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Theme 1: What is in store for doctoral writing (its future)?
As in the past and the present, there will be multiple futures for doctoral writing. The direction it takes – whether for individuals engaging in the process, for specific institutions and programs, or for nation-states and the global context – will be context-dependent. It will also be shaped by three main forces that continually influence social change: the pull of the future (visions of what is preferred and desired), the push of the present (external trends and events), and the weight of history and social structure (which can hinder movement toward the preferred).
In this dynamic, what doctoral writing looks like – for individuals, organizations, and societies – will depend on these three factors:
· The strength of the vision: What is the preferred future for doctoral writing, and to what extent is this vision collectively embraced and sustained?
· The alignment of local, regional, and global forces: Do these forces enable or obstruct the vision?
· The role of historical memory and institutional legacies: How do dominant interpretations of history – often shaped by those in power – either entrench the status quo or, alternatively, how can re-engagement with suppressed or alternative histories help loosen these anchors and support transformative visions?

Theme 2: Why ask this question again – and now? (the relevance)
This question is important on several levels.
Using the language of instrumental rationality and the discourse of business – which shapes the current context of most higher education institutions – there are questions of cost-benefit analysis: Is engaging in doctoral writing worth it? Should it be supported by society? Does it advantage or disadvantage graduates? Extending this narrative further, what is the role of competition in ranking humans and institutions (as in the ‘top-ranked universities’ lists)?
From an ecological and emerging AI paradigm perspective, questions arise about the sustainability of doctoral programs and the current forms that doctoral writing takes. Should PhDs continue to be supported? Should they still exist? Or should they be replaced by other forms of research outputs?
Finally, using the language of self-development, we might ask: Is this process soul-crushing or self-empowering?

Theme 3: How can we nurture sustainability and EDIA (Equality, Diversity, Inclusion, Access) in doctoral writing? (the values underpinning doctoral writing, including epistemic virtues and vices)

This question, of course, depends on who “we” are. Institutions of higher education have often been accused of leaning towards leftist politics or being wholly informed by progressive worldviews. If this is the case, then EDIA remains a critical imperative – one that must be nurtured, regardless of cost (as evidenced in widely publicised cases like Columbia vs. Harvard). However, if “we” refers to those who determine how universities and doctoral writing are funded, the situation becomes far murkier. At best, inclusion efforts may be tokenistic, with doctoral writing supported only insofar as it aligns with broader socio-economic agendas.

Theme 4: What challenges and opportunities does GenAI (Generative AI) afford doctoral writing?
(and Learning Technologies generally)

AI is disrupting existing models of education, writing, and creativity in multiple ways. First, it challenges the belief in human superiority over machines, especially the notion that certain aspects of human identity and intellect can never be replaced. Yet just as humans are often replaced by other humans, they may also be replaced by humans operating behind AI. In this transition, certain individuals and groups – already privileged in academic production and distribution (e.g., through language, geography, or political economy within global ‘power-knowledge’ structures, as described by Foucault) – will continue to benefit. Consequently, academic language may become more standardised and diplomatic.
Second, GenAI may initially introduce a period of chaos: too many platforms, too many tools, and too little understanding of this rapidly evolving field – a kind of ‘wild west’ for doctoral and academic writing.
Third, GenAI holds the potential to become a “great equaliser,” supporting individuals who speak minority languages, who come from lower socio-economic backgrounds, or who experience various forms of marginalisation.
Fourth, as with all technologies, AI will enhance productivity, but this will also raise expectations – intensifying the pressure to meet ever-evolving-increasing academic norms.
And fifth, as Marshall McLuhan famously said, we will “create these technologies, which will then create us” – pushing us further toward the idea of a “global/world brain” (N. Tesla, P. Russell, H.G. Wells), a “global/hive mind” (K. Kelly), the “noosphere” (P. Teilhard de Chardin), or even a form of “collective/planetary consciousness” (E. Durkheim, A. Gramsci, W. Irwin Thompson).

