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Abstract 

The rapid integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into academic research has significantly transformed 

disciplinary methodologies, epistemologies, and modes of knowledge production. While AI-driven 

approaches are well established in the natural sciences—particularly zoological research—their 

application in English literary studies remains comparatively under-examined within empirical 

interdisciplinary scholarship. This study adopts a mixed-method comparative framework combining 

theoretical analysis and a survey of fifty researchers (male and female) from the domains of Life 

Sciences and English Literature who actively employ AI in their research practices. Drawing on Science 

and Technology Studies (STS), Posthumanism, and Digital Epistemology, the article examines 

disciplinary variations in AI usage, perceived benefits, ethical concerns, and epistemic authority. 

Findings reveal that while AI is predominantly valued for predictive accuracy and efficiency in 

zoological research, it functions primarily as an interpretive and heuristic tool in literary studies. Despite 

these differences, both disciplines converge in their emphasis on human judgment, contextual reasoning, 

and ethical accountability. The study concludes that AI operates as an epistemic mediator fostering 

hybrid research paradigms that bridge empirical rigor and interpretive complexity, thereby contributing 

to evolving interdisciplinary research cultures. 
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1. Introduction 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as a defining technological paradigm of contemporary research. 

Its capacity to process large datasets, identify complex patterns, and generate predictive models has 

transformed traditional research practices across scientific disciplines. Simultaneously, advances in natu-

ral language processing and computational linguistics have facilitated AI’s entry into the humanities, 

prompting renewed debates on interpretation, authorship, and epistemic authority. 

Despite growing interest in AI’s interdisciplinary potential, existing scholarship often examines its ap-

plication within isolated disciplinary silos. Zoological sciences are frequently discussed in terms of au-

tomation, predictive analytics, and conservation efficiency, while English literary studies frame AI 
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largely within the discourse of digital humanities and computational criticism. Comparative analyses 

that systematically examine how AI reshapes knowledge production across empirically grounded sci-

ences and interpretive humanities remain limited. 

This article addresses this gap by offering a comparative interdisciplinary study of AI-assisted research 

in Zoological Sciences and English Literature. The central research questions guiding this study are: 

1. How does AI transform research methodologies in zoology and literary studies? 

2. What epistemological assumptions underlie AI usage in these disciplines? 

3. What ethical and interpretive challenges emerge from AI integration across scientific and humanistic 

research? 

By engaging these questions, the study situates AI as a shared methodological catalyst that simultane-

ously reinforces disciplinary distinctions and enables epistemic convergence. 

 

2. Review of Literature 

Existing scholarship on AI in zoological sciences highlights its role in biodiversity monitoring, species 

classification, behavioral modeling, and conservation genomics (Kays et al.; Libbrecht and Noble). AI-

driven tools enhance accuracy, scalability, and predictive capability, enabling researchers to address eco-

logical complexity at unprecedented scales (Elith and Leathwick). 

In contrast, AI scholarship in English literary studies is dominated by digital humanities research focus-

ing on corpus analysis, stylometry, distant reading, and experimental criticism (Jockers; Moretti). While 

these studies demonstrate AI’s interpretive potential, critics caution against algorithmic determinism and 

the marginalization of contextual interpretation (Hayles). 

Few studies comparatively examine how researchers themselves perceive AI across disciplinary bounda-

ries. This study extends existing literature by foregrounding researcher experiences and epistemic atti-

tudes toward AI adoption in both domains. 

2.1 AI in Zoological Sciences 

AI has become integral to zoological research, particularly in fields requiring large-scale data pro-

cessing. Machine learning algorithms are widely used in wildlife monitoring through camera traps, 

acoustic sensors, and satellite imagery. Studies demonstrate that convolutional neural networks can iden-

tify species with accuracy rates exceeding 90%, significantly reducing human labour and observer bias 

(Norouzzadeh et al.). Predictive models are also employed in behavioural ecology, enabling researchers 

to analyse movement patterns, social interactions, and habitat use. 

In conservation biology, AI supports population modelling, climate impact assessment, and anti-

poaching surveillance. However, scholars caution against algorithmic opacity and the risk of reinforcing 

biased datasets, particularly in biodiversity studies dominated by Global North data (Stephenson et al.). 

Thus, while AI enhances efficiency, it also raises concerns regarding ecological reductionism and ethical 

governance. 

2.2 AI in English Literature 

The application of AI in English literary studies has expanded under the broader umbrella of digital hu-

manities. Early computational approaches focused on concordances and frequency analysis, while con-

temporary research employs topic modelling, sentiment analysis, and stylometric attribution. More re-

cently, large language models have been used for text generation, translation studies, and pedagogical 

experimentation. 
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Critics argue that algorithmic reading risks flattening textual ambiguity and aesthetic complexity (Liu). 

Others, however, view AI as enabling “distant reading,” allowing scholars to detect large-scale literary 

patterns inaccessible through traditional methods (Moretti). The debate foregrounds a tension between 

human interpretive authority and machinic analysis, a tension central to this comparative study. 

 

3. Theoretical Framework: STS, Posthumanism, and Digital Epistemology 

The comparative analysis in this study is grounded in three interrelated theoretical frameworks: Science 

and Technology Studies (STS), Posthumanism, and Digital Epistemology. Together, these perspectives 

enable a critical examination of AI not merely as a tool, but as a socio-technical actor embedded within 

disciplinary practices. 

3.1 Science and Technology Studies (STS) 

Science and Technology Studies (STS) conceptualise scientific knowledge as socially constructed, 

shaped by material practices, institutional contexts, and technological mediation. Scholars such as Bruno 

Latour argue that non-human actors—tools, instruments, and technologies—participate actively in the 

production of knowledge (Latour). From an STS perspective, AI functions as an actor-network partici-

pant, influencing research outcomes by structuring data collection, analysis, and interpretation. 

In zoological sciences, AI systems embedded in camera traps, genomic sequencing platforms, and eco-

logical models mediate what counts as observable data. Similarly, in literary studies, AI-driven text min-

ing and stylometric tools shape interpretive pathways by foregrounding certain linguistic patterns over 

others. STS thus provides a framework for understanding AI as a co-producer of knowledge rather than 

a neutral instrument. 

3.2 Posthumanism and Human–Machine Collaboration 

Post humanist theory challenges anthropocentric models of knowledge by emphasizing distributed agen-

cy across human and non-human entities. Scholars such as Rosi Braidotti and N. Katherine Hayles argue 

that contemporary knowledge production emerges from assemblages of humans, machines, and envi-

ronments (Braidotti; Hayles). 

Within zoological research, posthumanist perspectives foreground the entanglement of researchers, AI 

systems, animals, and ecosystems. AI-mediated observation destabilizes the human observer’s privi-

leged position, redistributing agency across technological and biological actors. In English literary stud-

ies, posthumanism interrogates authorship, creativity, and interpretive authority in the age of generative 

AI, questioning the boundaries between human and machine-generated meaning. 

Thus, posthumanism enables a rethinking of AI not as a replacement for human intellect, but as part of a 

hybrid cognitive ecology that reshapes disciplinary knowledge. 

3.3 Digital Epistemology and Computational Knowledge 

Digital epistemology examines how digital technologies alter the conditions under which knowledge is 

produced, validated, and disseminated. According to scholars like Luciano Floridi, digital systems intro-

duce new epistemic agents capable of generating insights beyond direct human perception (Floridi). 

In zoology, AI-driven predictive models produce probabilistic knowledge that informs conservation pol-

icy and ecological forecasting. In literary studies, computational analysis enables “distant reading,” al-

lowing scholars to identify macro-patterns across extensive corpora (Moretti). However, digital episte-

mology also cautions against conflating computational output with epistemic certainty, emphasizing the 

need for critical interpretation and contextual reasoning. 
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Together, these frameworks position AI as an epistemic collaborator whose outputs require human 

judgment, ethical reflection, and disciplinary expertise. Drawing on Science and Technology Studies 

(STS), this study conceptualizes AI as a socio-technical actor embedded within research networks rather 

than a neutral instrument (Latour). Post humanist theory further destabilizes anthropocentric knowledge 

models by recognizing distributed agency across humans, machines, and environments (Braidotti; 

Hayles). Digital Epistemology interrogates how computational systems generate new forms of probabil-

istic and pattern-based knowledge while necessitating human interpretive oversight (Floridi). 

Together, these frameworks allow AI to be examined as an epistemic collaborator shaping disciplinary 

practices across both zoological sciences and literary studies. 

 

4. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Questions 

1. How do researchers in Life Sciences and English Literature employ AI in their research? 

2. What disciplinary differences exist in perceptions of AI’s epistemic role? 

3. What ethical concerns do researchers associate with AI-driven research? 

Hypotheses 

• H1: Life Sciences researchers primarily view AI as an efficiency-enhancing and predictive tool. 

• H2: Literature researchers predominantly perceive AI as an interpretive and exploratory aid. 

• H3: Researchers across both disciplines emphasize the indispensability of human judgment despite 

AI integration. 

• H4: Ethical concerns regarding bias and accountability are shared across disciplines, though articu-

lated differently. 

 

4. Methodology 

This study adopts a comparative-analytical methodology, drawing on secondary literature, disciplinary 

case studies, and theoretical frameworks from science and technology studies (STS), digital humanities, 

and computational biology. Rather than evaluating specific AI tools empirically, the analysis focuses on 

research practices, epistemological orientations, and ethical implications associated with AI adoption in 

both fields. 

The comparative framework operates across four analytical dimensions: 

• Nature of data and evidence 

• Research objectives and validation mechanisms 

• Role of interpretation and human expertise 

• Ethical and methodological constraints 

This approach allows for a structured examination of disciplinary divergence and convergence without 

collapsing disciplinary specificity. 

4.1 Survey Design and Sample 

The empirical component of this study is based on a structured survey conducted among 50 respondents, 

equally divided between Life Sciences (Zoological Sciences and allied fields) and English Litera-

ture/Humanities. The sample comprised male and female participants across postgraduate, doctoral, and 

faculty levels from selected higher education institutions in India. Participation was voluntary, and ano-

nymity was ensured in accordance with standard ethical research practices. 

The questionnaire consisted of 20 items grouped under four domains: (i) frequency of AI use, (ii) types  
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of AI tools employed, (iii) perceived epistemic value of AI, and (iv) ethical and disciplinary concerns. 

Responses were recorded using a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree), 

along with selected multiple-choice items. 

4.2 Data Analysis Strategy 

Survey data were coded and analysed using descriptive statistical procedures consistent with SPSS-

based social science research. Frequencies, percentages, mean scores (M), and standard deviations (SD) 

were calculated to identify disciplinary trends. Given the exploratory and interdisciplinary nature of the 

study, the analysis prioritises interpretive validity over statistical generalisation. 

 

5. Design and Sample 

5.1 Research Design 

This study employs a mixed-method comparative design, integrating theoretical analysis with a struc-

tured survey. 

5.2 Sample 

The survey was conducted among 50 researchers (male and female) from higher education institutions: 

• 25 from Life Sciences (Zoology and allied disciplines) 

• 25 from English Literature and Humanities 

Participants were selected using purposive sampling, ensuring active engagement with AI tools in re-

search. 

5.3 Instrument 

A structured questionnaire consisting of: 

• Multiple-choice questions on AI tools used 

• Likert-scale items on perceptions of AI’s role 

• Open-ended questions on ethical concerns 

5.4 Data Analysis 

Quantitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics, while qualitative responses were thematical-

ly analysed to identify recurring epistemic and ethical patterns. 

 

6. Statistical Analysis and Results 

Table 1: Frequency of AI Use in Research (N = 50) 

Discipline Regular Use (%) Occasional Use (%) Rare/Never Use (%) 

Zoological Sciences (n=25) 72 20 8 

English Literature (n=25) 48 36 16 

The data indicate a substantially higher level of regular AI usage among zoological researchers, reflect-

ing the data-intensive and automation-friendly nature of life science research. 

 

Table 2: Perceived Usefulness of AI Tools (Likert Scale 1–5) 

Discipline Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) 

Zoological Sciences 4.32 0.54 

English Literature 3.76 0.68 
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Researchers in Zoological Sciences reported higher perceived usefulness of AI tools compared to their 

counterparts in English Literature, indicating stronger instrumental trust. 

 

Table 3: Agreement with the Statement “AI Outputs Require Strong Human Interpretation” 

Discipline Agree / Strongly Agree (%) 

Zoological Sciences 84 

English Literature 92 

Despite disciplinary differences in adoption, both groups strongly affirmed the necessity of human inter-

pretive oversight, underscoring AI’s role as an augmentative rather than autonomous research agent. 

 

Table 4: Ethical Concerns Regarding AI Use 

Discipline Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) 

Zoological Sciences 3.88 0.61 

English Literature 4.21 0.57 

Literature scholars expressed greater ethical concern, particularly with respect to authorship, originality, 

and cultural bias, whereas zoological researchers emphasised data integrity and model transparency. 

 

5.1 SPSS 

Descriptive statistical analysis revealed disciplinary differences in the perceived usefulness of AI tools. 

Researchers in Zoological Sciences reported higher perceived usefulness (M = 4.32, SD = 0.54) com-

pared to researchers in English Literature (M = 3.76, SD = 0.68). Agreement with the statement that AI 

outputs require strong human interpretation was high across both groups (Zoology: 84%; Literature: 

92%), indicating a shared epistemic emphasis on human oversight. Ethical concern scores were moder-

ately high in both disciplines, with English literature scholars demonstrating greater sensitivity to issues 

of algorithmic bias and interpretive authority (M = 4.21, SD = 0.57) than their counterparts in life sci-

ences (M = 3.88, SD = 0.61) 

 

6. Findings and Discussion 

6.1 Patterns of AI Usage 

• Life Sciences researchers (88%) reported using AI for data analysis, species identification, model-

ling, and prediction. 

• Literature researchers (84%) used AI primarily for corpus analysis, stylometry, textual pattern 

recognition, and drafting support. 

This supports H1 and H2. 

6.2 Perceptions of AI’s Epistemic Role 

• Life Sciences respondents emphasized accuracy, speed, and scalability. 

• Literature respondents highlighted creativity, interpretive expansion, and heuristic value. 

However, 92% of respondents across both disciplines stressed that AI outputs require human contextual 

interpretation, confirming H3. 

6.3 Ethical Concerns 

AI integration introduces ethical concerns across disciplines. In zoology, biased datasets may marginal 
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ize less-studied species, while surveillance technologies raise questions of animal welfare and data gov-

ernance. In literary studies, algorithmic bias risks reinforcing canonical hierarchies and linguistic domi-

nance. 

Additionally, the increasing authority attributed to AI outputs necessitates critical scrutiny. Both disci-

plines must resist technological determinism and ensure transparency, accountability, and reflexive in-

terpretation. Ethical concerns cut across both domains. In zoology, AI surveillance raises issues of ani-

mal welfare and ecological bias (Sandbrook et al.). In literary studies, algorithmic bias risks reinforcing 

canonical dominance and linguistic hierarchies. STS and posthumanist perspectives underscore the ne-

cessity of ethical accountability in AI-driven research. 

Common concerns included: 

• Algorithmic bias 

• Over-reliance on automated outputs 

• Data ownership and authorship 

Life Sciences researchers focused on ecological bias and animal welfare, while literature scholars em-

phasized cultural bias and canon reinforcement, confirming H4. 

The statistical findings of this study reveal a pronounced disciplinary asymmetry in the adoption and 

valuation of artificial intelligence, an asymmetry that is best understood not as a technological lag but as 

a consequence of deeply embedded epistemic traditions and research cultures. Researchers in Zoological 

Sciences demonstrate a substantially higher level of regular AI usage, reflecting the field’s long-standing 

engagement with data-intensive methodologies, predictive modelling, and automation. In contrast, 

scholars in English Literature exhibit a more selective and reflective engagement with AI, shaped by the 

discipline’s emphasis on interpretation, textual singularity, and critical judgment. 

From an epistemological perspective, the high mean scores reported by zoological researchers for the 

perceived usefulness of AI tools indicate an instrumental orientation toward knowledge production. AI 

systems are largely viewed as extensions of existing empirical practices—enhancing accuracy, scale, and 

efficiency without fundamentally challenging the ontological assumptions of the discipline. This align-

ment resonates with digital epistemology, wherein probabilistic models and pattern recognition are ac-

cepted as legitimate forms of scientific evidence. The relatively lower ethical concern scores among zoo-

logical respondents further suggest a pragmatic trust in algorithmic systems, provided they are validated 

against biological data and ecological benchmarks. 

By contrast, the statistical data from English Literature reveal a more ambivalent relationship with AI. 

Although nearly half of the respondents reported regular or occasional AI usage, the mean scores for 

perceived usefulness were lower and accompanied by higher levels of ethical concern. This pattern re-

flects a disciplinary reluctance to cede interpretive authority to computational systems. Within literary 

studies, AI-generated insights are typically treated as heuristic devices rather than epistemic conclusions, 

reinforcing the primacy of human judgment, contextual reasoning, and theoretical framing. The higher 

agreement among literature scholars that AI outputs require strong human interpretation underscores this 

epistemic caution. 

The near-universal consensus across both disciplines on the necessity of human oversight is particularly 

significant. Despite divergent adoption rates, both zoological scientists and literary scholars reject the 

notion of AI as an autonomous knowledge producer. This convergence supports STS arguments that 

technologies operate within networks of human decision-making rather than independently of them. AI, 
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in this sense, functions as a mediating actor whose outputs acquire meaning only through disciplinary 

expertise, institutional norms, and ethical accountability. 

Post humanist theory further illuminates these findings by framing AI as part of a distributed cognitive 

assemblage rather than a replacement for human intelligence. In Zoological Sciences, where research 

already involves nonhuman agents such as animals, ecosystems, and sensing technologies, the incorpo-

ration of AI represents an extension of existing posthuman configurations. In English Literature, howev-

er, the encounter with AI destabilizes long-held assumptions about authorship, creativity, and interpre-

tive sovereignty, generating greater ethical anxiety and theoretical resistance. The survey data reflect this 

asymmetry, with literary scholars expressing heightened concern over originality, bias, and cultural ho-

mogenization. 

Importantly, the findings also point toward emerging convergence rather than irreducible difference. 

Across both disciplines, respondents acknowledge AI’s capacity to reshape research questions, expand 

analytical scale, and facilitate interdisciplinary collaboration. The data suggest a gradual shift from 

viewing AI as a disruptive intrusion to understanding it as a negotiated collaborator whose role must be 

carefully circumscribed. This shift aligns with contemporary calls for responsible AI frameworks that 

foreground transparency, reflexivity, and contextual sensitivity. 

Taken together, the discussion highlights that disciplinary responses to AI are not determined by techno-

logical capability alone but by historically situated epistemic values. Zoological Sciences and English 

Literature engage AI differently not because one is more technologically advanced than the other, but 

because they operate under distinct assumptions about evidence, interpretation, and knowledge valida-

tion. Recognizing these differences is essential for developing interdisciplinary AI practices that respect 

disciplinary integrity while enabling methodological innovation 

 

7. Comparative Analysis: Epistemology and Scale 

The survey findings reinforce theoretical insights: zoological sciences prioritize empirical validation, 

whereas literary studies foreground interpretive plurality. Yet both disciplines operate within AI-

mediated knowledge systems requiring reflexive human engagement. 

 

8. Interdisciplinary Implications and Future Directions 

The comparative analysis reveals AI’s potential to bridge the long-standing divide between scientific 

empiricism and humanistic interpretation. By fostering hybrid research paradigms, AI encourages meth-

odological pluralism and interdisciplinary dialogue. Future research should focus on developing ethical-

ly grounded, context-sensitive AI frameworks that respect disciplinary specificity while enabling cross-

domain collaboration. 

 

9. Conclusion 

By integrating theoretical analysis with empirical survey data, this study demonstrates that AI has be-

come integral to research in both Zoological Sciences and English Literature, albeit in discipline-specific 

ways. While AI enhances empirical precision and predictive capacity in Life Sciences, it expands inter-

pretive and analytical horizons in literary studies. Despite these differences, researchers across both do-

mains converge in their insistence on human judgment, ethical responsibility, and contextual reasoning. 

AI thus functions not as a disciplinary disruptor but as an epistemic mediator fostering interdisciplinary 

convergence. Grounded in STS, Posthumanism, and Digital Epistemology, this study underscores the 
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necessity of ethically informed human–machine collaboration in shaping the future of interdisciplinary 

research. 

This study demonstrates that AI has become integral to research in both Zoological Sciences and English 

Literature, albeit in discipline-specific ways. While zoology employs AI to enhance empirical precision 

and predictive capacity, literary studies leverage AI to expand interpretive and analytical horizons. De-

spite these differences, both fields converge in their reliance on human judgment, ethical responsibility, 

and contextual reasoning. 

Rather than eroding disciplinary boundaries, AI facilitates epistemic convergence, positioning itself as a 

mediating force between data-driven analysis and interpretive inquiry. This interdisciplinary perspective 

underscores AI’s role not merely as a technological tool but as a transformative agent in contemporary 

knowledge production. 

By integrating STS, Posthumanism, and Digital Epistemology, this study demonstrates that AI reshapes 

research in Zoological Sciences and English Literature through shared epistemic processes, despite dis-

ciplinary differences. AI functions as a mediating force that bridges empirical rigor and interpretive 

complexity, encouraging interdisciplinary dialogue and methodological pluralism. The future of AI-

driven research lies not in disciplinary replacement but in ethically grounded human–machine collabora-

tion. 
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