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Abstract: This article examines the integration
of large language model based chatbots into edu-
cational practices in Russian higher education
through the lens of critical theory and curricu-
lum ideologies. Drawing on Ivan Illich’s concept
of convivial tools and Jiirgen Habermas’s dis-
tinction between instrumental and commu-
nicative rationality, the authors conceptualize
large language models as technologies capable
of operating either within a manipulative logic,
reinforcing hierarchies, technocratic rationality,
and domination, or within a convivial logic, fos-
tering autonomy, collective reasoning, and com-
municative action. The mode of implementation
and functioning of these technologies largely
depends on the underlying curriculum ideol-
ogy, whether it is grounded in hierarchical prin-
ciples of knowledge production and transmission
(Scholar Academic ideology) or in pedagogical
constructivism and individual self-actualization
(Learner Centered ideology). The empirical com-
ponent is based on the experience of the School
of Advanced Studies at the University of Tyumen.
The analysis draws on thematic examination of
20 semi structured interviews with second to
fourth year students who participated in experi-
mental courses featuring AI personas designed
to substitute for certain instructor functions.
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These courses involved a shift toward interactive learning formats and
the introduction of a mediator role inspired by the notion of the ignorant
schoolmaster. The findings indicate that compulsory and instrumentalist
deployment of chatbots is perceived by students as manipulative. It elicits
resistance, feelings of dehumanization, diminished motivation, and disap-
pointment over the loss of direct human interaction. In contrast, volun-
tary and reflexive uses of large language models unlock their potential as
convivial tools, enabling the co-production of knowledge and enhancing
epistemic agency. In conclusion, the authors outline the conditions under
which large language models can function as genuine tools of conviviality
in university education: voluntary adoption, transparency in design and
operation, rejection of total instrumentalization, and embedding within
genuinely communicative practices that respect participants’ autonomy
and foster negotiated, collective meaning-making.

Keywords: large language models, higher education, curriculum ideologies,
instrumental rationality, communicative rationality, tools for conviviality,
manipulative tools
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Pesiome: B cTaTbe aHATM3UPYETCS OIBIT BHePeHUs 4aT-60TOB Ha OCHOBe
GOIBIINX SI3BIKOBBIX MOje/lell B 06pa30BaTeNIbHYIO IIPAKTUKY POCCHU-
CKOT0 BBICIIIEr0 06pa30BaHUs Yepe3 IPU3MYy KPUTHIeCKON TeOPUH U UJIe0-
JIOTUY y4e6HBIX TporpaMM. ONUPasiCh Ha KOHIIEIIINIO «KOHBUBHAIBHBIX
WHCTPYMEHTOB» MBaHa WIIMYa U pPa3Iuyye MexAy MHCTPYMeHTaIbHON
¥ KOMMYHUKaTUBHOM PaIlMOHAIBHOCThIO IOpreHa Xabepmaca, aBTODHI
paccMmaTpuBaloT LLM KakK TeXHOJOTHIO, CIIOCOGHYIO AeHCTBOBATH JIUG0
B MaHUNYJISTHUBHOM JIOTHKe (YCHUIeHVe hUepapXuil, TeXHOKpaTU4YeCKOU
PallMOHANTBHOCTH U JOMUHUPOBAHMUSI), TH60 B KOHBUBUATBHOH (CIIOCO6-
CTBOBaHME aBTOHOMMUH, KOJJIEKTUBHOMY MBIIITEHUIO U KOMMYHHUKaTHUB-
HOMY JIeHCTBHUI0). CIT0C06 BHEAPEHUS U PYHKITMOHUPOBAHUSI TEXHOTOT UM
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BO MHOTOM 3aBHCHUT OT TOTO, KaKast «MIE€OTOTHsSI» IEXUT B OCHOBE YUeOHOM
IIpOrpaMMBI, IIOCTPOEHA I OHA Ha BEPTUKAIbHBIX IIPUHIIUIIAX IIPOU3BOJ-
CTBa U TPAHCISIIUU 3HAHUS (aKaJleMUyecKas U/Ie00THS) UIN Ha Uesx
IIelaroru4eCcKoro KOHCTPYKTHMBM3Ma M JIMYHOCTHOIO CaMOIIO3HAHMSI
(CTyZeHTOIeHTPUYHAS UE0NO0THsI). DMIIMPHUYECKasl YaCTh UCCIIeJOBAHUS
OCHOBaHa Ha ombITe IIIKOJIBI TePCIEeKTHUBHBIX UCCIeOBAaHUH (SAS) TIoMeH-
CKOT'0 I'OCYZapCTBEHHOI0 YHUBEPCUTETA. AHATUSUPYIOTCS Pe3yIbTaThl 20
IONYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX UHTEPBBIO CO CTYAEHTAMU 2-4 KYPCOB, y4acT-
BOBABIIWMU B 5KCIIEPUMEHTAJIBHBIX IIPOIPAMMAaX C UCIOAb30BaHUeM « 11
TIEepPCOH», 3aMeLIABIINX YacTh GYHKIUHN IIpernogasaTeneii. Kypcer mpej-
ToJIarany Iepexof K MHTePaKTUBHBIM dopMaTaM 06yueHUs U BBefleHUe
POIU MeMaTopa («<HeBeXECTBEHHOTO YUUTEIsI»). Pe3yIbTaThl II0Ka3bIBAOT,
YTO IPUHYAUTENBHOE ¥ MHCTPYMEHTATHUCTCKOE UCIIONb30BaAHUE YaT-60TOB
BOCIIPMHMMAETCS CTYLeHTAaMU KaK MaHUIIYJ/ISIIVS, BEI3BIBA€T COIIPOTUB-
JIeHVe, YYBCTBO Aer'yYMaHU3alluY, CHIMIKeHYe MOTUBALIUU U Pa30o4apoBa-
HUe B yTpaTe XHUBOro o6uieHus. HanmpoTus, 106poBoibHOE U pedIeKCHUB-
HOe MprMeHeHre LLMS pacKpbIBaeT UX IIOTEHIIHMAI KaK KOHBUBHUATbHBIX
UHCTPYMEHTOB, CIIOCOGCTBYIOIIMX COBMECTHOMY IIPOU3BO/ICTBY 3HAHUS
Y 3ITMCTEMUYECKOHM CAMOCTOSITEIBHOCTH. B 3aK/TI09€HUY aBTOPBI GOPMYITH-
PYIOT YCIOBUS, IIPU KOTOPBIX LLM MOI'YT CTaTh IIOAIUHHBIMU UHCTPYMEH-
TaMU KOHBUBUAJIBHOCTU B YHUBEPCUTETCKOM 06pa30BaHUM: JOGPOBOIb-
HOCTB MCIIOIb30BAHMS, IIPO3PAaYHOCTDh KOHCTPYKIIUH, OTKA3 OT TOTAJIbHOMU
WHCTPYMEHTAIU3AUY, BKIIOYEHYEe B KOMMYHUKATUBHbIE IIPAKTHUKH.

Kniouesble c1084: 60IBIIYE I3BIKOBBIE MOJ€/IX, BBICIIIEE O6p330BaHI/Ie, npeo-
JIOTUN Y‘le6HI>IX IporpaMm, UHCTPYMEHTa/IbHasd palluOHAaJIbHOCTH, KOMMY-
HUKAaTUBHAA PallMOHAJIbHOCTH, KOHBMBHAJIbHBIE MHCTPYMEHTbBI, MAaHUIIY-
JIASTUBHBIE UHCTPYMEHTBI

Introduction

he focus of this article emerges from a crossroads at which educa-
tional institutions, including universities, have found themselves
over the past five years following the emergence of large language
models (LLMs) and their incorporation into the production of academic
texts. Scholarly discussion on the integration of AI and LLMs into edu-
cation has expanded to such an extent that systematic reviews of the
field are already available (Fowler, 2023; Bearman, Ryan & Ajjawi, 2023).
The depth of this integration has also prompted attempts to assess epis-
temic trust in these technologies within educational contexts (Pandey,
Mishra, Pandey, et al., 2025). Initial responses, often characterised by
rejection and prohibition, have gradually given way to reflections on
the inevitability of adoption, as well as to more balanced analyses of
both the risks and the potential benefits of AI use in education (Lindsay
& Jacka, 2024; Sembey, Hoda & Grundy, 2024).
As is often the case with emergent phenomena, however, significant
gaps remain. These gaps are reflected in the relative scarcity of field
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research that can document how new technologies are implemented
within established educational contexts, as well as relevant theoretical
interpretations of such implementations. This study seeks to address
these gaps. It is situated at the intersection of conceptual framework
and a case of ATl deployment in higher education. The empirical case rep-
resented is the School of Advanced Studies (SAS), founded in 2017 at the
University of Tyumen as part of Russia’s Project 5-100, aimed at increas-
ing the global competitiveness of Russian universities (T-Universities,
2019)".

In developing the theoretical foundations we begin with a general dis-
tinction between instrumental and communicative rationality (Haber-
mas, 1986). Technological infrastructures and specific technologies are
commonly assumed to be aligned “by definition” with instrumental ra-
tionality. However, late twentieth- and early twenty-first-century stud-
ies of technology have challenged this assumption by conceptualising
technology as an active participant in communication (A. Mol; M. de
Laet; G. Simondon; B. Stiegler), as an element of distributed cognition
and distributed responsibility (E. Hutchins; L. Floridi). These approaches
raise the question of how is such a dual existence of technology possible?

A possible answer to this question is offered by a theoretical frame-
work central to our analysis: Ivan Illich’s concept of tools for conviviality
(1llich, 1973). Illich’s work is socially critical and resonates with the tradi-
tion of the Frankfurt School; it is also closely connected to his critique of
education and educational institutions (Illich 1971) and has already been
discussed in contemporary debates on technology and learning (Qutie-
shat, 2025; Beinsteiner, 2020). Engaging with Illich’s ideas allows us, at
a theoretical level, to articulate a possible connection between instru-
mental and communicative rationality, in which specific technologies—
LLMs in our case— may operate either as manipulative instruments or
as tools for conviviality and communication.

Accordingly, the short theoretical part of the article develops a con-
ceptual framework and formulates a general question concerning the
role of AI in education. The second, empirical part represents a con-

1  Project 5-100 was a Russian state initiative (2012-2020) aimed at integrating
leading universities into the global educational landscape and boosting their
competitiveness. Its main goal was to place at least five Russian institutions
in the top 100 of major international rankings (QS, THE, ARWU). To this end,
participating universities had to increase the share of foreign students to 15%
and foreign faculty to 10%. A key measure of research success was improved pub-
lication citation rates, driven by English-language publishing and international
co-authorship. Overall, the project promoted the transformation of Russian
universities along Western lines, prioritizing global visibility, English-medium
scientific communication, and internationalization.
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crete educational experience carried out by the SAS in which AI “per-
sonas” were introduced into university courses, focusing on students’
responses to the deliberate use of LLMs in teaching and learning prac-
tices. This experience is interpreted in terms of AI functioning either
as a tool for conviviality or as a means of manipulation within dif-
ferent educational ideologies, understood as structures that organise
university goals. By combining the theoretical and empirical parts, we
pursue a dual aim: on the one hand, to illustrate Illich’s ideas through a
specific case; on the other, to use them for interpreting the educational
experience of implementing LLMs and identifying ways to improve
this experience.

Convivial and Manipulative Tools on the Border between
Communicative and Instrumental Rationality

The contemporary tension surrounding the integration of technologies
into social relations, including those structured by educational insti-
tutions, may be situated within the Frankfurt School’s critique of in-
strumental reason. Questions of the social efficiency of education and
science have become central to debates on academic capitalism and the
university’s “third mission” (Compagnucci & Spigarelli, 2020). From a
theoretical perspective, such an emphasis on social efficiency may be
interpreted as the transformation of scientific and technological prog-
ress into a means of legitimising domination, both over nature and over
human beings (H. Marcuse; J. Habermas). As an alternative to such “re-
pressive” domination, Habermas proposes an ideology of emancipation
grounded in communicative action or symbolically mediated interac-
tion, whose normative force is constituted intersubjectively. He draws
attention to “students and pupils” as potential subjects of communica-
tive rationality, arguing that their relative lack of fixed interests, par-
tial immunity to technocratic consciousness, and latent protest poten-
tial position them as possible agents of resistance to repressive social
systems (Habermas, 1986, p. 120). At the same time, Habermas remains
skeptical of Marcuse’s proposals for a New Technology oriented toward
interaction rather than control and the suppression of individuality
(1bid., p. 88).

We assume that Ivan Illich’s critique of the institutionalisation of
education, articulated through his distinction between convivial and
manipulative tools, offers the opportunity of development of these
ideas. Illich’s framework may be applied not only to the university as
an institution but also to the technologies employed in educational
practices, particularly LLMs, whose ambivalent effects have recently
attracted scholarly attention. We suggest that, through Illich’s ideas, it
is possible to describe technologies capable of reinforcing hierarchy and
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efficiency-driven domination, while also potentially expanding com-
munal autonomy and creative agency.

Relating Illich’s ideas to Habermas’s problematic requires clarifica-
tion. The two thinkers share a critical orientation toward power, wheth-
er exercised by political actors or epistemic authorities, and converge in
their rejection of linear narratives of scientific and technological prog-
ress. Both engage, albeit differently, with questions of emancipation and
domination in education and technology (Tilak & Glassman, 2020). Their
critical trajectories intersect in their emphasis on interaction and con-
viviality. Moreover, Illich’s concept of convivial tools may be read as an
implicit response to Habermas’s skepticism toward Marcuse’s vision of
a New Technology, reframing technological emancipation not as a uto-
pian future but as the recovery of suppressed or forgotten possibilities.

Illich conceptualises institutional development as unfolding in two
watersheds: “At first, new knowledge is applied to the solution of a clear-
ly stated problem and scientific measuring sticks are applied to account
for the new efficiency. But at a second point, the progress demonstrated
in a previous achievement is used as a rationale for the exploitation of
society as a whole in the service of a value which is determined and
constantly revised by an element of society, by one of its self-certifying
professional elites” (Illich, 1973, p. 20).

Firstly, institutions function as a means enabling human activity,
allowing alternatives and self-limitation. Applied to universities, this
stage corresponds to spaces of intellectual exploration and individual
growth (Qutieshat, 2025, p. 51). In the second watersheds, institutional
survival and efficiency become ends in themselves, reinforced by bu-
reaucratic management and quantitative indicators. Development shifts
“from facilitating activity to organizing production” (Illich, 1971, p. 53),
rendering institutions manipulative rather than enabling conviviality.
“Any institution that moves toward its second watershed tends to be-
come highly manipulative. For instance, it costs more to make teaching
possible than to teach” (Illich, 1973, p. 36).

The distinction between convivial and manipulative tools is thus ge-
netic rather than static. Conviviality presupposes a continual return
to the origin of creative activity, where institutions serve human self-
formation rather than subordinating it. “I choose the term ‘convivial-
ity’ to designate the opposite of industrial productivity. I intend it to
mean autonomous and creative intercourse among persons, and the in-
tercourse of persons with their environment ... I consider conviviality
to be individual freedom realized in personal interdependence and, as
such, an intrinsic ethical value” (Illich, 1973, p. 24). “

Retrospectively, this distinction may be articulated as autonomy ver-
sus heteronomy, emancipation versus efficiency, and participation ver-
sus managerial control. Importantly, Illich does not envision the com-
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plete absence of manipulative institutions (Illich, 1973, p. 37), but rather
a balance that limits institutional power, resists compulsory structures,
and preserves spaces of creative agency. His genetic account thus ac-
quires ontological significance, pointing to the possibility of freedom
through the preservation of institutional origins. In this respect, Illich’s
appeal to learner resistance (Illich, 1971, p. 41) resonates with Habermas’s
emphasis on communicative agency.

This theoretical constellation becomes particularly salient when we
connect it with educational ideologies considered as frameworks organ-
ising curricular practice (Schiro, 2013). We incorporate the distinction
between educational ideologies in order to specify how technologies
function in education depending on the diverse goal orientations of uni-
versity programmes. These ideologies differ in their goal structures but
may be understood not only as opposed ideal types, but also as practical
logics enacted in concrete institutional contexts. As such, the univocal-
ity of educational goal-setting becomes problematic. Below, we interpret
these ideologies in relation to Illich’s conceptual frameworks.

Within the Scholar Academic Ideology, the curriculum aims to induct
students into a discipline’s established body of knowledge and practices.
Organised hierarchically around expert authority (Schiro, 2013, p. 4),
this ideology may rely on technologies and institutional markers that
function as manipulative tools legitimising epistemic dominance. Illich
criticises this form of self-reproducing expertise as the rule of “self-cer-
tifying professional elites” (Illich, 1977). One possible transformation lies
in rendering knowledge production transparent and fostering collective
learning webs which, as convivial tools, enable independence within
the alternative that “technology is available to develop either indepen-
dence and learning or bureaucracy and teaching” (Illich, 1971, p. 77).
Here, epistemic authority is not abolished but rendered intelligible in
its genesis; technological transparency becomes as crucial as epistemic
transparency, lest power asymmetries be reinforced (Beinsteiner, 2020).

The Social Efficiency Ideology defines education in relation to social-
ly prescribed goals, positioning the teacher as a “manager” of learning
aligned with the “needs of society (or client)” (Schiro, 2013, p. 4). Despite
its overtly utilitarian character, this ideology may also be interpreted
in nation-building terms or in relation to contemporary metrics of the
university’s societal impact. In our analysis, however, it is primarily
associated with instrumental rationality.

The Learner Centered Ideology emphasises individual developmental
trajectories shaped through interaction with the environment and re-
quires curricular flexibility. Yet the exteriorisation of “human nature”
in learning may itself be problematised, insofar as meaning emerges
through interaction with others and with epistemic authorities. As
Schiro notes, “People are stimulated to grow and construct meaning
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as a result of interacting with their physical, intellectual, and social
environments” (Schiro, 2013, p. 6). The ambivalence of this ideology lies
in the risk that an emphasis on individual autonomy may obscure the
collective sources of creativity and undervalue convivial technologies
embedded in communal practices.

The Social Reconstruction Ideology foregrounds social injustice and
integrates critical reflection and action into educational practice. While
it opposes social efficiency by prioritising emancipation over affirma-
tion, the two may converge when practices aimed at overcoming injus-
tice are reframed as “societal needs.” Although Social Reconstruction is
present in Illich’s thought (Kahn & Kellner, 2007), it operates largely at a
meta-level, informing his critique of institutional manipulation and his
call to restore education’s convivial foundations.

In what follows, we consider a case from the Russian educational
context that illustrates the ambivalent status of AI as a New Technol-
ogy situated between efficiency and emancipation, manipulation and
conviviality, resistance and collective appropriation. Contemporary in-
terpretations of Illich’s distinction between convivial and manipulative
tools already extend it to digital technologies in education (Qutieshat,
2025; Beinsteiner, 2020). We interpret, in the context of this distinction,
a specific educational experience of Alimplementation and its organised
reflection, both of which are described below.

Artificial Intelligence as an Educational Tool: The Case of
the School of Advanced Studies

The educational model of the SAS, which serves as the empirical field
of this study, was developed through an attempted integration of the
Learner Centered Ideology, grounded in the values of liberal educa-
tion and the cultivation of critical thinking, and the Scholar Academic
Ideology, which sustains a high level of theoretical complexity within
predominantly interdisciplinary curricula. In this respect, the model
aspired to combine two of the four ideological orientations identified by
M. Schiro. As in other attempts to integrate divergent forms of educa-
tional goal-setting within a single programme, the implementation of
the SAS model revealed persistent tensions between students’ aspira-
tions toward agency and the self-determination of learning content, and
the relatively rigid logic of the academic canon, which prescribes the
sequencing of knowledge according to disciplinary history and cultural
norms.

This internal contradiction was also reflected in dominant instruc-
tional formats. Despite an explicit emphasis on students’ independent
research and creative projects, the curriculum largely retained the clas-
sical lecture-seminar structure. The principles of liberal education were
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realised primarily through the construction of individual educational
trajectories. Since its founding, SAS has sought to integrate students
into contemporary research agendas, with particular attention to inter-
disciplinary and transdisciplinary inquiry. The text-centred character
of the model implied that assessment practices would prioritise slow
reading, deep interpretation, reasoned discussion, and, crucially, the
production of students’ own intellectual work, above all in the form of
academic essays.

The mass dissemination of LLMs in 2023 posed a serious challenge
to the practices and normative assumptions that had taken shape at
SAS over its first six years, as it did for many universities committed to
the “grand humanistic project” of education (Knox, 2019; Biesta, 1998).
Within the humanities, technologies had typically functioned as objects
of critique rather than as actors capable of destabilising the “purely hu-
man” interaction between teacher and student as the presumed foun-
dation of educational authenticity. The capacity of AI to generate texts
indistinguishable from those written by humans directly challenged
one of the School’s core institutional principles, namely zero tolerance
for plagiarism and other forms of academic dishonesty. More broadly,
the advent of generative AI problematised writing as a mode of thinking
and the text as the primary object and outcome of humanities education
(Hsu, 2025).

Initial attempts to preserve the existing model included consider-
ation of a return to pre-digital practices, such as oral examinations and
supervised in-class essay writing. This “conservative turn,” however,
was ultimately rejected. Under the leadership of its director, Andrey
Shcherbenok, the School chose not to pursue a prohibitive strategy but
instead to actively integrate AI into teaching, seeking modes of use that
would sustain a high level of students’ cognitive labour while opening
new institutional possibilities. This decision was further shaped by a
structural constraint. In 2022, SAS faced a shortage of international
English-speaking faculty, which made AI tools appear as a potential
response to the deficit of expert instructors. If a world-class professor
could not be invited, their expertise might instead be simulated through
an Al analogue.

The central hypothesis guiding AI implementation at SAS was that
“course personas”, defined as customised LLM-based chatbots equipped
with vector databases, could both substitute for certain functions tradi-
tionally performed by instructors and, through dialogical interaction,
support students’ autonomous knowledge construction by fostering
research competencies, epistemic agency, and horizontal communica-
tion. To organise student activity, a mediator role was introduced. This
role was assigned to individuals trained in pedagogy and educational
design but not necessarily in the relevant discipline. This functional
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separation between expertise and pedagogy, traditionally unified in the
Humboldtian figure of the professor, necessitated a systematic analysis
of teaching practices. In-depth interviews with SAS faculty were con-
ducted to map competencies and classroom routines in order to identify
which elements of teaching could be delegated to AT and which required
sustained human involvement. In the resulting model, the chatbot
functioned as a source of specialised knowledge and a navigator of dis-
ciplinary domains, providing feedback and exemplary solutions, while
the mediator organised learning activities, supported motivation, and
facilitated interpersonal communication. In early experiments, media-
tors were senior students and teaching assistants.

Experimental designs varied according to instructional goals, rang-
ing from moderate configurations, in which instructors remained pres-
ent and AI personas performed auxiliary functions, to more radical ones,
where, due to the absence of a subject specialist, the educational process
relied entirely on interaction between students, AI personas, and me-
diators. In total, ten experimental courses with varying degrees of AI
integration were implemented at SAS in 2024 (Sound Studies, The World
through Time, Ecce Homo, New Media, Foundations of the Humanities,
Design Thinking, and others). Students were also formally permitted to
use other LLMs, including GigaChat, YandexGPT, and ChatGPT.

The introduction of AI led to a substantial redesign of the courses:
lectures were significantly reduced and largely replaced with more in-
teractive learning formats that emphasized active student participa-
tion. At the same time, direct (“live”) interaction with expert instruc-
tors was sharply curtailed. The concept of the “ignorant schoolmaster”
(Ranciére, 1991), embedded in the “AI plus mediator” model, did not — as
anticipated — result in students’ intellectual emancipation or increased
engagement. Instead, it intensified feelings of helplessness, contributed
to declining motivation, and provoked passive resistance and, in some
cases, open hostility toward both the mediators and the School’s admin-
istration. The need to understand students’ experiences within a new
experimental educational context prompted the research team to inves-
tigate the factors influencing the acceptance of the new technology and
the modified pedagogical design. Several hypotheses were formulated at
the outset. The primary hypothesis was that the instrumental technolo-
gisation of education is fundamentally misaligned with the educational
model and epistemic culture of SAS, in which the figure of the professor
and the practice of personal interaction with them as a bearer of unique
knowledge play a constitutive role. The removal of this figure was per-
ceived as a form of “dehumanisation” of the educational process, while
communication among peers and with the mediator failed to compen-
sate for dialogue with a higher-status Knower, whose evaluation, praise,
or censure carried greater social and existential significance. In people-
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driven cultures, to which universities largely belong, AI-generated texts
generally do not attain the status of knowledge and cannot compete
with expert judgments or with canonical sources such as books and
scholarly articles authored by humans. Moreover, elements of the aca-
demic curriculum that presuppose rigid hierarchies among epistemic
agents do not readily accommodate the unproblematic introduction of
competing non-human intellectual agents.

A second hypothesis did not directly concern technology. It was
grounded in assumptions derived from cognitive pedagogy, according to
which a shift toward a more agentic learner position, achieved through
the intensification of constructivist teaching methods in which the
primary role moves from teacher to student, may produce a range of
negative effects under conditions of high cognitive task complexity and
insufficiently developed internal guidance. These effects include declin-
ing motivation, a sense of disorientation, and even the reinforcement of
educational inequality (Kirschner et al., 2006; Tharayil et al., 2018). Stu-
dents’ pre-existing beliefs about what an educational environment and
learning process should entail, as well as how roles should be distributed
within them, may also have significantly shaped their disappointment
with the changes being introduced. Most students had prior experience
primarily with instructivist schooling, in which the teacher provides a
clear algorithm for completing tasks that can be evaluated as unequivo-
cally correct or incorrect (Lee, 2022).

Methodology

One of the article’s authors participated in developing the concept of
Al integration at SAS, its theoretical justification, the design of experi-
ments, and the facilitation of focus groups. This involvement provides
an insider perspective, yet it may introduce interpretive bias, which we
acknowledge as a limitation of the study. At the same time, reflexive en-
gagement with our own experience, combined with privileged access to
the tacit dimensions of communication and interaction among all par-
ticipants, enables a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding
of the phenomenon. It also facilitates critical examination of our own
assumptions and preconceptions, thereby supporting the potential for
constructive change (Dyson, 2007; Starr, 2010).

The methodological foundation of this study is a thematic analysis
of 20 semi-structured interviews with second- to fourth-year students
from the School of Advanced Studies (SAS) who participated in experi-
mental courses involving AI personas (10 second-year, 5 third-year, and
5 fourth-year). The overrepresentation of second-year students in the
sample resulted from most experimental courses being conducted with
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second-year groups. Interviews, lasting 35-84 minutes, were fully tran-
scribed and analyzed through multi-stage thematic analysis to identify
key patterns in students’ perceptions of AI integration.

The interviews were designed primarily to elicit students’ reflective
accounts of their educational experience with AI, with the practical aim
of informing subsequent improvements in pedagogical practices involv-
ing LLMs. Accordingly, the interview guide consisted of relatively open-
ended questions rather than narrowly targeted probes. The resulting
key themes (practices of students’ independent LLM use; ways Al was
applied in class; students’ attitudes toward mediators; perceptions of
the professor’s role; faculty attitudes toward AI implementation at SAS;
epistemic authority of AI agents; evaluations of LLM-generated results;
perceptions of new learning formats; and students’ underlying beliefs
about education) emerged inductively from the interview content.

These empirically derived themes are subsequently interpreted
through the theoretical lens of Ivan Illich’s distinction between con-
vivial and manipulative tools, as well as Habermas’s contrast between
communicative and instrumental rationality. In this way, the theoreti-
cal framework serves as an interpretive device applied after the identifi-
cation of patternsin the data, rather than as a pre-determined deductive
structure guiding data collection. For the purposes of this article, we
prioritize those narrative elements that most clearly illuminate the ten-
sion between instrumental and communicative logics of AT integration
within the SAS educational model, as well as the conditions under which
LLMs function (or fail to function) as convivial rather than manipulative
tools in teaching and learning.

Results

When introducing new technologies, it is necessary to account both for
the action potential embedded in the technology itself, conceptualised
as affordance or the “spirit of technology” in the terms of G. DeSanctis
and M. S. Poole (Poole & DeSanctis, 1990), and for the competencies
of individual and collective actors who appropriate it. In particular,
the dialogical nature of the course personas constitutes an important
affordance that prescribes certain interaction scenarios, specifically
requiring activity from the student in preparing prompts, maintain-
ing dialogue, clarifying details, and so forth. At the same time, the
academic and student-centered components of the program impose
specific requirements on the new agent, which generated significant
tension. On one hand, there are expectations regarding the content
produced by the personas; it must be relevant, theoretically laden, ac-
curate, and non-trivial to ensure the increment of new knowledge.
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Through the RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation) architecture, fo-
cus on specific literature relevant to each individual course was en-
sured, and the model’s “hallucinations” were eliminated. On the other
hand, the structure of the AI personas should not be too rigid to allow
for “creative” use that fosters the development of students’ subjectivity
rather than mere disciplinary indoctrination according to an exter-
nally imposed protocol.

One of the main problems encountered was the low evaluation by
students of the generated responses: they were described as “useless”,
“empty”, “general”, “insufficiently deep”, and so on. For example, “..the
bots give absurd answers that do not help... it’s like talking to a wall.”
(Student 2, Year 2). The semantic capital (Floridi, 2018) of such responses
was rated significantly lower than that of the instructor’s, even in cases
where the two were virtually identical. Bias against chatbots as epis-
temic agents intensified in the absence of a human expert in the class-
room. The significance of the instructor was justified in various ways;
in particular, students noted specific competencies that, in their view,
LLMs are incapable of performing qualitatively. The professor’s posses-
sion of critical thinking skills, which he can teach to others unlike AI
personas, the ability to set a theoretical framework for interpreting ma-
terials, offer one’s own perspective, evaluate results, and guide students
in their work were emphasized. Great emphasis was placed on the in-
structor’s life experience: “the professor, unlike artificial intelligence,
possesses some life experience that allows him to incorporate his own
stories directly related to practice, to his experience, which AI does not
possess” (Student 10, Year 3).

Attitudes toward mediators and their role in organizing communica-
tion and activity continued to be constructed in the logic of expertise,
possibly because this position had not been encountered in the students’
previous educational experience and was not sufficiently clearly posi-
tioned. The main complaint consisted in the lack of specialized knowl-
edge and the refusal to confirm or refute the correctness of students’
and chatbots’ responses: “the mediator was not immersed in the subject
himself, that is, he could not always correct these hallucinations” (Stu-
dent 16, Year 2). One respondent described the experience of joint work
as mutual “suffering” of mediators and students who became hostages of
the situation. The low level of trust in mediators was influenced by their
status, since a significant portion had just graduated from university
or were final-year bachelor’s students, that is, essentially peers of the
students themselves.

Social influence, that is, the attitudes of instructors and other learn-
ers toward the implementation of AI technologies in SAS, was assessed
by students ambiguously. According to most respondents, professors’
positions were divided; some openly expressed their negative attitude
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toward the use of chatbots, while some instructors were quite positive
and perceived the experiments with interest and were ready to partici-
pate in them. One respondent described her professor’s attitude as fol-
lows: “I cannot say that he was directly negative, but perhaps with some
contempt.” (Student 3, Year 4). Students’ perceptions of AI implementa-
tion were equally heterogeneous, but the negative component appears
quite frequently in the interviews. An indicative phenomenon was the
emergence of group cohesion and even improvement in the quality of
joint work, which arose against the background of passive resistance to
the manipulative, imposed use of AI: “..there is a positive dynamic in
that we somehow bonded with classmates... because we all disliked it,
that is, we all understood that we were collectively suffering. And there-
fore we started to read everything so attentively, delve into and study,
so that we had something to discuss ourselves, without touching this
bot” (Student 11, Year 2).

The artificially imposed method of implementing AI technologies
runs like a red thread through all interviews as the factor most trauma-
tizing to students. Its use is characterized as “excessive”, “involuntary”,
“persistent”, “fostering a sense of powerlessness”. This influenced the
psychological state of the experiment participants: “constant mention
of it and insistence on use sometimes leads to a certain fatigue from
this, from the topic itself”. (Student 15, Year 3). The manipulative na-
ture of Al integration became an obvious threat to the manifestation of
subjectivity and autonomy. Several respondents described their work
in class with AI as mechanical, that is, devoid of personal meaning and
not accompanied by understanding or appropriation of new knowledge.
Students’ disappointment was intensified by the realization of missed
opportunities due to AI implementation, primarily related to the pos-
sibility of interaction with professors: “I have, well, a bit of this childish
resentment that D came to us from Canada, such a cool professor, and
they gave me some stupid machine that sometimes cannot even string
two words together.” (Student 5, Year 4).

To interpret students’ acceptance or rejection of AI technologies more
accurately, we compared their in-class interactions with “course per-
sonas” to their independent, uncoerced use of LLMs. Most students re-
ported using AI with varying frequency for academic tasks. Tools such
as Consensus, Elicit, and Semantic Scholar helped them locate relevant
sources, edit texts in Russian and English, draft annotations, and simi-
lar activities. Instrumental use predominated, with effectiveness typi-
cally measured by time saved on uninteresting, routine tasks. Although
some employed LLMs more constructively (as a “partner” in joint reflec-
tion, intellectual production, or research), such co-creative, convivial
engagement usually involved interactivity and deliberate goal-setting
focused on higher-quality outcomes rather than mere efficiency.
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Despite varied approaches to LLMs, nearly all students viewed this
independent experience positively or neutrally; it posed no threat to
their autonomy or sense of meaning. We suggest that perceptions of
the experimental courses with AI personas depended not only on tool
quality and implementation mode but also on students’ educational
beliefs and expectations. Many respondents displayed a teacher-cen-
tered orientation characteristic of Scholar Academic Ideology, where
knowledge transmission remains the professor’s prerogative. In some
interviews, commitment to this transmissional model was explicit:
“why do I need education if it is not the transmission of knowledge?
Some cool knowledge that I can remember.” (Student 7, Year 2). The in-
structor was accorded an exclusive role in explaining and verifying
knowledge; its absence provoked confusion and powerlessness. AI tech-
nologies clearly failed to substitute for this figure of epistemic author-
ity and order, even with a mediator present. Efforts to foster solidarity
proved inadequate to convince students that collective work could yield
meaningful results.

Reflexive analysis of our practice, from the experiment designer’s
perspective, yields several conclusions. Beyond student interviews,
these draw on interactions with SAS administration, faculty, and de-
velopers, as well as classroom work with course personas. A key insight
was that introducing a new technological actor not only restructured
established practices and redistributed power but also served as a litmus
test exposing deep contradictions inherent in the model. Chief among
these is the inevitable tension in combining Scholar Academic Ideology
with Learner Centered Ideology within one programme. Transmitting
“packaged” disciplinary knowledge within a strict epistemic hierarchy
(the “banking model” (Freire, 2005)) is hard to reconcile with addressing
each student’s unique needs, personal meaning-making, and experien-
tial relevance of knowledge. This inevitably sends mixed signals: “be au-
tonomous” yet “follow strict rules”. Divergences emerge in assessment
(disciplinary compliance versus individual growth), content selection
(canon versus personal interests), and teacher role (expert versus facili-
tator). Well-structured research and teaching activities could resolve
this tension, enabling students to enter and advance in science along-
side the teacher while preserving personal interest and self-directed
trajectories.

Evaluating the experience of implementing AI tools in SAS, we see
one of the main reasons for failures in the fundamental divergence be-
tween the idea of the possible liberating role of technology embedded
in the pedagogical design of the courses and the manipulative way of
realizing the experiments. The “course persona” was supposed to be-
come the embodiment of communicative rationality and a kind of New
Technology in Marcuse’s sense: to give students the opportunity in a
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dialogical mode to independently construct knowledge, taking into ac-
count personal values and interests, and to contribute to building a hori-
zontal epistemic culture in which even recognized authorities remain
transparent and open to criticism. At the same time, the organization
of this process became the embodiment of the logic of efficiency and
total manipulativity, in which both students and, to a certain extent,
instructors became means for achieving external indicators, were de-
prived of choice, autonomy, and excluded from negotiations that would
define acceptable boundaries of appropriateness and expediency of AI
application for all actors. The instrumentalist approach to implementa-
tion led some students to perceive their classroom work as mere imita-
tion, aimed at goals unrelated to students, instructors, mediators, or
education itself. As one respondent explained, they opposed using AT in
universities merely as a trend to secure funding, rather than creating
something genuinely effective.

Where instrumentalization of the lifeworld occurs, individuals resist
in varied ways, whether consciously and purposefully or spontaneous-
ly and unconsciously. We interpret certain student-described and ob-
served practices as resistance to manipulative education: open sabotage
of tasks, recourse to alternative information sources, “ironic” chatbot
use (contrary to intended purpose), informal instructor contacts for ex-
pert human opinion, and occasional dysfunctional behaviour, including
verbal aggression. The SAS AI implementation project faced resistance
primarily due to inadequate communicative efforts: insufficient com-
munication of the concept to faculty and students, limited discussion of
their perspectives, and few adjustments based on feedback.

It would be erroneous to overlook, amid the failures, the positive ex-
periences of Al application that nonetheless emerged and could serve as
a foundation for future project development, enabling “course personas”
to function as tools of conviviality rather than manipulation. Among
the most productive was student involvement in creating chatbots as
“doubles” of historical figures. This enabled appropriation of course
goals, linkage of disciplinary knowledge to personal interests, and per-
ception of chatbots not as alienated black boxes with rigid instructions
but as entities warranting “care”: the desire to enhance the capabili-
ties of this non-human other one has created (e.g., greater accuracy in
reproducing thinking style or contextual awareness). When viewed as
evolving agents with variable scenarios and flexibility, such chatbots in-
tegrate more harmoniously into constructivist pedagogical approaches.

Conclusion

The findings from this investigation into LLM implementation indicate
limited success in their constructive integration into university educa-
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tion; nonetheless, both the limitations encountered and the positive in-
stances observed encourage reflection on the factors contributing to these
results. A possible answer is provided by the conceptual frame, which
simultaneously ensures the interpretation of the results. In the course of
the study, an opposition was discovered between communicative ratio-
nality, which assumed free creative interaction of process participants
and was explicitly present in out-of-class use of AI, and instrumental ra-
tionality subordinating to a logic of increasing efficiency in classes. In
both cases, the same technology (with variations of specific LLMs) was
used; it was a possible boundary object, but did it become one in reality?
Students’ attitudes showed the perception of the AI “course persona” as a
means of manipulation (content-wise empty, not assuming creative self-
expression in this use, not allowing self-limitation by other educational
tactics). It was this perception that caused resistance. In the context of
our conceptual frame, it can be hypothesized that the potential of the AT
“course persona” as not only and not so much as a means of manipulation
but as a tool for conviviality was not fully utilized. The turn to the second
side was partially realized in the process of creating one’s own chatbots,
and it was this that received a positive response. Moreover, such conviv-
ial work, connecting in becoming students, teachers, and the AI course
persona, could also work to link the two opposing ideologies—Scholar
Academic and Learner Centered Ideologies. As shown in the theoretical
part, they contradict each other if in the first case an educational hier-
archy is realized with an unambiguously assumed epistemic authority
based on expert knowledge, and in the second emphasis is placed on the
student’s creative independence in knowledge validation. However, as the
studies showed, in the first sense students lacked transparency in the AT
persona regarding the origin of its expertise (distinction from professors
who have life experience, are capable of teaching and demonstrating criti-
cal thinking), and in the second they were frustrated precisely by their
own independence, while the communicative component of creativity
was reduced. That is, the component of the two ideologies that can work
on their connection—joint creative self-expression, conviviality, which
unites in one event the acquisition and transmission of knowledge, self-
improvement and improvement of one’s own tools—was missed (more
precisely, not emphasized). In addition, for the actualization of AI as a
tool for conviviality, it is important to abandon total manipulativity and
criticize the myth of consensus. Therefore, the assumption that everyone
perceives Al implementation with the same enthusiasm proved problem-
atic; insufficient attention was paid to compromises and negotiations,
clarification for each other of the roles of all interaction participants. In
the end, neglect of the boundary nature of AI left the educational situation
with a gap between two rationalities and two educational ideologies, with
the totality of manipulation and underestimation of conviviality.
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