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Abstract
In this editorial, we identify some of the opportunities and the consequences of generative artificial intelligence 
for academia. We discuss how generative artificial intelligence will affect the three main areas of an academic’s 
job responsibilities: research, teaching and service. To animate our ideas, we offer illustrative examples of 
how generative artificial intelligence will impact each of these areas. Further recognizing that generative 
artificial intelligence poses both opportunities and consequences for academia from a management learning 
perspective, we use examples that represent a positive and a negative outcome resultant of generative 
artificial intelligence to each of the three areas of academic responsibility.
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Introduction

Automation of work and tasks has often brought both fear and excitement to societies. This was 
certainly true for objects that have since become incorporated into our daily lives, such as washing 
machines, laptops and smartphones, as well as for robots that systematically reduce manufacturing 
costs and displace workers. New ground was further charted with IBM’s Deep Blue defeating a 
chess game over grandmaster Garry Kasparov. Observers were mesmerized by Deep Blue’s capac-
ity to reproduce – and, in fact, exceed – human logic (Kasparov, 1997).
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The growing adoption of artificial intelligence (AI) by organizations and individuals is already 
significantly impacting, and is poised to further impact, various tasks through full automation or 
augmentation (Budhwar et al., 2023). This will involve close collaboration between humans and 
technologies (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021). Academia, particularly those disciplines most exposed 
to market forces and involving disruptive stakeholders, is not exempt from mass adoption of AI.

In this editorial, we highlight some of the opportunities and the consequences of generative AI 
for academia. AI is, after all, about learning. To a significant extent, it is about the learning that 
takes place in organizational contexts, which has an impact on how organizations manage their 
operations, and on the strategic direction they take. Learning in organizations and management, 
especially in academic settings, has been the focus of Management Learning since its inception 
over five decades ago. However, given the proliferation of generative AI tools over the last year, it 
is timely to ask: What happens when machines learn? What does this mean for the things we need 
to learn and unlearn, and what do we need to understand about how management, organizations 
and our own roles become transformed as a result of machines’ advanced capacity to learn? It is 
beyond the scope of this editorial to undertake a comprehensive examination of the evolution of AI 
or machine learning. Instead, our objective is to draw attention to some dilemmas emerging from 
the widespread application of AI in everyday operations within academia.

In the remainder of this editorial, we discuss – using illustrative examples – how generative AI 
already impacts and will continue to impact the three main areas of an academic’s job responsibili-
ties: research, teaching and service. Further recognizing that generative AI poses both opportuni-
ties and consequences for academia from a management learning perspective, we use examples 
that represent a positive and a negative outcome resultant of generative AI in each of the three areas 
of academic responsibility.

AI and teaching

AI tools like ChatGPT, Google’s Bard and others have been spreading fast since late 2022. The 
introduction of these tools has prompted many lecturers to adapt their teaching methods and 
develop new ways of engaging with students. It has also given rise to a robust academic conversa-
tion about how best to respond to AI in educational contexts. For example, since it would be wholly 
futile to prevent students from using generative AI, some authors have suggested various ways of 
constructively integrating AI into the classroom (Mollick and Mollick, 2023a, 2023b). In any case, 
the necessity to revisit why people go to schools is at the centre of the matter. Expanding one’s 
academic knowledge is certainly one reason. Another ought to be to learn how to learn – beyond 
the mere act of memorizing and regurgitating facts.

Mollick and Mollick (2023b) argue that ChatGPT will radically transform the ways in which 
teaching and learning are experienced. It will demand that professors deepen the shift in their roles 
from traditional instructors to facilitators. Arguably, this shift has been taking place already, as 
represented by the spread of ‘flipped classroom’ approaches. AI adds another dimension to this 
phenomenon. Students already have access to vast amounts of information. However, now they 
can operate a tool that combines this information, at no cost, in texts that would generally be con-
sidered of sufficient quality. In this sense, individual academics as well as universities must foster 
an environment where students see value in attending classes and engaging with their peers and 
instructors.

We believe that, over time, pastoral care will further gain in importance in academia. Whilst AI 
can support different aspects of learning, it cannot replicate ontological empathy with students 
(Prasad and Śliwa, 2022). This means that, perhaps to an even greater extent than previously, the 
physical presence of professors in higher education will have to be about much more than spending 
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time in the architectural environment of the university or the business school, represented by iconic 
buildings. Lecturers can already utilize AI tools to establish module content. They can also use AI 
to engage students creatively. For instance, they can draw on AI to generate suggestions for in-class 
activities to develop an interest in the topic, and for examples to illustrate a given concept (Mollick 
and Mollick, 2023b), among other creative uses. Students can also use AI to explore topics of inter-
est, challenge lecturers and potentially cheat on coursework and exam tasks.

Transforming classrooms into spaces that develop curiosity and critical thinking rather than just 
imparting knowledge will be even more crucial (Freire, 2005) than prior to the emergence of genera-
tive AI. AI places additional pressure on universities to revisit the teaching–learning relationship. 
Since AI can provide many of the answers to questions students ask, of paramount importance is a 
focus on developing thinking and going beyond didactic approaches to education, and instead, to put 
dialoguing, inquiring and even feeling at the centre of the pedagogic process (Berthoff, 1987).

Through full or partial automation, AI tools will continue to improve processes and routines 
around lecture evaluations and other administrative systems related to teaching. This can have a 
positive outcome in reducing friction and process-related inefficiencies. AI tools are also redefin-
ing the work of preparing and delivering lectures. Already now, educators can use AI to frame a 
chronogram, to come up with ideas regarding which critical topics should be covered, and to gener-
ate presentation input. AI can also help prepare classroom materials, such as populating slides with 
content and suggesting activities to foster student engagement. In this sense, AI is on the verge of 
substituting parts of the academic job in planning a whole course as well as individual teaching 
sessions, preparing slides and potentially serving as a very competent, efficient and undemanding 
virtual assistant to deliver lectures. AI may also allow for developing more effective assessment 
methods and a better understanding of students’ engagement and comprehension of the content, 
playing a crucial role in preparing specific assessments to tackle the more challenging or exciting 
aspects and tailoring specific lessons for students.

Consequently, it is possible to foresee a dystopia where mechanized human lecturers become 
responsible only for supervising AI-generated content or as a point of on-demand contact. In this 
sense, we should be cautious about and come up with actions aimed at preventing the removal of 
people from the teaching and learning process. It can be predicted that the extent of substitution of 
human work will be greater in places where higher education is under pressure to cut costs and/or 
increase profits. In any case, without careful thinking and action about how this could be prevented 
and resisted, human talent and involvement in educating students and facilitating their learning 
might lose ground to more cost-effective approaches that will rely much less on people’s profes-
sional qualifications, experience and time – and even their presence. For instance, in 2020, The 
Laureate International University in Brazil was accused of using AI software to mark essays 
(Domenici, 2020), exemplifying how cost-cutting measures focused on raising profits might add 
pressures on academics that go beyond adapting to new educational practices.

AI and research

Generative AI will undoubtedly continue to transform research and the research process. This will 
have numerous effects on research, some of which are concerning while others are constructive. 
We discuss an example of each impact on research.

In terms of the concerning impact of generative AI on research, especiallly in the context of 
academic journal publishing, we point to the proliferation of inadequate and/or irrelevant manu-
script submissions. Here, we refer to the proliferation of manuscript submissions whose only point 
is to generate a journal publication, submissions that are an end and meaning in themselves. Even 
prior to the advent of ChatGPT, journal editors expended much of their time handling inadequate 
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and/or irrelevant submissions. Such manuscripts submitted to journals usually come in one of two 
forms. First, there are manuscripts that are significantly underdeveloped. This may include, among 
other things, research with flawed logic, an unconvincing argument, a lack of clarity in presenting 
ideas or a lack of original contribution. It is usually apparent that authors are seeking a ‘quick hit’ 
to add a line to their CV, and they have not invested the time necessary to properly develop their 
manuscript.

Second, though far more common, are manuscripts that are ostensibly outside the remit of the 
journal – almost as if the authors did not even take a cursory look at the type of research the journal 
publishes before submitting their manuscript. Asking almost any journal editor in the field why 
they desk reject manuscripts, they will cite this as the primary reason. At Management Learning, 
when we (Ajnesh and Martyna) were appointed to the Editors-in-Chief role, one of our first deci-
sions was to have all manuscripts be originally vetted by us so as to protect the editorial time of our 
Associate Editors (including Amon). Having instituted this rule in January 2023, we have found 
that we are desk rejecting some 70 percent of all manuscripts. We rarely take the editorial decision 
to desk reject for any reason other than the manuscript is not appropriate based on the content and 
scope of the journal. This example of the extent to which journals currently receive inadequate and/
or irrelevant manuscript submissions – or perhaps even more worryingly, of inadequate and/or 
irrelevant research which has little scientific value or societal significance and whose only point is 
to provide the basis for publications – is attributable to the increasing pressure on academics to 
publish in high quality, well-ranked journals (Barros and Alcadipani, 2023; Butler et al., 2017; 
Prasad, 2015).

Generative AI is only going to further catalyse the proliferation of inadequate and/or irrelevant 
research and inadequate and/or irrelevant manuscript submissions as individuals have access to a 
computational tool to prepare (significant) portions of their manuscripts. We can anticipate that 
journals will see a larger volume of submissions as a result of ChatGPT and other similar AI pro-
grams. The increase in the number of inadequate and/or irrelevant manuscripts submitted to the 
journal will only levy greater pressure on already overextended editors, associate editors and 
reviewers – those who often receive little to no reward from publishers or their own universities for 
the editorial or reviewing work.

In terms of the potential constructive impact of generative AI on research and publications, we 
point to more equitability in scholarly authorship. In the first editorial which we wrote upon taking 
editorship at this journal, we cited our desire to support and increase the representation of research 
published in Management Learning by authors from the Global South and early career researchers 
(ECRs) (Prasad and Śliwa, 2022). One of the key observations we have made based on our own 
experiences, predicating our first editorial, is that authors from the Global South and ECRs are 
often disadvantaged in the publication process. They must overcome various challenges, an impor-
tant one being a contrast between journal requirements regarding the linguistic excellence of man-
uscript submissions and the extent to which the authors have developed academic writing skills in 
English (Barros and Alcadipani, 2023). This often leads to them seeking formal collaborations with 
more established, Global North academics, whose contribution sometimes hardly goes beyond 
what has been referred to as ‘honorary co-authorship’.

According to the Committee on Science, Engineering, and Public Policy, honorary co-author-
ships occur when:

Sometimes a name is included in a list of authors even though that person had little or nothing to do with 
the content of a paper. Including ‘honorary’, ‘guest’, or ‘gift’ authors dilutes the credit due to the people 
who actually did the work, inflates the credentials of the added authors, and makes the proper attribution 
of credit more difficult. (National Academy of Sciences, 2009: 36)
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Generative AI prompts reflection on the value added by some of the practices associated with hon-
orary co-authorship of academic publications. As such, we see generative AI programs potentially 
remedying problems such as honorary co-authorship. As both research (e.g. Jeanes et al., 2019) and 
anecdotal evidence suggest, it is not uncommon in academic research, including in our field, to see 
established scholars being named as co-authors on articles when they have made minimal contribu-
tions to them. Their contribution may only be limited to providing cursory edits of the language of 
the manuscript – something that does not, according to us, merit authorship credit. They leverage 
their proficiency as native English speakers to inflate their publication list without substantively 
contributing to the project. As authors have access to generative AI programs with advanced offer-
ings for strengthening writing, the need for these honorary authors will diminish. AI will not 
become an author, since it has no accountability for what it produces, but it can enhance the authors’ 
capability to express their ideas more cohesively in a language that may not be their first language. 
Hopefully, the use or maybe even the potential for the use of generative AI also results in a more 
equitable division of labour within co-authorial teams.

AI might also change data-gathering processes, mining documents for words and “meaning” or 
even adding a new layer of complexity to surveys that can gather additional information through 
questions “asked” by prompts suggested by the AI. AI programs are already embedded in some 
qualitative research software and soon we will be dealing with analysis that are a hybrid between 
human reflection and computer based suggestions. It will be interesting to see how AI might 
changes how academics gather and analyse data.

AI and academic service

In a number of ways, the availability of advanced language models, as represented by ChatGPT, 
can offer a valuable opportunity for saving the time necessary to complete service-related tasks. In 
a globalized academia, and perhaps especially in the context of business and management educa-
tion, it is often the case that the language in which we function professionally – typically English 
– is not our first language. As a result, it might be that the process of producing a written text, on 
any subject and of any type – and especially texts belonging to other genres than academic articles 
– can be time-consuming and, in the end, leave us uncertain as to whether the text reads well and 
is written in the required style and using the required terminology. In fact, regardless of our linguis-
tic background, we all struggle sometimes with putting ideas into words and therefore, producing 
a written text in an efficient manner can also be a challenge for a person for whom the language in 
which they work is their first language. At the same time, in their daily work, academics are 
expected to produce various types of texts and spend a lot of time crafting sentences and para-
graphs for different purposes and audiences. Many of these texts belong to a particular genre, to a 
point where one could nearly discern a ‘formula’ behind how they are structured and what expres-
sions and vocabulary are expected of the author. As we have pointed out above, in the case of 
research publications, the existence of certain linguistic norms underlying the production of aca-
demic texts is one of the reasons behind the perpetuation of the ethically questionable practices of 
honorary co-authorship. Added to this, linguistic fluency also matters a lot when carrying out 
academic service.

Take, for instance, the requirement to write reference letters in support of students’ or col-
leagues’ job and promotion applications. This is a typical ‘academic service’ task which one is 
supposed to fulfil. Completing this task is rarely recognized as part of a person’s formal workload 
allocation. Some people find it very easy to generate paragraphs elaborating on the strengths and 
virtues of the person for whom they are writing the letter, and to convincingly argue why the can-
didate should be appointed or promoted. But to others, this work comes slowly. To help with this, 
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AI can help produce a relatively generic text of a reference letter, in the required style and tone, to 
which the referee would just need to add specific examples in order to personalize it. Arguably, this 
way of using AI could be seen as a variation on the common practice whereby one ‘re-cycles’ a 
previously written letter of support when writing a ‘new’ reference letter.

AI could also be seen as akin to the use of a calculator: at the end of the day, the ‘human author’ 
is responsible for the final result, but important steps along the way are completed by a machine. 
As far as arithmetic exercises are concerned, this practice is problematic in situations where one 
has to demonstrate competence in carrying out calculations without the use of a calculator. But 
where this is not a requirement and where what matters is the outcome, the use of a calculator – and 
perhaps similarly, the use of AI programs – becomes a standard, accepted practice. In a similar 
manner, AI provides the kind of functionality that makes it potentially suitable for use in the prepa-
ration of other administrative documents, such as updating internal policy reports, preparing 
accreditation-related documentation or even writing everyday work emails. In fact, these days, 
when composing emails, we already tend to be ‘nudged’ by the email software to use certain 
expressions. In other words, we all use AI in our service work, and there is scope for using it more 
in a way that supports us.

There is, however, a ‘dark side’ to the use of AI in academic service work. Similar to its applica-
tion in education, there are many tasks which AI can carry out more efficiently than human beings. 
Instead of making people’s working lives easier and freeing time for doing ‘creative’ and ‘more 
complex’ work, it can also make some administrators and academics redundant, and contribute to 
work intensification for other administrative and academic staff. In addition, it can take attention 
away from the need to debate and contest the content of administrative documents, and from the 
benefits for organizational culture and integrity of arriving at an outcome – for instance, the text of 
an internal policy – through a laborious process of collectively discussing, querying, challenging, 
editing and eventually approving of its content.

Already a long time ago, historians cautioned about the potentially detrimental consequences of 
pursuing technological advancements for their own sake, without regard for human needs (e.g. 
Ellul, 1964; Winner, 1977). On the other hand, universities have an important function to fulfil 
exactly with regard to meeting human needs. The societal role of universities and business schools 
is not limited to producing knowledge and educating students to prepare them for future employ-
ment. Among other impacts, universities are central actors within local communities and econo-
mies, places in which good governance is developed and practised, and are often major regional 
employers themselves, fuelling socio-economic growth and well-being through supporting, both 
directly and indirectly, employment at different levels of qualifications and skills (Addie, 2017; 
Śliwa and Kellard, 2022).

We need to be careful about the potential risk of undermining the societal role of universities 
that the use of AI in service work presents. If we accept the argument of historians that technology, 
while not ‘good’ or ‘bad’ per se, is not ‘neutral’ (Kranzberg, 1986), either, and that it shapes our 
lifestyles, values and institutions – then we should also be concerned about the potential changes 
to the values and the institutional role we attribute to academic institutions as a consequence of the 
use of AI, for instance in service work. We should be cautious about prioritizing cost- and time-
efficiency as more important values for universities and business schools than good governance 
and the ability to generate employment and provide staff with working conditions in which they 
can build sustainable livelihoods.
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Conclusion

The implementation of AI tools in universities and the classroom is already impacting, and will 
continue to impact, academics’ working practices across all areas of job responsibility. As these 
tools become more sophisticated, tasks that were previously within the exclusive domain of indi-
viduals, such as content curation, course planning, and even assessment of students’ work, can be 
completed by automated or nearly automated programs. Likewise, tasks that were previously an 
important aspect of work associated with the preparation of a journal manuscript submission, such 
as language editing, can be done, competently and efficiently, by an AI tool. Finally, various aca-
demic service tasks, not least those related to completing forms, preparing reports, and writing 
reference letters, can become much less time-demanding when carried out with the help of genera-
tive AI. These shifts require all of us working within higher education institutions to redefine our 
roles and identities, and to engage in a lot of learning and unlearning. Academics, in particular, will 
need to focus on continuing to develop digital literacy that increases their power as facilitators and 
reaffirms their capacity to foster critical thinking, creativity and interpersonal skills in students. 
Lecturers’ identities may need to shift from being content experts to mentors and guides, helping 
students navigate complex information and develop their own perspectives. The lecture itself 
might need to be reinvented to make the multiple connections that academics usually bring into 
play surreptitiously more explicit. Also, ethics will gain centreground as ingrained decision-mak-
ing, and content evaluation will be an increasing part of our everyday lives.

As access to AI becomes widespread, it is essential that as teachers, researchers and organiza-
tional citizens, we embrace the generative AI technology but that we do this in a wise, critical and 
ethically responsible manner, aware of the associated implications and risks for the quality and 
meaningfulness of our work and, indeed, for its very existence. AI also might bring forth new ques-
tions about how our ontological, epistemological, and gnosiological perspectives inform how we 
deal with our work, the texts we produce and the way we deal with students in the classroom. These 
deep questions are begging for serious engagement. Especially in our educational practice, it is 
also essential that we consider how critical pedagogies, such as the ideas proposed by Paulo Freire 
(see Management Learning’s forthcoming special issue celebrating his oeuvre) (Jamil et al., 2023; 
Shoukry and Fatien, 2023; Zulfiqar and Prasad, 2021), can be deployed to sustain a meaningful 
relationship with students and keep them at the centre of the education process. Universities must 
remain places that, above all, develop human potential and critical thinking, fostering dialogue 
among individuals, who – in identifying new questions and finding answers – are supported but not 
replaced by generative AI.
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