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Chapter 7 – Conclusion  
When I started my research in 2021, we had just seen how, after the pandemic, debates 
in the mainstream media began to focus on AI, highlighting the implications of the uptake 
of these technologies for public health, personal freedom, and political polarisation. By 
2023, only halfway through my dissertation research, generative AI was made available 
for public and commercial use, with one-third of companies reporting regular 
implementation of AI applications and more than one-quarter of these companies putting 
AI high on their agenda for the future (Chui et al., 2023). By 2025, the focus has shifted 
again. In September 2025, the US government and major US-based tech corporations 
came together under a shared agenda to “power American AI dominance”, underscoring 
public-private enmeshment to create AI infrastructure and innovation policies (The White 
House, 2025). Meanwhile, tech companies such as Meta are articulating visions of 
“personal superintelligence” to integrate so-called Artificial General Intelligence into 
everyone's daily lives while building the infrastructure to support it (Zuckerberg, 2025). 
The US is not the only country articulating these ambitions and merging public-private 
sectors to achieve them. DeepSeek’s breakthroughs in AI have exponentially advanced 
Chinese AI development and are closely tied to a political agenda (Atalan, 2025). The 
European Union, in turn, launched its AI Continent Action Plan to keep “European industry 
and science at the forefront of AI” (European Commission, 2025). These developments 
indicate another turning point: AI is not merely on the agenda; it dominates the agenda. 

AI has reemerged as one of the most publicly contested and politically charged 
innovations in recent years. White House Dinners and European Union hearings with tech 
CEOs (Larger, 2021; The White House, 2025) emphasise how central AI has become to 
political, economic, and cultural discourse. AI and automation technologies are no longer 
the domain of academic foundational research and corporate innovation, but a central 
focal point through which societies are effectively debating future priorities, values and 
technological visions. The exponential pace of AI development across various sectors, 
including healthcare, education, defence, and governance, has established AI as a 
politically and economically pertinent issue globally. This is especially true for large 
political actors, such as the US, China, and the European Union. The US’s ongoing high-
profile AI events, including the White House dinners for AI dominance, Trump’s 
inauguration with Big Tech CEOs front and centre, and the recent AI task force 
presentation, shape more than policy. The performativity of such events underscores AI's 
dual role as both a high-potential technology and an imaginary. These publicly curated 
performances symbolise not only a negotiation between government and industry but 
also construct AI as a political project and a symbol of national ambition and global 
competitiveness (Richter et al., 2025). This is also reflected in countries such as China 
and Germany, where public debates on AI mirror broader struggles over power, 
responsibility, and technological sovereignty.  

Nevertheless, the imaginary of AI as a concise and coordinated set of technologies 
obscures a far more complex and evolving landscape of stakeholders, institutions and 
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competing interests. Different stakeholders articulate competing visions of AI. My 
research complicates the monolithic image of AI as a coherent set of technologies and a 
unified political agenda by foregrounding the intricate and changing network of 
stakeholders that shape future visions of AI. It is critical to understand how societal 
stakeholders negotiate the future of artificial intelligence by co-shaping imaginaries of AI 
to account for larger societal implications. Thus, my research contributes in three key 
ways to existing scholarship and debate on AI. The findings of my dissertations 
complicate existing scholarship by challenging monolithic and homogeneous framings of 
AI stakeholders' positioning by mapping key societal stakeholders’ negotiations over the 
future of AI, as well as the relations between them. My research secondly contributes a 
nuanced analysis of how these stakeholders shape and negotiate AI imaginaries to steer 
the purpose and direction of AI development and implementation. Thirdly, the 
dissertation conceptually adds to the study of AI stakeholders and platform corporations 
in two distinct ways: a) by offering a new framework of platform and AI imaginaries to 
analyse the role of the leading platform corporations in the negotiation process that 
formalises and institutionalises AI imaginaries; b) by suggesting a new model to 
conceptualise platform corporations as multifaceted stakeholders, as these companies 
are at the forefront of AI development and play a significant role across sectors. This 
requires a rethinking of how to address their complex assemblage analytically to grasp 
how platform corporations concurrently mediate public AI discourse, regulate AI use, set 
research agendas, develop the technology itself, and shape media representations of AI.  

The AI Stakeholder Environment  

To start with, as stakeholders themselves put forward future visions and publicly engage 
in debate on AI's innovation and implementation, the dissertation contributes to a better 
understanding of the AI stakeholder environment and the key societal stakeholders that 
negotiate AI imaginaries. It does so by introducing a new stakeholder typology and a 
mapping of AI stakeholders, highlighting the field's complex and ongoing development. 
The two-dimensional stakeholder typology captures stakeholders’ active and often 
shifting roles in the evolving AI environment. It accomplishes that by distinguishing 
between sectoral positioning (industry, politics, academia, media, and civil society) and 
organisational influence (individual, sub-division, organisation, association), thereby 
enabling a more dynamic understanding of stakeholder behaviour over time. While 
stakeholder research and typologies traditionally map along sectoral axes, I concur with 
platform studies researchers such as Robert Gorwa (2022) that it is necessary to consider 
differences in agency and power between stakeholders, as well as within stakeholder 
fields and even within corporations. These sectors are not monolithic. When we examine 
stakeholder discourses, we need to be aware of how the dynamics of negotiation are 
shaped beyond sectoral definitions.  

Therefore, the longitudinal analysis of Twitter exemplifies the stakeholder typology and 
provides an essential mapping of the AI stakeholder environment and its development 
during the formative years of the current AI hype cycle, adding to current research. The 
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empirical data show that the AI stakeholder environment is both expanding and evolving, 
reflecting the changing socioeconomic and technopolitical relevance of AI technologies, 
the connected stakeholder interests, and the necessity for longitudinal approaches. The 
study demonstrates different localised developments as well as changes in stakeholders 
and their relevance in the AI debate in the US and Germany over time. Thus, it further 
complicates the notion of a homogeneous stakeholder perspective, emphasising the 
importance of context-specific dynamics and the diverse interests that shape the 
discourse around AI in different cultural and political landscapes. 

Co-Constructing AI Imaginaries 
Within this larger AI environment, the dissertation adds nuance to the field by examining 
how stakeholders actively negotiate AI imaginaries and shape public perception through 
their institutional practices and communicative strategies. I expand the framework of 
sociotechnical imaginaries by adding a comprehensive analysis of AI imaginaries, 
addressing a gap in the field. I define AI imaginaries as “the dominant future visions of 
(un)desirable futures of artificial intelligence in regard to technological, political, 
economic, social, and cultural development and impact” to offer deeper insights into the 
various ongoing struggles involved in shaping AI's future. 
 
My research further enriches empirical knowledge through a cross-sectoral and cross-
national analysis. The study, based on 40 expert interviews across three countries and 
four stakeholder sectors, provides novel insights into how AI imaginaries are negotiated, 
circulated, and contested in diverse sociocultural settings. The empirical data add to 
existing research by stressing the multiplicity and negotiation of imaginaries as a defining 
feature of societal development. The interviews highlight that the future of AI is not 
predetermined by technological capability but co-produced through an ongoing struggle 
among diverse stakeholders with competing interests, resources, and values. 
Recognising this multiplicity opens a space for more reflexive and democratic 
engagements with technology.  

In addition, the interview study contributes to the understanding of stakeholders' 
strategic communication and practice regarding AI, trying to dominate debates with their 
own future visions. The approach exemplifies how enmeshed different stakeholder 
sectors are and the resulting codependencies, ranging from a rotating labour force to 
funding reliance to lobbying efforts, across stakeholder sectors and countries. The cross-
sectoral set-up of the study offers insights into the imaginaries of AI embedded in 
organisational cultures and professional practices, which are often contradictory and 
internally contested. These contradictions reflect the broader societal condition in which 
technological change is not a linear process but an ongoing struggle over different visions 
of progress (Mager & Katzenbach, 2021). My research thus highlights that these 
stakeholders have evolved in their positioning towards AI, their AI visions, and their 
connections to one another, collectively shaping changing AI imaginaries. The 
dissertation expands research on co-construction (Bijker, 2012; Felt et al., 2016), shifting 
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the focus from specific AI sectors to the broader AI landscape and to the co-construction 
of public perception of AI.  

AI Imaginaries across the US, Germany, and China 
The comparative angle of the dissertation further reflects this in the localised realities of 
AI development and in societal stakeholders' negotiations over AI’s future nationally and 
beyond. The interview study adds a significant contribution to the cross-cultural analysis 
of the AI environment and its stakeholders through its empirical data. The results 
highlight that these ongoing negotiations on AI’s future manifest in national AI strategies 
and community organisations embedded in the broader global discursive context, 
allowing AI imaginaries to travel across academic networks, media infrastructures, and 
policy developments. This dynamic further demonstrates that even seemingly national 
or sector-specific AI approaches, such as the EU regulatory development or US corporate 
framings of AI, are entangled with broader global debates.  

While each subset of analyses contributes to national research on AI development and 
positioning, the German emphasis on regulating innovation for digital sovereignty 
reflected the typical dichotomy of “Europe regulates, US innovates”. However, the 
German data also revealed strong synergies with the US discourse, emphasising the “AI 
as a tool” imaginary. While both countries interpret and emphasise different aspects, it 
is a clear example of AI imaginaries travelling and being nationally appropriated. Although 
the US and China have developed their own AI imaginaries, this dissertation emphasises 
that AI imaginaries can permeate not only the national but also the global environment. 
All three countries discursively positioned themselves in accordance with the “Race on 
AI” imaginary, although differently, and the prominence of economic viability stays true 
across nations and markets. This enmeshment results in both co-production and friction 
as stakeholders borrow from global visions on AI while reconfiguring them to fit local 
conditions and sociopolitical concerns. 

Ultimately, this dissertation underscores that the global negotiation over the meaning, 
purpose, and future of AI is not simply a matter of discourse but of institutional design 
and material practice. By exposing the entangled nature of stakeholder sectors and the 
performative power of imaginaries, this thesis calls for a more nuanced understanding 
of AI as a sociotechnical phenomenon. The interplay between global discourses and local 
realities, as well as between political ambitions and corporate strategies, determines how 
societies orient themselves toward the future. In an era often described through the 
imaginary of an “AI race,” understanding who gets to define what AI is and what it is for 
becomes a fundamental question of democratic governance and epistemic justice. The 
emphasis often lies on the desirable outcomes and who will benefit, overshadowing the 
implications of who will carry the burden of new technologies (Buccella, 2023; 
Buolamwini, 2023). These imaginaries are not neutral reflections of technological 
possibilities but act as performative instruments of power and legitimacy (Jasanoff & 
Kim, 2015; Mager & Katzenbach, 2021).  
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Negotiating the Future of AI in a Platform Society  

In other words, my dissertation demonstrates that AI imaginaries do not emerge in 
isolation but through a complex process of negotiation and, also, translation. As a 
journalist emphasised in my interview research, AI “has become a term that is co-opted 
by the wider public to mean a thing.” Negotiating said meaning is not a unilateral process 
but a struggle; stakeholders participate in co-constructing a language and meaning 
around AI that becomes institutionalised. Hence, stakeholders cannot be neatly 
categorised, because they are temporally, geographically and institutionally interrelated. 
Instead, stakeholders create a connected ecosystem where AI imaginaries are co-
produced and negotiated by multinational platform corporations, governmental bodies, 
academia, the media, the broader industry, and civil society. Stakeholders continuously 
reference and respond to visions of AI circulating locally and globally, creating a blend of 
imaginaries that combine elements of desirable future outcomes with contestations from 
those who fear the potential implications of AI.  
My research further emphasises that these negotiations are embedded within a highly 
complex environment that blurs the lines between stakeholders from industry, politics, 
academia, media, and civil society, with some becoming systemic and multifaceted 
stakeholders. Platform corporations clearly illustrate this blurring of lines as they innovate 
in technology, engage in policy debates around AI, and provide large public-private 
spaces for stakeholder debate (Gorwa, 2024; van Dijck et al., 2025). Hence, this 
dissertation further develops the concept of platform imaginaries, demonstrating how 
social media platforms have not only become entangled in but also strategically 
positioned themselves as central stakeholders in the negotiation of AI and broader 
sociotechnical imaginaries. Platform imaginaries “are not stable entities, but developed 
and negotiated between a variety of social actors—platform companies, service and 
content providers, public regulators, societal organisations, and end-users—which 
organise their platform-related activities based on these imaginaries” (Richter & Poell, 
n.d.). The framework emphasises the politics of imaginary development and the 
processual nature of said negotiated imaginaries as an essential shift in analytical 
thinking around platforms and their power to shape their own and societal perceptions. 
The research firstly adds a longitudinal analysis of platform and AI imaginaries to platform 
studies research. It secondly highlights the politics at play as platform corporations move 
beyond envisioning their own purpose and start strategically negotiating societal future 
developments around governance and AI. 

However, existing approaches to studying platform corporations’ public positioning often 
overlook the manifold nature of platform companies, representing both technical 
infrastructures and technopolitical stakeholders. To address this gap, I propose a model 
to accommodate platforms as complex technical assemblages and stakeholders across 
AI sectors. The proposed model repositions platforms as multifaceted stakeholders, 
meaning they simultaneously interface with industry, governance, media, and academia. 
This reconfiguration challenges traditional media theories that treat platforms merely as 
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communicative intermediaries and invites new understandings of how infrastructural 
power operates through imagination and discourse.  

The dissertation contributes an exemplary operationalisation of the model based on Meta. 
The empirical analysis adds nuanced insights into how platform corporations operate as 
multifaceted stakeholders in the AI environment. It highlights that, given their global 
reach and infrastructural significance, platforms such as Meta, Google, and X (formerly 
Twitter) not only host but actively construct public debates about AI (Gillespie, 2018; van 
Dijck et al., 2018). These platform corporations try to shape how societies perceive the 
risks and opportunities associated with AI through algorithmic curation, corporate 
communication, and partnerships with policymakers and researchers (Srnicek, 2025). 
Their role in structuring public debate through visibility of topics and their framing makes 
them central to the co-production of sociotechnical imaginaries.  

Therefore, my research emphasises that the public perception of AI cannot be understood 
as localised or sector-based. Instead, it is co-constructed across institutional and national 
boundaries and mediated by the communicative infrastructures of these very 
technologies under discussion. Negotiations emerge as a central dynamic shaping AI's 
trajectory, since AI’s future is constantly negotiated by multiple stakeholders with 
competing visions, priorities, and interests. Although governments, multinational 
corporations, academic institutes and international organisations try to position 
themselves as central decision-makers, no individual stakeholder group entirely 
dominates the debate. Specific stakeholders, such as global Big Tech corporations, 
attempt to play the whole field through coordinating lobbying efforts, public messaging, 
and platform policies to shape how AI is imagined and understood . Other stakeholders, 
including regulators and researchers, have to respond to and navigate these growing AI 
imaginaries by either reinforcing or contesting them. While media representation has long 
been critiqued for pushing an industry-heavy agenda (Bunz & Braghieri, 2022; Fischer & 
Puschmann, 2021), the dissertation highlights that the problem is much more complex. 
It shifts the question in the ongoing AI debate onto a more distributional dimension often 
overlooked, considering who benefits from AI and its currently promoted future. These 
ongoing AI debates include various negotiations around accountability, accessibility and 
ownership of products and data – reflecting underlying struggles over economic 
competitiveness and social equity (Buolamwini, 2023; van Dijck et al., 2025).  

Direction for Future Research 

While my dissertation research is grounded in the study of AI, its implications extend 
beyond this particular technology. The proposed conceptual framework provides a 
broader analytical lens that can be applied to other emerging technologies. It enables 
scholars to trace how imaginaries function as mechanisms of sociotechnical governance 
through which stakeholders try to legitimise, contest or redirect technological 
development. This broader lens also contributes to the re-positioning of platform 
corporations within public policy and tech governance debates. Rather than viewing 
platforms as monolithic entities, I argue for a reconceptualisation of platform 
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corporations to emphasise their capacity to shape the epistemic, moral, and political 
contours of technological futures through their multifaceted nature. This 
reconceptualisation offers new avenues for interdisciplinary research that connect media 
studies, science and technology studies, and platform studies. Furthermore, by 
foregrounding the intersection of imaginaries, power, and stakeholders, the framework 
invites a re-examination of regulatory approaches to digital technologies that 
traditionally focus on content moderation or competition, rather than on the power of 
future visions that, once normalised, might become self-fulfilling prophecies (Bareis & 
Katzenbach, 2022). 

At the same time, this dissertation has certain methodological and contextual limitations 
due to the project's scope and its embeddedness in a larger research context, which 
should be expanded on in future research. The qualitative and comparative design, which 
enabled rich, situated insights, cannot fully capture the diversity of the global AI 
ecosystem due to constraints on the number of interviews and the number of case study 
countries. Ultimately, the cross-country comparisons revealed the extent to which local 
contexts are significant, and thus, the need for a broader selection of case studies and 
their expansion across more regions. While AI discourses in the United States emphasised 
innovation and competition, which were later taken up by German and Chinese 
counterparts, these countries also often foregrounded governance and ethical concerns. 
These asymmetries highlight the importance of viewing AI imaginaries as situated and 
dynamic, rather than universal, categories. 

Moreover, the large corpus of interviews was conducted during a period of sociopolitical 
changes. Both the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic and the sudden mainstreaming 
of generative AI through tools such as ChatGPT in late 2022 inevitably influenced how 
participants conceptualised the trajectory of AI. These shifts were mainly reflected in 
interviews as pre- and post-COVID-19, and later, pre- and post-GPT, with explicit 
references to the software's public release across cultural contexts. Further regulatory 
developments, such as the European Union’s AI Act and US executive orders on AI safety, 
further shaped the environment in which these imaginaries were articulated (European 
Parliament, 2024; Powell, 2024), emphasising the temporal relevance of this research 
project and the potential for future research to broaden insights. Especially in light of 
growing platformisation (Helmond et al., 2019; Poell et al., 2022; Van Dijck, 2021), 
platform research underlies a highly temporal component. The rebranding of Twitter as 
X during my research exemplified this fact, as it significantly affected data availability 
and platform usage and increased the temporal volatility of social media research. 
Beyond X, my dissertation research focused on exemplary platform corporations and 
social media platforms, which would benefit from further expansion and comparison 
across platforms and parent corporations. 

Looking to future research, it would be highly relevant to address these avenues of study 
by expanding the temporal and geographical scope of analysis. Further longitudinal 
studies might track how particular imaginaries evolve in response to policy changes or 
technological milestones, especially after the widespread public availability of AI tools. In 
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turn, more comparative projects should explore how different platform environments, 
such as TikTok (with its opaque algorithm and its potential US-China split) or WeChat 
(which is essentially integrated with the state), affect the circulation of AI-related 
imaginaries. Multi-method approaches combining ethnography, digital trace analysis, 
and discourse analysis would further benefit the field by illuminating how imaginaries 
materialise within platform infrastructures and user practices. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


