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Abstract 
This thesis investigates how using AI as a co-author in a literary project within Swedish-
language instruction reconfigures story-creation processes and the author’s function in 
literature education, bringing both didactic opportunities and challenges. Drawing on 
multimodal, intermedial, and posthumanist perspectives, the study examines how 
authorship and literacy desirings emerge within situated practices shaped by collaborative 
design, intra-actions among students, educators, and AI, and the available modes, materials, 
and media choices. Grounded in an iterative action research approach, this thesis draws on 
an empirical classroom study conducted in two 5th-grade classes, carried out in 
collaboration among a school librarian, two class teachers, and an ICT educator. The 
analysis focuses on three distinct story-creation processes, two of which frame AI as a co-
author. Findings show that framing AI as an actor and meaning-maker reconfigures story 
creation and authorship through agential shifts, multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual 
transformations, and automated creativity. In these processes, authorship emerges as a 
collaborative function, shaped by students’ ideas and literacy desirings, the intermediary 
roles of the school librarian and class teachers, and the generative outputs of AI. The study 
also highlights pedagogical opportunities and challenges introduced by positioning AI as a 
co-author in literature education. Opportunities include expanded creative possibilities, 
collaborative authorship, expanded multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual dimensions, 
creative and critical reflection, and process-oriented assessment. Challenges include ethical 
considerations regarding agency, age-appropriateness, imitation in story creation, the 
automation of creativity, and the assessment of AI-generated designs. Overall, the study 
contributes to current discussions and research on AI in education by demonstrating how 
AI can be integrated into story-creation processes while taking didactic and ethical 
considerations into account. 
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1 Introduction 
Sympoiesis is a simple word; it means “making-with.” Nothing makes itself; nothing is 
really autopoietic or self-organizing. 

-Donna Haraway (58)  

In today’s hybrid society, creativity is shaped at the intersection of humans, materiality, 
and technology, and AI is affecting all areas, including primary education, story creation, 
and children’s daily lives. According to Internetstiftelsen, 57 per cent of children aged 8–
19 used AI tools in 2025. Furthermore, 41 per cent of middle school children used AI, and 
nearly one in four used ChatGPT (Internetstiftelsen). Generative AI is also entering 
schools, sparking ongoing debate in Sweden about its effects on students’ learning and 
creativity. However, several commentators demonstrate that the debate about technology 
and AI in schools tends to become overly dichotomised, framed as either a solution or a 
problem. Instead, it is more productive to focus on pedagogy in the hybrid analogue-digital 
classroom (Larsson). Furthermore, to move beyond the dualistic Swedish AI debate, it is 
more beneficial to consider the aims of AI and the rationale behind them (Ivarsson and 
Magnusson). Above all, responsible integration of digital technology in the classroom can 
strengthen students’ digital competence and AI literacy, meaning their ability to understand 
and critically engage with AI, as well as their preparedness for a society characterised by 
rapid AI development (Nilsson et al.). This study aims to examine three parallel story-
creation processes in a primary school, both with and without AI as a co-author, and to 
explore how authorship is reshaped, with attention to pedagogical opportunities and 
challenges.  

Current global, European and Swedish guidelines and research on AI in education highlight 
how AI is reshaping our understanding of educational practices, bringing new possibilities 
and challenges. UNICEF emphasises the significant role of schools in developing 
children’s understanding of AI (37-42). Contemporary frameworks and guidelines for AI 
in education advocate AI knowledge and skills, an ethical approach that upholds human 
values, and consideration of both the benefits and risks of AI (UNESCO  “AI and 
Education” 5; Directorate-General for Education, Youth, Sport and Culture: European 
Commission 11, 31; Skolverket; UNESCO “AI Competency Framework for Students” 12-
13; UNESCO  “AI Competency Framework for Teachers” 13-14; UNICEF 1-6). 
Opportunities for using AI in education include promoting students’ collaboration, critical 
thinking, digital competence, study motivation, and creativity. By contrast, there are also 
challenges to consider, including ethical risks such as privacy concerns, bias, student 
cheating, and uncritical use of AI (Directorate-General for Education, Youth, Sport and 
Culture: European Commission 11, 31; Skolverket  “Artificiell” 16-17; Skolverket  “Råd”; 
UNICEF 19). Despite broader AI guidelines, AI in K-12 education is an emerging field, 
with limited research and no established guidelines for practical classroom application 
(Mannila et al.  “Co-designing” 102; Skolverket  “Råd”; Velander et al. 4085). Current 
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research underscores the need to develop a validated, comprehensive, and context-bound 
understanding of AI literacy in K-12 education, encompassing both technological and 
sociocultural dimensions. Moreover, technical, practical, and ethical skills are emphasised 
to gain AI literacy, based on current research in the field (Mannila et al. “Framing” 85, 93; 
Velander et al. 4085-4087). Additionally, empirical classroom research on AI literacy in 
K-12 education underscores student and teacher perspectives, alignment with the current 
curriculum, and a focus on the social, ethical, and human aspects of AI in human-machine 
collaboration (Mannila et al. “Co-designing” 102). Overall, these guidelines and research 
underscore the need for an informed and responsible integration of generative AI in 
education, with a focus on pedagogy, learning, creativity and ethical use. 

Building on this broader policy direction, recent research on the interplay among AI, 
education, story creation, and writing underscores that collaboration between humans and 
AI is reshaping our understanding of creative writing practices in schools. For instance, a 
systematic review of AI and story writing in education reveals that human-machine 
collaboration is digitally transforming story creation and that using AI as a co-author can 
improve students’ writing processes. However, the findings also indicate that the 
challenges of AI in story creation require further research (Fang et al. 14361). Moreover, 
two studies adopting posthumanist perspectives, which entail decentring the human, and 
multimodal perspectives, which recognise multiple forms of meaning-making, emphasise 
that AI is reshaping our understanding of learning, teaching, literacy, texts, and identity. 
Findings highlight that human-machine collaboration can support writing and reading in 
education and demand new forms of critical literacy skills and ethical assemblages, moving 
away from a binary view of humans and machines (Kalantzis and Cope 1, 25; Leander and 
Burriss 1262-1263). Furthermore, two empirical classroom studies explore human-
machine collaboration in creative writing. One of these studies is grounded in posthumanist 
and postdigital perspectives, moving beyond the binary distinction between analogue and 
digital, and examines how human-machine collaboration in story creation reshapes the 
understanding of authorship as an individual human capability. In contrast, it foregrounds 
an entangled understanding of the author’s function (Lindberg et al. 265). The other study 
is grounded in action research, an iterative approach to improving one’s own practice, and 
demonstrates how the use of AI turned students’ ideas into ready-made play scripts tailored 
to their interests and reading levels, thereby increasing students’ engagement and 
reinforcing their voices (Rubenstein et al. 104). In sum, contemporary scholarship 
highlights how using AI as a co-author in education transforms story creation and 
authorship, introducing creative opportunities while also addressing the need for critical 
skills and ethical use, and calls for further research into the challenges posed by AI.   

Despite emerging research on the interplay among AI, education, literacy, story creation 
and writing, there are both practical and academic research gaps. First, there is a lack of 
research on how AI can be integrated into primary school literature education, aligned with 
the curriculum and in collaboration between school librarians and teachers. The Swedish 
curriculum’s learning objectives describe digital competence and critical thinking 
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(Skolverket “Lgr22”, Skolans värdegrund och uppdrag). Additionally, it describes the 
ability to read, create, and analyse multimodal texts, and the goal of developing students’ 
language skills, identity, and understanding of the world through literature (Skolverket 
“Lgr22”, Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte; Kursplan - Svenska, Centralt innehåll i åk 4-
6). Although generative AI is not explicitly defined, it can be included within the learning 
objectives of digital literacy (Skolverket,  “Råd”; Velander et al. 4086-4087). Furthermore, 
the integration of AI in literature education aligns with the school librarian’s focus on 
promoting literature and students’ media and information literacy (Skolverket “Medie- och 
informationskunnighet”). Second, there is a lack of research on human-machine 
collaboration in story creation that integrates posthumanist and multimodal perspectives, 
alongside an intermedial perspective, which examines relations between media. Such a 
combination of perspectives enables exploration of communication and meaning-making 
shaped by collaborative design between humans and AI, intra-actions that address 
entangled relations, and modes, media, and materiality. To address this research gap, 
empirical classroom studies are needed that combine academic and practical approaches on 
AI, story creation and literature education in primary school, in collaboration between 
school librarians and teachers.  

The outlined research gap guides this thesis, which adopts a reflective, iterative action 
research approach to systematically develop practical and academic insights into 
collaborative story-creation processes in educational practice within my professional field 
as a school librarian. It draws on an empirical classroom study in which I, in my dual role 
as school librarian and researcher, conducted a literary project at a primary school with two 
5th-grade classes in Swedish language instruction, together with two class teachers and an 
ICT educator, and with input from students, aligned with the curriculum’s learning 
objectives. Furthermore, this thesis adopts posthumanist, multimodal, and intermedial 
frameworks to examine how story creation, authorship, agency, and literacy desirings, 
understood as situated creative orientations and desires, emerged across three design 
processes, shaped by intra-actions among students, AI, materiality, media, modes, and 
semiotic resources.  

1.1 Research aim 
This thesis investigates how human-machine collaboration in a literary project conducted 
with two 5th-grade classes reconfigures story creation and authorship in primary school. It 
also examines how this collaboration reshapes understandings of meaning-making, 
understood as how meaning is created and interpreted, identity-making, meaning how 
identity is shaped and expressed, literacy, framed as the contextual abilities to produce and 
interpret meaning, and the author’s function, understood as how authorship is negotiated 
and conceived. By understanding these shifts, this study seeks to highlight the pedagogical 
opportunities and challenges that AI, as a co-author, introduces for literature education in 
Swedish-language instruction. Grounded in posthumanist, multimodal, and intermedial 
frameworks and informed by a qualitative, multi-method design grounded in action 
research, this thesis explores how artefacts and media products are created across three 
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distinct processes, each shaped by the situated practice and intra-actions among students, 
materiality, technology, media, modes, and available semiotic resources.  

1.2 Research questions 
1. How can the human-machine collaboration in a primary school literary project be 

understood in reshaping story creation processes and reconfiguring the author’s 
function? 

2. What pedagogic opportunities and challenges are introduced to literature education 
in Swedish-language instruction when AI is used as a co-author in a literary 
project? 

1.3 Outline of the thesis 
This thesis is structured as follows. First, a literature review synthesises research relevant 
to this study on the interplay among literacy, education, story creation, writing, and AI, 
drawing on multimodal, posthumanist, and intermedial perspectives, as well as an action 
research approach. Next, the theoretical framework that informs the study is presented, 
drawing on multimodal and intermedial perspectives through a posthumanist lens. This 
multi-theoretical approach to meaning-making, identity-making, literacy, and the author’s 
function helps explore how story-creation processes and authorship are shaped by modes, 
media, and materiality through dynamic intra-actions and collaborative design involving 
students and AI technology. Afterwards, the methodology adopted by this study is 
described, with the research design situated within qualitative research and informed by an 
action research approach, using qualitative methods for data collection and analysis. Then, 
the study’s analysis is centred on the three story-creation processes and four design phases 
in the literary project, focusing on how the finished tales were developed from the initial 
classroom tasks and ideas, as well as on the possibilities and constraints of human-machine 
collaboration in this literary project. The analysis is divided into two sections: the first 
informed by the thesis’s first research question, and the second by the thesis’s second 
research question. Finally, the discussion is grounded in the study’s academic and practical 
findings and is presented in relation to the chosen theoretical framework and methodology, 
the study’s limitations, the previous research, and opportunities for future research. 

2 Literature review 
This section reviews current research on the interplay among literacy, education, story 
creation, writing, and AI, and synthesises studies that draw on multimodal, posthumanist, 
and intermedial perspectives, as well as an action research approach. By synthesising these 
areas of research, the review informs the direction of this thesis.  
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2.1 AI, story creation and writing in education 
The direction of this thesis is informed by current research on the interplay among AI, 
education, story creation, and writing, which underscores how collaboration between 
humans and AI is reshaping our understanding of creative writing practices in school. As 
articulated by Menno van Doorn et al., the development of synthetic media enables 
automated creation and a malleable reality. It can be argued that this development 
constitutes a fourth media revolution, which entails a “democratization of creativity,” 
whereby anyone can suddenly become creative (33-34). A systematic review of the use of 
AI in language education and writing, drawing on literature from 2018 to 2022, shows that 
human-AI collaboration is digitally transforming the creation of stories. Findings 
underscore how AI, as a co-author, can improve students’ story creation by enhancing 
creativity, writing skills, and motivation. However, there is a lack of research on including 
the challenges of human-machine collaboration in story creation (Fang 14361). The use of 
AI in story creation and education raises ethical concerns. For example, it can be discussed 
whether generative AI is about innovation or imitation in terms of creativity (López-Varela 
Azcárate 108). Overall, these contributions are relevant to my study, underscoring the 
importance of an informed and responsible integration of generative AI in education, with 
a focus on critical, democratic and ethical considerations in creative processes. 

Two empirical studies on AI and story creation inform this study’s iterative, process-
oriented action research approach and posthumanist perspective, which frames story 
creation and authorship as situated and shaped by relations among humans, AI, and 
materials. One empirical classroom study examines AI as a co-author in a story-creation 
project with future-oriented fiction within first-language education at an upper-secondary 
technology school. Grounded in postdigital and posthuman perspectives, the study draws 
on Karen Barad’s concepts of intra-action and diffraction, as well as Candace R. Kuby’s 
notion of literacy desiring. Findings suggest that the concept of Futures Literacy highlights 
how literacy and authorship are shaped and reshaped by the similarities and differences in 
the entanglement among humans, technology, and materiality in the creative process. The 
need for critical and creative skills in these collaborative writing practices is also 
underscored (Lindberg et al. 265). Another empirical classroom study grounded in action 
research demonstrates how using generative AI with 3rd- and 4th-grade students in an after-
school project can develop and transform their ideas into ready-made play scripts tailored 
to their interests and reading levels. Findings show that when using AI for “Bring[ing] 
Student Visions to Life”, students’ engagement increased and their voices were reinforced 
in the creative process (Rubenstein et al. 104). Taken together, these empirical studies 
contribute to my study of how the use of AI reconfigures story creation and authorship in 
education. 

2.2 Literacy research 
The notions of literacy and literacy skills are continually evolving in response to social, 
cultural, technological and media changes. Following UNESCO, contemporary 
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understandings of literacy have expanded beyond conventional abilities in reading, writing 
and numeracy to encompass “a means of identification, understanding, interpretation, 
creation, and communication in an increasingly digital, text-mediated, information-rich and 
fast-changing world” (“Literacy”). In other words, the literacy skills required today need 
to adapt to a world in transformation. Furthermore, literacy has expanded beyond 
educational contexts to encompass meaning-making in daily life (Rowsell and Pahl 13-14). 
In sum, notions of literacy and literacy skills need to be flexible and comprehensive.  

2.2.1 Multimodal literacy research 
In this thesis, multimodal literacy research is central because it aligns with the selected 
multimodal framework and provides a foundation for understanding how communication 
and meaning-making extend beyond language and are shaped by design, redesign and 
distinct modes. Research on multimodality and literacy has been examined from two 
distinct yet connected perspectives: multimodality and multiliteracies, as articulated by 
Carey Jewitt. Both perspectives were developed in response to semiotic and societal 
changes, reconfiguring notions of communication and meaning-making. They move 
beyond conventional understandings of the dominance of language and print-based media 
in educational contexts, foregrounding a range of equally significant modes for meaning-
making, such as image and action, with language positioned as one mode among others. 
Additionally, meaning-making is described as a semiotic process of design and redesign, 
highlighting students’ active role in creation and interpretation. Both multimodality and 
multiliteracies argue for multimodal notions of literacy in teaching, learning, and research, 
and for bridging the gap between educational and non-educational contexts by adapting to 
contemporary media landscapes (Jewitt  “Multimodality” 245-248, 261-263). This aligns 
with a current empirical classroom study, rooted in the multiliteracies approach and 
multimodal design in education, which emphasises that digital multimodal text-making in 
schools can act as a bridge to students’ more informal text-producing practices, 
highlighting the specific digital and multimodal literacy skills required (Dahlström 391-
392). Furthermore, one contribution to digital reading, grounded in notions of literacy, 
multimodality, and multiliteracies, foregrounds embodied and multisensory digital reading 
experiences to adapt to contemporary digitized society. This moves away from 
conventional text-centred understandings of reading and literacy (Pedersen and Have 46). 
Although I draw on insights from both multimodal and multiliteracies research, particularly 
the notion of varying modes for meaning-making and design, my analytical point of 
departure is multimodality, and particularly the social semiotic approach. As articulated by 
Jewitt, the social semiotic approach focuses on different means of making meaning and 
how meaning emerges through social environments (Jewitt Introducing 9-10).  

Multimodal approaches in literacy research explore the relationship between meaning-
making and modes in daily life, for example, through the redesign of multimodal texts that 
incorporate semiotic shifts (Rowsell and Pahl 9). From a social semiotic approach, 
communication and learning are deeply interconnected meaning-making processes that 
shape and define one another (Bezemer 3). Furthermore, the concept of multimodal literacy 
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highlights the composition of different modes that create meaning, with language on a par 
with other modes such as image, moving image, colour, speech and music. This affects 
how we make meaning in both reading and writing (Kress Literacy 25-26, 54). Following 
Gunther R. Kress, the social semiotic approach examines how design and design processes 
adapt to transformative social-semiotic environments, thereby shaping knowledge, 
meaning, texts, and objects, all of which are motivated by individual interests. 
Consequently, this leads to a redefinition of educational practices and raises questions 
about interest, power, and ethics (Kress Multimodality 135, 141–142, 145). In responding 
to a social and semiotic world in flux, multimodal literacy studies engage with semiotic 
change. One study by Denise Newfield foregrounds the notion of semiotic mobility and 
transmodal semiosis, building on the social semiotic approach to multimodality articulated 
by Kress, among others. The study emphasises that literacy concerns semiotic shifts 
between modes and media across both educational and non-educational contexts. This 
encompasses the use of multiple modes in sequenced configurations for meaning-making 
and representation (Newfield 267, 269). Furthermore, semiotic mobility can be analysed 
through four distinct approaches, addressing modes and media: 1) focus on transmodal 
shifts within and between texts, 2) focus on the transmodal process of the semiotic chain, 
3) integrated focus on texts and semiotic chain, and 4) focus on multimodal interaction 
(Newfield 271-278). In sum, these contributions are relevant to my analysis of multimodal 
story-creation processes, design and redesign, and shifts between modes. However, this 
will be combined with a posthumanist lens to explore how agency emerges through intra-
actions. 

2.2.2 Intermedial literacy research 
In this thesis, intermedial literacy research is relevant, aligning with the intermedial 
framework and providing a foundation for understanding how meaning is shaped within 
and between media. Intermedial studies examine intermediality, focusing on interactions 
within and between media products (Bruhn and Schirrmacher 4-5). An intermedial 
perspective on literacy addresses how various media influence communication and 
meaning-making. Building on Lars Elleström’s analytical model, Jørgen Bruhn and Beate 
Schirrmacher highlight that intermedial concepts can be a useful analytical approach for 
examining media products. This, in turn, can help strengthen intermedial literacy by 
showing how different media choices shape the message. Additionally, developing 
intermedial literacy requires a source-critical approach to different media products (Bruhn 
and Schirrmacher 7-10, 14). Another contribution builds on Ladislau Semali and Ann 
Palliotet’s (1999) proposal of intermediality as an educational methodology for reading 
media and synthesises research on literacy and intermediality. Findings show that 
intermedial concepts can serve as methodological tools in the classroom, focusing on 
critical intermedial literacy skills and the ability to read across different media forms 
(Munari Domingos et al. 580-581). Overall, the notions of critical media skills are relevant 
for my study of critical and creative story-creation processes. However, this study focuses 
on intra-actions rather than interactions, addressing the situated entanglements of meaning-
making. 
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2.2.3 Posthumanist literacy research 
This thesis engages with literacy research in posthumanist environments, providing a 
foundation for understanding how meaning is shaped through entangled processes and 
design. Posthumanist perspectives interrogate human-centred approaches, offering an 
expanded analytical framework for educational research in which humans, nonhumans, and 
more-than-humans can be analysed as active agents within the entangled processes of 
research, learning and teaching, as articulated by Kuby (877-881). Moving away from 
dominant notions of literacy, linear processes and design, Kuby foregrounds the concept of 
literacy desiring as the creative, transformative, meaning-making, and identity-shaping 
process that unfolds through entangled intra-action, with a focus on producing, creating, 
and becoming (Kuby 877-881). Drawing on Barad, the concept of intra-action addresses 
the intertwined relations among agencies in these meaning-making practices, reconfiguring 
the traditional idea of interaction, which assumes that separate, individual entities interact 
from different positions (33). Posthumanist thought offers an expanded view on how 
meaning, identity, and creativity are shaped by humans, materiality, and technology. The 
posthumanist movement contributes to a material turn and an intertwined view of the 
processes through which truths, realities, knowledge, relations, and literacies are produced 
(Kuby and Rowsell 285-286). Furthermore, the concept of literacy desiring in multimodal 
writing in educational contexts responds to the notion of designing for future end-products 
by foregrounding the present collaborative processes and intra-actions, giving children 
“time, space, materials and permission to create multimodally” (Kuby and Rucker 315). 
The focus is on letting children “play-with and live-out literacy desirings” (Kuby and 
Rucker 326). Additionally, when embracing children’s desirings and interests (fissures), 
the area of attention is on the “becoming, writing identity” (Kuby and Rucker 321). 
However, the emphasis of interests and desirings can lead to discussions around stigmatised 
topics in the writing, such as violence and guns. Kuby and Rucker argue for allowing 
children to bring in their narrative experiences from non-educational contexts and 
contemporary media cultures, such as superhero and ninja narratives, even when they 
contain violence (Kuby and Rucker 323). Overall, this entangled understanding of research, 
education, literacy and design offers an expanded view of my study of collaborative writing 
practices. 

In line with previous contributions, current research on the interplay among literacy, 
writing, and human-machine collaboration from posthuman and multimodal perspectives 
emphasises how AI is reshaping our understanding of learning, teaching, literacy, and texts. 
One study argues that multimodal frameworks need to adapt to a postdigital reorientation 
in education, thereby destabilising the binary between digitally mediated and embodied 
analogue interactions. This postdigital view opens the way to a more holistic understanding 
of literacy and learning (Campbell and Olteanu 572). Another study underscores a 
postdigital understanding of education, in which digital technology reshapes traditional 
understandings of multimodal design and fosters more non-linear design processes that 
include both framing and reframing (Dishon 154). Drawing on the multiliteracies 
framework, Mary Kalantzis and Bill Cope emphasise AI as a multimodal technology for 
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reading and writing that integrates human- and machine-generated language. Moreover, AI 
technology can design and communicate, thereby challenging the notion of design as an 
exclusively human-centred meaning-making process, and raising questions about the 
meaning-maker’s agency. Consequently, this transforms learning and literacy, and 
converges reading and writing in educational contexts. When using AI in collaborative 
writing, the balance in agency between individuals and AI can be measured through the 
notion of a cyber-social learning relationship (Kalantzis and Cope 1, 25). Another study 
challenges the traditional understanding of texts as representations of the world and 
foregrounds the reimagination of texts and their role in forming and responding to the 
world. Findings demonstrate that active human-AI collaboration can foster more ethical 
assemblages (Leander and Burriss 1262-1263, 1266). To conclude, these notions on 
agential human-machine design contribute to an expanded understanding of multimodality, 
design and texts in story creation. However, this study also draws on intermedial 
understandings of how different media choices influence meaning-making.  

3 Theoretical framework 
This thesis adopts multimodal and intermedial perspectives through a posthumanist lens. It 
explores how story-creation processes are shaped by modes, media and materiality through 
dynamic intra-action and collaborative design among students, educators and AI 
technology within situated practices.  

Posthumanism provides an analytical perspective that challenges human-centred 
assumptions and disrupts traditional boundaries and dichotomies. It emphasises hybrid, 
interconnected practices and processes shaped by materiality and technology, in which 
humans, nonhumans, and more-than-humans can be analysed as active agents in education 
(Barad; Haraway 58; Kuby 877-881). This intertwined understanding provides analytical 
tools for examining how agency emerges within collaborative design practices, without 
endorsing the broader ontological claims of posthumanism or ascribing responsibility to AI 
as a moral subject in education.  

The multimodal and intermedial perspectives underpin the analytical framework for 
investigating meaning-making through modes and media in story creation. Both the 
multimodal and intermedial fields focus on communication and meaning-making in media 
products, grounded in semiotic and communication theories, yet they offer distinct 
terminology, theories, and methodologies, as articulated by Signe Kjaer Jensen and Beate 
Schirrmacher (2-4). However, intermedial and multimodal concepts can be used and 
combined to support “a holistic media approach” to communication (Jensen and 
Schirrmacher 3). Additionally, Lars Elleström argues that “All media are multimodal and 
intermedial in the sense that they are composed of multiple basic features and can be 
thoroughly understood only in relation to other types of media which they share basic 
features” (Beyond 4). This integrated understanding informs the framework for this study.  
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The field of multimodality provides a theoretical and methodological perspective for 
examining varied aspects of meaning-making that extend beyond language. The 
foundational principles of multimodality foreground the combination of  “different means 
of meaning making” (Jewitt Introducing 2). Additionally, the focal point is how different 
modes are integrated into multimodal wholes, in which each mode offers distinct 
affordances and constraints and is equally important (Jewitt Introducing 1-5). This thesis 
primarily uses a social semiotic approach to multimodality, developed in the 1980s and 
drawing on linguistics, social theory, and semiotics, as described by Jewitt. The focus is on 
examining how meaning emerges through social relations among actors with agency, 
shaped by power structures. Additionally, the empirical focus includes artefacts and social 
interaction, considering different means of making meaning (Introducing 9-10). This 
approach is grounded in the premise that all human communication is multimodal. 
Furthermore, communication is viewed as semiotic work in which interpretation is the key 
principle (Kress Multimodality 1, 35). Communication and learning are understood as 
interdependent meaning-making processes that continuously shape and define each other 
(Bezemer 3). Today’s education needs to consider the diverse modes, semiotic resources, 
and media through which interpretation, meaning-making, and representation of the world 
occur, as these semiotic and social practices shape communication and learning (Selander 
28-29). Overall, the multimodal perspective contributes to a detailed understanding of 
meaning-making. However, I will use the posthuman concept of intra-action to analyse 
entangled meaning-making involving humans, AI and materials, following Barad (33).  

The field of intermedial studies supports an analytical perspective for investigating 
communication and meaning-making shaped by media relations. Intermedial studies were 
developed during the 1990s-2000s, offering a theoretical and methodological framework 
for examining intermediality, focusing on interactions within and between media products 
(Bruhn and Schirrmacher 4-5). Following Elleström,  “intermediality must be understood 
as a bridge between media differences that is founded on media similarities” (Beyond 5). 
From an intermedial perspective, communication is shaped by material objects and the 
various layers of mediation that interact within media products. Additionally, meaning is 
created through interaction with these products and is formed by technical interfaces and 
historical and cultural contexts (Bruhn and Schirrmacher 7-10, 14). Furthermore, mediality 
is understood as a basis for understanding meaning-making in communication (Elleström 
Beyond 4). Overall, the intermedial perspective allows for a broad understanding of how 
different media products offer different affordances for meaning-making. 

Collectively, the perspectives outlined above inform the framework for this study, which 
is grounded in a posthumanist lens and the notion of “a holistic media approach” that 
encompasses multimodality and intermediality (Jensen and Schirrmacher 3). Furthermore, 
the classroom study informing this thesis was designed to develop the specific abilities 
articulated in the Swedish curriculum’s learning objectives. These were particularly related 
to digital competence, critical thinking, reading, and creating and analysing multimodal 
texts across different media through collaboration, as well as to expressing themselves and 
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communicating in digital environments. Additionally, it aimed to develop students’ 
language skills, identity, and understanding of the world through literature (Skolverket 
“Lgr22”, Skolans värdegrund och uppdrag; Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte; Kursplan - 
Svenska, Centralt innehåll i åk 4-6). Although generative AI is not explicitly defined in the 
curriculum, it can be included within the learning objectives of digital literacy (Skolverket 
“Råd”; Velander et al. 4086-4087). Moreover, this study also aligns with the school 
librarian’s focus on promoting literature and students’ media and information literacy 
(Skolverket “Medie- och informationskunnighet”).  

3.1 A multi-theoretical approach to meaning-making, 
identity-making, literacy, and the author’s function 

This thesis adopts multimodal and intermedial perspectives through a posthumanist lens, 
integrating them into a multi-theoretical framework to facilitate analysis of the emergence 
of authorship in creative processes, addressing meaning-making, identity-making, literacy, 
and the author’s function. As a whole, these concepts are understood as contextually 
situated, socially and culturally constructed, fluid and transformative, and influenced by 
media, modes, materiality, and human-machine collaboration.  

Posthumanist concepts help explain how meaning, identity, literacy, and the author’s 
function are shaped by the entangled co-creation between humans and AI in creative 
processes. The concepts of material-discursive practices and agential intra-action are used 
to analyse agency in the creative design shaped by humans, machines and materials. The 
notion of material-discursive practices addresses how meaning emerges through the 
entanglement of discourse and materiality, following Barad’s theory of agential realism. 
This foregrounds a performative understanding that highlights how phenomena, 
boundaries, agencies, and objects are constituted through intra-acting practices. 
Additionally, creative processes involve design through dynamic intra-actions in practices 
shaped by both humans and non-humans. Furthermore, the concept of diffraction can be 
used as an analytical tool to examine differences in complex entanglements shaped by each 
intra-action, but it can also be understood as entangled (Barad 32-34, 49, 73-74, 128, 136, 
139-140, 170-171). Overall, these concepts reconfigure traditional boundaries and 
dichotomies, such as those between representations and separate entities, and between 
nature and culture. The entanglement of discourse and materiality shapes how authorship 
and creative processes are understood. In this study, the concept of literacy desiring is used 
to investigate how story-creation processes are shaped by desires, relations, and materiality. 
In response to the New Literacy Studies and the notion of design for future end-products, 
Kuby builds on Deleuzian desire (1990) and describes literacy desiring as foregrounding 
processes, desires, and movements. Moreover, this concept highlights how multimodal 
artefacts are shaped through fluid, rhizomatic processes of intra-action (877-881). The 
concept of literacy desiring can be connected to both multimodal and intermedial 
perspectives, addressing media and modes in creative processes. Furthermore, to 
understand co-creation between humans and AI, the concept of sympoiesis is used to 
analyse the intertwined processes of creativity, identity-making, and collaborative 
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authorship. Following Donna Haraway, sympoiesis underscores complex, entangled, and 
dynamic environments and processes, addressing co-creation and relational activities 
within intertwined ecological assemblages (58). In sum, these concepts the analysis of 
collaborative story-creation practices.  

Multimodal and intermedial concepts underpin the analysis of how meaning, identity, 
literacy, and the author’s function are shaped within and between media in the creative 
processes. This combined approach enables “zooming in and out between the perspectives” 
(Jensen and Schirrmacher 1). The social semiotic approach to multimodality provides a 
perspective of how communication and meaning are shaped within media through situated 
practices, drawing attention to semiotic resources, modes, materiality, design, participation 
and power. The intermedial perspective enables an examination of how ideas and narratives 
are transmediated through media, drawing attention to transmediation and media-specific 
characteristics. 

To investigate how technological choices affect multimodal design, this study draws on 
John A. Bateman’s model of media configurations. The model distinguishes three degrees 
of media: physical communicative media, broadcast and reproduction media, and 
communication media going “digital”. Within the digital degree, situation E.3 describes 
communicative situations in which computer code produces the same communicative 
experience as physical media (situations A.1 and A.2), because the user does not notice the 
programmed signal layer that creates the conditions for the cultural layer. In this model, 
letters mark communicative levels and numbers specify sub‑categories within each level 
(Bateman 8–13). Furthermore, the social semiotic approach to multimodality offers a 
detailed understanding of meaning-making in story creation. As articulated by Kress, there 
are general semiotic principles that apply to all communication across societies and 
cultures: the idea of the motivated sign, which is created by the sign-maker’s interests and 
shaped by semiotic resources informed by social and cultural practices (Multimodality 9-
10). The concept of a semiotic resource is “a means of meaning making that is 
simultaneously a material, social and cultural resource” (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253). 
Additionally, it is defined as ”resources for representation” (Kress Multimodality 8). A 
group of resources can function as a mode, defined as “a set of elements/resources and 
organizing principles/norms that realize well-acknowledged regularities within any 
community” (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253). Furthermore, the concept of mode is described as 
“a socially shaped and culturally given semiotic resource for making meaning” (Kress 
Multimodality 79). Different representations can be achieved through the choice of 
different modes, given each mode’s specific affordances, including both its potentials and 
limitations (Kress Multimodality 79-84, 93). Examples of accepted modes are writing, 
speech, image, moving image, layout, music, gesture (Kress Multimodality 79), and sound, 
gaze, and posture (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253). The concept of a multimodal ensemble is 
defined as the orchestration of distinct modes in a specific order, designed to make meaning 
(Kress Multimodality 161). Following this approach, meaning-making, in other words 
semiosis, is a social process shaped by internal and external factors, underscoring that 
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meaning is materialized and realized through different modes or multimodal ensembles 
(Kress Multimodality 93-94). Taken together, these concepts are relevant to my semiotic 
analysis of story creation.   

This study is situated within a multimodal, design-oriented view of learning, grounded in 
the social semiotic approach, as guided by Selander and Kress (22). This view offers 
theoretical concepts for analysing meaning-making, identity-making, literacy and 
collaborative design in my study. The concept of “didactic design” addresses the social 
conditions and processes for learning in which individuals create meaning through 
redesign. The concept of “design for learning” is described as the planned arrangements 
for learning, while “design in learning” addresses the broader notion of learning and 
meaning-making in a social context (Selander 26-27, My translation). Furthermore, 
knowledge is defined as different ways of representing the world, learning as a situated 
ability to engage in different ways of making meaning, and meaning-making as a creative 
ability to design and redesign existing representations (Selander 33-34). Following Kress, 
design is described as the material realization of meaning, which is shaped by the rhetor’s 
and the interpreter’s interests in relation to the social and communicative environment. The 
rhetor’s role includes an initial understanding of what needs to be communicated and which 
semiotic resources are needed. The design starts with the designer’s idea of the task, 
understood as the ability to recognise the potential of available resources for representation, 
production, and dissemination. Moreover, the rhetor’s role and the designer’s role are often 
two perspectives on the same actor (Multimodality 23, 26-27, 132-134, 136). Both 
designers and users/readers are sign-makers and meaning-makers in the process, in which 
a sign made by the designer is interpreted and redesigned by the user/reader (Bezemer and 
Kress 13). In sum, these design concepts provide a detailed perspective on creative 
processes. 

Multimodal design involves using multiple modes and is shaped by modal, material and 
medial affordances, the social environment, and technology. Furthermore, each mode’s 
affordances function as different technologies of transcription for representing the world, 
raising decisions about which meaning to transcribe and which resources to use (Kress 
Multimodality 96-97). Design concerns the arrangement of multimodal ensembles, 
materialized as entities, texts or other semiotic objects through modal fixing and framing. 
These arrangements are shaped by the social environment, in which the organisation of 
production can take the form of a hierarchy, a rhizome, a web, and so on (Kress 
Multimodality 145-146). The concept of modular composition encompasses the 
composition of texts and semiotic entities, fostering a sense of completeness in social 
production practices, including cohesion and coherence. Additionally, the sense of 
completeness is supplied by the concept of framing, which distinguishes the text from other 
texts and entities. The text or semiotic entity includes sub-textual units described as 
modules, which consist of signs, the minimal units of text. Moreover, each mode offers 
varying kinds of units. The layout unit shapes and configures the content in pages, the site 
of appearance or the site of display (Kress Multimodality 141-142, 147-149). Through the 
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situated meaning-making practices and processes of design, semiotic material is shaped 
into artefacts (Jewitt Introducing 73, 83). Due to contemporary societal, contextual, 
technological and medial changes, designs are shaped by a multiplicity of available modes 
and participatory affordances enabled by technological connectivity. Consequently, this 
convergence blurs the former distinctions between production and consumption, 
production practices and dissemination practices and between writing and reading (Kress 
Multimodality 133-135, 137, 141-145). This means that a more interactive and 
collaborative design is provided (Selander 23). Also, semiotic resources are shaped and 
reshaped by digital technology (Jewitt  “Multimodal” 258-259). A social semiotic approach 
to multimodality highlights participation and more horizontal power structures, affecting 
agency, subjectivity and identity formation (Kress Multimodality 21). Additionally, the 
foregrounding of individual agency, individual choice, and design leads to a multiplicity of 
semiotic resources available for the individual shaping and realization of identity (Kress 
Multimodality 134). These concepts are relevant to my study of collaborative design, 
situated practices, participation, and identity-making. However, the notion of designing 
artefacts will be combined with the concept of literacy desiring, to include processes, 
desires and movements, following Kuby (877-881).  

From a multimodal, design-oriented perspective, learning is visualised through signmaking 
and redesign and defined as new understandings arising from transformation or 
transduction (Selander 34-35). Both transformation and transduction address changes or 
shifts in meaning. The concept of transformation is defined as “staying within a mode (and 
staying therefore with the same logic) but reordering the entities in a syntagm” (Kress 
Multimodality 124). Additionally, this can be described as a redesign of existing 
representations within the same medium (Selander 34-35). The concept of transduction is 
defined as “moving across modes and changing entities (and usually logics)” (Kress 
Multimodality 124). Furthermore, this includes a redesign in a different medium (Selander 
34-35). Related to this, the imitatio principle addresses how original texts can serve as the 
starting point for design processes. Following Christina Olin-Scheller and Stefan 
Wikström, the imitatio principle is about developing rather than reproducing a text. This is 
beneficial for teaching and for promoting students’ literacy and creativity. Using original 
texts and text universes as a starting point can make it easier for students to think creatively 
and begin writing (107–108). Considered together, these concepts provide an analysis of 
meaning-making across different story-creation processes.  

The intermedial perspective contributes to understanding how ideas and narratives are 
transmediated across different media products. Intermedial concepts will be used to analyse 
“the chain of media transformation”, as articulated by Jensen and Schirrmacher (1). This 
study uses the concepts of media modalities in Elleström’s analytical model to analyse 
media-specific characteristics in the created stories. This model can be used to investigate 
intermedial relations, emphasising mediality as a basis for understanding meaning-making 
in communication. To analyse different aspects of mediality in media products, the model 
comprises four media modalities in which a media product is realised: the material, 
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spatiotemporal, sensorial, and semiotic modalities (Beyond 8-9, 46). The concept of 
transmediation is used, which “explores the relation between a source media product and a 
target media product, exploring what is transferred and what is transformed” (Bruhn et al. 
138). The analysis of transmediation concerns which transmedial elements, such as ideas 
and narratives, are transferred between the media products and which are transformed by 
media-specific characteristics, thereby affecting interaction across the four media 
modalities. In addition, the analysis addresses changes in the transmediation process 
connected to contexts and conventions of the qualified media types, grounded in 
Elleström’s analytical model (Bruhn et al. 140-142). Furthermore, the concepts of media 
product and medium are used to investigate the different stories in the project. Following 
Jensen, a media product is described as  “any articulation of a communicative content” 
(69). Additionally, the concept of a medium is described as “the overarching ‘type’ of 
communication”, encompassing both multimodal modes and an intermedial recognition of 
communicative and aesthetic conventions, which is grounded in Elleström’s notion of 
qualified media types in his analytical model (Jensen 69-70). Overall, intermedial concepts 
contribute to an understanding of relations between media and distinct media choices. 

4 Methodology 
This section outlines the methodological framework guiding this study. First, the research 
design is described as situated within qualitative research and informed by an action 
research approach. Next, the selection of participants and materials is presented, along with 
the qualitative methods for data collection and analysis. Finally, ethical considerations and 
my positionality in the study are explained.  

4.1 Research design 
This study adopted a qualitative, multi-method design grounded in action research, drawing 
on a range of empirical materials and methods to investigate how the use of AI in story 
creation reconfigures understandings of the author’s function, thereby bringing both 
opportunities and challenges to literature education in Swedish-language instruction. The 
action research approach enables the integration of academic and practical understandings, 
blending scientific and everyday knowledge and the roles of researcher and practitioner 
(Rönnerman 24-25). As articulated by the Swedish Education Act, “Education should be 
based on scientific knowledge and proven experience” (Skollag, SFS 2010:800, chapter 1, 
5§, My translation). Action research contributes to this notion through a dialogical process 
between research and practice, in which new knowledge, experience and change are 
developed (Rönnerman and Wennergren 226). The empirical study was designed as a 
small-scale classroom action research project, characterised by a reflective, cyclical 
process carried out collaboratively with the two classroom teachers and the ICT educator. 
Action research is described as an iterative process of understanding and changing a 
practice, visualised as a circle or spiral, including four interconnected steps: plan, act, 
observe, and reflect (Rönnerman 21-22). In this project, I was responsible for the different 
steps in the process. Moreover, the project was divided into two actions, each related to a 
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different phase of classroom activities. Overall, this design supported a combined top-down 
and bottom-up approach in the study.  

The designed classroom activities were framed by learning objectives to promote students’ 
creative and critical skills in relation to literature and AI, as well as their engagement. This 
aligns with the school librarian’s core responsibilities to support students’ engagement and 
learning by promoting literature, reading, and media and information literacy. Furthermore, 
the project was intended to promote meaning-making and to enable students to “live-out 
literacy desirings”, drawing on Kuby and Rucker (326). The concept of literacy desiring 
enabled both analytical and experiential perspectives and created conditions for 
collaborative design with AI as a co-author. The activities were also grounded in the 
concepts of AI literacy, multimodal literacy, and intermedial literacy, centred on technical, 
practical, and ethical AI competencies, multimodal meaning-making, and critical media 
skills (Bruhn and Schirrmacher 7-10, 14; Kress Literacy 54; Mannila, Hallström, et al. 85, 
93; Velander et al. 4085-4087). In this project, I was primarily responsible for activities 
carried out in collaboration with the class teachers and the ICT educator. However, the 
class teachers have the primary responsibility for students’ education and learning. 
Furthermore, the intention of this study was not to grade students’ contributions.  

The first action of the project was oriented towards two interconnected aims. First, it aimed 
to develop students’ creative, critical, intermedial, and multimodal skills in literature and 
AI, specifically in the context of folk tales. Additionally, it was intended to develop their 
technical, practical, and ethical knowledge of AI. Second, it aimed to enhance students’ 
motivation for literature. The planning step included consulting with the teachers and the 
ICT educator via email and meetings. In addition, the planning included lesson preparation, 
such as creating Google Classroom accounts, preparing presentations and materials, 
creating digital exit tickets, borrowing folktales from the library, and creating Google Sites 
to share students’ tales. The acting-and-observing step included nine lessons per class. 
First, the students read and listened to three folktales, along with presentations of 
adaptations, which were then discussed in class. The students then worked in pairs to create 
new versions of the folktales, using text, images, and audio recordings in Google 
Presentation. Furthermore, new versions of one of the folktales were generated in class 
using the AI service Google Gemini Storybook by formulating a prompt, generating a tale, 
reviewing the tale, reformulating the prompt, and developing a second version. Finally, the 
different versions were compared, and the students orally presented their tales in class. In 
addition, each student received a printed copy, and all tales were shared with the guardians 
on the Google site. The reflecting step consisted of evaluating the first phase through 
students’ exit tickets after each lesson and individual reflections with the teachers, in 
combination with my own observations. Taken together, the first action contributed to the 
aims of the second action.  

The second action of the project aimed to deepen students’ creative, critical, intermedial 
and multimodal skills in literature and AI, to expand their technical, practical and ethical 
understanding of AI, and to promote their motivation for literature. The planning step was 
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grounded in reflections on the first action and was carried out in consultation with the class 
teachers.  Furthermore, it included lesson preparation such as preparing presentations and 
materials and creating digital exit tickets. The acting and observing steps included four 
lessons per class. First, the students worked in pairs to plan their tales based on a story 
starter. These pairings were the same as in the first action. Then they continued with writing 
prompts, and I, as a school librarian, used their prompts to generate tales in Google Gemini 
Storybook. Finally, the students received the AI-generated tales, discussed them and 
presented them in class. Furthermore, all tales were shared with the guardians on the 
Google site. The reflecting step consisted of evaluations of the whole project through 
student exit tickets, individual semi-structured interviews with four students from each 
class, individual semi-structured interviews with the class teachers, and my own 
observations. Overall, the second action tied the threads of the project together. To 
conclude, the choice of action research contributed to this study’s process-oriented 
approach.  

4.2 Selection of participants and contextual 
background 

In this study, participants were selected based on practical and academic aims. The action 
research study was conducted in two 5th-grade classes at a Swedish primary school within 
my professional field as a school librarian, in collaboration with the two class teachers and 
the ICT educator. The school and participants are anonymised in this study. The selection 
of participants was grounded on the following premises. First, the selection of 5th-grade 
classes was informed by the lack of empirical studies on generative AI and story creation 
in middle school, despite AI’s entry into Swedish primary education. Also, the project’s 
design aligned with the Swedish curriculum learning objectives for this target group. 
Second, the selection of students and teachers was based on the submitted consent forms, 
with both class teachers participating and all students in both classes, except two. This can 
be described as a homogeneous selection (Christoffersen 55). Third, participant selection 
for the interviews was framed by the aim of highlighting central experiences. In qualitative 
interview studies, the number of participants depends on the research aim, balancing 
sufficiency with manageability (Kvale 156-157). In this study, interviews were conducted 
individually with the two teachers and with eight students in total, comprising two girls and 
two boys from each class. Selecting four students per class was intended to foreground key 
experiences of the project and design processes. Moreover, the selection of participating 
students in the semi-structured interviews was based on submitted consent forms, teachers’ 
recommendations for the most verbal students, and practical factors, such as which students 
were present during most lessons and when the interviews were conducted. This sample 
complemented other empirical data, such as material related to the story-creation processes, 
my own observations, and exit tickets collected in many lessons that all attending students 
could submit. On balance, the selection of participants aimed to provide both breadth and 
depth, capturing diverse voices and more detailed insights.  
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The participants’ contextual background for this study includes Swedish language 
instruction, literature education, reading and writing, prior knowledge of the selected 
folktales in the project, and prior knowledge of AI and Google Presentation. In this study, 
the class teachers are referred to as Teacher A and Teacher B. Teacher A has taught 
Swedish since 1998, alongside other subjects, and has been engaged in education that 
includes writing, creating, and reading across various literary genres for many years, 
emphasising the close connection between reading and writing (Interview with Teacher A, 
see Appendix 1). Before the project began, Teacher A had limited knowledge of generative 
AI and had not used it in education (Field notes, Planning meeting with Teacher A+B). 
Teacher B has not worked at this particular school for very long, but has taught Swedish 
for many years, among other subjects. This teacher emphasises the importance of 
promoting literature through projects, writing competitions, classroom literature, and the 
school library. However, writing in school encompasses different genres and must align 
with the learning tests. Teacher B observes that the students were not particularly interested 
in literature in general (Interview with Teacher B). Furthermore, Teacher B collaborated 
with me on an earlier project involving generative AI and literature at another primary 
school. 

In this study, the classes taught by Teacher A and Teacher B are referred to as Class A and 
Class B, respectively. Class A included 23 students who participated in the study. Class B 
included 18 students who participated; two additional students took part in the project 
activities but were not included in the study. Exit tickets from the first lesson indicate that 
a majority of students in Class B, and about a third of those in Class A, reported having no 
prior interest in reading and writing in both educational and non-educational contexts. 
However, a comparable number of students in Class A reported middling and positive 
approaches to reading and writing. Additionally, in Class B, responses differed from those 
in the other exit tickets submitted, with both middling and positive views on reading and 
writing (Exit ticket Class A+B, Lesson 1). Both Class A and B had used Google 
Presentation before the project, but in another subject (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 3). 
Furthermore, both classes had some prior knowledge and out-of-school experience with 
generative AI before we began working with it on the project (Field notes Class A+B, 
Lesson 7). Moreover, both classes had prior knowledge of the folktales, The Three Billy 
Goats Gruff and Little Red Riding Hood, but less prior knowledge of Hansel and Gretel 
(Email from Teacher B; Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 1; Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 
2). Overall, this background is relevant to my study of the story-creation processes in the 
project. 

4.3 Selection of material 
This study primarily draws on material related to story creation, grounded in the analytical 
framework and addressing distinct parts of the three processes, while observations, 
interviews, exit tickets, and other materials will serve as complementary sources. The 
primary material encompasses seventeen story maps, twenty-four prompts, twenty stories 
created in pairs without generative AI, four stories created in class with generative AI, 
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twenty stories created in pairs with generative AI, and two Google Sites. Additionally, it 
includes one story starter and one version of each of the three folktales: The Three Billy 
Goats Gruff, Hansel and Gretel and Little Red Riding Hood. These comprise the printed 
children’s book De tre bockarna Bruse (Gimbergsson et al.), the printed children’s book 
Hans och Greta (Jansson et al.) and the audio story Rödluvan och vargen (Dregen et al.). 
The reason for choosing two printed books and one audio story was to enable the students 
to engage with different media and modes as a starting point for further work in these modes 
in their own redesigns. To contextualise the analysis, the complementary material 
comprises my own notes from classroom observations, recorded reflections and interviews 
with the two teachers, recorded interviews with the eight students, collected exit tickets 
from the lessons, and a written assignment submitted by the attending students.  

The selection of material was based on posthumanist, multimodal, and intermedial 
perspectives, enabling an analysis of how artefacts were shaped by intra-action, media, 
modes, and materiality within collaborative, intertwined design processes. First, it was 
selected to highlight how semiotic material was shaped into artefacts through meaning-
making and situated design processes, informed by a multimodal method grounded in 
social semiotics (Jewitt Introducing 73, 83). Second, it was chosen to address how these 
artefacts were shaped through the meaning-making and identity-shaping process that 
unfolds through entangled intra-action between humans and nonhumans, described as 
literacy desiring (Kuby 877-881). Third, it was selected to address the transfer and 
transformation of meaning, ideas, and narratives between different media products (Bruhn 
et al. 138). Furthermore, the material on the three distinct story-creation processes in the 
project was intended to compare: firstly, the students’ story creation without AI; secondly, 
the students’ story creation with AI prompts in a whole-class setting; and finally, the 
students’ story creation with AI prompts in pairs. Taken together, the selection of material 
was intended to highlight posthumanist, multimodal and intermedial aspects of the 
processes. 

4.4 Data collection 
This exploratory study employs qualitative methods to collect primary and complementary 
data, informed by the action research approach and the thesis’s research questions, to 
capture a diversity of voices and more nuanced experiences. Action research is 
characterised by methodological flexibility and the use of a variety of methods for data 
collection and analysis. By combining academic and practical approaches to knowledge, 
action research foregrounds systematisation, in which data are collected from situated, 
contextual practices in a reflexive way, contributing to new knowledge (Folkesson 43-45). 
The primary material was systematically collected in class and through Google’s 
educational services, including Google Classroom, Google Presentation, Gmail, Google 
Sites, and Google Gemini Storybook. The complementary material was systematically 
collected through my own logbook entries based on classroom observations, students’ 
submitted exit tickets and a written assignment in Google Classroom, and recorded 
reflections with the class teachers.  
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Semi-structured interviews were conducted with the class teachers and eight students to 
highlight central experiences of the project. A semi-structured interview combines 
standardisation with flexibility, offering an interview guide with central themes grounded 
in the research aim, which includes general open-ended questions and follow-up questions 
(Christoffersen 85-86). This structure enabled participants to elaborate on their accounts 
and thoughts about the various creative processes in the project. The interviews with the 
teachers lasted approximately 20-30 minutes, and the interviews with the students lasted 
approximately 8-13 minutes. Conducting interviews with children demands certain 
considerations, such as age-appropriate questions and choosing a familiar setting (Kvale 
185-186). In line with this, all interviews were carried out individually in a quiet classroom 
or group room at the school. Additionally, the interview questions, grounded in the study’s 
research questions, were adjusted for each participant group. The interviews were audio-
recorded and complemented by my own notes. Audio recording during interviews allows 
the interviewee to focus on the participants and to re-listen to the interviews (Kvale 218-
219). As a whole, these qualitative methods were intended to provide material for a 
combined zooming-in and zooming-out approach to this specific classroom project. 

4.5 Data analysis 
In this study, the analysis of empirical data was informed by the selected theoretical 
framework and the action research approach, in line with the research questions. The aim 
was to systematically examine the situated design and redesign of artefacts, the transfer and 
transformation of narratives and ideas between media products, and the intra-actions and 
emerging literacy desirings within these situated practices. The analysis was focused on 
material related to the three different story-creation processes in the project: first, the 
students’ story creation without AI; second, the students’ story creation with AI prompts 
in a whole-class setting; and finally, the students’ story creation with AI prompts in pairs. 
These processes are referred to as Process 1, 2, and 3. Additionally, it was informed by four 
phases of the three creative processes: 1) The source media products – the design (redesign) 
tasks; 2) The ideas – the designs (redesigns) start; 3) The designs (redesigns) continue; and 
4) The target media products – the finished designs (redesigns). Given the aim of the thesis 
and the scope of the data, the analysis operated at an overarching level, with some more 
detailed examples. The selected groups in the analysis are referred to as Groups 1, 2, and 
3. Group 1 comprises two boys in Class B, while Groups 2 and 3 each comprise two girls 
in Class A. This process-oriented structure and the comparison of the different processes 
were aligned with the action research approach’s focus on understanding and changing a 
practice through iterative design (Rönnerman 21-22). Overall, the analysis aimed to 
combine top-down and bottom-up approaches for comparing the processes. 

The analysis was carried out after the data had been collected, but its structure followed the 
project’s three processes. Moreover, it included phases that served as analytical units and 
were conducted retrospectively. The main analysis followed the project’s phases and 
processes and was informed by multimodal and intermedial methods combined with a 
posthuman lens. For each phase and process, I analysed the modes, semiotic resources and 
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materiality involved in meaning-making, as well as the modal affordances and contextual 
factors that shaped the situated design practice. This aligns with the multimodal method 
articulated by Jewitt (Introducing 73-84). The analysis drew on a multimodal transcription 
method grounded in social semiotics, which centres on the notion of transcriptions as 
artefacts shaped in social contexts (Bezemer and Mavers 191, 203). This enabled an 
analysis of “the transmodal semiotic chain” of each meaning-making process, in which “a 
number of texts are produced in a sequence” (Newfield 275), and in which each text can 
be conceived as modal fixing and framing (Kress Multimodality 145-146). Additionally, 
this multimodal analysis examined the relations among actors with agency in the design, 
following Jewitt (Introducing 5, 9-10). Additionally, by using a posthuman lens, the focus 
was on the intra-actions among the students, me, the class teachers, and AI as actors, 
together with the available materials and technology, as guided by Barad (33, 139-140). 
This enabled analysis of the emergence of authorship and literacy desirings, following 
Kuby and Rucker (326). Additionally, the multimodal method enabled the analysis of 
“didactic design”, “design for learning”, and “design in learning”, thereby shaping these 
creative processes (Selander 26-27, my translation). Furthermore, I used an intermedial 
method to analyse how meaning was transferred and transformed between different media 
products, and how it was mediated in different ways due to media-specific aspects, 
addressing the four media modalities (Bruhn et al. 140-142). The intermedial perspective 
enabled an analysis of  “the chain of media transformation” between different media 
products (Jensen and Schirrmacher 1). The complementary material, such as the semi-
structured interviews, was analysed to supplement the semiotic analysis of artefacts, using 
a thematic approach to identify recurring patterns. A reflexive thematic analysis provided 
a flexible analytical method, centred around the following six phases: familiarisation, 
generating codes, constructing themes, revising themes, defining themes and producing the 
report (Braun et al.). The interviews were transcribed in Microsoft Word. In sum, this 
procedure aimed to yield both comprehensive and nuanced answers to the research 
questions. 

4.6 Ethical considerations 
This action research study was guided by the school’s guidelines, Linnaeus University’s 
GDPR guidelines, and Vetenskapsrådet’s four principles for ethics in research: reliability, 
honesty, respect and accountability (Linnaeus University and The University Library; 
Vetenskapsrådet). The study was conducted at a Swedish primary school within my 
professional field as a school librarian, in collaboration with the class teachers and the ICT 
educator. Before the project started, this study was approved by the school’s principal and 
the two class teachers. Furthermore, the selected participants received an information letter 
about the study and the interviews, and consent forms were obtained from the teachers, 
students, and the students’ guardians. The information included that their participation was 
voluntary, that they could withdraw from the study at any time, and that their anonymity 
would be protected. Additionally, they were informed that the data would be deleted after 
the thesis is graded and uploaded to DIVA. During the project, the students were reminded 
of their participation in the study, and their guardians were informed about the project in 
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the school’s weekly letters. Additionally, the project was reviewed regularly through 
reflections with the class teachers and the ICT educator, as well as through students’ exit 
tickets. The project was conducted in line with the curriculum’s learning objectives and the 
school’s AI guidelines and age limit for the AI services used, meaning that I operated the 
generative AI services, as students were not permitted to work independently with AI. My 
intermediary role in operating the AI services inevitably shaped the intra-actions, as the 
students’ ideas were mediated through my management of the services. This influence 
primarily concerned how these ideas were formulated and negotiated into prompts. 
Analytically, this was observed as part of the emerging and distributed authorship in these 
processes, examining the negotiation and renegotiation of agency and literacy desirings. 
All data produced during lessons was collected systematically, including both printed 
material and digital material stored from Google’s educational services due to the school’s 
licenses. The selected material was securely stored and processed during this study. 
Moreover, the interview data were stored and processed securely on my computer’s hard 
drive during transcription and analysis. Overall, these guidelines and principles shaped the 
ethical considerations of this study.  

This study was also informed by the selected action research approach, which highlights 
the specific conditions for understanding and changing a practice, thereby affecting the 
notions of generalisability, validity and quality in action research studies. Rather than 
general guidelines, professional and practical validity in relation to practice is emphasised 
(Folkesson 52-53). Furthermore, action research highlights the reflexive relationship 
between the researcher and the practitioner (Rönnerman 24-28). In this study, my 
positionality was that of both a researcher/student and a practitioner, in my professional 
role as a school librarian. The participants, including the students’ guardians, the ICT 
educator and the school’s principal, were informed of my dual role. In qualitative interview 
studies, reliability concerns the consistency and reproducibility of the results, whereas 
validity concerns the credibility of the findings and the extent to which the study 
investigates what it is intended to investigate. The validity of the interviews can be 
controlled during the study (Kvale 295-298). To avoid bias, the interviews were conducted 
individually in a quiet room at the school, using a semi-structured interview guide to 
minimise leading questions. Furthermore, the nuanced perspectives from interviews with 
both class teachers and four students from each class complemented the variety of insights 
highlighted in the exit tickets submitted across many lessons. Taken together, the 
qualitative methods this study adopts were selected to provide comprehensive insights into 
the project, grounded in the ethical considerations described, particularly given that the 
study involves children. 

5 Analysis 
This analysis examines how the finished tales in the literary project were developed from 
the initial classroom tasks and ideas, and explores the possibilities and constraints of 
human-machine collaboration. The analysis is divided into two sections corresponding to 



 

Page 23 (67) 

the research questions. The first section focuses on the thesis’s first research question and 
examines how using AI as a co-author reshapes story creation and reconfigures 
understandings of the author’s function. The material is connected to the three story-
creation processes in the project: first, the students’ story creation in pairs without AI; 
second, the students’ story creation with AI in a whole-class setting; and finally, the 
students’ story creation with AI in pairs. These creative processes are shaped by multimodal 
design and redesign, intermedial transmediation, and posthumanist notions of intra-actions 
and literacy desirings. Furthermore, this section is structured chronologically, informed by 
the processes, and divided into four subsections, each addressing a phase of these 
processes: 1) The source media products – the design (redesign) tasks; 2) The ideas – the 
designs (redesigns) start; 3) The designs (redesigns) continue; and 4) The target media 
products – the finished designs (redesigns). Each part centres on the semiotic entities, 
artefacts and media products created in the project, both through general-level analysis and 
through selected examples for in-depth analysis. The second section synthesises the 
findings from the first section, framed by the thesis’s second research question, and 
examines the pedagogical opportunities and challenges introduced to literature education 
in Swedish-language instruction when AI is used as a co-author in a literary project. As a 
whole, this process-oriented structure draws on the action research approach, focusing on 
understanding and changing a practice through iterative design (Rönnerman 21-22).  

5.1 Three creative processes 
This section analyses the three distinct creative processes involved in the literary project to 
facilitate comparison (See Appendix 2). The three design processes were distributed across 
the two actions in the project, following the action research approach (Rönnerman 21-22). 
Processes 1 and 2 were included in the first action, and Process 3 was part of the second 
action. Process 1 involved students working in pairs, without AI, to design a new version 
of one of the three folktales, starting with a story map and then using Google Presentation. 
Process 2 comprised designing a new version of one of the three folktales with AI as a co-
author, formulating prompts and follow-up prompts in a whole-class setting, and generating 
tales using Google Gemini Storybook. Process 3 involved designing a new tale based on a 
story starter, with AI as a co-author, using Google Gemini Storybook to generate tales 
based on prompts formulated in pairs. Finally, all tales were distributed through classroom 
presentations and the shared Google Sites. 

5.1.1 The source media products – the design (redesign) tasks 
The first phase of the three creative processes corresponds to the initial design tasks and 
classroom environment, shaping the possibilities and limitations for story creation and 
collaborative authorship.  

The design processes in this project were guided by the didactic context, framing the 
opportunities and limitations for creative design. The project centred on three design 
processes, in which the students’ story creation was informed by the framed design tasks 
and arranged activities, with the materials, technologies, modes, and available semiotic 
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resources pre-selected by the class teachers and me. This structure can be understood as 
“didactic design” and “design for learning,” shaping social processes and creating 
conditions for meaning-making (Selander 26, My translation). Consequently, this raises 
questions about power relations among actors, highlighting the agency of the class teachers 
and me in the project as designers of the learning process, with control over the semiotic 
resources (Jewitt Introducing 9-10; Selander 26-27). Furthermore, it demonstrates that the 
students were already positioned as meaning-makers before the design processes began. 
My dual role in the project was as both a school librarian and a researcher/student, aligning 
with the action research approach (Rönnerman 24-25). These roles indicate those of a 
designer. First, I was responsible for the project’s design in collaboration with the class 
teachers and the ICT educator. However, the class teachers have primary responsibility for 
students’ education. This highlights the power relations between the class teachers, me, and 
the students, addressing my agency in the planned design and the class teachers’ agency in 
students’ assessments. Second, my role as researcher/student and the author of this thesis 
can also be described as that of a designer, in accordance with a social semiotic approach 
that highlights the transcription of data as the designing of an artefact (Bezemer and Mavers 
203). Taken together, this project was shaped by the didactic design and the enacted agency 
of the class teachers and me. 

The designed activities guided students’ meaning-making in the processes and created the 
conditions for literacy desirings and collaborative authorship. The project was initially 
planned for about 10 lessons per class, with some flexibility in the structure, and ended up 
with thirteen lessons per class. However, the time for the project was still limited. It enabled 
students to design artefacts using the modes of writing, image, layout, speech, moving 
image, and gesture, drawing on distinct semiotic resources, as well as media, materials, and 
technologies, including Google Presentation. This shows how conditions for literacy 
desirings were created (Kuby and Rucker 326), and how multimodal meaning-making 
positions students as active designers with choice and agency rather than passive 
consumers (Selander 26-27). However, the didactic design also set boundaries, limiting the 
available semiotic resources and design choices, thereby affecting students’ agency. Both 
Class A and B had used Google Presentation before the project (Field notes Class A+B, 
Lesson 3). However, a key aspect of the project’s digital design was access to computers. 
The students did not have their own computers, so the classes had to share them. The 
availability of computers demonstrates that this was a technological constraint that shaped 
the material conditions for design. Furthermore, the creative processes were structured to 
enable collaborative authorship among students, both in pairs and in whole-class settings, 
and to include AI as a co-author in two of the three processes. In creative processes with 
AI, students became authors through their ideas, planning and choices as they designed 
story maps and prompts that shaped narrative direction. Both classes had some prior 
knowledge and out-of-school experience with generative AI before we began working with 
it on the project (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 5). While the school’s guidelines required 
me to act as an intermediary between the students and the AI service, limiting their 
opportunities for direct experimentation, the arranged activities, including introductory 
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lectures on the technical, practical and ethical aspects of AI, together with collaborative 
prompt design, created conditions for enhancing students’ AI literacy through modelling, 
discussions, and guided prompt engineering (Mannila, Hallström, et al. 85, 93; Velander et 
al. 4085-4087). This reveals that the intra-action between students and AI was guided and 
framed (Barad 33), thereby shaping the conditions for both students and AI as actors with 
agency in the meaning-making process (Jewitt Introducing 9-10). The creative processes 
in the project both enabled and constrained the realization of emerging literacy desirings 
through the collaboratively designed artefacts (Kuby 877-881; Kuby and Rucker 315, 326). 
On the one hand, the artefacts incorporated students’ creative and multimodal desires and 
orientations that emerged in the situation in relation to the materials, me, the class teachers, 
and AI. On the other hand, the artefacts were also shaped by the didactic choices, including 
selected modes, technology, and task instructions. In sum, across the three processes, the 
design for learning created opportunities for students to engage in multimodal meaning-
making and collaborative design, whether or not working with AI. At the same time, their 
creativity and agency were limited by the available materials and semiotic resources, as 
well as by the intermediary role of the class teachers and me.  

The different design tasks in the project framed the design processes, shaping both material 
affordances and constraints on creative freedom and authorship. In Process 1, the task was 
to create a new version of one of the three selected folktales in pairs. Process 2 involved 
generating a new version of one of the three selected folktales using a jointly formulated 
prompt in a whole-class setting, and then revising the prompt and generating a second 
version. In Process 3, the task was to generate AI-tales using a story starter and prompts 
formulated in pairs. The students had the opportunity to shape their versions as they wished 
and to incorporate other narratives and their own interests, but were required to recognise 
the original narratives. During the introductory lessons of Processes 1 and 2, the students 
engaged with the three folktales by listening to my narration of The Three Billy Goats Gruff 
and Hansel and Gretel, to an audio story of Little Red Riding Hood, and through 
discussions. Additionally, I presented various adaptations of the folktales as inspiration. 
We discussed the different media choices, regarding the printed books and the audio story, 
and how they could use different modes in their redesigns, such as writing, images, layout, 
and speech, to enhance or change the tone and genre of their versions. This signals shaping 
creativity and authorship within a framed context, leading to both creative possibilities and 
limitations. Moreover, the design tasks in Processes 1 and 2 align with the imitatio 
principle, which holds that original texts serve as the starting point for developing new 
versions, thereby promoting students’ literacy and creativity (Lundström and Olin-Scheller 
107-108). Overall, this highlights how the design tasks, media choices, and selected modes 
shaped the conditions under which students could enact their authorial roles through 
multimodal and intermedial meaning-making.  

Just as the design tasks configured the material conditions for authorship, the selected 
folktales and the story starter oriented the design processes, shaping how literacy desirings 
and authorship emerged in the intra-actions. One version of each of the three folktales 
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served as a starting point in Processes 1 and 2. The printed book De tre bockarna Bruse, a 
Swedish version of The Three Billy Goats Gruff by H.C. Andersen, consists of 29 pages, is 
illustrated by Sara Gimbergsson, and features text by Elin Lucassi (Gimbergsson et al.). 
The printed book Hans och Greta, a Swedish version of Hansel and Gretel by the Brothers 
Grimm, consists of 26 pages, is illustrated by Alexander Jansson, and has text by 
Brombergs publishing house (Jansson et al.). Both qualify as children’s books and as text-
and-image narratives that encompass the dominant modes of writing, image and layout, 
drawing on the concept of medium as articulated by Jensen (69-70). However, the students 
first engaged with these versions by listening to my oral narration while following the text, 
images, and layout displayed on the classroom screen. This added the modes of speech and 
gesture to the engagement with the narratives. The audio story Rödluvan och vargen, a 
Swedish version of Little Red Riding Hood by the Brothers Grimm, is twelve minutes long. 
The voice actor is Dregen, it is illustrated by Johanna Kristiansson and produced by Klara 
Grape on Barnradion (Dregen et al.). This qualifies as an audio story for children and 
encompasses the dominant modes of speech, sound, music and image, when displayed on 
the classroom screen (Jensen 69-70). The story starter, The AI buddy, who is good at many 
things – but not at being human, served as the narrative’s departure point for Process 3, 
comprising five sentences. The narrative centres on children who build an AI robot at 
school, and soon they all become friends. However, they struggle to understand each other, 
which leads the children to try to help the robot understand humans, while the robot tries 
to help the children solve tricky problems (Story starter). The story starter qualifies as a 
school assignment, encompassing the dominant mode of writing and layout (Jensen 69-70). 
Overall, these three versions of the folktales and the story starter clearly function as 
semiotic entities, artefacts, and media products that guide the creative processes, shaping 
the possibilities and limitations for literacy desirings and authorship to develop.  

The folktales and the story starter demonstrate their status as the material entities and 
representations that framed the conditions for “design in learning”. This addresses learning 
as meaning-making within social environments through the creative design and redesign 
of existing representations via transformation or transduction, foregrounding students’ 
participation and agency (Selander 27, 33-35, My translation). Additionally, these 
representations shaped the conditions for intra-action in the design processes, in which both 
humans and AI are conceived as signmakers with agency, aligning with Barad’s concept 
of material-discursive practices (33, 139-140). These transformative and semiotic 
processes, in which meaning shifts between modes and media, are understood as 
transmediations “between a source media product and a target media product” (Bruhn et 
al. 138) or as a “chain of media transformation” (Jensen and Schirrmacher 1). Furthermore, 
the designed semiotic entities in this project can be conceived as modal fixing and framing 
(Kress Multimodality 145-146) in the transmodal semiotic chain (Newfield 275) of each 
process. In sum, the selected material in the project guided the situated design processes 
and created conditions for authorship through the transformative meaning-making 
practices.  
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The students’ prior interest in reading and writing, and their prior knowledge and interest 
in folktales, provided a background for the emergence of literacy desirings. The initially 
submitted exit tickets from 22 students in Class A and 16 in Class B, responding to the 
question, “What is your opinion about reading and writing? At school and in your free 
time?”, indicated that a majority of students in Class B and about a third of those in Class 
A reported no prior interest in reading and writing in educational and non-educational 
contexts. However, a comparable number of students in Class A reported middling and 
positive approaches to reading and writing. In Class B, responses differed from those in the 
other exit tickets submitted, with both middling and positive views on reading and writing 
(Exit ticket Class A+B, Lesson 1, My translation). These responses indicate how the 
students positioned themselves as readers and writers. This background factor affected the 
intra-actions, alongside the situated context, including the available materials and semiotic 
resources. Furthermore, both Class A and B had prior knowledge of The Three Billy Goats 
Gruff and Little Red Riding Hood, but less prior knowledge of Hansel and Gretel (Email 
from Teacher B, 14/11-25; Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 1-2). At the end of the second 
lesson, as food for thought before the design in Process 1 began, the attending students 
submitted exit tickets indicating which of the previously engaged-with folktales they liked 
most. This was in response to the question “Which of the folktales (Little Red Riding Hood, 
The Three Billy Goats Gruff or Hansel and Gretel) do you like best and why?” In Class A, 
most students responded that they liked Hansel and Gretel the most. One of the students 
wrote, “I personally like Hansel and Gretel because it’s so exciting and interesting and a 
little more scary if you change it a little, but if you’re going to change the others, you have 
to do a lot.” (Exit ticket from student in Class A, Lesson 2, My translation). This response 
refers to the second lesson, in which we discussed how different changes in modes, media 
and the narrative could transform the picture book Hans och Greta (Hansel and Gretel) 
into a horror story for children of their own age (Lesson 2). In Class B, seven students 
responded to Hansel and Gretel, seven to The Three Billy Goats Gruff, and two to Little 
Red Riding Hood (Exit ticket Class B, Lesson 2). One student wrote,  

When I was little (around 4 years old), I loved The Three Billy Goats Gruff because I’ve 
always liked good-versus-evil and cosy little tales you can hear before bedtime. Now, I 
like Hansel and Gretel quite a lot, because I’m a fan of horror and fantasy. It starts badly, 
but ends happily. But sometimes you wish it wouldn’t... (Exit ticket from student in 
Class B, My translation).  

This quote addresses this student’s genre-specific interest in thrilling narratives and the 
nostalgic aspects of folktales. The nostalgia for folktales was also brought up by other 
students during class discussions (Field notes Class A+B, Lessons 1-2). Taken together, 
these students’ reflections illustrate how personal genre orientations and an affection for 
folktales shaped their engagement with Processes 1 and 2, both of which were based on 
folktales. Their interests in horror, fantasy and good-versus-evil narratives show that their 
literacy desirings were oriented towards suspenseful redesigns of existing folktales. These 
narrative directions became part of the unfolding intra-actions and literacy desirings, 
shaping the collaborative design of artefacts, as guided by Kuby (877-881).  
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5.1.2 The ideas – the designs (redesigns) start 
The second phase encompasses the initial ideas and design for the various tasks across the 
three distinct creative processes, in which the prompt’s entry into the classroom during 
Processes 2 and 3 reshaped conventional story creation in school and reconfigured the 
authors’ function. The designed semiotic entities in this idea phase demonstrate modal 
fixing and framing (Kress, Multimodality 145-146) within “the transmodal semiotic chain” 
(Newfield 275) of each design process. The design and materialization of these semiotic 
entities were shaped by each process’s specific conditions, including the situated classroom 
practice and the available semiotic resources for representation, aligning with Jewitt 
(“Multimodal” 253-254, 258-259). These design processes were informed by students’ 
interpretations and ideas about the framed tasks, their prior genre orientations, and the 
available modes, semiotic resources, and materials. The initial redesigns were shaped by 
the unfolding intra-action among students and by the material conditions of each situated 
practice, as guided by Barad (33). Additionally, in Processes 2 and 3, the intra-action 
unfolded among students, AI, and the intermediary roles of the class teachers and me, in 
line with the AI guidelines. This highlights how the literacy desirings and authorship 
emerging in these processes were developed within these practices, framed by specific 
conditions and didactic choices, drawing on Selander and Kress (26).   

5.1.2.1 Process 1 
In Process 1, the initial design of semiotic entities began in the third lesson of the project 
and was grounded in the two introductory lessons, centred on the genre of folktales and on 
engaging with the three selected folktales. It was also informed by students’ ideas about 
the task, the available semiotic resources and materials, the classroom environment, intra-
actions, and their interpretations of the folktales they had previously engaged with.  

The framing of the tasks for the finished design and for the idea phase in Process 1 were 
among the factors that shaped the initial design. The instructions for the finished design 
were to create a new version of one of the three folktales in pairs, by designing artefacts 
using Google Presentation and the dominant modes of writing, image, layout, moving 
image, speech, and gesture (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 79). Compared 
with the versions of the folktales they had previously engaged with, this task involved 
working in the same modes as those versions but adding the mode of moving image via 
Google Presentation’s video recording function. This foregrounds meaning-making 
through creative redesign of existing representations via both transformation and 
transduction (Selander 27, 33-35). The instructions for the idea phase included students 
working in pairs to select one of the three folktales and to plan the narrative for the final 
design by completing a printed, predetermined story map, using the dominant modes of 
writing and layout. They could shape their new version as they wished, but they needed to 
remain anchored in the original narrative. This points to both opportunities and constraints 
for creative freedom. On the one hand, students were enabled to exercise creativity and 
agency in designing these semiotic entities, integrating their own interests and choices 
through available semiotic resources (Jewitt Introducing 73; Kress Multimodality 132-133, 
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136; Selander 27, 33-35). On the other hand, their agency was also limited by the didactic 
design, including the framed task and the predetermined modes by the class teachers and 
me, as guided by Kress and Selander (26-27). Overall, the framed design instructions in 
Process 1 shaped how agency and creativity could develop.   

The semiotic entities designed in this initial phase set the conditions for authorship and 
literacy desirings to emerge through intra-actions, following Kuby and Rucker (326). The 
design work began with students filling in the story maps, grounded in their interpretations 
of the task. Both classes were initially excited to create tales together in pairs, and the 
students’ initial ideas shaped the narrative directions for the redesigns. For example, many 
groups in both classes began planning their narratives by aiming to heighten humour or 
tension and to explore darker, unhappier outcomes, in contrast to the happy endings in most 
of the versions they had previously engaged with (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 1+3). 
These early orientations foreground how the students exercised their agency in shaping the 
tone and plot of their versions, guided by the design task (Jewitt Introducing 9-10). 
Furthermore, in Group 1, comprising two boys in Class B, completed their story map in 
response to the selected folktale Rödluvan och vargen (Little Red Riding Hood), shaping 
their planned version into a horror narrative by drawing on the semiotic resources of the 
writing and layout modes. In this mode of writing, the students completed the story map 
by hand, using their handwriting as a semiotic resource with expressive qualities that 
contributed to meaning-making. In the middle box, which refers to the central conflict in 
their planned narrative, the students have written, “The wolf eats the grandmother. Horror 
theme. Blood and body parts.” (Story map Group 1, Process 1, My translation). 
Furthermore, in the last box for their planned ending of the narrative, they have written, 
“Grandmother covered in blood, the farmer covered in blood, injured Little Red Riding 
Hood, and the Wolf killed.” (Story map Group 1, Process 1, My translation). Even if the 
layout of the story map was predetermined, the students engaged with it by navigating it 
and using its spatial resources to complete this phase of the process. For example, they 
added boxes and arrows on the page to express their message. This is an example of 
meaning-making through the redesign of an existing representation, drawing on 
transduction (Kress Multimodality 124; Selander 34-35). It highlights how the students’ 
planned design is both creatively independent through the exploration of darker narrative 
directions and tied to the original narrative of Little Red Riding Hood. Their interests are 
expressed through available semiotic resources, thereby contributing to agency and the 
realization of identity in their planned design, following Kress (Multimodality 132-134). 
Furthermore, it illustrates how the initial redesign of semiotic entities was shaped by 
specific intra-actions among students working in pairs with the provided materials, and 
how collaborative authorship and literacy desirings emerged within these situated practices, 
drawing on Kuby and Rucker (315, 321, 326). Taken together, the design of semiotic 
entities in this idea phase was shaped by the framed task, the predetermined story map, 
available semiotic resources, and the situated classroom practice, which in turn shaped the 
author’s function in Process 1, offering both opportunities and limitations for creativity.  
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5.1.2.2 Process 2 
In Process 2, the initial design began in the project’s seventh lesson and was grounded in 
the Process 1 designs, the introductory lecture on AI, students’ prior engagement with the 
folktales, their ideas for this task, and the situated practice of intra-actions, materials, and 
available semiotic resources.  

The framed task for the finished design in Process 2 required students, in a whole-class 
setting, to jointly choose and redesign one of the three folktales with AI as a co-author, 
shaping how the initial design unfolded. This setup was chosen because students were not 
allowed to operate the AI service themselves, and the idea was to let students’ ideas guide 
the narrative directions, while I operated the AI service visible to them in the classroom. 
The instructions were to create a new AI-generated version based on students’ genre 
orientations and interests, while still recognising the original narrative. This planned 
artefact drew on the dominant modes of writing, image, moving image, layout and speech 
(Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 79). In each class, the task involved an 
initial prompt and a first version of an AI-generated tale, followed by a revised prompt and 
a second version of the tale. This prompt design was informed by the introductory lecture 
on AI and on prompt engineering. The process was centred on meaning-making through 
creative redesign via both transformation and transduction, in response to previously 
engaged versions of the folktales (Selander 27, 33-35). However, with me operating the AI 
service in dialogue with the class teachers, this meaning-making process was informed by 
modelling and joint discussions rather than by the students’ direct practice. This 
foregrounds our agency as intermediaries in the intra-action between students and AI.  

The instructions for the idea phase in Process 2 involved jointly selecting one of the 
folktales to redesign and, in a whole-class setting, co-formulating a prompt for the final 
design, grounded in a predetermined prompt template I created in the writing and layout 
modes. This phase started with an introductory lecture on AI, which included, among other 
topics, a discussion with the students on how to formulate a clear prompt to use as input 
for Google Gemini Storybook. This demonstrates how the students’ intra-action with AI 
was framed and how the conditions for authorship, with AI as a co-author, were created. 
Furthermore, the design in this phase was also framed by the genre conventions of prompts. 
An AI prompt clearly functions as a specific genre with certain conventions that 
encompasses a range of multimodal modes, thereby qualifying as a medium, following 
Jensen’s description (69-70). The conventional aspects of a prompt are connected to the 
description as “an instruction (typically written in natural language) given to an artificial 
intelligence program, system, etc., which determines or influences the content it generates” 
(Oxford English Dictionary (OED)). Considered together, the design in Process 2 was 
initially informed by the didactic design, which framed the conditions for how authorship, 
agency, and creativity could emerge.  

The collaborative prompt design shaped how authorship develop in this phase, as students’ 
ideas for the finished design were negotiated, selected and materialized through the 
unfolding intra-actions, as guided by Barad (33). Both classes were engaged in jointly 
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formulating a prompt. They brainstormed while I wrote the prompt template in a shared 
Google Presentation projected on the classroom screen, based on their ideas (Field notes 
Class A+B, Lesson 5). This points to both possibilities and limitations for creativity and 
agency. On the one hand, it facilitated collaborative brainstorming and incorporated a 
variety of voices and interests into the planned design; on the other hand, I selected and 
juxtaposed ideas using available semiotic resources, thereby addressing my agency and the 
ambiguous power relations between educators and students (Selander 26). The designed 
semiotic entity was intended to serve as an instruction for the Google Gemini Storybook, 
which was selected due to the school’s Google licenses. This AI service offers various 
possibilities for formulating prompts across modes of writing, speech, layout, image, 
moving image, sound, and music (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 79). 
However, the dominant modes used to jointly complete this semiotic entity in Google 
Presentation were writing and layout, due to practical considerations on my part. 
Additionally, the students used the modes of speech and gesture to contribute ideas for this 
planned design. This choice highlights my enacted agency in the design process (Jewitt 
Introducing 9-10). Furthermore, it highlights how this design enabled meaning-making 
through transformation, working within the same modes as the folktales the students had 
previously engaged with (Selander 27, 33-35). Taken together, this situated design was 
shaped by the participating students, in collaboration with the class teachers and me, 
highlighting our agency as signmakers and meaning-makers (Bezemer and Kress 13) and 
the unambiguous power relations between us (Selander 26-27).  

The framing of the prompt design shaped how students could participate and materialize 
their ideas within the jointly formulated prompt, thereby affecting how collaborative 
authorship and literacy desirings could develop in this phase. The instructions for the design 
task required that planning for the new versions be anchored in the original narrative, but 
the students were able to modify and enhance certain aspects of the narrative and integrate 
their own genre orientations into the prompt. However, the instructions stated that the 
prompt needed to be aimed at children of the students’ own age. While completing the 
prompt template, I, in dialogue with the class teachers, served as an intermediary between 
the students and the AI, ensuring that the semiotic entity was age-appropriate (Field notes 
Class A+B, Lesson 5). This shows different forms of enacted agency in the process, with 
the students contributing their narrative directions, while the class teachers and I selected, 
shaped, and mediated these ideas into prompts. Furthermore, the prompt designs in this 
phase address a variety of literacy desirings that materialized in the composition of semiotic 
entities, as guided by Kuby (877-881).  

In Class A, the prompt design describes and organises the planned narrative of a thrilling 
tale based on Rödluvan och vargen (Little Red Riding Hood), completed in the layout and 
writing modes: 

Write a new version of the folktale about Little Red Riding Hood. The target audience 
should be children aged 10-11. The tale should be exciting. The tale should take place 
on a safari in Africa, in a dry, warm environment. The main characters should be Little 
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Red Riding Hood and the dangerous lion. The tale should begin with Little Red Riding 
Hood’s grandmother calling for her help to fetch water. The problem in the plot is the 
dangerous lion. The problem should be solved by a peanut man who fills the lion with 
peanut rings. The tale should end with the lion vomiting up the grandmother because 
the lion has eaten so many peanut rings. The style of the images should be “Italian 
brainrot” (Field notes Class A, Lesson 7; Prompt template + Prompt 1 Class A, Process 
2, My translation).  

This prompt demonstrates how the planned design is informed by the original plot of Little 
Red Riding Hood but is transformed into a new version, set in an African safari 
environment, with the wolf replaced by a lion and the hunter by a peanut man. The narrative 
features typical folktale traits, such as a good-versus-evil theme and a happy ending. 
However, this version is transformed into a humorous and absurd tale, in line with many 
students’ specific genre interests in the Internet meme called “Italian brainrot”. However, 
we planned for a child-appropriate version of this meme.  

In Class B, the prompt design describes and organises the planned narrative of a thrilling 
action tale based on De tre bockarna Bruse (The Three Billy Goats Gruff) across layout 
and writing modes: 

Write a new version of the folktale about The Three Billy Goats Gruff. The target 
audience should be children aged 8 and up. The tale should be action-packed and scary. 
The story should take place in a place with pink candyfloss and rainbows. The setting 
should be a nasty forest full of “Italian brainrots”. The trees are made of blue candyfloss. 
The main characters should be The Three Billy Goats Gruff, the big and ugly troll 
(Ishowspeed), and the evil soldiers. The tale should begin with one of the three goats’ 
pink handbags, containing candy, candyfloss and make-up, missing. The problem in the 
plot should be that the troll does not know that the goats are undercover police officers. 
The problem should be solved by the three goats catching the troll and the goats eating 
candyfloss afterwards. The tale should end with the soldiers overcoming the goats and 
releasing the troll from captivity. The style of the images should be centred around 
rainbow colours and candyfloss (Field notes Class B, Lesson 7; Prompt template + 
Prompt 1 Class B, Process 2, My translation).  

In line with the Class A, this planned design is grounded in the original plot of The Three 
Billy Goats Gruff, centred on the three goats and the ugly troll. However, the plot is 
transformed into an action-packed storyline involving soldiers, a missing handbag, and a 
darker narrative outcome in which the troll goes free. This design centres on the typical 
folktale traits of the good-versus-evil theme and stereotypical characters, while integrating 
the students’ genre orientations towards humour, absurdity, thrills, and Italian brainrots.  

In both classes, the jointly designed semiotic entities were shaped by the emergence of 
literacy desirings through the practice of intra-action in the classroom, drawing on Kuby 
(877-881). However, the literacy desirings that materialized in these designs were those of 
students who wanted to contribute to shared planning and of the students I selected. This 
highlights the agency and interests of these students and of me as a co-designer in shaping 
these versions. Additionally, it reveals that the realization of identity through the available 
semiotic resources was connected to some students in each class, following Kress 
(Multimodality 134). Furthermore, the collaborative design of these semiotic entities 
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sparked discussions in both classes about completeness. A number of students in both 
classes perceived the planned narratives as incoherent due to the variety of voices shaping 
this prompt (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 7). This connects to Kress’s notion that the 
modular composition of semiotic entities needs to create a sense of completeness within 
the social production practice, thereby fostering cohesion and coherence (Multimodality 
147-149). It illustrates that some students’ enacted agency was more controlling in the 
design than others’, and that it was rather their individual genre orientations and desires 
that controlled their input, rather than the intention to create a unified narrative together. 
Overall, this phase of Process 2 was shaped by the planned use of AI as a co-author, with 
a focus on prompt design, thereby reconfiguring story creation and the author’s role in 
educational practices.  

5.1.2.3 Process 3 
In Process 3, the initial design began in the project’s tenth lesson and drew on the designs 
from Processes 1 and 2, the situated practice and intra-actions, students’ ideas, the story 
starter, and the available semiotic resources. This design was further shaped by the 
reflection step following the first action of the project, which encompassed Processes 1 and 
2, as guided by Rönnerman (21-22). For instance, it was guided by the students’ literacy 
desirings that emerged in Process 2 to work more independently with AI, in line with the 
AI guidelines (Recorded reflection with Teacher B). However, during class, students 
questioned why they could only formulate prompts through a template but were unable to 
use them independently in the AI service (Lessons 10-11, Class A+B). This signals how 
the students’ intra-actions with AI were framed and guided, limiting their agency in the 
process. 

Process 3 offered a different starting point for the design compared with Processes 1 and 
2, as students developed their narrative ideas in pairs by building on a story starter, a 
predetermined story map and a prompt template, then shaping them into a prompt for AI-
generated redesign. The instructions for the finished design were to redesign and expand 
the story starter, using AI as a co-author and drawing on the dominant modes of writing, 
image, moving image, layout, and speech (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 
79). The design in Process 3 included one prompt formulated by students in pairs and one 
AI-generated tale, with me in dialogue with the class teachers, who served as intermediaries 
between the students and the AI. This process involved meaning-making through creative 
redesign of existing representations, addressing both transformation, using the same modes 
as the story starter, and transduction, introducing new modes through the AI-generated 
design (Kress Multimodality 124). The intention of this task, to develop a narrative from 
this story starter, was to encourage students to reflect on and collaboratively design tales 
with AI as co-author about the relationship between humans and AI in everyday contexts, 
aimed at children of their own age. This aligns with the curriculum’s goal of developing 
students’ language skills, identity, and understanding of the world through literature 
(Skolverket “Lgr22”, Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte). The instructions for the idea 
phase in Process 3 involved planning the final design by completing a predetermined story 
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map, using the dominant modes of writing and layout, and formulating a prompt in the 
dominant mode of writing, based on a predetermined prompt template. After completing 
these tasks, I used the completed templates as prompts in Google Gemini Storybook, which 
framed the initial design. Taken together, the framed tasks, materials, and selected modes 
drawing on various semiotic resources guided the design and emergence of authorship in 
Process 3. 

The situated conditions guiding this phase of Process 3 shaped how students could exercise 
agency and how authorship and literacy desirings could emerge. The story starter, The AI 
buddy, who is good at many things – but not at being human, provided a starting point for 
narrative planning. Additionally, students could modify and enhance aspects of the 
narrative and integrate their own specific interests into the prompt design. At the same time, 
the task instructions required the prompt to be aimed at children of their own age, and the 
predetermined story map and prompt template limited their choices of semiotic resources. 
This highlights how creative freedom and agency were provided within defined constraints. 
The design of story maps and prompt templates in Process 3 materialized a variety of 
literacy desirings, shaping the final AI-generated design.  

For example, Group 2, comprising two girls in Class A, used different semiotic resources 
to complete the story map, configured on a printed page and consisting of subtextual units 
of layout and writing modes (Kress Multimodality 141-142, 147-149). The mode of writing 
represents their title, Friends, Love, and Broken Hearts. The narrative centres on a “love 
triangle” between Julia, the creator of the AI robot Roberta, and Daniel, Julia’s love 
interest, who in turn is in love with Roberta (Story map Group 2, Process 3, My translation). 
Although the story map was predetermined, the students filled it in by hand and adjusted 
the layout to express and emphasise certain aspects of their planned design. For instance, 
in the box referring to the main characters, the students have written “Nea, Julia, the robot 
Roberta, and Daniel” and drawn arrows between Julia, Roberta and Daniel and a heart 
beside Daniel’s name. Additionally, in the last box of the story map, referring to the 
narrative’s ending, the students have written and drawn “Roberta” and “Daniel” in a small 
heart and a larger heart (Story map Group 2, Process 3, My translation). In combination 
with the chosen title and narrative description, this exemplifies how the available semiotic 
resources are used to convey the tone and genre of a love story. This illustrates how their 
literacy desirings were expressed through the collaboratively designed story map, drawing 
on Kuby and Rucker (315, 326).  

Using the writing mode, the students in Group 2 developed their planned narrative, Friends, 
Love and Broken Hearts, from the story map into a 288-word written prompt configured 
on a site of display, consisting of subtextual units of the writing mode (Kress Multimodality 
141-142, 147-149). This instruction describes their wishes for the plot, main characters, the 
environment, and the illustrations: 

Write a tale for 9-13-year-olds. It should be about two girls, Nea and Julia, who are 14 
years old and in the seventh grade at Körberg School. It should take place at the high 
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school. Julia and Nea are building a robot during the technology lesson, which they 
name Roberta. When Julia and Nea have finished building Roberta, Daniel falls head 
over heels in love with Roberta. Julia becomes jealous and angry with Roberta because 
Julia was in love with Daniel. Nea tries to keep Julia from getting angry with Roberta, 
but it doesn’t work. Roberta doesn’t understand why Julia is angry with her because she 
doesn’t understand people’s feelings, so she doesn’t realise that Daniel is in love with 
her. But Nea explains people’s feelings, friendship and love, as well as humour and other 
things to Roberta. Then Roberta understands how she can help the group get back 
together. They resolve the fight. Julia lets Daniel go, and Julia, Nea and Roberta become 
best friends forever! But when Nea explains the friendship and love Daniel felt for 
Roberta, she begins to feel the same way about Daniel. Roberta starts talking to Daniel, 
and soon they become a couple. For the illustration style: Nea has dark, curly hair and 
is dark-skinned, wearing bright-coloured dresses. Julia has brown hair put up, and wears 
jeans and a hoodie in dark colours. Roberta should look human but grey, and also a 
robot. Daniel has long hair in a ponytail and is a blond guy dressed in loungewear. The 
pictures look realistic. A school environment. Fun, exciting and romantic. When 
Roberta and Daniel get together, the environment should be red and pink, filled with 
hearts around them. Classic school, not a lot of colours. The book should be called 
Friends, Love, and Broken Hearts (Prompt Group 2, Process 3, My translation).  

Compared with the jointly formulated prompts in Process 2, this pair-wise prompt design 
is more cohesive and coherent, fostering a sense of completeness in the planned narrative, 
as guided by Kress (Multimodality 141-142, 147-149). The prompt shows how the 
students’ design is informed by the framed task and the story starter on human-AI relations 
in everyday contexts, integrating their own genre interests in romance and youth literature. 
It creatively expands the narrative into a romantic love story between adolescents and an 
AI robot, partly moving away from the initial instruction by making the narrative more 
targeted towards teenagers rather than their own age group. Consequently, this illustrates 
enacted agency and the realization of literacy desirings through collaborative design, as 
guided by Kuby and Rucker (315, 326). Furthermore, the prompt details the students’ 
planned choice of illustration style for the finished AI-generated tale. This can be connected 
to the introductory lecture and discussion on how to formulate clear prompts and the 
problem of AI-generated material and bias. For instance, how certain norms and stereotypes 
can be foregrounded in the outputs, and how to take this into account when formulating our 
prompts and when describing the planned illustration style. To conclude, the design and 
emerging authorship in this phase were shaped by agential intra-actions among the 
students, the class teachers and me, together with the materials and the planned use of AI 
as an actor within the unfolding design. This aligns with Barad’s notion of material-
discursive practices, in which material and discourse flow together (33, 139-140).  

5.1.3 The designs (redesigns) continue 
The third phase covers the ongoing design across the three distinct creative processes, 
during which intra-actions with AI in the classroom during Processes 2 and 3 reshaped 
conventional story creation in school and reconfigured authorship. The design for Process 
1 progressed over three more lessons, building on the design started in the third lesson. 
Process 2 continued for one more lesson, building on the design started in the seventh 
lesson. Process 3 was developed over two more lessons, building on the design begun in 
the tenth lesson. This phase of the three processes aimed to develop the distinct redesigns 
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into finished artefacts. The semiotic entities designed in this phase demonstrate modal 
fixing and framing (Kress Multimodality 145-146) within “the transmodal semiotic chain” 
of each meaning-making process, in which “a number of texts are produced in a sequence” 
(Newfield 275). In these creative processes, the semiotic entities are constantly in motion 
and evolving due to semiotic resources, contextual factors (Newfield 275), and the 
unfolding literacy desirings and intra-actions that shape each process (Kuby 877-881). The 
intra-actions with AI as a co-author in the redesign of existing representations in this phase 
(Selander 34-35) indicate a reconfiguring of the author’s function.  

5.1.3.1 Process 1 
In Process 1, the continued design and redesign of semiotic entities, together with the 
emergence of literacy desirings, unfolded within the situated practice, shaped by intra-
actions among the students, the Google Presentation workspace, the framed design task, 
the modes and available semiotic resources, and the didactic design enacted by the class 
teachers and me. This means that interests, choices, and agency arose within the situation 
rather than residing within the students, aligning with the notion of material-discursive 
practices (Barad 139-140).  

The design and authorship in this phase were characterised by the framed task, including 
the planned design structure and the selected modes and technologies. This applies the 
“design for learning” enacted by the class teachers and me (Selander 26-27, My 
translation). The instruction for this phase was that the students were to design new 
semiotic entities in Google Presentation, based on their previously completed story maps. 
These semiotic entities were to be designed using the dominant modes of writing, image, 
layout, moving image, speech and gesture (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 
79). This highlights meaning-making through the creative redesign of existing 
representations via transduction (Kress Multimodality 124). Consequently, new 
opportunities and challenges for meaning-making arose through this transduction, linked 
to materiality, modes and available semiotic resources. Furthermore, the predetermined 
structure for the design process was spread over several lessons, with the first two lessons 
dedicated to letting the students work in the modes of writing, image, and layout, and the 
third lesson in the modes of speech, moving image, and gesture through the video recording 
function in Google Presentation. This means that the students were allowed to use different 
modes of meaning-making throughout the design process, which created conditions for 
multimodal literacy, following Kress (Literacy 54). However, it also addresses the power 
position of the class teachers and me, regarding which modes should be used in the 
students’ design, thereby affecting the available semiotic resources (Selander 26-27). This 
highlights how the creative process was framed and guided, which limited the students’ 
agency in the design.  

The didactic choice of Google Presentation Workspace also influenced the students’ design 
of semiotic entities. The students’ design in this digital workspace corresponds to 
Bateman’s situation E.3, communication media going “digital”, which describes how 
computer code in the hidden programmed signal layer creates the same communicative 
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experience in the cultural layer as within the level of physical, communicative media 
(Bateman 8, 12-13). This means that the literacy desirings emerged in the cultural layer of 
Google Presentation, where interests and choices of available semiotic resources were 
shaped by technical conditions that remain invisible to users. Overall, the didactic choices 
in this phase, such as the design task, the selected Google Presentation workspace, and the 
sequenced structure of modes across lessons, shaped the ongoing redesign and the ways in 
which students could exercise their agency. Furthermore, these conditions configured how 
authorship could emerge and how the process shaped the semiotic material into finished 
artefacts. The ongoing design and redesign were shaped by situated practice, as students’ 
intra-actions with peers, the framed task instructions, Google Presentation, and available 
semiotic resources informed the development of the tales. This became evident in how the 
students followed or deviated from the instructions for the sequenced modes, how they 
selected semiotic resources to express meaning, and how they adapted and expanded the 
original folktale narratives in their own versions. Through these actions, authorship and 
literacy desirings became visible.  

Initially, both classes showed great commitment to creating digital and multimodal tales in 
pairs. Additionally, all had used Google Presentation before. During the introductory lesson 
of this phase of Process 1, students were instructed to first develop and complete the 
narrative in the writing mode, then integrate images, colour, and layout, in line with 
Teacher A’s wishes. The majority of the groups followed this instruction, but some students 
started working in the image and layout modes before the text was ready, or worked in 
parallel with all modes during completion (Communication with Teacher A; Field notes 
Class A+B, Lesson 4-5). This didactic design demonstrates how both opportunities and 
constraints were created. On the one hand, it enabled students to build their design based 
on the completed narrative in the writing mode. On the other hand, it limited students’ 
agency by imposing a predetermined order for the modes to use. However, some students 
defied this instruction, indicating they had a different idea of how their design should 
proceed. This shows the students’ enacted agency (Jewitt Introducing 9-10), addressing the 
ambiguous power relations between educators and students (Selander 26-27). Furthermore, 
the priority given to the writing mode in the didactic design reflects the traditional 
dominance of language in educational contexts, as articulated by Jewitt (“Multimodality” 
245-248, 261-263).  

During the first lessons, the use of the writing, layout, and image modes in Google 
Presentation revealed a range of semiotic resources available to students for designing 
semiotic entities. In the writing mode, the majority of students chose to use the semiotic 
resources of typeface, text colour, and text size in their designs, utilising the modular and 
editable functions, such as moving the text on the site of display. In image mode, all 
students chose to insert different images, GIFs, or stickers as semiotic resources in their 
designs, utilising the modular and editable functions, such as drag-and-drop and object 
positioning. However, some students also experienced limitations in using semiotic 
resources in the image mode because the Google Presentation search function only 
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provided licensed images (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 4-5). This is linked to the modal 
affordances of writing and image and to the semiotic resources available to students for 
their representations, as guided by Kress (Multimodality 79-84, 93). Additionally, it 
demonstrates how the use of Google Presentation Workspace affected students’ choice of 
semiotic resources via the hidden programmed signal layer (Bateman 8, 12-13), leading to 
both possibilities and constraints for expression through their designs. When the texts were 
more or less complete, several groups engaged in different choices of semiotic resources in 
the layout mode, to focus on the interplay of text, images, colour, and layout in the design 
of their semiotic entities so that they would harmonise (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 4-
5). This highlights that the students were informed by the framed task and sought to use 
and combine the various available modes and semiotic resources to make meaning as they 
completed their designs. Additionally, it aligns with how the modular composition of 
semiotic entities should foster a sense of completeness in production practice, addressing 
cohesion, coherence, and framing (Kress Multimodality 141-142, 147-149).  

For example, Group 3, consisting of two girls in Class A, engaged in the layout mode to 
complete their redesign of Hans och Greta (Hansel and Gretel). Through the use of digital 
and spatial semiotic resources, such as drag-and-drop, modular positioning, colour 
schemes, and framing, a personal sense of tension and humour is enhanced by integrating 
text and images that convey the narrative through the interplay of telling and showing. For 
instance, the last page, configured as a site of display, consists of a collage that integrates 
framed text labels with “THE END”, “END”, and “END OF STORY”, with the majority 
of humorous GIFs and images, such as showing a scary face laughing (Field notes Class 
A, Lesson 4-5; Tale in Google Presentation Group 3, Process 1). This designed ending 
demonstrates both creative freedom and adaptation to the design instructions and the 
folktale genre. On the one hand, the humorous, collage-inspired closure shows how the 
students’ choice of available semiotic resources utilised the spatial affordances of the layout 
mode to express their playfulness and creativity, following Kress (Multimodality 79-84, 
93). On the other hand, the explicitly framed ending illustrates that the students draw on 
the original Hansel and Gretel narrative and typical folktale traits, aligning with the task. 
These design choices highlight how this group’s redesign was shaped by the didactic 
framing and their enacted agency, enabling them to develop and realize their collaborative 
writing identities throughout the unfolding design process (Jewitt Introducing 9-10; Kuby 
and Rucker 321).  

Overall, both classes were engaged in their redesigns, but there was perceived time pressure 
from me, the teachers, and the students because this part was time-consuming (Field notes 
Class A+B, Lesson 4-5). In addition, the teachers felt that the students’ texts needed further 
refinement (Communication with Teachers A and B). This highlights how the educators in 
the production practice felt that the designs of semiotic entities lacked completeness (Kress 
Multimodality 141-142, 147-149). Additionally, it aligns with the traditional dominance of 
language in educational contexts, in accordance with Jewitt (“Multimodality” 245-248, 
261-263). The underlying problem that arose here was the tension among the design task’s 
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multimodal scope, the time available for these lessons, and the class teachers’ language-
focused criteria. Taken together, the modal focus of these lessons shaped how the design 
work unfolded in the following lesson, in which a different combination of modes became 
central. 

During the final step and lesson of this phase, the students completed their design of 
semiotic entities by adding the modes of moving image, speech, and gesture, using the 
video recording feature in Google Presentation to record themselves narrating and to play 
back their tales as slideshows. These modes gave rise to additional semiotic resources 
available to use in their redesigns of folktales. This highlights how students, technology 
and resources became entangled in ongoing intra-actions (Barad 33, 139-140), thereby 
shaping the designs and creating conditions for the emerging literacy desirings (Kuby and 
Rucker 326).  

For example, in Group 3, students utilised the available semiotic resources of the modes of 
moving image, speech, and gesture to further enhance the sense of humour and thrill, as 
well as the personal tone of their design (Field notes Class A, Lesson 5; Tale in Google 
Presentation Group 3, Process 1). Through the semiotic resources of camera perspective 
and framing in the mode of the moving image, the students chose to be seen together in an 
embedded video frame in the corner of the display throughout the recording, with the book 
at the centre. The instruction for the task was that the students should use the video frame; 
however, they chose the frame’s size and placement, as well as whether the frames were 
shown together or alternately. This foregrounds the tale as a focal point and conveys a sense 
of shared presence and togetherness. Furthermore, the students used the semiotic resources 
of stress, intonation, duration, and rhythm in the mode of speech to emphasise particularly 
exciting parts of their narration. Additionally, they chose to take turns telling the tale, and 
as they do so, several spontaneous giggles break out. This conveys an authentic and genuine 
feeling through the students’ expressions. Furthermore, in the mode of gesture, the semiotic 
resources of the face and body movements are used. The students’ facial expressions and 
body language are visible in the image, showing engagement and unconscious movements, 
such as when they try to hold back laughter (Field notes Class A, Lesson 5; Tale in Google 
Presentation Group 3, Process 1). This reinforces the sense of togetherness and the tale’s 
humorous tone through the visible intra-action. Overall, this highlights the students’ agency 
in using the modal affordances of moving image, speech and gesture to enhance the 
humorous, thrilling and personal tone of their tale, drawing on Kress (Multimodality 79-
84, 93). Additionally, the mediated expression of togetherness demonstrates the 
materialization of emerging literacy desirings through multimodal creation and 
collaborative writing processes (Kuby 877-881; Kuby and Rucker 315).  

Both classes were engaged in adding the modes of moving image, speech and gesture to 
their redesigns using the video recording feature in Google Presentation. However, some 
students experienced difficulties due to unwanted background noise during video recording 
and the perceived boxy quality (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 5). This can be linked to 
the modal affordances and limitations of using these modes in Google Presentation, and to 
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what was possible to express with the available semiotic resources (Kress Multimodality 
79-84, 93), which was shaped by the hidden programmed signal layer in this digital 
workspace (Bateman 8, 12-13). Taken together, this phase of Process 1 highlights how the 
various redesigns and emerging authorship were shaped by an intra-active practice among 
the students, as well as by the design task, the available semiotic resources, and the 
affordances of the Google Presentation workspace. 

5.1.3.2 Process 2 
In Process 2, the ongoing design and redesign, together with the emergence of literacy 
desirings, unfolded within the situated practice, shaped by agential intra-actions among the 
students, Google Gemini Storybook, the framed design task, the available semiotic 
resources, and me and the class teachers as intermediaries between the students and AI. 
Compared with the use of the Google Presentation workspace in Process 1, AI in this 
process clearly functioned as a signmaker, following Kress (Multimodality 9-10). However, 
not as a human subject, but rather as a technological mediated signmaker, owing to its 
generative capabilities. This means that the students, the AI, the class teachers, and I were 
all active designers in this process. 

The design and authorship in this phase were characterised by the framed task, including 
the didactic design structure and the selected AI technology. This foregrounds the “design 
for learning” enacted by the class teachers and me (Selander 26-27, My translation). The 
instruction for this phase of Process 2 was that the jointly formulated prompt from the idea 
phase, developed in a whole-class setting, was to be used in the AI service Google Gemini 
Storybook to generate an output in the form of a finished tale in the dominant modes of 
writing, image, moving image, layout and speech (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress 
Multimodality 79). This output functioned as a designed semiotic entity (Kress 
Multimodality 96-97) and a creative redesign of an existing representation via transduction 
(Kress Multimodality 124). After generating the output, the instruction was to review and 
discuss the finished tale together as a whole class. This evaluation was based on the 
alignment between the output and the formulated prompt, which addressed students’ 
expectations and ideas, and on the recognition of the original folktale narrative in the new 
version. Next, the prompt was jointly revised, guided by the students’ suggestions for 
improvement, using the writing and layout modes, and the image mode was added to 
generate a new, hopefully improved output. This shows how conditions for designing a 
framed, cohesive, and coherent representation were established, in line with Kress’s notion 
of a sense of completeness in the production practice of semiotic entities (Multimodality 
141-142, 147-149). Furthermore, it illustrates a design process that allows students to 
reflect on and critically discuss different means of meaning-making and the question of 
completeness in the designs, aligning with Kress’s notion of multimodal literacy (Literacy 
54). Additionally, it points to the promotion of AI literacy through the practical activity of 
prompt engineering (Mannila, Hallström, et al. 85, 93; Velander et al. 4085-4087). Through 
this transduction, new opportunities and challenges for meaning-making emerged, linked 
to materiality, modes, and available semiotic resources, and shaped by the intra-actions 
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with Google Gemini Storybook, following Barad (33). The designs with AI in this phase 
align with Bateman’s situation E.3, communication media going “digital”, which means 
that the intra-actions with Google Gemini Storybook were technologically mediated, and 
the emerging literacy desirings materialized in the designs through the AI service’s visible 
input and output layers (Bateman 8, 12-13). However, the hidden layers, where the 
computational operations took place, remained invisible to the students, the class teachers, 
and me in the intra-actions. This “black-box” experience was something we discussed 
during the introductory lectures on the technical, practical and ethical aspects of AI. 
Overall, the students’ meaning-making was shaped through a dynamic, situated process of 
intra-actions with AI, the material affordances, and the class teachers and me. 

The ongoing design and redesign were shaped within a situated practice, where agency, 
authorship, and literacy desirings emerged through the ongoing intra-actions. Initially, both 
classes were excited to use the jointly formulated prompt as input into Google Gemini 
Storybook. Students in both classes timed how long it took for this AI service to generate 
a finished story, resulting in 1 minute and 25 seconds in Class A and 1 minute and 14 
seconds in Class B (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 7). This highlights how authorship and 
agency arose through this intra-action, in which students, I, the class teachers, and AI were 
constituted as actors (Barad 33). In this creative process, the prompt design served as 
students’ creative work, and the AI-generated output as the automated realization of that 
creativity, moving away from conventional story creation. First, the jointly designed 
semiotic entity, shaped as a prompt by the students and me in dialogue with the teachers, 
as designers, was used to generate a finished semiotic entity, shaped as a tale, by the AI 
service, acting as interpreter and designer. Next, the students, I, and the class teachers 
served as interpreters of the AI-generated tale. This aligns with the notion of both designers 
and users as sign-makers and meaning-makers (Bezemer and Kress 13).  

Both classes were engaged in taking part in the AI-generated tales, with the tale for Class 
A being titled The Three Billy Goats Gruff and the Missing Makeup and the tale for Class 
B being titled Zanna and the Peanut Lion (AI-tale version 1 Class A+B, My translation; 
Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 7). The first reactions in Class A were that the generated 
tale did not match the specifications given in the prompt. For example, the students felt that 
the narrative did not correspond to the original folk tale Little Red Riding Hood. In addition, 
the instructions for the party at the end of the narrative were not carried out (Field notes 
Class A, Lesson 7). The first reactions in Class B were also that the tale did not correspond 
to the formulated prompt. For example, some students said it was not as scary as they had 
hoped. In addition, the students noticed that the illustrations were not coherent across pages. 
For example, the trees were illustrated differently on each page (Field notes Class B, Lesson 
7).  

These reactions contrast with the experience of using AI for “Bring[ing] Student Visions 
to Life”, following Rubenstein et al. (104). Nevertheless, it illustrates a reconfiguration of 
students’ literacy desirings when the outputs did not align with the prompts, resulting in 
expressions of frustration during intra-action with AI. This illustrates the notion of 
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diffraction in these meaning-making practices, addressing the differences in the intra-active 
practice, as guided by Barad (73-74). Moreover, the reactions in Class B indicate a 
questioning of the AI-generated design’s sense of completeness in the narrative with 
respect to cohesion and coherence, following Kress (Multimodality 141-142, 147-149). 
Thus, the finished design did not meet the students’ expectations for a cohesive, coherent 
multimodal narrative. 

After engaging with the first version of the tales in both classes, the design work continued 
in the next lesson by revising and formulating a new prompt in a whole-class setting, using 
students’ brainstorming and compiling their suggestions myself. This time, we also used 
the modes of writing and layout in the design of this semiotic entity, but added the mode 
of image (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; Kress Multimodality 79). In the image mode, we 
jointly formulated prompts and generated images using the AI service Copilot, which were 
then inserted into the prompt in Google Gemini Storybook (Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 
8).  

In Class A, students focused on revising the prompt to generate a more coherent narrative 
with a clearer connection to the original folktale. In the writing mode, the prompt was 
expanded with more specific sentences, such as “The tale will follow the classic tale of 
Little Red Riding Hood and the Wolf.” (Field notes Class A, Lesson 8; Prompt 2 Class A, 
Process 2, My translation). In the image mode, two images were inserted into the prompt, 
one of which was an AI-generated image depicting Little Red Riding Hood in her red cloak, 
together with a lion that served as a substitute for the Wolf (Field notes Class A, Lesson 8; 
Prompt 2 Class A, Process 2).  

In Class B, students focused on revising the prompt to generate a more intense, action-
packed tale. In the writing mode, the prompt was expanded with more specific sentences, 
such as “The forest will contain […] killer clowns. There will be human skeletons in the 
forest.” (Field notes Class B, Lesson 8; Prompt 2 Class B, Process 2, My translation). In 
the image mode, an AI-generated image was inserted depicting the Three Billy Goats Gruff 
in blood-stained dresses, along with the troll Ishowspeed, set against a dark forest 
background with cotton-candy trees, rainbows, and killer clowns. The instruction for 
revising the prompt remained that the tale should be aimed at a target audience of children 
the same age, which led the class teacher and me to limit or stop some students’ ideas that 
we considered too intense for their age. This negotiation over the prompt’s narrative 
direction shaped the ongoing design, and we were not entirely in agreement on what was 
age-appropriate (Field notes Class B, Lesson 8; Prompt 2 Class B, Process 2).  

These revisions of prompts in both classes involved negotiation within the agential intra-
actions among the students, me, the class teachers, and AI, with each treated as an actor in 
the design, as articulated by Barad (33). Additionally, it shows how the students’ literacy 
desirings were reoriented and clarified through the revised prompts, shaping the design of 
new semiotic entities. The negotiations among the students, me, and the teacher in Class B 
regarding the students’ literacy desirings around the action genre connect with Kuby and 
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Rucker’s notion that stigmatized topics can lead to discussion, while it remains important 
to allow students to live out their desirings within contemporary media cultures (323). In 
this case, the negotiation focused on designing an action tale aimed at middle school 
children.  

Both classes were engaged in the second AI-generated versions based on the revised 
prompts. These were titled Little Red Riding Hood and the Lion’s Nut Mix för Class A, and 
The Three Billy Goats Gruff: Operation Candy-floss Hell för Class B (AI-tale version 2 
Class A+B, Process 2, My translation; Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 8). The reactions in 
Class A were that they felt much more satisfied with the second version, as the narrative 
was more coherent and more closely tied to the original folktale (Field notes Class A, 
Lesson 8). The reactions in Class B were that the tale became more thrilling than the first 
version, as they had been prompted to (Field notes Class B, Lesson 8).  

This shows that the revised prompts in both classes generated outputs that more closely 
aligned with the students’ emerging literacy desirings than the initial prompts and outputs 
did. In other words, the students recognized their own design choices and genre orientations 
in the AI-generated tales, which contributed to their sense of satisfaction. Considered 
together, these semiotic entities were designed and shaped through a creative process of 
intra-actions among the students, the class teachers, me, and AI, following Barad (33). This 
meaning-making process shaped the becoming of writing identities through collaborative 
authorship (Kuby and Rucker 315, 326).  

5.1.3.3 Process 3 
Similar to Process 2, the continued design and redesign in Process 3 were shaped by intra-
actions among the students, the AI service Google Gemini Storybook, the framed design 
task, the available semiotic resources, and me, in dialogue with the class teachers, as 
intermediaries between the students and AI. Additionally, this situated practice shaped the 
emergence of authorship and literacy desirings. This means that the students, AI, the class 
teachers, and I were all active designers with agency in Process 3. 

The unfolding of authorship in this phase was shaped by the arranged activities, the design 
task, and the selected AI technology. The instruction for this phase of Process 3 was that 
the formulated prompt, developed in pairs during the idea phase, was to be used in Google 
Gemini Storybook to generate an output in the form of a finished narrative in the dominant 
modes of writing, image, moving image, layout and speech (Jewitt “Multimodal” 253; 
Kress Multimodality 79). This output clearly functioned as a creative redesign of an existing 
representation through transduction (Kress Multimodality 124). Compared with Process 2, 
the operationalisation of the student-formulated prompts in this process was not visibly 
evident in the classroom. For practical reasons, and given the number of prompts 
formulated per class, I was responsible for operationalising the prompts outside the 
classroom, checking them and correcting minor grammatical errors in dialogue with the 
class teachers. Next, students received outputs as finished AI-generated narratives in the 
following lesson. This transduction highlights how agency and authorship were developed 
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through this design process, understood as a “transmodal semiotic chain” (Newfield 275). 
In this design process, the students, I, the class teachers, and the AI service Google Gemini 
Storybook functioned as signmakers with agency, both as designers and as interpreters in 
the semiotic work (Bezemer and Kress 13; Kress Multimodality 9-10). However, in this 
meaning-making process, agency and power dynamics shifted across time and space, 
configuring the author’s function through agential intra-actions (Barad 33). The students’ 
choices and interests shaped their design of semiotic entities as prompts, thereby addressing 
their agency (Kress Multimodality 132-133). However, the intra-action between the 
students and AI was mediated and framed, with me, in dialogue with the class teachers, 
serving as an intermediary by operationalising the prompts in the AI service, thereby 
addressing our agency in the design. Furthermore, the AI service functioned as a 
technological mediated signmaker in the intra-action, owing to its generative capabilities 
in designing the finished narratives. Taken together, the didactic design and the choice of 
AI service shaped the creative process through which the finished design and authorship 
emerged.  

The ongoing design and redesign in this process were shaped within a situated practice, 
where agency, authorship, and literacy desirings emerged through the ongoing intra-
actions. At the start of the upcoming lesson, after all narratives had been generated by the 
AI service, both classes were eager to engage with the AI-generated designs and to examine 
how effectively the outputs responded to their formulated prompts. This lesson also began 
with a brief explanation of the procedure for operationalising the prompts in the AI service 
(Field notes Class A+B, Lesson 12). This illustrates a renegotiation of agency and 
authorship in the intra-action among the students, me, the class teachers, and AI, in relation 
to the framed design task (Barad 33). During the out-of-classroom operationalisation of the 
students’ formulated prompts, the students were not visible in time and space as actors in 
the intra-action between me and AI. Throughout this lesson, the students, I, and the class 
teachers were visible in time and space as actors. By contrast, the AI service was not 
available to the students, nor were the visible input and output layers, nor the hidden signal 
layers. However, this intra-action was shaped and extended in time and space through the 
semiotic entities of prompts and AI-generated designs.  

Initially, the students engaged individually with the multimodal AI-generated designs, each 
using a computer with headphones. In Class A, the classroom was completely silent as the 
students engaged with these narratives. Some smiled and giggled, while the majority were 
completely still and focused (Field notes Class A, Lesson 12). In Class B, the students were 
also fully focused and engaged with these narratives, yet they responded with even more 
pronounced embodied reactions, including laughter, gestural expressions, and active 
attempts to make contact with their peers (Field notes Class B, Lesson 12). Next, the 
students discussed these designs in pairs. Several students expressed verbally that they were 
satisfied with them. For example, the students in Group 2 said the AI service had done 
everything they had imagined and specified in the prompt regarding their narrative, 
Friends, Love and Broken Hearts (AI-design Group 2, Process 3; Field notes Class A, 
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Lesson 12). Additionally, the students in Group 1 expressed pride and joy and shared their 
narrative, The Lazy Kids, with a passing teacher (AI-design Group 1, Process 3; Field notes 
Class B, Lesson 12). However, a majority of students in both classes pointed out that the 
outputs were not fully aligned with their prompts and that the AI service had added to or 
omitted aspects of the narrative (Assignment Class A+B, Lesson 12). This intra-active 
process with AI highlights how students’ literacy desirings were negotiated. The student-
formulated prompts illustrate a materialization of literacy desirings and design intentions, 
shaped into artefacts, as guided by Kuby (877-881). However, when the students received 
the AI-generated narratives in the classroom, this shows that the literacy desirings were 
transformed and shaped into new artefacts, which the students engaged with as interpreters 
of the finished design. As interpreters, the students were able to compare these artefacts 
with their earlier prompts and literacy desirings, understood as a negotiation in this 
meaning-making process. This addresses the roles of designer and interpreter as meaning-
makers in the situated design, following Bezemer and Kress (13).  

Within this creative practice, the design and emergence of authorship were shaped by both 
similarities and differences, addressing the notions of entangled intra-action and of 
differences in entanglements in the form of diffraction, drawing on Barad (33, 73-74). This 
collaborative design with AI demonstrates a form of sympoiesis and “making with”, 
highlighting creativity as a relational capacity, as articulated by Haraway (58). On the one 
hand, a group of students recognised their own literacy desirings materialized in the 
prompts and transformed into AI-generated designs, which contributed to their sense of 
satisfaction within the intra-action. These reactions align with the experience of using AI 
for “Bring[ing] Student Visions to Life”, following Rubenstein et al. (104). On the other 
hand, a group of students needed to reconfigure their literacy desirings because the AI-
generated designs did not fully align with their prompts, resulting in expressions of 
frustration during the intra-action, underscoring the diffractions.   

At the end of the lesson, the participating students submitted a paired assignment that 
followed instructions to reflect on various themes related to the completed AI-generated 
designs in Process 3 (See Appendix 3). Under the theme of collaboration with AI, they 
responded to the question, “Who or which do you think is the author of the tale? (Is it you, 
AI, or someone else?)”, regarding their experience of authorship in the finished designs. In 
Class A, six of nine groups reported perceiving themselves as the authors of the designs. 
Two groups responded that they recognised themselves, in collaboration with AI, as 
authors, and one group responded that they, together with me, were experienced as authors 
(Assignment Class A, Lesson 12). One group has written, “We think we are the authors. 
AI created it, but we were the ones who provided information about how the tale should 
be.” (Assignment from students in Class A, Lesson 12, My translation). In Class B, two 
groups reported experiencing themselves as authors. Moreover, four of six groups reported 
perceiving themselves, in collaboration with AI, as authors. However, half of the four 
groups responded that they were mainly the authors, with AI playing only a minor role 
(Assignment Class B, Lesson 12). For example, one group wrote, “We are the authors. AI 
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has only contributed with small details.” (Assignment from students in Class B, Lesson 12, 
My translation). These students’ reflections reveal varied understandings of authorship 
regarding the use of AI in the creative process. On the one hand, the responses highlight an 
understanding of authorship that is primarily centred on human intentions and creative 
ideas, positioning AI as a creative tool and assistant rather than a co-author. On the other 
hand, several students still acknowledged AI as a collaborator in their creative work, but 
only in a minor role. These experiences challenge my posthumanist argument that 
authorship in Processes 2 and 3 of this project emerged through agential intra-action and 
diffraction, recognising AI as an actor and co-author (Barad 33, 73-74). However, rather 
than rejecting this posthumanist position, this entangled perspective extends the students’ 
more human-centred view. In sum, the collaborative design and redesign in this process 
were shaped by both similarities and differences, reconfiguring creativity and the author’s 
role in educational contexts through the use of AI. 

5.1.4 The target media products – the finished designs 
(redesigns) 

The fourth phase corresponds to the final stage of the design across the three distinct 
creative processes, in which the introduction of synthetic media into the classroom during 
Processes 2 and 3 reshaped conventional story creation and the author’s function in 
education. The finished designs for Processes 1, 2, and 3 were distributed via class 
presentations and made available on Google Sites. The distribution through Google Sites 
means that the final designs can still be edited and shared in various ways. The finished 
designs of the semiotic entities are consistent with the final stage of “the transmodal 
semiotic chain” of meaning-making processes (Newfield 275), conceived as modal fixing 
and framing (Kress Multimodality 145-146). Furthermore, this phase illustrates how ideas 
and narratives were transmediated from the folktales and story starters, as source media 
products, into story maps and prompts, and finally into finished, distributed designs, as 
target media products, in line with Bruhn et al. (138). The finished multimodal artefacts 
highlight how the different design processes were shaped by distinct literacy desirings and 
intra-actions (Barad 33; Kuby 877-881). Overall, the design of synthetic media in this phase 
shaped the meaning-making processes involved in redesigning existing representations 
(Selander 34-35), thereby reconfiguring authorship and story creation in educational 
contexts. 

5.1.4.1 Process 1 
The finished multimodal designs in Process 1 materialized the literacy desirings that 
emerged during intra-action (Kuby 877-881). They demonstrate how the students 
redesigned existing representations of the folktales (Selander 34), which involved the 
transmediation of narratives and ideas from the source media products to target media 
products (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142). While the design task, selected folktales, modes, 
materials, and available semiotic resources framed the process, the students’ own desires, 
genre interests, and choices of semiotic resources shaped their narratives. This 
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demonstrates the agency enacted by both the class teachers and me, as didactic designers, 
and by the students’ creative designs.  

The source media products in this process include the selected folktales, which are 
connected to different media types of literature. The printed books De tre bockarna Bruse 
(The Three Billy Goats Gruff) by Gimbergsson et al. and Hans och Greta (Hansel and 
Gretel) by Jansson et al. qualify as children’s books and as text-and-image narratives that 
encompass the dominant modes of writing, image, and layout (Jensen 69-70). The audio 
story Rödluvan och vargen (Little Red Riding Hood) by Dregen et al. qualifies as a 
children’s audio story and encompasses the dominant modes of speech, sound, music, and 
image (Jensen 69-70). The target media products include the finished designs created in 
Google Presentation and distributed both as printed books and as digital books on Google 
Sites. These qualify as multimodal narratives created in school, encompassing the dominant 
modes of writing, image, layout, moving image, speech and gesture (Jensen 69-70). These 
target media products demonstrate that narratives were transferred and transformed from 
the source media products in this process (Bruhn et al. 138), and that meaning shifted within 
and across modes through transformation and transduction (Selander 35).  

For example, Group 3’s redesign of Hans and Greta (Hansel and Gretel) updates the source 
media product’s plot into a humorous, more thrilling narrative aimed at contemporary 
children’s readers (Tale in Google Presentation Group 3, Process 1). This foregrounds 
changes in the spatiotemporal and material modalities as the narrative evolved in time and 
space, including a shift in mediation from printed pages to a screen (Elleström Beyond 4, 
8). Furthermore, the narrative is shaped by similar modes as in the source media, such as 
writing, images, and layout. However, the narrative is also extended through additional 
modes of moving image, speech, and gesture. This further enhances the narrative’s 
humorous and thrilling elements through the sequential, visual, immersive, and embodied 
affordances of these modes (Kress Multimodality 79-84, 93).  

The transmediation of folktale narratives into multimodal narratives in an educational 
context shaped the qualifying aspects of literature created in school (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-
142; Jensen 69-70). These transmediation of folktale narratives into new versions aligns 
with the imitatio principle, which holds that developing, rather than reproducing, texts can 
promote students’ literacy and creativity (Lundström and Olin-Scheller 107-108). Through 
collaborative digital design and distribution via oral presentations, the students acted as 
active designers and users, transforming narratives within a framed context. However, I 
handled distribution via Google Sites, which limited the students’ agency. Overall, this 
process illustrates that authorship was shaped intertextually through the development of 
original texts, intermedially through the transmediation of narratives, and multimodally 
through multimodal design.  

5.1.4.2 Process 2 
The finished multimodal designs in Process 2 materialized the literacy desirings that 
emerged during intra-action with AI as a co-author in a whole-class setting (Barad 33; Kuby 
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877-881). These designs were developed from jointly formulated prompts that involved the 
planned redesign of existing representations of the folktales (Selander 34). Additionally, 
these designs demonstrate transmediation of narratives and ideas from the source media 
products to target media products (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142). While the design task, 
selected folktales, and the selected AI service framed these narratives, they were also 
shaped by the ideas and genre orientations of the contributing students, as reflected in the 
jointly formulated prompt I juxtaposed. This demonstrates the agency of the students, me, 
the class teachers, and the AI service serving as actors (Jewitt Introducing 9-10).  

The source media products include the same selected folktales and media types as in 
Process 1: De tre bockarna Bruse (The Three Billy Goats Gruff) by Gimbergsson et al., 
Hans och Greta (Hansel and Gretel) by Jansson et al., and Rödluvan och vargen (Little 
Red Riding Hood) by Dregen et al. These shaped the process of transmediation through 
their qualifying aspects and their encompassing of modes (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142; 
Jensen 69-70). The target media products include the finished class designs generated in 
Google Gemini Storybook and distributed on Google Sites. These qualify as multimodal 
narratives created in school, encompassing the dominant modes of writing, image, layout, 
moving image, and speech (Jensen 69-70). However, they also qualify as synthetic media 
(UNESCO “Synthetic” 15). These AI-generated designs demonstrate a digital 
transformation of the qualifying aspects of multimodal narratives created in education 
(Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142; Jensen 69-70). These target media products highlight how 
narratives were transferred and transformed from the source media products (Bruhn et al. 
138), and how meaning shifted within and across modes through transformation and 
transduction (Selander 35).  

For example, Class A’s AI-generated redesign, Little Red Riding Hood and the Lion’s Nut 
Mix, updates the source media product’s plot into a humorous, absurd, and suspenseful 
narrative aimed at contemporary children’s readers in the students’ age (AI-tale version 2 
Class A, Process 2, My translation). Furthermore, Class B’s AI-generated redesign, The 
Three Billy Goats Gruff: Operation Candy-floss Hell, updates the source media product’s 
plot into an action-packed narrative targeted at youth (AI-tale version 2, Class B, Process 
2, My translation). This highlights changes in the spatiotemporal modality as the narratives 
evolved over time and space, as well as semiotic and indexical changes in the design 
practice due to the use of AI as a co-author (Elleström Beyond 4, 8). Furthermore, these 
redesigns involve modal shifts, affecting how the narratives were shaped by different modal 
affordances (Kress Multimodality 79-84, 93).  

The transmediation of folktale narratives into multimodal AI-generated narratives in an 
educational context shaped the qualifying aspects of literature created in school (Bruhn et 
al. 138; Jensen 69-70). Through collaborative design and prompt revision, the students 
acted as active designers and interpreters, planning the transformation of narratives within 
a framed context, with the class teachers and me serving as intermediaries. In this intra-
active practice, the question of imitation versus innovation in creativity became linked to 
the collaboration between students and AI during the story-creation process, drawing on 
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López-Varela Azcárate (108). On the one hand, the AI-generated outputs were imitative, 
driven by the data on which the AI model is trained and the folktale traits specified in the 
prompts. On the other hand, the AI-generated designs, in some cases, expanded students’ 
ideas and expectations and made unexpected contributions in response to the prompts. This 
highlights AI’s innovative aspect, driven by its generative and creative outputs. As in 
Process 1, this duality of imitation and innovation aligns with the imitatio principle and 
addresses the development of texts rather than their mere reproduction (Lundström and 
Olin-Scheller 107-108). Overall, this process demonstrates that authorship was shaped 
through the multimodal redesign of folktale narratives.  

5.1.4.3 Process 3 
The finished multimodal designs in Process 3 materialized the literacy desirings that 
emerged during intra-action with AI as a co-author (Barad 33; Kuby 877-881). These 
designs were grounded in student-formulated prompts developed in pairs, which involved 
the planned redesign of the story starter (Selander 34). Additionally, these designs 
demonstrate transmediation of narratives and ideas from the source media product to target 
media products (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142). While the design task, selected story starter, 
and selected AI service framed these narratives, they were also shaped by the contributing 
students’ genre orientations and narrative directions, as reflected in the pairwise-formulated 
prompts that I used in the AI service in dialogue with the teachers.  

The source media product includes the story starter, The AI buddy, who is good at many 
things – but not at being human. The story starter qualifies as a school assignment, 
encompassing the dominant mode of writing and layout, following Jensen (69-70). This 
source media product shaped the process of transmediation through its qualifying aspects 
and its encompassing of modes (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-142; Jensen 69-70). The target media 
products include the finished class designs generated in Google Gemini Storybook and 
distributed on Google Sites. These qualify as multimodal narratives created in school, 
encompassing the dominant modes of writing, image, layout, moving image and speech 
(Jensen 69-70). Additionally, they also qualify as synthetic media (UNESCO “Synthetic” 
15). As in Process 2, these AI-generated designs demonstrate a digital transformation of 
the qualifying aspects of multimodal narratives created in education (Bruhn et al. 138, 141-
142; Jensen 69-70). These target media products highlight how narratives were transferred 
and transformed from the source media product (Bruhn et al. 138), and how meaning 
shifted within and across modes through transformation and transduction (Selander 35).  

For example, Group 1’s redesign, The Lazy Kids, expands the source media product’s plot 
into a complete narrative in the humour genre. The modes of writing, image, layout, moving 
image, speech, and gesture work together to advance the plot and enhance the comic 
elements. The modal affordances of writing and speech are used to describe the narrative 
in sequence, which centres on two lazy boys who build a pink AI bot to cheat on a maths 
test. The AI bot solves difficult equations, growing increasingly annoyed with the lazy 
humans, while the boys are half-asleep and eating crisps: “Life was wonderful when a pink 
robot handled their schoolwork” (AI-design Group 1, My translation). Unfortunately, the 
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AI bot works so hard on its computer that it experiences system errors and overheats. The 
test papers become covered in soot, and the narrative ends with the boys failing the maths 
test. The modal affordances of the image and layout modes are used to convey the 
narrative’s spatial and visual dimensions, portraying and framing the lazy boys and the 
hardworking AI bot. Moreover, the modal affordances of moving images enable automated 
page-turning when engaging with the narrative (AI-design Group 1; Kress Multimodality 
79-84, 93). This transmediation of a narrative signals changes in the spatiotemporal 
modality as the narrative evolved over time and space, as well as semiotic and indexical 
changes in the design practice due to the use of AI as a co-author (Elleström Beyond 4, 8).  

The transmediation of folktale narratives into multimodal AI-generated narratives in an 
educational context shaped the qualifying aspects of literature created in school (Bruhn et 
al. 138; Jensen 69-70). As in Process 2, the students acted as designers and users through 
student-formulated prompts and collaborative design, planning the transmediation within 
a framed context, with the class teachers and me serving as intermediaries. Compared with 
Processes 1 and 2, these redesigns were not framed by the original texts, such as the 
folktales, enabling the students to expand the plots more fully. However, the story starter 
still framed the narratives in both classes, resulting in intertextuality among these 
multimodal texts. Taken together, as in Processes 1 and 2, the intertextual, intermedial and 
multimodal aspects of the design process shaped story creation and emergence of 
authorship in Process 3.  

5.2 Opportunities and challenges with AI as a co-author 
in a literary project 

This section synthesises the findings from the first section and reflects on what this study 
implies for the pedagogical opportunities and challenges in literature education within 
Swedish-language instruction when AI is used as a co-author in a literary project.  

The first section demonstrated how authorship was shaped across the three collaborative 
story-creation processes through situated intra-actions among students, me, the class 
teachers, AI, materials, and students’ emerging literacy desirings (Kuby 8771-881). These 
processes illustrated how story creation and authorship were reconfigured by positioning 
AI as a co-author in two of the three processes, through the introduction of the prompt, the 
negotiation of literacy desirings through intra-action with AI, and AI-generated outputs. 
Framing AI as an actor and meaning-maker within these situated practices showed that the 
AI-generated designs were shaped by both the ideas formulated in the prompt design and 
the AI-generated contributions, leading to satisfaction or dissatisfaction among the 
students. This highlighted how the finished AI-generated narratives were shaped by both 
similarities and differences in the intra-actions, addressing the notion of diffraction (Barad 
33, 73-74). Although the students did not operate the AI service independently, the author’s 
function in these two processes emerged from the entanglement of the students’ ideas, the 
intermediary role of the class teachers and me, and the generative outputs of AI. In this 
sense, co-authorship with AI in this project was understood as collaborative, distributed, 
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and mediated, moving away from an individual, autonomous authorial function. In sum, 
these design processes made visible a threefold reconfiguration of authorship when AI was 
used as a co-author, emerging from agential shifts in collaborative design, multimodal, 
intermedial and intertextual transformations, and automated creativity.  

First, this study demonstrated that AI reconfigured the conditions for agency and 
collaborative authorship in the two design processes in which it was framed as a co-author 
within the practice of intra-action (Barad 33). In Processes 2 and 3, the student-formulated 
prompts materialized their design ideas and emerging literacy desirings, which were 
expressed as genre orientations, narrative directions and expectations (Kuby 877-881). 
These prompts were then processed by me within the AI service, in dialogue with the class 
teachers, and transformed into AI-generated designs. These generated narratives were then 
interpreted by the students, (re)negotiating their previous literacy desirings. Compared with 
Process 1, which was also centred on collaborative design, the use of AI in Processes 2 and 
3 reshaped agency and power dynamics in the classroom, involving students, AI, and me 
and the class teachers, who acted as intermediaries. In Process 2, the intra-action with AI 
was visible and synchronous for the students, as their ideas were formulated as prompts 
and operationalised by me in the AI service in real time. By contrast, the intra-action with 
AI in Process 3 was less distinct, as the students’ formulated prompts were operationalised 
by me outside the classroom, creating a spatiotemporal gap between prompt design and the 
AI-generated outputs. Taken together, this demonstrates a collaborative, mediated and 
distributed understanding of the author’s function, emerging from these material-discursive 
practices (Barad 139-140). This view moves away from authorship as an individual, 
human-exclusive act, aligning with previous research (Lindberg et al. 265).  

Second, AI introduced new dimensions to multimodal, intermedial and intertextual 
meaning-making within the project, reshaping the conditions for story creation and 
authorship. To begin with, all three processes enabled multimodal meaning-making by 
designing and redesigning existing representations within situated classroom practices, 
using different modes, materials and semiotic resources (Selander 27, 34-35). However, 
Processes 2 and 3 illustrate how the conditions for redesign and the resulting artefacts were 
reconfigured when AI served as a co-author. First, the selected AI service, in relation to the 
didactic framing, determined which modes and semiotic resources were available for both 
prompt design and AI-generated narratives. The redesign with AI involved student-
formulated prompts, developed from their ideas and informed by the AI service’s 
affordances. These prompts were transformed into AI-generated narratives through 
transduction, which entails shifts in meaning-making (Kress Multimodality 124). 
Moreover, the AI-generated narratives were shaped by the synthetic semiotic resources 
available through the AI service (Jewitt, “Multimodal” 259). Second, the study shows how 
the (re)designed representations of the world were shaped by AI as a co-author, generating 
synthetic narratives that framed both the semiotic entities and the world they portrayed, 
drawing on Kress (Multimodality 154). Consequently, this points to a reimagination of texts 
and their role in shaping and responding to the world, in line with previous research 
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(Leander and Burriss 1262-1263, 1266), and to a reconfiguration of the author’s function. 
Next, this study enabled intermedial meaning-making through transmediation, in which the 
folktales and the story starter served as source media products and the finished designs as 
target media products (Bruhn et al. 138, 140-142; Jensen 69). However, the synthetic target 
media products generated in Processes 2 and 3 indicate semiotic and indexical changes in 
comparison with the source media products, due to the use of AI as a co-author (Elleström 
Beyond 4, 8). These transmediation processes illustrate how the qualifying aspects of 
creating multimodal narratives in school were digitally transformed through the 
involvement of AI, thereby reshaping prior understandings of the source media products 
(Bruhn et al. 138, 140-142; Jensen 69-70; Selander 35). Consequently, this illustrates a 
reconfiguration of authorship in educational story-creation processes. Finally, across 
Processes 1 and 2, story creation involved intertextual meaning-making, in which the 
original folktales served as sources for developing new multimodal texts, drawing on the 
imitatio principle (Lundström and Olin-Scheller 107-108). However, the use of AI as a co-
author in Process 2 introduced new intertextual dimensions through AI-generated tales, 
thereby expanding the intertextuality surrounding these traditional folktales. These AI-
generated tales demonstrate both imitation, driven by the AI service’s training data and by 
the adaptation of folktale traits, and innovation, driven by the creative narrative expansions 
prompted by the students and the model’s generative affordances (López-Varela Azcárate 
108). As a result, this intertextual expansion, involving synthetic media, contributes to a 
broader understanding of story creation and authorship in literature education. In sum, this 
study shows how the use of AI as a co-author shifted and expanded the multimodal, 
intermedial and intertextual dimensions of creative design processes. 

Third, this study demonstrates how AI reshaped creativity across two of the three design 
processes by automating parts of the production chain, thereby reconfiguring story creation 
and authorship in school. Compared with Process 1, Processes 2 and 3 involved automating 
parts of the design process, as illustrated by AI-generated outputs guided by student-
formulated prompts. This points to a shift from students acting as agents throughout Process 
1 to acting primarily at the beginning and end of Processes 2 and 3, through prompt design, 
the interpretation of AI-generated designs, and discussions. On the one hand, this 
integration of synthetic media created new possibilities for students to be creative, aligning 
with Doorn (33-34). On the other hand, the importance of prompt engineering and of 
teaching students to formulate clear prompts became evident in the study. Overall, this 
automated creation reshaped the production chain in two of the three processes, thereby 
reconfiguring story creation and the author’s function.  

Considered together, the first section of the analysis illustrated how framing AI as a co-
author in two of the three design processes reshaped story creation and authorship through 
agential shifts, expanded multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual dimensions, and the 
automation of creativity. This introduced new assemblages of authorship, drawing on 
Haraway (58). These findings shape the conditions for reflecting on the opportunities and 



 

Page 53 (67) 

challenges presented to literature education by using AI as a co-author, as examined in this 
study.  

5.2.1 AI, literacy desirings, creativity and collaborative authorship 
The previously synthesised findings present several didactic opportunities and challenges 
for literacy desirings, creativity and collaborative authorship in literature education when 
AI is used as a co-author.  

The intra-action with AI as a co-author in Processes 2 and 3 involved moving away from 
conventional methods of story creation in school, introducing new possibilities and 
challenges for creativity and literacy desirings to emerge and materialize through the design 
of artefacts (Kuby 8771-881). The entanglement of authorship in these processes was 
shaped by the students’ ideas, the intermediary role of the class teachers and me, and AI’s 
generative contributions. The students were able to be creative and materialize their literacy 
desirings through prompt design, articulating their expectations, narrative directions, and 
genre orientations for the planned AI-generated narrative (Kuby 8771-881). These literacy 
desirings were then configured and reconfigured through prompt design, with me operating 
the AI service in dialogue with the class teachers and overseeing the transformation into 
AI-generated narratives. This resulted in a sense of satisfaction or dissatisfaction among 
the students.  

The shift in working methods for story creation when AI was used as a co-author, and the 
importance of prompt design, were discussed in both the introductory AI lessons and the 
students’ reflective discussions. For example, during the closing whole-class discussions 
of the project’s first action, which covered Processes 1 and 2, the students compared the 
tales and the story-creation processes involved in the project. In Class B, the students 
emphasised the importance of clear specifications in AI prompts to achieve satisfactory 
outputs (Field notes, Class B, Lesson 8). These responses reflect students’ understanding 
that collaborative design with AI as a co-author requires time and effort to formulate 
prompts. Furthermore, in the submitted assignment at the end of Process 3, the groups were 
asked, “Did the tale turn out as you expected? (Are you satisfied?)” and “Which parts of 
the tale come from your prompt, and which parts do you think AI made up?” There was 
considerable variation in students’ responses across both classes regarding whether the AI-
generated design turned out as expected and whether they were satisfied with it. However, 
all groups in both classes reported noticing both their own ideas and the AI service’s 
additions (Assignment Class A+B, Lesson 12).  

In Class A, four of nine groups reported being satisfied with the outputs, which aligned 
with their ideas and expectations. Three groups reported that the outputs did not align with 
their prompts, but they turned out even better than expected (Assignment Class A, Lesson 
12). For instance, one of these groups responded that the AI-generated design exceeded 
their anticipations and introduced additional narrative elements: “Yes, we are happy with 
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our tale, but it wasn’t what we expected, but it got better. It added its own information.” 
(Assignment, group in Class A, Lesson 12, My translation).  

In Class B, three of six groups reported moderate satisfaction with the outputs; some of 
their expectations were met, while others were not fully realized (Assignment Class B, 
Lesson 12). For example, one of these groups answered: “The tale was exactly as we 
imagined, but the images differed on each page, and something changed almost constantly 
with each image.” (Assignment, group in Class B, Lesson 12, My translation).  

These students’ responses demonstrate that intra-action with AI both expanded and 
constrained the students’ creative ideas and expectations formulated in the prompts. On the 
one hand, they highlight that the AI-generated designs in some groups aligned with, and in 
some cases amplified, the students’ previously articulated expectations and narrative 
directions. This resonates with previous research on how the use of AI can “Bring[ing] 
Student Visions to Life” (Rubenstein et al. 104). On the other hand, it also illustrates that 
AI-generated designs in some groups only partially met expectations, for instance, because 
of incoherent and incohesive designs (Kress Multimodality 141-142, 147-149).  

The collaborative design processes with AI also illustrated how the materialization of 
students’ literacy desirings raised ethical considerations around stigmatized topics, as 
guided by Kuby and Rucker (323). For example, during Class B’s revision of the jointly 
formulated prompt design in Process 2, tensions arose between students’ visions for the 
planned narrative and the class teacher’s and my views on age appropriateness. This 
stemmed from instructions specifying the target group as their own age group, based on the 
planned use of the selected AI service. Consequently, the class teacher and I deemed some 
ideas too intense for their age. Nevertheless, Class B’s second version of the AI-generated 
tale remained action-packed and intense, aligning with students’ visions (AI tale version 2 
Class B; Field notes Class B, Lesson 8; Prompt 2 Class B, Process 2). This demonstrates 
how the selected AI service realized the students’ desired genre orientations and narrative 
directions that emerged in the situation. However, it also highlights how the didactic 
framing of the prompt design in Process 2 limited students’ design intentions, thereby 
revealing the ambiguous power relations between educators and students (Selander 26-27).  

The use of AI in two of the three story-creation processes also raised concerns about 
students’ voices and their sense of ownership and authorship in the finished designs. During 
the closing interviews after the project (See Appendix 4), the eight students from Classes 
A and B were asked, “Which of the tales in the project felt most like yours? (the tale created 
without AI, the tale created with AI by the whole class, or the tale created with AI in 
groups)”.  

In Class A, two of the four students said the completed narrative from Process 1 felt most 
like their own because they had done all the design themselves (Interview with students in 
Class A). One of these students said, “It’s like you want a cabin. You can either build it 
yourself or pay someone else to do it and give them instructions. It’s pretty much the same 
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with using AI.” (Interview with a student in Class A, My translation). Another student 
preferred the completed narrative from Process 3 because the design task offered greater 
creative freedom than the other tasks, which involved redesigning folktales. The last 
student answered both narratives in Processes 1 and 3 (Interview with students in Class A). 
In Class B, three of the four students said the completed narrative from Process 1 felt most 
like their own, and one student said the narrative from Process 3 felt most like their own. 
These responses were grounded in the same premises as those in Class A (Interview with 
students in Class B). In both classes, three students reported that the AI-generated narrative 
in Process 2 felt least like their own because of the jointly designed prompt used in a whole-
class setting (Interview with students in Classes A+B).  

These responses highlight the interplay between collaborative authorship with AI, literacy 
desirings and creativity in this study. The students’ sense of ownership was strongest in the 
tales where they experienced creative freedom in response to the design task (Process 3) 
and had control over the entire design process, a condition linked to pair-design in Process 
1 and to pair-formulated prompts in Process 3. Additionally, students’ responses show that 
automating parts of the creative process with AI can be perceived as a shortcut. In contrast, 
the AI-generated design in a whole-class setting felt the least like their own, illustrating the 
challenge of collaborative authorship and how many different voices can constrain 
individual agency in the designs. These insights show that the creative processes in the 
study involved negotiating literacy desirings, agency, and identity, which together shaped 
the author’s function. Furthermore, they provided reflections centred on the Swedish 
curriculum’s goal of developing students’ identities through literature (Skolverket “Lgr22”, 
Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte). To conclude, the students’ experiences of ownership 
and authorship during this project were shaped by a combination of didactic framing, prior 
perceptions of story creation, the situated intra-action that shaped each process, and the 
possibilities and constraints of creative freedom and literacy desirings.  

5.2.2 Multimodal, intermedial and intertextual meaning-making 
with AI and critical and creative reflections 

The previously synthesised findings present several didactic opportunities and challenges 
for multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual meaning-making when AI is used as a co-
author in story creation, as well as for critical and creative reflection.  

The combination of three distinct story-creation processes enabled students to engage in 
creative and critical reflection on the possibilities and limitations of human-machine 
collaboration in creative design, with a focus on multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual 
aspects. At the end of the first action of the project, which included Processes 1 and 2, the 
students were able to discuss and compare the original folktales with the redesigned tales 
created in those processes, and to reflect on similarities and differences in story creation 
with and without using AI as a co-author.  



 

Page 56 (67) 

In Class A, the whole-class discussion included students’ reports that AI is a faster and 
more inexhaustible designer than humans. On the one hand, students found that narratives 
designed without AI in Google Presentation were more coherent and detailed and offered 
more expressive engagement in speech mode than those generated by AI. On the other 
hand, students expressed that using AI as a co-author offered expanded creative 
possibilities, including new semiotic resources in the form of AI-generated images in image 
mode, compared with the images provided in Google Presentation’s image search. 
However, they also noted that the AI service introduced elements into the narrative that 
were not specified in their prompts (Field notes Class A, Lesson 8).  

In Class B, the whole-class discussion revealed divergent student experiences. Some found 
the AI-supported design process in a whole-class setting more engaging than the process 
without AI, though they emphasised the importance of prompt formulation. Others 
preferred designing without AI, describing it as simpler, more conducive, and providing 
space for reflective thinking. The students also compared the modes and semiotic resources 
available in Google Presentation, Google Gemini Storybook, and the different versions of 
the original folktales, noting distinct affordances for meaning-making. The discussions 
revealed that some students considered human writing superior to AI-generated text, 
preferred AI-generated images to those from Google Presentation’s image search, and 
reported that the folktale versions further enhanced engagement in the image mode. 
Additionally, students expressed dissatisfaction with the AI-generated voice, which limited 
the affordances of the speech mode (Field notes, Class B, Lesson 8). 

These students’ discussions foreground reflection on story creation and authorship within 
the project, both with and without AI as a co-author. First, comparisons of modes and 
semiotic resources highlight multimodal reflections. Second, comparisons of source and 
target media products, as well as media choices such as Google Presentation and Google 
Gemini Storybook, demonstrate intermedial reflections. Third, comparisons of the original 
folktales and the redesigns illustrate intertextual reflections. These comparisons of the 
narratives and the design processes, with and without AI as a co-author, demonstrate how 
intra-active meaning-making practices were shaped by diffraction, highlighting both 
similarities and differences (Barad 33, 73-74). The students’ understanding of how AI 
reshapes meaning-making processes, including the possibilities and tensions involved in 
transforming narratives into AI-generated designs, aligns with earlier research showing that 
AI in story creation can foster creative and critical thinking (Lindberg et al. 265). 
Additionally, the discussions highlight differences in students’ motivation, contrasting the 
speed of creating stories with AI as a co-author with the more reflective process of story 
creation without AI. In sum, these literary comparisons and reflections on human-machine 
collaboration align with the curriculum’s goals of developing students’ understanding of 
the world through literature (Skolverket “Lgr22”, Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte) and 
of providing AI literacy (Mannila et al. “Framing” 85, 93; Velander et al. 4085-4087).  

The project design, which prompted students to engage in multimodal, intermedial and 
intertextual meaning-making, involving critical and creative reflections, was further 
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highlighted by the class teachers in their reflections and discussions. For instance, during 
the closing reflection after the first action of the project, the teachers were asked to provide 
their overall evaluation of the project so far. Teacher A responded:  

I have a positive view of the project. It was very well planned, with a clear structure 
across the presentations, lesson content, and exit tickets, and it was both inspiring and 
engaging. I think it has worked well throughout, and the students have seemed to share 
the same impression. From the very beginning, they have been positive and engaged. 
There have been no problems, and they have looked forward to continuing to work. My 
initial concern was that there would be too much AI, so they wouldn’t see the point of 
writing on their own, but that didn’t happen. They have been able to see both the 
advantages and the disadvantages of AI (Reflection with Teacher A, My translation). 

This demonstrates that Teacher A emphasised that the project’s design, which involved 
creating stories with and without AI, provided students with opportunities to “live-out 
literacy desirings” (Kuby and Rucker 326), maintained their engagement during lessons, 
and helped them understand AI’s affordances and limitations. The students’ engagement in 
learning activities, as observed in lessons, exit tickets, and interviews, created conditions 
that promoted literature, reading, and story creation. Together with the students’ 
reflections, this highlights how the study enabled multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual 
meaning-making, combined with critical and creative reflection.  

5.2.3 AI, multimodal story creation and assessment  
The previously synthesised findings present several didactic opportunities and challenges 
for multimodal story creation and assessment in literature education when AI is used as a 
co-author.  

The project’s three creative processes were deliberately aligned with the curriculum’s 
learning objectives, including digital competence, critical thinking, reading, creating and 
analysing multimodal texts across media, collaboration, and communication in digital 
environments. It also sought to develop students’ language skills, identity, and 
understanding of the world through literature (Skolverket “Lgr22”, Skolans värdegrund 
och uppdrag; Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte; Kursplan - Svenska, Centralt innehåll i åk 
4-6). By integrating AI as a co-author, the project further aimed to strengthen students’ 
technical, practical and ethical understanding of AI, aligning with current notions of AI 
literacy (Mannila et al. “Framing” 85, 93; Velander et al. 4085-4087).  

During the closing interviews, the class teachers were asked, “What abilities did the 
students develop during the project?” Teacher B identified several skills: “The students 
developed their writing ability and recognised the importance of being precise in their 
prompts to AI. Some students said the AI tale did not unfold as expected, and this was 
because the prompt needed to be clearer.” Teacher B continued, “The students developed 
their oral abilities, such as reading with emphasis. They also developed collaboration skills 
and, because they were not so accustomed to working multimodally, acquired multimodal 
abilities.” Teacher B added, “I also believe that the project with AI has helped the students 
to be more source critical.” (Interview with Teacher B, My translation). These observations 
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highlight that this project provided opportunities to develop several of the very abilities it 
aimed to foster, in line with the Swedish curriculum (Skolverket “Lgr22”, Skolans 
värdegrund och uppdrag; Kursplan - Svenska, Ämnets syfte; Kursplan - Svenska, Centralt 
innehåll i åk 4-6). 

The students’ own discussions and reflections in both classes further highlight how 
integrating AI prompted critical and creative reflections on AI as a co-author in story 
creation. These reflections centred on ownership, authorship, and the expression of one’s 
own voice in collaboration with AI. This demonstrates both opportunities for integrating 
AI into literary projects, such as multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual comparisons 
between texts, and challenges, such as the need for precise prompt design to generate 
satisfactory outputs.  

Teacher B also discussed the learning outcomes, learning objectives and assessment for 
this project, responding to the question, ”What didactic opportunities and challenges do 
you think the use of AI brings to literature education in Swedish language instruction in 
middle school?”  

There were several learning objectives in the curriculum that we included in this project. 
That’s a key insight from the project: you can include several learning objectives rather 
than working with one at a time. If you undertake a project like this, there’s a lot you 
can assess. But I wouldn’t have assessed an AI-generated text as if the students had 
written it themselves, because that would have felt wrong. The prompts could be 
assessed, but not the AI-generated outputs. The students themselves feel they have 
created this, but in my view, as the one who assesses these texts, they have not, even 
though it is actually their feeling (Interview with Teacher B, My translation).  

This underscores the importance of focusing on the design processes in similar literary 
projects, rather than solely on the finished artefacts, emphasising the semiotic entities of 
prompts. Additionally, it highlights how these creative design processes, involving 
emerging literacy desirings and collaborative authorship, treat signs of learning as small 
steps and choices throughout these processes (Kuby and Rucker 315, 326; Selander 35).  

Taken together, these insights reveal that using AI as a co-author in this project introduced 
both opportunities and challenges for multimodal design and assessment in literature 
education. On the one hand, it supported the curriculum’s outlined abilities and process-
oriented assessment. On the other hand, it underscored the importance of prompt design 
and the challenges of assessing AI-generated designs.  

6 Discussion 
This study began with the question, “Sympoiesis with AI?”, which refers to Haraway’s 
notion that co-creation and relational activities can foster a sense of “making with” (58). 
This question served as a conceptual point of departure, prompting reflection on whether 
framing AI as a co-author in this primary school literary project could foster this sense of 
sympoiesis in the creative processes involving students and AI.  
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This study contributes to the current debate and research on AI in education by 
demonstrating how AI can be integrated into story-creation processes while taking didactic 
and ethical considerations into account. As noted earlier, several commentators argue that 
the Swedish debate about technology and AI in schools tends to become overly 
dichotomised, and that it is more productive to focus on the pedagogical implications 
(Ivarsson and Magnusson; Larsson; Nilsson et al.). This thesis aligns with these 
commentators by moving beyond the dualistic view of AI in education and illustrating how 
AI can be integrated into a literary project that engages in multimodal, intermedial and 
intertextual meaning-making, thereby highlighting both its possibilities and its limitations. 
Furthermore, this thesis was informed by the previously identified research gap regarding 
how AI can be integrated into primary school literature education in ways that align with 
the curriculum and that foster collaboration between school librarians and teachers, 
combining academic and practical approaches.  

Adopting multimodal and intermedial perspectives through a posthuman lens, combined 
with an action research approach, enabled a combined top-down and bottom-up approach 
to AI, story creation, and authorship in this empirical classroom project. This study 
demonstrated that positioning AI as a co-author in two of three design processes 
reconfigured story creation and the author’s function through agential shifts, multimodal, 
intermedial, and intertextual transformations, and the automation of parts of the creative 
process. In these processes, authorship emerged as a collaborative function, shaped by 
intra-actions among students’ emerging literacy desirings and narrative ideas as formulated 
in the prompts, the intermediary roles of class teachers and me, and the generative outputs 
of AI. These insights deepen understanding of authorship in education as collaborative, 
emerging, mediated, and distributed. This thesis also highlighted pedagogical implications 
for literature education when AI is used as a co-author in story creation. Didactic 
opportunities included expanded creative possibilities, collaborative authorship, expanded 
multimodal, intermedial, and intertextual dimensions, creative and critical reflection, and 
process-oriented assessment. Didactic challenges included ethical considerations regarding 
agency, age-appropriateness, imitation in story creation, the automation of creativity, and 
the assessment of AI-generated designs.  

The findings presented in this study are still constrained by several limitations. These 
include its small-scale research design, data collected from only two classes within a 
specific age group, the involvement of two class teachers at the same school, and a small 
project conducted within a single school subject for a limited period. These factors limit 
the generalisability of the results. Further research could expand on the selection of target 
groups in similar literary projects, for instance, older students who can work independently 
with AI. When teachers and school librarians do not need to serve as intermediaries in the 
intra-action between students and AI, this can lead to other outcomes regarding the 
configuration of authorship. Additionally, suggestions for future research include 
broadening the range of literary genres and other school subjects, and incorporating 
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ecocritical perspectives into human-machine collaboration in story creation, thereby 
revealing other assemblages of authorship (Haraway 58).  

Returning to the initial question, “Sympoiesis with AI?”, this study demonstrated that 
positioning AI as a co-author in a literary project can both enable and constrain students’ 
sense of sympoiesis with AI in story-creation processes. Some students reported that the 
AI-generated designs aligned with their initial genre orientations and narrative directions 
as specified in the prompts, while others found that the outputs diverged from their 
expectations. This created a sense of satisfaction or dissatisfaction among students and 
prompted negotiation and renegotiation of earlier literacy desirings. Additionally, the 
intermediary role of the class teachers and me both enabled and constrained the sense of 
co-creation between students and AI through prompt design and the operation of the AI 
service. In sum, this illustrates that the author’s function emerging in the story-creation 
processes of this project was constantly negotiated.   
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Appendix 1: Teacher Interview Guide 
Note: This interview guide was originally written in Swedish and has been translated into 
English for inclusion in this appendix.   

1. Can you tell me about your background as a teacher and how you typically 
approach literature and story creation in Swedish language instruction at middle 
school? 

2. What was your overall experience of the project like? 

3. How did you observe that the students used different forms of expression in their 
creation of tales? 

4. How did you experience the students handling the transition from engaging in 
folktales to creating their own tales in Google Presentation and with AI? 

5. How did you perceive the students’ motivation and engagement during the project 
and story creation? 

6. What abilities did the students develop during the project? 

7. How did you experience the students’ ability to express their own ideas in the tales, 
with and without AI? 

8. How did the use of AI affect students’ creation and finished tales compared with 
when they did not use AI? 

9. What didactic opportunities and challenges do you think the use of AI brings to 
literature education in Swedish language instruction in middle school? 

10. Is there anything from the project that you would like to use in your future 
teaching? 
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Appendix 2: Overview of the design processes 
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Appendix 3: Student Assignment – AI-
Narrative (Process 3) 
Note: This assignment was originally written in Swedish and has been translated into 
English for inclusion in this appendix.   

Assignment: answer 8 questions about your AI-tale 

 

Theme: Collaboration with AI (Think about your collaboration with AI to create the tale) 

• Question 1: Did the tale turn out as you expected? (Are you satisfied?) 

• Question 2: Who or which do you think is the author of the tale? (Is it you, AI, or 
someone else?) 

• Question 3: Which parts of the tale come from your prompt, and which parts do 
you think AI made up? 

• Question 4: What was better and what was weaker in the AI-tale compared with 
the tale you created without AI earlier in the project? 

Theme: Multimodality (Think about text, image and sound) 

• Question 5: How do text, image and sound work together in the tale (or do they not 
work together)? 

• Question 6: Can you recognise that the tale is AI-generated (i.e., that a machine 
has generated the tale)? 

Theme: Norms (Think about how the characters in the tale are portrayed) 

• Question 7: Do the characters in the tale follow typical norms, or do they violate 
them? (norms = unwritten rules about how one should be) 

Theme: Message (Think about the message of the tale) 

• Question 8: Is there a central message in the tale (for example, that we should learn 
something, be entertained, or something else)? 
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Appendix 4: Student Interview Guide 
Note: This interview guide was originally written in Swedish and has been translated into 
English for inclusion in this appendix.   

Theme 1 

• Do you usually read stories at home or at school? 

• Do you usually create stories at home or at school? 

Theme 2 

• Can you tell me about what you remember best from the project? 

Theme 3 

• When you were creating tales, was there anything in particular that made you want 
to continue? (for example, the folktale genre, classmates, Google Sites, AI, or help 
from an adult) 

• Was there anything else that made you less interested? 

Theme 4 

• How did creating tales in Google Presentation without AI compare with creating 
tales in Google Gemini Storybook with AI? 

• If you compare them, how do you think the finished tales turned out? 

Theme 5 

• Which elements (for example, text, image, sound, colour) did you think were most 
important for your tales to include? 

Theme 6 

• Which of the tales in the project felt most like yours? (the tale created without AI, 
the tale created with AI by the whole class, or the tale created with AI in groups) 

Closing 

• Do you have anything to add or to ask? 

 


