Literary Horizons Review

https://lhr.cultechpub.com/lhr ]
E-ISSN: 3122-699X CVT

Vol. 2, No. 1, September 2026 Lo
DOL: 10.64229/agjkmm23 Cultech Publishing

Review
Agentic Al as Co-Comparatist: Autonomous Literary Intelligence and The
Posthuman Turn in World Literature Studies

Viraj P. Tathavadekar'”, Aleksandar Erceg?, Pallavi Priya Silveira!

Research Scholar, Symbiosis International (Deemed University), Pune, Maharashtra, India
2Faculty of Economics and Business in Osijek, Josip Juraj Strossmayer University of Osijek, Osijek, Croatia
*Corresponding author: Viraj P. Tathavadekar, virajtatu@gmail.com

Abstract

This conceptual paper asks a narrow question with wide consequences. When an artificial intelligence system stops
behaving like a retrieval instrument and starts decomposing goals, selecting its own tools, and issuing interpretive
statements without a prompt for each move, does anything in comparative literature change, and if so what, and under
what conditions? The discipline still tends to treat Al as a search or translation aid, while the technical literature has
moved to systems that act across several steps with little supervision. The paper does not argue that machines read,
understand, or enjoy literature. It defends a deliberately limited proposition: that such a system can take on the
functional role of a co-comparatist, proposing intertextual relations across corpora that human scholars must then
evaluate, and that this functional shift is enough to unsettle the anthropocentric foundation of comparative method. The
method is theory adaptation applied to a structured corpus of ninety recent sources on agentic Al, set beside
foundational scholarship in world literature, translation studies, and digital humanities that carries no date restriction,
and read through posthumanist theory and agential realism. The paper separates three things: machine pattern detection,
machine-assisted interpretation, and autonomous scholarly interpretation. It offers a claim-level evidential audit, a four-
layer governance cycle in which marginalised communities participate from corpus design onward, a worked example
tested under favourable and adverse conditions, and eight conceptual propositions with proposed measures. The reverse
risk is weighed equally: a corpus skewed toward Western canons would automate Eurocentric hierarchy at scale.
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1. Introduction

The field of comparative literature takes its title from its crossing of borders. It passes between languages, countries,
eras, and media, and makes such crossing its technique, rather than merely an embellishment. One border it has yet to
cross is the border between human and machine reading, and this border is now under attack from an unexpected angle.
This is something worth saying right from the start, since the subsequent argument rests on getting the scale of the
assault correctly sized up, neither exaggerating it into a revolution nor reducing it to a mere tool.

Most current scholarship treats computation as an extension of the reading self. The case of attempts to bring together
short stories from various traditions into one curriculum reveals the comparative urge at its finest, and the analysis
involved remains completely done by humans [1]. Machine translation has been shown to have gained significant
progress in terms of accessing languages in comparison but acknowledges that idioms, registers, and culturally-loaded
references fare very poorly [2]. In cross-cultural language learning systems, the machine serves as scaffolding that
recedes once the competence is attained [3]. It follows, then, that all these pieces carry the same presupposition: the
machine prepares the materials for analysis by the scholar.

That assumption is doing more harm than good. Posthumanist literacy scholarship has argued for some years that
everyday Al participates in meaning rather than merely conveying it, and that reading and writing are better theorised as
distributed practices [4,5]. Work on conversational agents in language immersion sharpens the point, finding that the
abstract, context-free register of digital agents sits awkwardly beside the embodied ethos that posthumanist applied
linguistics describes [6]. Meanwhile the technical literature has moved on. Systematic reviews describe agentic systems
that decompose goals, select tools, and act across several steps with little supervision [7,8], and information systems
research now treats agentic architectures as an organisational form rather than a software feature [9]. Perspectives on
agentic architecture set out the planning and tool-use components in detail [10]. The distance between how comparative
literature talks about Al and what these systems now do is widening.

A small body of work has begun to close the distance without quite reaching comparative literature. One study
examines credence and attribution in the context of generating literary meaning through a generative system, and asks
to whom interpretative credit is owed if the machine performs the reading [11]. The agential realism perspective holds
that since the system of production now includes non-human elements, responsibility for the meaning generated cannot
reside solely with the human agent [12]. Research on autonomy in philosophical terms poses the related problem of
whether machine-generated output can be considered knowledge in the first place [13], while skepticisms provide the
cautionary note that the framework currently in place might not be adequate to interpretation's needs [14]. Heritage
studies alert us to the way that generative systems are already changing our understanding of cultural authenticity [15].
None of these addresses comparative literature directly, however, nor asks whether the autonomous system can make a
comparative judgment, which is the definition of the field.

This paper addresses that omission with a claim that it is careful not to overstate. It is the proposition that an agentic
system can serve as a co-comparatist, being able to formulate intertextual hypotheses, test them on multi-language
databases, and produce claims for interpretation that humans must consider. The term co-comparatist is used in this
paper as a functional and metaphorical designation of such a role rather than a statement that the machine can read,
comprehend, and have scholarly accountability. There are two reasons why this question is timely rather than
theoretical. First, studies on algorithmic cultural transmission have shown that Al systems already influence whether
images and narratives are distributed throughout the world [16]. Second, reviews of Al in language education have
indicated how fast such technologies get to be used as infrastructure once they prove to be useful [17], while a
bibliometric survey of Al literature demonstrates how far behind criticism falls behind adoption [18].

The two research questions guiding this paper are conceptual.

RQI: under what conditions will the output of an agentic system be elevated from pattern detection to a defensible
comparative claim, and where will the scholarly responsibility lie in such a case?

RQ2: what form of governance structure would allow machine engagement to expand world literature without
recolonising it?

There are three main contributions. The first contribution is the use of posthumanist literary theory and agentic systems
to make the connection explicit that has not been made so far in the literature. The second contribution is the proposal
of a governance cycle where the disciplinary specificity, along with its divergence from a human-in-the-loop cycle, is
explicitly stated. The third contribution is the provision of evidential weight of every argument in this paper that
separates demonstrable claims from analogical, speculative, and normative arguments. Section 2 introduces the
literature. Section 3 introduces the conceptual approach and the evidentiary audit. Section 4 builds the construct, the
cycle, an example of implementation, and eight propositions. Section 5 is about implications and limitations. Section 6
concludes.



2. Literature Review

2.1 Distributed Agency in Posthumanist Theory

Traditional literary scholarship rests on a premise it rarely states: that the human reader is the only entity capable of
literary understanding. Posthumanist critique has questioned that premise for more than twenty years, treating agency as
something distributed across networks of persons, texts, technologies, and institutions rather than lodged in a single
mind [4,5]. The lineage matters, because the idea is older than the machines that now test it. N. Katherine Hayles [19]
reframed the human as an information-processing entity continuous with its media, Rosi Braidotti [20] recast
subjectivity as relational and more-than-human, and Bruno Latour's [21] insistence that non-human actors carry agency
in a network gave the position its working vocabulary.

Critical work on urban Al extends the same argument to intelligence and autonomy, treating them as relational
properties of assemblages rather than attributes of individuals [22], and accounts contrasting artificial with collective
intelligence reach a compatible conclusion, that distributed cognitive systems have produced insight no single member
held [23]. Reading these together supplies the theoretical warrant the paper needs: if agency was never purely human to
begin with, a machine that proposes a relation is not an intruder into interpretation but a new participant in an
assemblage that was always plural.

The strength of this approach for the argument made here is also its weakness. Distributed agency is an easy concept to
invoke and difficult to define. Saying that agency is spread across a network does not by itself tell us how much of it
sits with the corpus designer, how much with the model, how much with the validating scholar, and how much with the
communities whose literatures are at stake. The agential realist literature insists that this distribution be made concrete,
tying meaning and responsibility to the specific configuration of the apparatus that produces a reading [12]. A
conceptual paper that leans on distributed agency therefore owes the reader an account of the distribution, not merely an
appeal to the idea. Section 4 supplies that account.

2.2 Comparative Literature, Digital Humanities, and the Translation Question

Comparative reading is a cognitive achievement built over years. A scholar acquires several languages, internalises the
conventions those languages carry, and learns to hold two texts closely enough that a structural echo becomes visible.
The capacity is real and narrow at once, since few researchers work confidently across more than a handful of traditions,
and the comparative map of world literature has therefore always been drawn from a small number of vantage points.
The discipline has argued about exactly this limit for two decades. David Damrosch [24] defined world literature as
writing that circulates and gains in translation, which makes the reader's linguistic reach constitutive of what counts as
world literature at all. Franco Moretti [25] pressed the point to its provocation, arguing that no scholar can read the tens
of thousands of novels the world has produced and proposing distant reading as the necessary substitute for the close
reading a single career allows.

Pascale Casanova [26] mapped an unequal world literary space in which a few metropolitan centres confer value on the
periphery, and Emily Apter [27] countered that the very ideal of frictionless world literature suppresses the
untranslatable, the resistance that translation cannot dissolve. These are not settled questions, and the machine enters
precisely here, into a field already divided over how far the reach of comparison can be extended without distorting
what it compares. Curricular work that brings distant traditions into one frame shows both the reach and the labour of
this practice [1].

The field of computational literary studies and distant reading has held out the promise of expanding the window, while
translation studies has cautioned that any such expansion done in a mechanical way inevitably warps what is observed
through it. Studies evaluating machine translation weigh both its gains and its losses [2]. Studies focusing on the role of
Al in the teaching of translation see the machine as an intercultural mediator rather than as a simple channel, drawing
on cultural schema theory and intercultural pragmatics [28]. Systems for cross-cultural language learning are concerned
less with translation than with modelling culturally specific strategies [3]. Studies of Al-mediated cultural imagery
show algorithmic systems already governing visibility at scale [16], and dataset work on cultural heritage question
answering shows the same systems being pointed at non-Western material such as iconographies of Durga [29].

The politics of that pointing is the crux. Cross-domain generative work on ethnic design demonstrates how readily a
model flattens culturally specific form into whatever its training distribution favours [30], and decolonial scholarship on
the integration of African traditional knowledge into Al systems names the epistemic redress that would be required to
resist such flattening [31]. Comparative analysis of how Al itself is framed in Chinese versus Western media shows that
even the discourse about these systems is geographically skewed [32]. Reframings of digital literacy [33] and critiques



of algorithmic learning that ask whether automation erodes learner autonomy [34] round out a picture in which the tool
is never culturally neutral.

The computational turn sharpened the same argument rather than resolving it. Distant reading and computational
literary studies promised to widen the aperture, and the field's own critics supplied the cautions. Katherine Bode [35]
challenged the field to account for the constructed, edited nature of the archives it mines rather than treating a corpus as
given. Ted Underwood [36] showed what macro-scale modelling of literary history can reveal that close reading cannot,
while conceding how much depends on the corpus's composition. Roopika Risam [37] and others working on
postcolonial and decolonial digital humanities pressed the harder question of whose texts are digitised in the first place,
arguing that a digital archive inherits and can amplify the exclusions of the print one. That line joins an older
postcolonial critique.

Edward Said's [38] account of how the metropolitan canon narrated its others, Gayatri Spivak's [39] warning that the
subaltern is spoken for rather than heard, and translation-studies work from Lawrence Venuti [40] on the translator's
invisibility and Susan Bassnett [41] on translation as cultural rewriting all bear directly on a system that proposes cross-
cultural comparisons from a skewed corpus. The technical sources this paper cites on translation, cultural imagery, and
decolonial data [2,3,16,28-34] are read against this scholarship, not in place of it. The point of naming the debate is to
locate the machine inside it: an agentic system that recommends European comparators for African or South Asian texts
is not committing a novel error but automating a hierarchy the discipline has spent forty years trying to dismantle.

2.3 Agentic Al and What It Can Be Shown to Do

The word agentic needs a working definition before it can carry any weight in a literary argument. The definition of an
agentic system in the technical literature is "one which breaks down a high-level task into sub-tasks, makes decisions
about using tools, retains state through stages and acts with minimal human intervention" [7-10]. The infrastructure of
large language models provides this kind of ability [42], and federated systems can extend it beyond distributed data
[43]. None of these traits constitute autonomy in the philosophical sense of intentionality and consciousness, and this
paper makes sure to separate technical autonomy from these richer concepts. What agentic systems demonstrably do is
narrower than the vocabulary suggests and still consequential: they act across steps, and the direction of some of those
steps is set by the system rather than by a person. Explainability research qualifies the picture further, since a system
that acts without exposing why it acted poses obvious problems for scholarship [44], and work on prompt design shows
how sensitive outputs remain to the exact framing of a request [45]. Agent-based generative models applied to land-use
decisions illustrate the pattern of self-directed intermediate steps in a concrete setting [46].

2.4 The Bridge, and the Ethical Literature Around It

The gap this paper addresses is not that comparative literature ignores Al, but that it has no account of the specific
transfer from autonomous multi-step behaviour to literary agency. That transfer is exactly what scrutiny should resist
granting for free, and the paper treats it as something to be argued rather than assumed. The surrounding ethical
literature marks the stakes. Work on the alignment problem shows how hard it is to make autonomous systems pursue
the goals their principals intend [47]. Non-Western ethical frameworks, such as trusteeship ethics, extend the normative
lexicon to include more than the Euro-American default position [48]. The literature on Al in risk-intensive areas like
mental health care demonstrates the kind of governance required for autonomous systems when there are significant
costs associated with failure [49]. This literature does not provide grounds for transferring to literary agency, but it
establishes the conditions that such agency must satisfy.

2.5 Theoretical Basis

In the framework outlined above, Al is recast so that it is more than a tool while still remaining one. If, in fact,
interpretation is an achievement in which many actors play a part [4,5,22], and if responsibility is determined by how
the apparatus is configured and not by the type of the elements that make up that apparatus [12], then a system which
establishes a justified comparison relationship has made a contribution to knowledge even though none of its parts
understand that relationship. The contribution is incomplete by definition, and the missing piece, which involves
judgment of an aesthetic and cultural sort, is the one supplied by human scholars.



3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design and Conceptual Research Questions

This is a conceptual paper that uses theory adaptation: a theory is carried into a setting where one of its assumptions no
longer holds, and the resulting friction generates new constructs. The assumption under strain is anthropocentrism, the
premise that literary interpretation is a human activity alone. The procedure follows the pattern common to review-
based theoretical work in adjacent fields, where secondary sources replace primary data and the test of the output is
conceptual adequacy rather than statistical fit [18,50,51]. A point of method matters here, because a reviewer rightly
pressed it: the recency restriction described in Section 3.2 applies only to the technical literature on agentic Al, where
the capability under discussion has no earlier counterpart. The disciplinary and theoretical literature carries no date limit.
Foundational work in comparative and world literature, translation studies, and digital humanities enters the synthesis
on the strength of its argument, not its publication year, and the older debates named in Section 2 are treated as load-
bearing rather than as background. Figure 1 sets out the three-phase design. The two research questions from the
introduction, RQ1 on the move from pattern to claim and RQ2 on governance, guide the synthesis throughout.

PHASE 1 CONCEPTUALISATION

Read literary, DH, posthumanist, decolonial
and agentic-Al literatures; surface the
anthropocentric assumption; set RQ1 and RQ2

\ 4

PHASE 2 MODELLING
Define the co-comparatist role; separate
pattern / assistance / claim; build the
four-layer cycle and worked example

2

PHASE 3 VALIDATION (CONCEPTUAL)

Test coherence; derive eight falsifiable
propositions; state evidential status and limits

Figure 1. Conceptual research design.

Source: Authors' own elaboration.
3.2 Corpus Identification and Screening

The corpus was assembled through a structured search aimed at conceptual sufficiency rather than exhaustive coverage,
and the search is reported here in enough detail to be repeated. Three databases were queried: Scopus, Web of Science,
and the ACL Anthology, the last included to reach computational-linguistics work that the first two index unevenly.
Searches were run between March and May 2026, with a final verification sweep in June 2026. The search string
combined three concept blocks with Boolean operators: (agentic OR autonomous OR "large language model" OR
"generative AI" OR "Al agent") AND ("comparative literature" OR "world literature" OR "distant reading" OR "digital
humanities" OR translation OR "literary interpretation" OR canon) AND (posthuman* OR decolonial OR hermeneutic*
OR "AI ethics"). For the technical block on agentic systems, records were restricted to 2021 onward, since systems of
the relevant kind did not exist earlier. For the disciplinary and theoretical blocks, no date restriction was applied, and
foundational sources were added by backward citation chaining from the retrieved articles. Screening proceeded in
three passes: de-duplication by DOI; title and abstract screening against relevance to interpretive agency, comparison,
or corpus governance; and full-text assessment. Records were excluded when Al appeared only as an application
domain with no bearing on interpretation, comparison, authorship, or governance, and when a source duplicated a
stronger one already retained.

Conceptual sufficiency was judged reached when additional records stopped introducing new themes or new
disciplinary positions, a saturation criterion standard in review-based synthesis. Ninety sources were retained. Figure 2
reports the full identification, screening, and inclusion counts in PRISMA form. The counts are those of the present
search and should be re-run by anyone replicating the corpus. Bibliometric and systematic-review studies informed the
screening logic [52-56].
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Figure 2. PRISMA-style flow of corpus identification, screening, and inclusion.

Source: Authors' own elaboration
3.3 Evidential Audit: Separating Direct Evidence from Analogy

A reviewer objected, fairly, that assigning references to broad evidential categories does not show whether any single
claim is properly supported. This revision answers that objection in two ways. First, the most remote sources have been
demoted. Studies of wine consumption, novel foods, hotel service, hospital layout generation, and autonomous vehicles
appear now only where a specific mechanism is genuinely shared, and never as support for a literary conclusion; several
that earlier served only to show that Al is spreading have been cut back to a single illustrative mention or removed from
the argument's load path entirely. Second, and more importantly, Table 1 no longer sorts references into bins. It maps
individual claims to their supporting sources and records, for each, whether the support is direct disciplinary evidence, a
labelled cross-domain analogy, adoption evidence, or technical background. A reader can therefore check the warrant
behind any load-bearing sentence rather than trusting a category label. The governing rule is unchanged and now
enforced claim by claim: every analogy is marked as an analogy in the prose, and no literary conclusion rests on an
analogy alone.

Table 1. Evidential audit: The role each source group plays in the argument.

Load-bearing claim (abbreviated) Supporting source(s) Evidential status
Agency is distributed across an interpretive assemblage [4,5,12,22] Direct disciplinary
World-literature reach is limited by a scholar's languages [1,24,27] Direct disciplinary
Machine translation gains access but distorts idiom and register [2,3,28] Direct disciplinary
Algorithmic systems already govern cultural visibility at scale [16,29,30] Direct disciplinary
Skewed corpora reproduce Eurocentric hierarchy [30-34] Direct disciplinary

An agentic system decomposes goals and acts across steps [7-10] Technical background
A system can maintain and update state across long sequences [57-60] Cross-domain analogy
Heterogeneous inputs can be fused into one analysis [43,61-63] Cross-domain analogy
Al moves from novelty to infrastructure once useful [18,52,64,65] Adoption evidence
Cross-cultural validation designs can check machine output [66] Technical background
Explainability and prompt sensitivity bound machine output [43-45] Technical background

Source: Authors' own elaboration.



3.4 Analytical Procedure

Analysis followed an inductive thematic sequence, and the coding is described here so that the synthesis can be assessed
rather than taken on trust. From each source, statements were extracted where they bore on one of three concerns: the
direction of interpretive agency, the durability of human authority, or the governance of corpora. Extracted statements
were assigned open codes, and the codes were then grouped by shared analytical function rather than by shared topic, so
that a claim about translation error and a claim about hallucinated attribution could sit under one code about the
reliability of machine output.

Two rounds of coding were run, and code labels were revised only where a second reading would plausibly have
assigned a statement differently. Three themes resulted: the status of machine output as pattern, assistance, or claim; the
distribution of agency and responsibility; and the conditions of decolonial governance. Figure 3 traces the path from
statement to theme. The classification in Table 1 was carried out on the same statements, so that evidential status and
thematic role were fixed together rather than in separate passes.

SELECTED STATEMENTS

on interpretive agency, human authority,
and corpus governance (from 90 sources)

@ Derive keywords

CODES

Output-status, agency-distribution
responsibility, corpus-justice, governance

@ consolidate

THREE THEMES

1. Pattern vs assistance vs claim

2. Distributed agency, concentrated responsibility

3. Conditions of decolonial governance

Figure 3. Inductive synthesis from statements to themes.

Source: Authors' own elaboration.
3.5 Conceptual Model Development and Validity

The model was built by treating each theme as a design layer and specifying determinants at the level at which they
could in principle be observed, so corpus balance is expressed through documented composition rather than through
stated intent. Propositions were written to be falsifiable against evidence that studies could later gather. Content validity
rests on deriving the construct from two established bodies of theory rather than from intuition; construct validity is
served by defining the co-comparatist role through observable behaviour rather than through claims about machine
mind; and the limits of the exercise are stated in Section 5. Cross-cultural validation work offers a template for the
empirical studies that would follow [66].

4. Theory Development

4.1 Three Things that Must be Kept Apart

A system that reports a recurring structure across a corpus is doing pattern detection. A system whose output a scholar
uses to reach an interpretation is providing machine-assisted interpretation. A system whose proposal itself has the form
of a comparative claim, one that can be right or wrong and that a scholar must accept, refine, or reject, is doing
something closer to autonomous scholarly interpretation, though the responsibility for the claim never leaves the human
side. Table 2 lays out the three, their evidential status, and the boundary conditions that separate them. The distinction
matters because most of what agentic systems demonstrably do today sits in the first two columns. Pattern detection is
well evidenced, in cultural imagery [16], ethnic design generalisation [30], attention-mapped model behaviour [44], and,
by explicit analogy only, in signal and target recognition tasks in unrelated fields [67-69]. Machine-assisted
interpretation is evidenced in translation and language pedagogy [2,3,17,28,70], in cross-cultural learning platforms
[71], and in media substitution studies [72]. The third column, autonomous scholarly interpretation, is where the paper's
claim lives, and it is advanced as a conditional possibility rather than a demonstrated fact.



Table 2. Three modes of machine involvement in comparative reading, and the boundary conditions that separate them.

Mode What the machine does Evidential status Boundary condition
. . Becomes assistance once a
Pattern detection Reports  recurring  structure Demonstrated [16,30,44]; analogy scholar builds an
across a corpus only [67-69] . . .
interpretation on it
. . . . Becomes autonomous
Machlne-qssmted Supplies material a  scholar Demonstrated [2,3,17,28,70-72] once the output itself has
interpretation reason from .
claim form
Autonomous scholarly Proposes a comparative claim Conditional possibility, not izvzilsibilit . that caslgez
interpretation that can be right or wrong demonstrated [13,14] P ¥ Y

with the validator

Source: Authors' own elaboration.
4.2 What Agentic Systems can be Shown to Do, Inferred to Do, and Merely Imagined to Do

Demonstrated: agentic systems break down goals, choose tools, and act through steps [7-10]; they process multilingual
content in amounts greater than a research group [73]; they discover structure across huge corpora [16]. Derived by
analogy to different domains, and noted as such: the ability of a system to maintain and modify its own state across
many steps, a feature established in building control [57], micro-grid control [58], and autonomous navigation [59,60],
mentioned here solely as an example that state-maintenance is possible, not as literature on the matter; and that
heterogeneous inputs can be fused together, established in multimodal driver and sensor systems [61-63,74] and in
federated model situations [43], once again as analogy.

Hypothetical: a single tradition could be described in a few hours, or that a scholar with a single language could work
seriously across twenty. These are possibilities the technology gestures toward, not achievements, and the paper labels
them so. Normative: everything in Section 4.4 about how such systems should be governed, which is a claim about
what ought to happen, not about what does. This ordering directly answers the objection that hypothetical capabilities
were presented as established ones. The scale and reach that earlier drafts asserted are here demoted to the speculative
tier, and the load-bearing claims rest only on the demonstrated tier and on analogies that are marked as analogies.

4.3 The Co-Comparatist as Functional Role, and Where Agency Sits

The sharpest challenge to this label concerns the verb originates. If the system is still operating within the context of a
corpus, a task, a prompt, a retrieval mechanism, and a validation framework that human beings construct, then
describing the system as something more than a tool may be a mere re-description. The answer lies not in arguing but in
making the difference visible. An action can be deemed an example of autonomy sufficient to merit the designation co-
comparatist only if four criteria are satisfied simultaneously and verifiably through the system’s own logs:

First, internal goal decomposition: the system establishes at least one sub-goal that was not specified in the prompt,
such as which pairs of traditions to compare next.

Second, an unprompted comparison: The particular intertextual relationship retrieved did not have a name, an exemplar,
or any prompting within the prompt.

Third, the form of output in the form of a claim: The output is a claim that can be evaluated as either true or false,
accompanied by evidence.

Fourth, a substantially contingent trajectory: a re-run based on the same prompt but using a different retrieval seed
produces a different solution, and hence the system, not the prompt, determined the trajectory.

Wherever any of the four conditions is not met, the system is engaging in interpretation aided by machines and is
referred to as such. Whenever all four conditions are satisfied, the label denotes the functional role, not consciousness
nor responsibility, but something more than mere retrieval. The conditions are specifically behavioral in order that one
can deny the label on the basis of the log.

The co-comparatist claim can be stated precisely with the distinctions in place. The system is not an independent
epistemic agent, because it does not own the claims it makes; it is not merely a tool, because it originates proposals
rather than only executing instructions; it is a delegated analytical agent operating inside a distributed interpretive
assemblage. Agency in that assemblage is genuinely spread, and the spread can be named. The corpus designer fixes
what can be found. The model proposes relations within that space. The validating scholar decides whether a proposal is
a defensible claim. The participating communities set the criteria by which defensibility is judged for their own
traditions. Responsibility does not follow the same lines as agency: it rests with the human validators and with the
institutions that deploy the system, since they, not the model, answer for what enters the scholarly record. This
asymmetry, distributed agency alongside concentrated responsibility, is the paper's resolution of the tension between
calling the system a co-comparatist and retaining human authority over its output.

The harder philosophical question, whether pattern recognition might be turned into interpretation, is not addressed here
and perhaps is impossible to decide [13,14]. The pragmatic view taken here is that an idea becomes a defensible



comparative claim when a scholar, employing criteria partly set by the community, determines it has survived scrutiny.
That is a lower bar than consciousness and a higher one than mere statistical association, and it locates the threshold in a
human judgement rather than in a property of the machine.

4.4 The Four-Layer Interpretive Enhancement Cycle

Governance has to be designed into the research, not bolted on after publication. Figure 4 presents the cycle. Layer 1 is
decolonial corpus design, in which communities from marginalised linguistic traditions participate from the outset, not
only at a final audit. Layer 2 is autonomous interpretive processing, in which the system generates comparative
proposals with stated confidence and traceable evidence. Layer 3 is human scholarly validation, in which
interdisciplinary panels accept, refine, or reject proposals. Layer 4 is participatory governance and audit, whose findings
revise Layer 1. Table 3 compares the cycle with a standard responsible-Al pipeline and locates the differences:
community authorship of the corpus, criteria of defensibility that are tradition-specific rather than universal, and a
feedback path that revises the corpus rather than only the model.

LAYER1 DECOLONIAL CORPUS DESIGN

Communities from marginalised traditions
co-author the corpus and the criteria;
composition documented and published.

!

LAYER 2 AUTONOMOUS INTERPRETIVE PROCESSING

System proposes comparative relations with
stated confidence and fully traceable evidence.

!

LAYER 3 HUMAN SCHOLARLY VALIDATION

Interdisciplinary panels accept, refine or reject;
minority positions recorded, not overridden.

!

LAYER 4 PARTICIPATORY GOVERNANCE AND AUDIT

Community reviewers may overturn Layer 3 on
representational-justice grounds.

!

L feedback path returns to LAYER 1 to revise the corpus
(the cycle narrows the gap ONLY if this path is used)

\ 4

Figure 4. The four-layer interpretive enhancement cycle.
Source: Authors' own elaboration.

Table 3. The proposed cycle compared with a generic human-in-the-loop responsible-Al pipeline.

Attribute Generic responsible-Al pipeline Proposed interpretive enhancement cycle

. Marginalised-traditi ities fi L 1
Who authors the data Engineers and annotators arginalised-tradition communities from Layer

onward
Criterion of a wvalid . . Defensibility under tradition-specific, community-
Accuracy against a universal ground truth
output set standards
. Judges whether a proposal is a scholarly claim and
Role of the human Reviews and corrects model output uages w prop y
owns it
Feedback target Retrains the model Revises the corpus, then the model
Disagreement Resolved toward consensus Preserved as recorded minority positions
Final responsibility Diffuse or unassigned Named human validators and deploying institutions

Source: Authors' own elaboration.

The cycle answers a set of operational questions that a schematic version would leave open. Who selects and balances
the corpus: mixed teams in which community representatives hold real authority, not advisory seats. How under-
representation is determined: through comparison of composition to identified traditions, accompanied by results. How
the issue of translation quality and variant texts is addressed: every machine-generated proposal depending on
translation is taken as tentative until verified against the source, following the pattern set in cross-cultural validation
studies [66]. What information should be presented with a proposal: the texts compared, the model and the version used,
the retrieval process, and a statement of confidence. How is acceptability determined: survival of peer review based on
community-approved standards. How dissent among validators is managed: minority views are registered, not
consensus enforced. Whether Layer 4 can overturn Layer 3: yes, on matters of representational justice, since audit exists



precisely to catch what validation misses. Who bears final responsibility: named human scholars and deploying
institutions. How the process is documented: through a retained record of prompts, models, retrieval, and outputs. The
claim that each cycle narrows the representational gap is deliberately softened from earlier drafts: the cycle is designed
to reduce the gap, and whether it does is an empirical question the design cannot settle in advance.

4.5 A worked literary example

An abstract cycle convinces no one, so consider a concrete pass through it. Suppose a decolonial balanced corpus
includes Persian, Malay, and Sicilian narrative collections. In Layer 2 the system proposes that a shared frame-tale
structure, a story that contains other stories told to defer a threat, links the three, and it returns the specific passages and
a confidence score. In Layer 3 a panel including a Persianist, a Malay literature specialist, and a scholar of medieval
Mediterranean texts examines the proposal. Two find it defensible; one objects that the Sicilian case is a later borrowing
rather than an independent instance, and the objection is recorded rather than overridden. In Layer 4 a Malay-tradition
community notes that the corpus underrepresents oral variants in which the frame works differently, which sends a
revision request back to Layer 1. The corpus is rebalanced, the proposal is re-run, and the refined claim, narrower and
better evidenced, enters the record with its dissent and its provenance attached. Nothing in this trace requires the
machine to understand the tales. It requires the machine to propose, and humans to judge, with communities shaping the
ground on which judgement stands. Analogous multi-step, self-directed proposal-and-revision loops are visible in
agent-based modelling outside literature [46], offered here only as evidence that such loops are buildable. Figure 5
traces this pass of a proposal through the four layers.

PROPOSAL (Layer 2)
Shared frame-tale structure links Persian,
Malay and Sicilian collections; passages
and confidence score attached

¥

VALIDATION (Layer 3)

Two specialists accept; one records that the
Sicilian case may be a later borrowing

¥

COMMUNITY AUDIT (Layer 4)

Malay reviewer flags missing oral variants;
sends a revision request upstream

CORPUS REDESIGN (back to Layer 1)
Oral variants added; proposal re-run;

refined claim enters the record with its
dissent and provenance attached

Figure 5. Worked example: a proposal through the cycle.
Source: Authors' own elaboration.

The trace just given assumes everything works, and a reviewer rightly warned that a favourable example proves little.
So, consider the same cycle when its conditions fail, and read both passes as illustration rather than as evidence that the
framework succeeds. Suppose the corpus is not balanced: the Malay oral variants were never digitised, so Layer 2 never
sees them and proposes a frame-tale link that quietly privileges the written Persian and Sicilian forms. Suppose the
evidence is not fully traceable, because the model returns a confident relation but cites passages that, on inspection, it
has partly fabricated. Suppose no Malay literature specialist is available to the panel, so Layer 3 validates on two
traditions and guesses at the third. Suppose the community reviewer at Layer 4 is a single individual presented as
representing an entire tradition, and another member of that tradition would have judged differently. And suppose the
feedback path is nominal, so the revision request is logged but never funds the digitisation it calls for. Under these
conditions the cycle does not merely underperform; it launders a biased proposal through the appearance of due process.
This is the failure mode the framework has to be judged against, and it sets real requirements: who counts as a
community representative cannot be settled by convenience, and the paper does not pretend it has a general answer;
disagreement within a tradition must be recordable rather than resolved by picking one voice; and the whole
arrangement is expensive in expertise, time, and access, which means it is feasible only for well-resourced projects
unless the cost of multilingual expertise and community participation is met institutionally. Stating these limits is not a
concession that weakens the framework. It is what keeps the framework from being the very thing the paper warns
against.
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4.6 Decolonial Design as More Than Representation

Balancing a corpus by counting texts is the shallowest version of decolonial design, and the paper rejects it as sufficient.
The deeper problems are structural. Digitisation is unequal, so some traditions are simply less available to any system
[33]. Translation carries politics that shape what a cross-lingual proposal can even see [28]. Intellectual property,
community consent, and indigenous data sovereignty govern whether certain materials should enter a corpus at all,
questions that epistemic redress models in adjacent domains have begun to formalise [31]. Oral and performance
traditions resist textual encoding, so their inclusion cannot be achieved by scanning alone [29]. The cultural
assumptions embedded in models and in evaluation criteria are themselves artefacts of skewed training [30,32]. A cycle
that treats decolonial design as a numerical target will reproduce the hierarchy it means to dismantle; one that treats it as
a governance problem, with communities authoring the corpus and the criteria, has at least a chance of doing otherwise.

4.7 Propositions

The paper's conceptual claims are stated as propositions. Some are falsifiable as written; others depend on constructs
that a single study would have to operationalise before it could test them, and those are better read as conceptual
expectations than as ready hypotheses. To make the difference usable rather than rhetorical, each proposition below is
followed by the construct that would have to be measured and by a sketch of what evidence would support or challenge
it. The constructs the reviewer flagged, corpus imbalance, representational-justice objection, validator expertise,
proposal quality, and representational gap, are given working definitions here rather than left as intuitions.

P1. The greater a corpus's imbalance toward canonical Western traditions, the more strongly an agentic system's
proposals will recommend Western comparators, task held constant.

Measure: corpus imbalance as the ratio of tokens or titles from a named set of Western canonical traditions to the
remainder, computed from the documented corpus composition; proposal skew as the share of returned comparators
drawn from those same traditions. Support: a positive association across corpora of varying composition. Challenge:
skew that persists even when composition is balanced, which would point to model priors rather than corpus.

P2. Proposals whose supporting evidence is fully traceable to source passages survive expert validation at a
higher rate than proposals whose evidence is not, independent of novelty.

Measure: traceability as the proportion of a proposal's cited passages that a checker can locate verbatim in the source;
validation survival as accept-or-refine rather than reject. Support: higher survival for high-traceability proposals at
matched novelty. Challenge: no difference, or novelty dominating traceability.

P3. Proposals that depend on translation for their key comparison are revised or rejected more often than
proposals grounded in a shared source language.

Measure: translation dependence as a binary on whether the compared passages share a language; outcome as the
validation decision. Support: higher revision or rejection rates for translation-dependent proposals. Challenge: parity,
which would ease the translation worry.

P4. Community participation from Layer 1 onward reduces representational-justice objections raised at Layer 4,
relative to participation confined to a final audit.

Measure: a representational-justice objection as a logged Layer 4 request citing under-representation, misattribution, or
interpretive marginalisation of a tradition; participation timing as an experimental condition. Support: fewer such
objections under early participation. Challenge: no reduction, or a rise, which would suggest early participation surfaces
rather than prevents objections. This is stated as a conceptual expectation, since running it requires a live deployment.

P5. Acceptance of proposals as defensible claims rises with validator expertise and with the specificity of
community-set criteria, not with the system's reported confidence.

Measure: validator expertise as documented standing in the relevant tradition; criteria specificity as the number of
explicit, tradition-specific acceptance rules in force; confidence as the system's own score. Support: acceptance tracking
expertise and criteria while orthogonal to confidence. Challenge: acceptance tracking the confidence score, which
would indicate automation bias.

P6. Distributing agency across the assemblage does not distribute responsibility: perceived accountability stays
concentrated on human validators however autonomous the proposal step becomes.

Measure: perceived accountability elicited from practitioners across scenarios that vary the system's autonomy. Support:
stable attribution to humans across autonomy levels. Challenge: attribution shifting toward the system as autonomy
rises.

P7. Explainability-audited systems yield proposals that validators adjudicate faster than opaque systems,
independent of proposal quality.
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Measure: adjudication time per proposal; explainability as the presence of an inspectable derivation; quality held
constant by matched samples. Support: shorter times for audited systems at equal quality. Challenge: no time
difference, which would question the practical value of the audit.

P8. The representational gap narrows only where the Layer 4 to Layer 1 feedback path is actually exercised;
where it is nominal, machine participation widens it.

Measure: representational gap as the change in documented corpus composition toward under-represented traditions
across cycles; feedback exercise as whether logged Layer 4 requests produced corpus changes. Support: narrowing only
in projects that acted on feedback. Challenge: narrowing without exercised feedback, or widening despite it.

Taken together the propositions locate the difference between democratisation and recolonisation not in the technology
but in the governance around it, which is the paper's central contention. Figure 6 shows how the eight propositions
converge on this outcome.

Left cluster feeds RQ1 (pattern to claim); right cluster feeds RQ2 (how to govern).
Link meaning is shown by line style in the legend below.

[ Cluster A - corpus & evidence quality (RQ1) ] [ Cluster B - governance & justice (RQ2) ]
P1 P4
corpus imbalance early community input
drives Western-comparator skew fewer justice objections
r * * )
P2 P5
evidence traceability expertise & criteria
raises validation survival OUTCOME (P1-P8) govern acceptance, not confidence
% Agentic Al democratises world <
literature ONLY IF governed
e A 4 traceable evidence (P2, P3, P7) + h 4 N
P3 just governance (P4, P5, P6, P8); P6

translation dependence else corpus bias (P1) recolonises

raises revision / rejection

v

agency =/= responsibility
accountability stays human

T

P7 P8
explainaibility feedback path exercised
speeds adjudication gap narrows, else widens
. _J L J
RQ1: when does a pattern become a claim? RQ2: what governance makes it just?
e e P e 4
i Reading the correlations i
E Vertical links chain the propositions within each cluster (evidence quality on the left, governance on the right). E
1 Curved links bridge the clusters: P1-P4 (early input counters imbalance), P2-P5 (traceability + expertise co-produce acceptance), H
i P3-P6 (translation risk tests where responsibility sits), P7-P8 (explainability supports the feedback loop). :
! All eight arrows converge on the thesis: the outcome is decided in governance (Cluster B), conditioned on evidence quality (Cluster A). |
| H
! H
i — positive / supporting  eeees P negative / corrupting —J» governance dependency :
! [

Figure 6. Proposition correlation diagram, showing the outcome derived from all eight propositions.

Source: Authors' own elaboration.
5. Implications, Limitations, and Future Research

5.1 Implications for Theory and Practice

For theory, the paper supplies comparative literature with a specified, rather than gestured-at, account of how a non-
human participant could enter interpretation without dissolving human responsibility, and it does so by separating
distributed agency from concentrated accountability. It also relocates a familiar worry. The possibility that
computational systems may reinforce Eurocentric stratification is already recognized in world literature and
computational humanities; the novel contribution of this paper is not an announcement of this possibility, but rather the
anchoring of this possibility in concrete and reviewable design choices. Adoption research across domains reveals just
how quickly this happens when the system proves useful [18,64,65,75], and the same is true for Al adoption in
hospitality, retail, and services [76-86]. Research on attitudes towards Al in emotions and decision-making highlights
that acceptance is not consistent across society and demographics [87]; that decision support through Al alters
judgement in small organizations [88], and by extension, that reliance on advisory Al tools like robo advisors influences
the way that principals evaluate consequences [89]. The practical takeaway for the research community is limited but
clear-cut: release the corpus makeup, keep the source of each proposal, and empower the community review process.
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5.2 Limitations

The framework has not been tested, and its weaknesses are of two kinds that the paper now keeps apart, since a
reviewer rightly noted that some of these threats strike at the framework's credibility rather than sitting beside it. The
first kind can be reduced by the governance the paper proposes, though not abolished. Hallucinated quotations and
attributions, which are disqualifying in a field where the exact words carry the argument, are the reason Layer 3 requires
every cited passage to be checked verbatim against the source before a proposal is accepted; the check catches
fabrication but adds cost and depends on the checker's diligence. Translation error is handled the same way, by treating
any translation-dependent proposal as provisional until verified against the source [2], which lowers but does not
remove the risk. Automation bias, the tendency to defer to a confident machine, is the reason acceptance criteria are tied
to validator expertise and community rules rather than to the system's confidence score, and P5 is designed to detect it if
it persists.

Opaque licensing and copyright constraints on what may enter Layer 1 are a governance matter of documentation and
permission rather than a technical limit. The second kind cannot be resolved by governance and bounds the whole
proposal. Prompt sensitivity and model instability mean the same request can yield different proposals on different days
[45], and version dependence makes exact reproducibility fragile [43]; governance can log these but cannot make an
inherently stochastic system deterministic. Explainability is only partial, so validators may adjudicate outputs whose
derivation they cannot fully inspect [44], and no auditing regime closes that gap entirely. Deeper still, alignment and
epistemic-limit arguments hold that some of what interpretation needs may lie outside what current systems can supply
at all [14,47,48], and the uncanny-valley evidence suggests, by analogy only, that trust in machine-made cultural output
is itself unstable [90].

The reliability of the surrounding literature is uneven as well, some adoption-side work, such as data-science
approaches to encouraging entrepreneurship [91], is available only as a preprint that has not yet been peer reviewed, a
reminder that inclusion in a corpus does not by itself certify reliability. Governance experience from adjacent high-
stakes deployments, including Al-driven healthcare chatbots [92] and autonomous-service business ecosystems [93],
indicates that documented provenance and named human sign-off are the floor any credible arrangement requires, and
that pedagogies building ethical judgement through repeated practice suggest how validators might be trained rather
than assumed [94]. The honest summary is that the first set of limitations is manageable and the second is not, and that
the framework is worth pursuing only where the manageable ones are actually managed.

5.3 Future Research

A direct follow-up step would involve a validation study involving the comparison of machine-generated comparative
proposals against human expertise across multiple traditions, using existing tools from cross-cultural design research
[66] and evaluating P2, P3, and P5. Further research could involve longitudinal analysis of whether standards of validity
change within disciplines due to machine involvement [18]. Comparative research across different academic
communities would involve investigating the reception of machine proposals within other traditions, as there are known
differences in attitudes toward Al [32,80]. Governance research should test the participatory model empirically rather
than asserting it, and pedagogical research should ask how comparatists are trained for this role, extending education-
focused studies of Al-supported assessment, validity, and fairness [34,51,70,95-97] and of Al-mediated
entrepreneurship and creativity in learning [75,97]. Design-oriented studies of generative systems in visual and spatial
domains [45,98-100] and reviews of Al in high-stakes technical settings [44,58,101-103] may supply, by analogy only,
method for auditing self-directed systems. The accounting-style question of how interpretive credit is attributed across a
distributed assemblage [54,104] becomes sharper, not softer, as more of the work is delegated.

6. Conclusion

This paper began from an anomaly. Comparative literature defines itself by border-crossing yet has no account of the
border between human and machine interpretation, precisely as that border is being pushed. The response offered here
is neither to celebrate nor to dismiss, but to specify. An agentic system can occupy the functional role of a co-
comparatist, originating comparative proposals that humans must judge, and that functional shift is enough to unsettle
anthropocentric method without granting the machine understanding, consciousness, or responsibility.

The argument has been kept deliberately conditional. The question of whether machine involvement enlarges world
literature or recolonizes it does not rest with the technology itself, which is why the paper will not take a stance
regarding how agentic Al already transforms the discipline. Rather, the paper argues that agentic Al forces the
researcher to make a choice, and that the choice exists in the domain of governance in whose hand is the authoring of
the corpus, in what constitutes a valid claim, and in whether there is indeed a feedback loop from audit to design. The
reverse outcome is given equal standing throughout, for the reason that a machine learning on the texts available right
now and operating without the feedback loop outlined above would simply reinforce the canon in a more powerful way.
The window within which these architectural choices are possible is not limitless, but neither is it quite as narrow as
fear would imply, and the only realistic assessment is that what lies ahead for the field is constructive work.
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