact-checking tools. These 

capabilities may be perceived differently across age groups. To address the 

foregoing gaps, this study investigates how users’ judgments vary when 

corrective information is attributed to expert panels versus AI. 

Grounded in bounded rationality, dual process thinking, and cognitive aging 

frameworks, we examine the pathways through which provenance cues, 

invoking a diverse array of heuristics that influence user responses, are 

transformed into credibility judgments and behavioural intentions. Guided by 

the literature (Bhattacherjee, 2023; Lutz et al., 2024), this study employs a 

sequential mixed-methods design. Phase 1 utilizes a 2 × 2 online experiment in 

which younger and older adults evaluate digital misinformation accompanied 

by corrections attributed to AI or expert panels; validated psychometric 

instruments capture perceptions and individual differences. Phase 2 replicates 

this design in a neuro information systems (NeuroIS) laboratory, augmenting 

self-reports with neurophysiological measures (e.g., EDA, EEG). Data collection 

for this phase will also involve using a mobile user experience lab, extending 

participation to individuals with limited mobility. Triangulating these indicators 

with questionnaire data yields richer insight into decision pathways and offsets 

the inherent limitations of behavioural measures (Dimoka et al., 2012). Findings 
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will advance understanding of fact-checking efficacy through a dual-route 

persuasion framework, extending theory on human–AI collaboration and 

informing age-responsive design principles. The derived insights will inform the 

design of transparent corrective systems, thus guiding platform engineers, 

public-health communicators, and policymakers to promote user autonomy 

and mitigate misinformation effectively. 
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Silver Linings for the Silver Surfer 

Max Schaub 

Older adults increasingly rely on digital platforms for banking, e-commerce, 

and entertainment, yet age-related changes in visual processing can quietly 

undermine access and engagement. Digital equity for older adults means 

more than providing devices or basic skills; it requires ensuring that the 

everyday web experience is perceptually accessible, cognitively manageable, 

and affordable (Chu, 2022). While clinical measures such as visual acuity are 

common, less is known about how ageing alters the subjective perception of 

colour and the visual properties that shape media use. This in-progress study 

examines N = 20 younger and N = 20 older adults' preferences for hue, 

saturation, brightness, and contrast when viewing digital media, and tests 

whether individualised adjustments improve both subjective experience and 

objective performance. We pair a novel slider model interface with eye 

tracking to deliver adaptive visual augmentation and advance digital equity, 

converting an often-invisible perceptual barrier into actionable, user-

controlled design parameters. 

Biological changes—reduced photoreceptor sensitivity, yellowing of the lens, 

and smaller pupil diameter—act like a subtle filter on visual input, producing 

reduced contrast sensitivity, altered colour perception, and increased effort 

when reading dense, low-contrast, or cluttered webpages. Rigorous, user-

centred evidence about what to change, by how much, and for whom 
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remains limited. Our goal is to build an empirical dataset from real-world 

tasks to quantify which groups benefit from perceptually accessible digital 

media and by what magnitude. 

The experiment consists of three primary tasks designed to answer: What is 

the magnitude of difference between younger and older adults’ perceptual 

digital preferences? 

• Task one: Participants use a slider-based interface to adjust hue,

saturation, brightness, and contrast on digital stimuli and define their

preferred settings.

• Task two: We collect a dataset of webpage interactions (planned for a

follow-up study) that includes subjective ratings of ease and perceived

clarity plus objective outcomes such as completion time and eye-

tracking metrics.

• Task three: Participants indicate their preference between two

conditions: unaltered media and personalised media derived from their

slider settings.

Finally, we collect brief qualitative feedback with a four-question, semi-

structured interview (~5 minutes). Transcripts are analysed with an 

automated transcriber and sentiment analysis to identify emotionally 

valenced language and surface additional visual issues or task complexities 

(Wolfe, 2025). Combining these qualitative data with Task Three’s validation 

provides a grounded picture of participants’ experiences and need states, 

maximising our ability to accommodate individuals' perceptual needs. 
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We will quantify results by averaging within age groups and comparing 

between younger and older adults. We hypothesise that older adults will 

prefer a greater degree of visual compensation consistent with age-related 

perceptual changes. 

Equity requires an intersectional approach to design. Visual ageing interacts 

with low vision, chronic health conditions, multilingual needs, limited rural 

connectivity, and income constraints. To avoid fragmenting user experiences 

or stigmatizing individuals, adaptive rendering should be implemented as a 

universal feature—available to all users in the same way captions and dark 

mode are now standard accessibility options. Inclusion is an ongoing process: 

this project incorporates co-design workshops with older adults (for example, 

contributions from the McMaster Institute for Research on Ageing’s Aging and 

Technology Research Fair) to ensure lived experience informs design choices. 

By making subjective visual perception measurable and actionable, the work 

aims to reduce barriers to digital participation, enhance autonomy, and 

support cognitive health among older adults. 

Ultimately, “Silver Linings for the Silver Surfer” seeks to catalyse next-

generation accessible platforms where adaptive visual media is a 

foundational feature rather than an afterthought—reducing cognitive effort, 

increasing trust, and enabling older adults to engage fully in digital life on 

their own terms (Chattaraman, 2019). 
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Digital Transformation and Financial Inclusion 

Priyanka Verma 

Financial inclusion is a process of ensuring access to appropriate financial 

products and services needed by all sections of a society in general and 

vulnerable groups in particular, at an affordable cost, in a fair and transparent 

manner, by regulated, mainstream institutional players. The use of ICT tools 

and platforms to support the financial inclusion and practices of underserved 

communities has been growing, yet on-ground experiences remain mixed and 

sometimes even detrimental. Financial technologies may exclude 

marginalized communities from the supposed potential benefits- such as 

lowered costs, efficiency, security, and more tailored financial services– if care 

is not taken in the design process. Consequently, if fintech is to fulfill the 

envisioned goals of financial inclusion, there is a need to better understand the 

research and practice ecosystem around digital financial interventions. In 

response to such a need, I systematically and critically reviewed 30 studies that 

developed and implemented a functional system/ prototype for financial 

inclusion for use in real environment, either with a limited number of users or a 

large-scale deployment for end users (not institutions). The scope of this 

systematic review included academic papers and government-led or 

industry-based reports/whitepapers published between 2007 and 2024. I 

systematically searched across multiple databases—Scopus, ACM Digital 

Library, and IEEE Xplore—using “financial inclusion” as the main search term, 

along with keywords like “mobile,” “technology,” “digital,” and “electronic.” Next, 

I, along with two more independent coders, conducted Reflexive Thematic 

Analysis to explore the design themes in the corpus.  
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Based on my findings, I present a tension for designing socio-technical 

systems for informal versus formal financial practices. Formal financial 

practices involve delivering services through regulated institutions such as 

banks, often prioritizing efficiency, cost reduction, and traceability. In contrast, 

many projects in my corpus supported informal financial practices that offered 

convenience, flexibility, and human intermediation. Informal economic 

activities do not necessarily conflict with formal regulations and often operate 

within legal boundaries. At the same time, the formal-informal binary is 

artificial and not an “all-or-nothing proposition”.  

I highlight a tension in the design of a fintech intervention to disseminate formal 

financial services through integration with local intermediaries (e.g., a van from 

a local bank). Tensions arise around the role of intermediaries: automating 

tasks and eliminating intermediaries can reduce costs, whereas retaining 

human agents or community participants can support cash distribution, 

ensure sustainability, and provide empathy, discretion, and judgment in 

helping low-income users manage their finances. However, this flexibility 

involves tough technology design choices that may render systems too 

complex to learn and use. 

Informal practices also allow users to control the visibility of their financial 

actions, while formal systems can increase workflow surveillance. The 

anonymity and untraceability of cash support creative arbitrage and help 

manage precarious cash flows in low-resource groups—but can also facilitate 

money laundering and illegal activities. Privacy emerges as a particularly 

acute tension in the design of digital payments. A notable example is Central 

Bank Digital Currencies (CBDCs), where the lack of anonymity compared to 
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cash intersects with state interests in capturing “unrecorded economic 

activities,” raising concerns about surveillance and centralization of power. 

Even promising fintech models cannot fully resolve these design tensions. I 

found that designers may be forced to make decisions under uncertainty or 

face constraints that undermine ideal design choices. Design in such spaces 

involves tough choices and limitations and must foreground an ethic of 

humility. Navigating such complexities requires “both an accounting of 

processes (including an enumeration of intent) and an attention to outcomes 

on an ongoing basis”. Ultimately, fintech design should be approached as a 

means toward broader goals of well-being, autonomy, and community 

development—where tools serve to empower users rather than being ends in 

themselves. 

To this end, I argue that financial institutions and designers must build fintech 

systems with accountability toward users and include exit strategies—such as 

mechanisms for redress, dispute resolution, community feedback, data 

erasure, reparation, and withdrawal—especially where precarious livelihoods 

are at stake. For instance, my findings surfaced measures such as continual 

system improvements in response to changing user requirements via Agile 

Software Methods, and provisions to remotely wipe data and applications in 

case of theft. 

Accountability is fundamentally about the answerability of actors for 

outcomes. Light et al. argue that exiting tech interventions is not merely a 

technical decision but an ethical one, requiring clear communication, 

responsible data practices, and attention to affected communities. 

Veeraraghavan and Kumar suggest that designers remain open to 

redesigning technologies when new information or limitations emerge. CSCW 

83



Digital Futures Symposium   
September 15-16, 2025 
 
scholars have long expressed concerns that technology interventions may 

lead to unintended or harmful consequences. In the context of financial 

inclusion, interventions often touch on livelihoods, debt, or state services. In 

such high-stakes environments, I believe it is critical that practitioners build 

fintech systems with long-term accountability pathways and exit strategies. 
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