Reflexive Thematic Analysis
Anonymised Analytical Record
18 semi-structured interviews | business-related apprenticeships in England
Provenance note. This document consolidates and anonymises working coding, theme-development, case-comparison and reflexive materials generated during the analysis. It preserves the progression from early eight-case coding and candidate themes through subsequent refinement across the full 18-participant dataset. Direct identifiers have been removed; participant codes and pseudonyms are retained consistently across the analytical record.
1. RTA orientation and six-phase structure
The analysis follows Braun and Clarke’s six-phase approach to thematic analysis, interpreted through their later reflexive formulation. The phases are treated as recursive analytic practices rather than as a linear checklist. Movement backwards and forwards occurred repeatedly: later cases prompted recoding of earlier material, candidate themes were revised after boundary-case review, and writing itself sharpened theme definitions and conceptual distinctions. The evolving code list and matrices documented here functioned as analytic memory and transparency devices; they were not a fixed consensus codebook, and the study did not use inter-coder reliability as a criterion of quality.
	Phase
	RTA practice
	How it was operationalised in this study

	Phase 1
	Familiarising with the dataset
	Repeated reading, transcript checking, case summaries, reflexive memoing, preliminary pattern notes

	Phase 2
	Coding
	Inclusive semantic and latent coding; multiple coding where relevant; evolving code definitions; case and cross-case matrices

	Phase 3
	Generating initial themes
	Clustering codes around shared meaning and analytic function; constructing provisional theme maps

	Phase 4
	Developing and reviewing themes
	Reviewing coded extracts and the full dataset; testing boundaries; deviant/negative cases; case-by-case evidence audit

	Phase 5
	Refining, defining and naming themes
	Clarifying each theme’s central organising concept, scope, exclusions and relation to other themes

	Phase 6
	Writing up
	Selecting extracts, integrating analytic commentary, separating participant speech from researcher inference, and linking the four themes into a conditional mechanism


2. Dataset and participant map
Participant codes and pseudonyms were standardised during data management and retained consistently across later coding, case comparison and theme development.
	Code
	Pseudonym
	Sector
	Apprenticeship or role
	Level
	Stage

	P1
	Charlotte
	Construction
	Business and Data Excellence
	Level 4
	Early stage

	P2
	Sofea
	Financial services
	Financial Services
	Level 4
	Advanced

	P3
	Sarah
	Professional services
	Accounting
	Degree
	Year 1

	P4
	Layla
	Technology and retail
	Multi-channel Marketing
	Level 3
	Mid-stage

	P5
	Christabel
	Energy
	Business Management
	Degree
	Year 3

	P6
	Christy
	Business administration
	Business Administration
	Level 3
	Near completion

	P7
	Izelda
	Print production
	Sales Estimating and Business Admin
	Level 3
	End-stage

	P8
	Rebecca
	Financial services
	Business Management
	Degree
	Year 3.5

	P9
	Rachel
	Insurance
	Business Operations
	Level 3
	Year 1

	P10
	Claire
	Legal services
	Business Management
	Level 4
	Year 2

	P11
	Jessica
	Management consulting
	Business Analyst
	Degree
	Year 2

	P12
	Rose
	HR and recruitment
	HR Business Partner
	Level 3
	Year 1.5

	P13
	Sophie
	Real estate
	Property Operations
	Level 4
	Year 2.5

	P14
	Kate
	Retail and e-commerce
	Business Administration
	Level 3
	Year 2

	P15
	Lucy
	Advertising and marketing
	Marketing Coordinator
	Level 3
	Year 1.5

	P16
	Margaret
	Government and public sector
	Business Administration
	Level 3
	Year 2.5

	P17
	Olivia
	Telecommunications
	Business Operations
	Level 4
	Year 1.5

	P18
	Diana
	Hospitality and events
	Business Administration
	Degree
	Year 2


3. Phase 1 — Familiarising with the dataset
Familiarisation involved repeated engagement with each interview as a whole before the material was reduced into codes. Transcripts were read in relation to the participant’s apprenticeship stage, organisational setting and account of current work. The purpose at this stage was to preserve case context: statements about AI use, recognition, gender or training were interpreted in relation to the surrounding account rather than extracted immediately as independent evidence.
The first analytical cycle centred on eight participants and generated a relatively broad account of AI use, skill expectations, employability and gendered positioning. As recruitment expanded, the additional ten cases were not simply appended to an existing thematic structure. They were used to test whether the original patterns travelled across settings, to identify cases in which AI-related change occurred without recognition work, and to sharpen the distinction between production-facing activity and evaluator-facing evidentiary activity.
3.1 Familiarisation procedure
1. Transcript preparation: Interview text was reviewed after transcription, with obvious transcription errors checked manually where source material permitted. Pseudonyms and participant codes were standardised before cross-case comparison.
2. Whole-case reading: Each transcript was read as a complete account to establish the participant’s role, apprenticeship stage, AI-use context, organisational restrictions, evaluative relationships and career concerns.
3. Initial memoing: Short reflexive notes recorded striking formulations, tensions, absences and provisional questions without requiring immediate theme assignment.
4. Second-cycle reading: Subsequent readings attended more deliberately to task redistribution, human checking and judgement, evidence of competence, evaluator relationships, training–practice coordination and gendered organisational relations.
5. Case summaries: Each participant was summarised using a common structure: organisational AI conditions; task change; competence/evidence; recognition relationships; apprenticeship coordination; gender/status; and material that complicated emerging interpretations.
6. Expansion review: When the dataset expanded beyond the initial eight cases, earlier memos were revisited so later evidence could qualify, narrow or redirect the developing analysis.
3.2 Familiarisation memo structure
	Memo field
	Familiarisation question

	AI conditions
	Where was GenAI permitted, restricted, channelled through internal tools or treated as inappropriate? What justification was given?

	Task redistribution
	What changed in execution time, drafting, information handling, checking, contextual judgement, relationship work or final decision responsibility?

	Competence evidence
	What did participants describe as proof that they understood, judged or owned the work?

	Recognition relation
	Who could see, validate or reward the participant’s competence? How did participants gain access to those actors?

	Training–practice coordination
	Where did formal provision, workplace practice and assessment expectations align or diverge?

	Gender/status
	How did participants describe seniority, occupational hierarchy, informal networks, equality, audibility or apprentice/junior position?

	Counter-evidence
	Which accounts did not fit the emerging explanation, or suggested that AI use, checking, visibility or upskilling had a different function?


3.3 Early analytic observations carried into coding
• GenAI was experienced through organisationally differentiated permission structures. The same broad capability could be prohibited in recruitment or examinations, restricted for confidentiality, channelled through proprietary tools, or used routinely for lower-stakes production.
• Task acceleration and task simplification were common enough to require attention, yet participants repeatedly retained responsibility for checking, contextual interpretation, relational work and final decisions.
• Visibility and recognition were not new problems created by GenAI. Several participants already described a separation between performing well and being recognised as performing well.
• A more specific AI-related problem appeared where mediated output became less diagnostic of the worker’s own competence. This possibility was strongest in Rebecca’s direct before/after account and therefore became an important sensitising question for later comparison.
• Gender did not form a single, uniform narrative. Structural hierarchy, informal male managerial access, formal equality claims and explicit gender irrelevance all appeared and were retained as potentially meaningful variation.
• Later cases were analytically important where they lacked supplementary self-evidencing: they prevented the analysis from equating AI adoption or task change with attributional labour.
4. Phase 2 — Coding
Coding was inclusive and recursive. Extracts were coded for what participants explicitly said and, where analytically warranted, for the organisational relation implied by the account. The same extract could carry several codes. For example, an account of AI-assisted work being faster could be coded for temporal compression, while the continuation of checking could be coded separately for verification burden; neither code was automatically treated as evidence of attributional labour.
The coding framework evolved during analysis. Early coding was deliberately broad and remained open to revision as later cases were read, candidate themes were constructed and boundary cases were compared. The register presented below is therefore a retrospective consolidation of working codes used across the analysis, not an a priori codebook, a fixed coding frame or a reliability instrument. Early categories such as AI restriction, skill expectations, employability, visibility and gendered positioning were progressively differentiated by analytic function. In particular, checking was separated into production-facing verification and evaluator-facing judgement evidencing; networking was separated into general relational investment and recognition-securing interaction; and upskilling was separated from evidence of exercised competence.
4.1 Coding principles
	Principle
	Application

	Semantic + latent
	Codes captured both explicit content and the organisational meaning carried by the account.

	Inclusive coding
	Early coding retained potentially relevant material even where its eventual conceptual role was unclear.

	Multiple coding
	Extracts could carry more than one code when they addressed more than one analytic relation.

	Context retention
	Code interpretation remained connected to the participant’s case context and surrounding interview passage.

	Evolving framework
	Code definitions were revised as later cases sharpened boundaries; the list was not fixed before analysis.

	No frequency threshold
	A code did not become analytically important solely through repetition; explanatory relevance, within-case sequence and boundary evidence also mattered.

	No inter-coder reliability requirement
	As a reflexive thematic analysis conducted by one researcher, quality was pursued through reflexivity, transparent analytic decisions and coherent pattern development rather than consensus coding.

	Abductive engagement
	Sensitising concepts informed later interpretation but empirical tensions could revise the conceptual frame.


4.2 Evolving analytic code register
	Code
	Working code
	Definition / analytic function
	Illustrative cases

	A1
	Recruitment authenticity boundary
	AI-assisted material is rejected or questioned where evaluators seek access to the person behind the application.
	P1, P12

	A2
	Assessment-use boundary
	Formal assessment differentiates permitted and prohibited AI use.
	P3, P7

	A3
	Confidentiality / data-protection restriction
	AI use is limited by sensitive organisational information, external-tool risk or confidentiality requirements.
	P9, P16

	A4
	Proprietary / approved-tool channel
	Organisation channels use through internal or approved tools.
	P13; contextual cases

	A5
	Differential local permission
	AI legitimacy varies across projects, tasks or clients within the same organisation.
	P8

	A6
	Provenance suspicion
	Polished or AI-like output raises questions about who produced or understood the work.
	P8

	B1
	Temporal compression
	Selected execution work becomes markedly faster.
	P2, P5

	B2
	Task simplification / execution transfer
	Routine or lower-value production is delegated to AI or made easier.
	P5, P11

	B3
	Verification burden
	Human checking, correction or integration remains necessary for dependable output.
	P7, P17

	B4
	Contextual judgement retained
	Local knowledge and interpretive judgement remain attached to the worker.
	P7, P10

	B5
	Relational work retained
	Face-to-face interaction, persuasion and relationship-building remain a human locus of value.
	P2, P7, P10

	B6
	Rising speed / accuracy expectations
	AI availability is translated into higher expectations for speed, volume or error reduction.
	P6, P13

	B7
	Training–practice distance
	Formal provision or assessment is experienced as misaligned with workplace practice.
	P6, P14, P18; P1 as counter-case

	B8
	Digital fluency becomes baseline
	Basic digital/AI fluency is normalised and loses differentiating value.
	P8

	B9
	Higher-order judgement elevated
	Critical analysis, creativity, decision ownership or contextual judgement becomes a stronger differentiator.
	P4, P8, P15

	C1
	Output as weaker competence signal
	Finished output becomes less informative as standalone evidence of individual capability.
	P8

	C2
	Human/tool contribution ambiguity
	Evaluator cannot readily distinguish tool contribution from worker judgement.
	P8

	C3
	Process narration
	Worker explains how an output was produced or why decisions were made.
	P8

	C4
	Provenance traces / retained drafts
	Worker preserves drafts or changes to evidence personal contribution.
	P8

	C5
	Judgement evidencing
	Worker demonstrates challenge, checking, contextual reasoning or final decision ownership as evidence of competence.
	P8

	C6
	Recognition securing
	Evidence reaches actors able to confer credibility, progression or standing.
	P2 conditional; P8

	C7
	Pre-existing visibility burden
	Worker must make performance visible in addition to performing well, independently of a specific AI attribution problem.
	P2, P6, P8

	D1
	General networking / relational investment
	Networking supports broader employability or organisational learning without a specified AI attribution function.
	P17; parts of P2

	D2
	Anticipatory skill accumulation
	Worker broadens skills as a hedge against future labour-market uncertainty.
	P4, P5, P8

	D3
	AI literacy development
	Worker undertakes courses or self-directed learning to build AI/LLM capability.
	P8

	D4
	Governance without self-evidencing
	AI rules are salient while supplementary contribution-evidencing remains peripheral.
	P9, P10, P12, P13, P16

	D5
	Task change without self-evidencing
	AI alters tasks or expectations without a clear evaluator-facing evidentiary response.
	P11, P13, P15, P18

	E1
	Male concentration in senior roles
	Participant observes gendered vertical hierarchy.
	P2

	E2
	Informal male managerial access
	Out-of-hours or informal networks create unequal proximity to management.
	P6

	E3
	Compensatory audibility / visibility
	Participant intensifies speaking or presence in response to recognition conditions.
	P2

	E4
	Recognition / promotion asymmetry
	Reward or advancement is described through gendered or status relations.
	P6

	E5
	Post-gender / equality account
	Participant treats gender as irrelevant or reports formal equality.
	P3, P8, P17

	E6
	Women working to be heard
	Formal equality coexists with effort required for voice or recognition.
	P8

	E7
	Male-coded apprenticeship imaginary
	Apprenticeship is culturally associated with young men and trades.
	P1

	E8
	Apprentice / junior recognition dependence
	Limited formal authority increases reliance on supervisors/evaluators for opportunity and progression.
	P8; cross-case

	E9
	Social valuation of work
	Administrative, communicative and relational work carries socially differentiated status.
	Cross-case analytic code

	F1
	Mentoring / proximity as counter-condition
	Regular feedback or small-team proximity can reduce distance between work, learning and recognition.
	P1

	F2
	Extra-programme learning
	Participants use forums, workshops, workplace experience or external learning to remain current.
	P6, P18


4.3 Example of code differentiation by function
	Surface activity
	Coding
	Functional question
	Conceptual status

	Checking AI output
	B3 Verification burden
	The purpose is to make the output usable or dependable.
	Production-facing; not attributional labour by itself.

	Showing an evaluator that AI output was checked and challenged
	C5 Judgement evidencing
	The checking is displayed as proof of human judgement.
	Evaluator-facing; can enter attributional labour.

	Networking across the organisation
	D1 General networking
	The purpose is learning, career breadth or social capital.
	Broader employability practice.

	Using interaction with a manager to make contribution visible
	C6 Recognition securing
	The interaction carries evidence of contribution to an evaluator.
	Can enter attributional labour when contribution-legibility is the function.

	Taking an AI course
	D3 AI literacy development
	The purpose is capability formation.
	Adjacent practice.

	Demonstrating AI fluency during a progression/moderation encounter
	C5/C6 when linked to evaluation
	The acquired capability is mobilised as evaluative evidence.
	May enter attributional labour depending on context.


4.4 Participant-extract register used to anchor coding
	Participant
	Extract
	Code(s)
	Analytic use

	P1 Charlotte
	We want to know who you are as a person.
	A1
	Authenticity boundary

	P2 Sofea
	something [used] to take an hour now [takes] 5 minutes.
	B1
	Temporal compression

	P2 Sofea
	My main thing is relationship building, [AI] can’t compete with actual face-to-face interaction, the actual meetings that you have to have with clients.
	B5
	Relational human locus

	P2 Sofea
	if you’re not seen, then you won’t get much further.
	C7
	Pre-existing visibility burden

	P3 Sarah
	For exams, you’re not allowed to use AI, for coursework, you can... [not] fully depend on GenAI.
	A2
	Assessment-use boundary

	P3 Sarah
	I think it’s coming to a time where no one really cares about like the gender. Like gender doesn’t really matter. Like just irrelevant.
	E5
	Post-gender account

	P4 Layla
	ultimately still make your own decisions, don’t rely solely on GenAI.
	B9
	Decision ownership

	P5 Christabel
	I could just ask Claude AI to make a map and then it will just make it for me. But previously I could never really do that. When I first started making maps, I was doing it myself.
	B1/B2
	Task expansion / execution transfer

	P5 Christabel
	I just never want to be behind the curve. I always want to have maybe even too many skills so that I’m as employable as I can be.
	D2
	General skill accumulation

	P6 Christy
	they want you to be fully present yourself, like your ability your time and contribution, not the tools.
	A1/A5
	Human-contribution legitimacy

	P6 Christy
	the standard is rising way too much, like they’re expecting more from you because they think you’re supposed to be more efficient, do things faster and more accurately, no mistakes.
	B6
	Rising performance expectation

	P6 Christy
	I think I have to actively show that I’m doing well alongside actually doing well.
	C7
	Pre-existing recognition burden

	P7 Izelda
	work doesn’t get quicker and in fact gets a little slower because you have to check the AI and generate ideas of your own.
	B3
	Verification burden

	P8 Rebecca
	Before we started using ChatGPT, if I produced a good report, people could see that I knew what I was doing. Now everyone can produce something polished quite quickly, so I feel like I have to explain how I got there and what decisions were actually mine.
	C1/C3
	Core attributional chain

	P8 Rebecca
	My manager sees the final deck, but she cannot really tell which parts came from the tool and which parts came from my own judgement. So I’ve started talking through my reasoning much more in meetings.
	C2/C3/C6
	Attributional uncertainty + process narration

	P8 Rebecca
	more conscious now of showing that I can challenge what it gives me and make the final judgement myself
	C5
	Judgement evidencing

	P8 Rebecca
	keeping drafts and explaining what I changed, just so they can see that I actually understand it
	C4/C5
	Provenance + judgement evidencing

	P9 Rachel
	AI, whilst it may be secure, it’s not, it’s never going to be 100% secure. It’s not GDPR compliant for us to be using AI in our work.
	A3
	Confidentiality boundary

	P12 Rose
	real
	A1
	Recruitment authenticity

	P14 Kate
	I don’t find the apprenticeship when you’re completing it... it’s all theory rather than actually doing much. So I’d say it doesn’t reflect entirely, and it sometimes isn’t ultimately based on what you do in your day to day.
	B7
	Training–practice distance

	P17 Olivia
	just trying to engage with as many people in my company as I can, trying to learn new things wherever I can.
	D1
	General networking / learning

	P17 Olivia
	I’m not sure that I can find a strict correlation between the above and women in particular, as AI impacts the whole work force.
	E5
	Qualifying gender interpretation


5. Phase 3 — Generating initial themes
Theme generation began by grouping codes around shared meaning and analytic function. The initial eight-case analysis produced four relatively broad candidate themes. These themes were useful because they organised a heterogeneous dataset, but the later expansion showed that some themes contained processes that needed to be separated: governance differed from attribution, production-facing verification differed from recognition work, and broad employability strategies differed from evaluator-facing contribution evidencing.
5.1 Initial eight-case candidate themes
	Initial candidate theme
	Central content

	Candidate 1: AI at the threshold of apprenticeship work
	AI restrictions, authenticity, selective adoption, task simplification and human boundaries.

	Candidate 2: Emerging ambiguity in skill expectations
	Rising expectations, training–practice distance, digital fluency and higher-order skills.

	Candidate 3: Navigating employability under uncertainty
	Visibility, networking, self-presentation and skill accumulation.

	Candidate 4: Gendered positioning and situated constraints
	Gendered hierarchy, informal networks, post-gender accounts and apprenticeship imagery.


5.2 Theme development across the expanded dataset
	Early theme
	Problem identified during expansion
	Revision

	AI at the threshold
	Contained both organisational legitimacy rules and everyday task redistribution.
	Separated into Theme 1 (legitimacy/attribution boundaries) and Theme 2 (task redistribution).

	Skill ambiguity
	Combined training–practice coordination with the question of what human competence still differentiates workers.
	Training/practice retained in Theme 2; attributional uncertainty isolated as the transition into Theme 3.

	Employability uncertainty
	Combined old visibility demands, generic networking, upskilling and AI-specific evidence work.
	Pre-existing/general practices retained as comparators; evaluator-facing contribution evidencing became Theme 3.

	Gendered positioning
	Operated as a parallel substantive topic in the early map.
	Repositioned around the conversion of evidence into recognition, producing Theme 4 on evaluator authority and gendered status.


5.3 Candidate mechanism map
The developing theme map became: organisational conditions → task redistribution → possible attributional uncertainty → possible evaluator-facing evidentiary work → recognition outcomes, with evaluator authority, apprentice/junior status and gendered occupational relations conditioning the conversion of evidence into recognition. The word ‘possible’ was analytically important: the later cases showed that neither AI use nor task change automatically produced attributional uncertainty or attributional labour.
6. Phase 4 — Developing and reviewing themes
Theme review involved movement between coded extracts, whole cases and the full dataset. Internal coherence was assessed by asking whether extracts grouped within a theme participated in a common analytic relation. External distinctiveness was assessed by asking whether neighbouring themes answered different questions. This review produced the key conceptual boundaries retained in the final analysis.
6.1 Review of coded extracts
	Theme under review
	Coherence question
	Review outcome

	Theme 1
	Did the extract concern whether AI-mediated work was legitimate, authentic, secure or acceptable as evidence?
	Kept authenticity, confidentiality, assessment and tool-governance codes together; moved speed/verification material out.

	Theme 2
	Did the extract concern redistribution of execution, checking, contextual judgement, relational work or changing performance expectations?
	Kept production/workflow material together; excluded evidence work whose object was evaluator recognition.

	Theme 3
	Did the extract show a weakened inference from output to personal competence and/or supplementary evaluator-facing evidence?
	Narrowed concept sharply; generic visibility, networking and upskilling were excluded unless they resolved contribution-legibility.

	Theme 4
	Did the extract concern who could validate evidence, how access to evaluators was organised, or how status/gender shaped credibility?
	Moved gender from a parallel topic to a conditioning relation around recognition conversion.


6.2 Review against the full dataset
The full-dataset review tested the developing mechanism against cases that were not strong examples of attributional labour. This was necessary to prevent the concept from becoming a label for all additional work around AI. Cases with governance restrictions, task simplification, training lag, generic networking or anticipatory upskilling were retained even when they did not complete the attributional chain.
6.3 Case-by-case evidence audit
Four empirically different relationships were used during concept development: core, contextual, pre-existing and general career-practice relationships. These categories describe how evidence relates to the attributional-labour mechanism and are applied only where that relationship is identifiable. Boundary, deviant and qualifying cases are recorded separately as analytic functions rather than as a fifth relationship type.
	Participant
	Evidence-audit relationship
	Primary evidence
	Boundary / comparative function

	P1 Charlotte
	Contextual
	Authenticity boundary; workplace learning/mentoring; gendered apprenticeship imaginary
	Contextual provenance condition; mentoring also acts as a counter-condition to a stronger training-practice disconnection claim.

	P2 Sofea
	Pre-existing
	Task acceleration; relational work; visibility/networking; managerial respect
	Pre-existing visibility and networking clarify that recognition work predates the AI-specific attribution problem.

	P3 Sarah
	—
	Assessment-use boundary; independent judgement; gender irrelevance
	Boundary/qualifying case: assessment governance and gender irrelevance are salient without an AI-specific self-evidencing chain.

	P4 Layla
	General career practice
	AI expected skill; future task change; decision ownership; transition to permanent role
	Future-oriented adaptation clarifies the boundary between career preparation and current contribution-legibility.

	P5 Christabel
	General career practice
	AI expands task capability; broad skill accumulation
	Capability formation and broad skill accumulation remain analytically distinct from attributional labour.

	P6 Christy
	Pre-existing
	AI restriction; rising expectations; training lag; visibility burden; gendered managerial access
	Pre-existing visibility burden intersects with AI-related expectations and gendered access to management.

	P7 Izelda
	—
	AI unreliability; checking; human persuasion; speed-quality tension
	Boundary case for production-facing verification: checking is necessary for output quality but is not shown as evaluator-facing proof.

	P8 Rebecca
	Core
	Before/after attributional uncertainty; process narration; retained drafts; judgement evidencing; recognition concerns
	Core within-case mechanism from AI-mediated production to attributional uncertainty and supplementary evaluator-facing evidence.

	P9 Rachel
	—
	Confidentiality/data-protection restriction
	Governance-only boundary case: confidentiality restriction without supplementary self-evidencing.

	P10 Claire
	—
	Relational limits; training–practice distance
	Work-redesign boundary case: relational limits/training-practice distance without a clear attributional response.

	P11 Jessica
	—
	Low-value/tedious task simplification
	Task-change boundary case: simplification without contribution-legibility evidence.

	P12 Rose
	Contextual
	Recruitment authenticity; access to the ‘real’ candidate
	Attributional condition is present at recruitment because evaluators seek performance attributable to the candidate; worker response remains unspecified.

	P13 Sophie
	—
	Proprietary tools; productivity expectations
	Governance/expectation boundary case with supplementary self-evidencing peripheral.

	P14 Kate
	—
	Training–practice misalignment
	Institutional coordination case rather than an attributional chain.

	P15 Lucy
	—
	Higher-order critical thinking gains salience as routine production is supported
	Skill-revaluation case without a specified evaluator-facing attributional response.

	P16 Margaret
	—
	Confidentiality restriction
	Governance-only boundary case around confidential information.

	P17 Olivia
	General career practice
	Broad organisational engagement; learning; checking/integration; rejects women-specific AI effect
	General organisational engagement clarifies the boundary between broad relational investment and recognition-securing attributional labour.

	P18 Diana
	—
	Training–practice distance and extra-programme/workplace learning
	Institutional coordination case with no direct attributional response specified.


6.4 Key boundary decisions
	Boundary
	Decision

	Verification vs attributional labour
	Checking an AI output can be necessary simply to produce usable work. It enters attributional labour only when the checking or judgement is itself mobilised as evidence to an evaluator.

	Visibility vs attributional labour
	Being seen, networking and self-presentation are older organisational practices. They enter attributional labour only when they are used to resolve uncertainty about human contribution within AI-mediated production.

	Upskilling vs attributional labour
	Training changes what a worker can do. Attributional labour concerns additional evidence of what the worker contributed, judged or owned in a consequential evaluative setting.

	Governance vs attributional labour
	Confidentiality, security and assessment rules can regulate AI without creating any need for the worker to repair contribution visibility.

	Attributional uncertainty vs general uncertainty
	Job insecurity or uncertainty about future skill needs is analytically different from uncertainty over who exercised competence within a particular AI-mediated output.

	Gendered relation vs gender comparison
	The data support analysis of how gendered hierarchy, status and evaluator access enter recognition; they do not support prevalence estimates comparing women and men.


6.5 Deviant and qualifying evidence retained
• Charlotte’s relatively integrated mentoring and small-team experience was retained to qualify the claim that training and workplace practice were uniformly disconnected.
• Sarah’s gender-irrelevance account, Olivia’s resistance to a women-specific AI effect and Rebecca’s formal-equality account were retained alongside accounts of male hierarchy and informal managerial access.
• Rachel, Claire, Jessica, Sophie and Kate were retained as boundary cases showing that governance, task change or training lag can be organisationally significant while supplementary self-evidencing remains peripheral.
• Olivia’s broad engagement and Christabel’s skill accumulation were retained to protect the distinction between generic employability practice and attributional labour.
• Izelda’s checking work was retained as an important case of verification that remains production-facing, clarifying the point at which checking becomes judgement evidencing only when it is displayed to an evaluator.
7. Phase 5 — Refining, defining and naming themes
Theme refinement focused on each theme’s central organising concept, analytic scope, internal boundaries and relation to the other themes. The final names were chosen to state the analytic claim directly. Together they form a conditional sequence while remaining analytically separable.
	Final theme
	Definition
	Scope / exclusion
	Relation to sequence

	Theme 1 — Legitimate AI use was organised through attribution boundaries
	Central organising concept: organisational rules determine when AI-mediated performance remains legitimate evidence of a person’s contribution.
	Includes authenticity, confidentiality, assessment and tool-governance boundaries. Excludes ordinary workflow effects unless they concern legitimacy/provenance.
	Feeds into Theme 2 by specifying the conditions under which AI can enter production.

	Theme 2 — Execution was compressed while verification and accountable judgement expanded
	Central organising concept: selected execution accelerates while checking, contextual interpretation, relational responsibility and final judgement remain attached to workers.
	Includes temporal compression, task simplification, verification, residual human judgement, rising expectations and training–practice coordination. Excludes evaluator-facing evidencing as such.
	Creates the possibility of Theme 3 when the resulting artefact becomes less diagnostic of individual competence.

	Theme 3 — Attributional uncertainty generated additional labour of recognition
	Central organising concept: where mediated output weakens as a standalone signal of individual capability, workers may undertake additional evidentiary work directed toward evaluators.
	Includes contribution evidencing, process narration, retained provenance traces, judgement evidencing and recognition securing. Excludes generic checking, networking and upskilling unless their function is contribution-legibility.
	Produces recognition only through evaluative relations addressed in Theme 4.

	Theme 4 — Managerial proximity and gendered status conditioned recognition
	Central organising concept: the organisational force of evidence depends on who can interpret and validate it and on the worker’s position within status and occupational relations.
	Includes evaluator authority, apprentice/junior dependence, gendered hierarchy, informal managerial access, skill valuation, formal equality and audibility. Excludes comparative prevalence claims.
	Conditions the conversion of attributional labour into recognised competence, credibility, progression or employability.


7.1 Operational definition of attributional labour
Attributional labour was retained as a concept only where the evidence supported a contribution-legibility problem under consequential evaluation. The following four conditions functioned as an analytic test during later theme review. They are interpretive criteria, not a positivist scoring rule.
	Condition
	Interpretive criterion

	1. AI-mediated production
	GenAI materially entered production of the relevant work or artefact.

	2. Attributional uncertainty
	The completed output left the worker’s own contribution, judgement or responsibility partially indeterminate to an evaluator.

	3. Additional evidentiary work
	The worker undertook activity beyond completing the task in order to make contribution or judgement visible.

	4. Evaluative orientation
	The evidentiary activity was directed toward an actor or organisational relation capable of conferring credibility, progression or standing.


7.2 Functional dimensions of attributional labour
	Dimension
	Analytic function
	Observed forms

	Contribution evidencing
	Making the worker’s role within jointly produced output identifiable.
	Process explanation; retained drafts; delineating what the worker changed or owned.

	Judgement evidencing
	Making human evaluation, checking and decision responsibility legible.
	Showing challenge to AI output; explaining contextual reasoning; demonstrating final judgement.

	Recognition securing
	Carrying evidentiary traces into relations where they can be interpreted and validated.
	Managerial discussion; progression/moderation encounters; evaluator-facing interaction.


7.3 Core within-case sequence
Rebecca’s account supplies the clearest continuous within-case sequence and therefore bears greater analytical weight for the mechanism than simple cross-case co-occurrence. Her temporal comparison links the normalisation of polished AI-assisted output to a weaker inference from artefact to individual competence; she then describes explaining how she arrived at decisions, talking through reasoning in meetings, showing that she can challenge AI output and make the final judgement, and keeping drafts to demonstrate what she changed. This sequence supports the concept without requiring the analysis to infer a causal chain by combining unrelated statements from different participants.
	Step
	Rebecca evidence

	AI-mediated production / changed baseline
	Polished output becomes easier to produce; basic GenAI use is normalised.

	Attributional uncertainty
	A good report or final deck no longer transparently indicates what the worker knew or which decisions were hers.

	Contribution evidencing
	Explaining how she got there; retaining drafts; explaining changes.

	Judgement evidencing
	Showing that she challenges AI output and makes the final judgement; talking through reasoning.

	Evaluative relation
	Managerial meetings and organisational recognition contexts provide the audience for this evidence.


8. Phase 6 — Producing the written analysis
Writing was treated as the sixth analytic phase. The final written analysis was constructed by selecting extracts that best demonstrated each analytic claim, situating those extracts in relation to contrasting cases, and using prose to make the developing mechanism and its boundaries explicit. Greater quotation space was given to cases that carried a clear evidentiary sequence, while concise analytic summaries were used for cases whose principal function was contextual, comparative or boundary-setting.
8.1 Rules used in selecting and presenting evidence
	Writing decision
	Application

	Direct quotation
	Quotation marks are reserved for participant speech treated as verbatim or for short participant fragments reported as such.

	Analytic summary
	Researcher-developed synthesis is presented in prose and never converted into participant speech.

	Within-case sequence
	Mechanism claims are anchored where possible in a coherent sequence within the same participant account.

	Cross-case comparison
	Other cases are used to establish variation, context, boundaries and transfer across settings, not to manufacture a single causal sequence from unrelated fragments.

	Boundary cases
	Cases lacking attributional labour are retained explicitly to show that AI adoption, governance or task change is insufficient by itself.

	Gender interpretation
	Contrasting gender narratives are retained rather than harmonised; the analysis concerns organisational relations and participant meaning-making, not comparative prevalence.

	Claim proportionality
	The written analysis uses terms such as ‘participants described’, ‘accounts indicated’ and ‘the material suggests’ where appropriate to maintain the inferential scope of a qualitative cross-sectional design.


8.2 Final theme–evidence matrix
	Final finding
	Primary code families
	Evidence structure
	Analytic grouping

	Legitimate AI use was organised through attribution boundaries
	A1–A6; D4
	Charlotte, Rose, Christy; Rachel, Margaret, Sophie, Sarah as governance/boundary cases
	Theme 1

	Execution was compressed while verification and accountable judgement expanded
	B1–B9; F1–F2
	Sofea, Christabel, Jessica; Izelda, Olivia, Christy, Rebecca; training-practice cases including Claire, Kate, Lucy, Diana
	Theme 2

	Attributional uncertainty generated additional labour of recognition
	C1–C7 with D1–D5 as conceptual boundaries
	Rebecca core; Christy/Sofea pre-existing comparators; Olivia/Christabel/Layla boundary practices; Rachel/Claire/Jessica/Sophie/Kate negative/boundary cases
	Theme 3

	Managerial proximity and gendered status conditioned recognition
	E1–E9
	Sofea, Christy, Charlotte; Sarah, Olivia, Rebecca as qualifying/divergent gender accounts
	Theme 4


8.3 Participant-level evidence matrix
	Participant
	Principal analytic contribution
	Evidence-audit role

	P1 Charlotte
	Authenticity boundary; mentoring as counter-condition; male-coded apprenticeship imaginary
	Contextual; also supplies a counter-condition

	P2 Sofea
	Temporal compression; relational human work; pre-existing visibility/networking; gendered senior hierarchy; compensatory audibility
	Pre-existing recognition work + contextual task change

	P3 Sarah
	Assessment-use rule; independent judgement; gender irrelevance
	No attributional-chain classification; boundary/qualifying case

	P4 Layla
	AI as expected skill; decision ownership; anticipatory permanent-role preparation
	General career practice + contextual task change

	P5 Christabel
	AI-enabled task expansion; broad skill accumulation
	General career practice + contextual task change

	P6 Christy
	AI restriction; rising expectations; training lag; pre-existing visibility burden; gendered managerial access
	Pre-existing recognition work + contextual AI change

	P7 Izelda
	AI unreliability; verification; human persuasion; speed-quality tension
	No attributional-chain classification; verification boundary case

	P8 Rebecca
	Attributional uncertainty; process narration; retained drafts; judgement evidencing; visibility; digital fluency; formal equality/voice
	Core attributional case

	P9 Rachel
	Confidentiality/data-protection restriction
	No attributional-chain classification; governance boundary case

	P10 Claire
	Relational limits; training-practice distance
	No attributional-chain classification; work-redesign boundary case

	P11 Jessica
	Simplification of tedious/low-value tasks
	No attributional-chain classification; task-change boundary case

	P12 Rose
	Recruitment authenticity and ‘real’ candidate
	Contextual attributional condition

	P13 Sophie
	Proprietary AI tools; productivity expectations
	No attributional-chain classification; governance/expectation boundary case

	P14 Kate
	Training–practice misalignment
	No attributional-chain classification; institutional boundary case

	P15 Lucy
	Greater value placed on critical thinking as routine production becomes easier to support
	No attributional-chain classification; skill-revaluation boundary case

	P16 Margaret
	Confidentiality restriction
	No attributional-chain classification; governance boundary case

	P17 Olivia
	Checking/integration; broad engagement and learning; rejects a women-specific AI effect
	General career practice; boundary with recognition-securing interaction

	P18 Diana
	Training–practice distance; workplace/extra-programme learning
	No attributional-chain classification; institutional boundary case


8.4 Direct-quotation register
	Participant
	Extract
	Analytic function

	Charlotte (P1)
	“We want to know who you are as a person”
	Authenticity / interpretable person

	Sofea (P2)
	“used to take an hour” / “5 minutes”
	Temporal compression

	Sofea (P2)
	“if you’re not seen, then you won’t get much further”
	Pre-existing recognition burden

	Christy (P6)
	“actively show that I'm doing well alongside actually doing well”
	Pre-existing recognition burden

	Izelda (P7)
	“work doesn’t get quicker and in fact gets a little slower because you have to check the AI and generate ideas of your own”
	Production-facing verification

	Rebecca (P8)
	“Before we started using ChatGPT… I feel like I have to explain how I got there and what decisions were actually mine.”
	AI-mediated production → attributional uncertainty → process explanation

	Rebecca (P8)
	“My manager sees the final deck… So I've started talking through my reasoning much more in meetings.”
	Evaluator-facing attributional uncertainty and response

	Rebecca (P8)
	“more conscious now of showing that I can challenge what it gives me and make the final judgement myself”
	Judgement evidencing

	Rebecca (P8)
	“keeping drafts and explaining what I changed, just so they can see that I actually understand it”
	Contribution/provenance evidencing

	Olivia (P17)
	“engage with as many people in my company as I can”
	Boundary with general networking


9. Cross-cutting reflexivity
Reflexivity operated across all six phases rather than as a separate terminal step. The researcher’s position as a female undergraduate student created partial experiential proximity to participants while retaining important differences in occupational setting, apprenticeship trajectory and organisational experience. This proximity supported sensitivity to workplace expectations, progression and organisational relationships, while the researcher’s control over questioning, coding, theme development and evidentiary selection required continuing scrutiny.
Reflexive memoing examined assumptions concerning gender, apprenticeship, workplace hierarchy and technological change. Particular attention was given to divergent, qualified and ambiguous accounts so that the analysis did not privilege only cases that resembled the emerging mechanism. This included retaining accounts in which gender was treated as irrelevant, instances of AI-related change without additional recognition work, and supportive organisational arrangements that complicated stronger claims of institutional misalignment.
9.1 Reflexive questions used during analysis
• Am I treating a vivid quotation as more representative than the wider dataset supports?
• Am I coding an activity by its surface form, or by the function it performs in the participant’s organisational context?
• Am I assuming that checking is recognition work when the participant describes it only as quality control?
• Am I assuming that networking or upskilling is AI-specific when the account gives it a broader employability function?
• Am I over-reading gender into accounts where participants explicitly reject that interpretation?
• Am I allowing formal equality claims to erase structural hierarchy, or allowing structural theory to erase participants’ own interpretations?
• Does the proposed mechanism remain identifiable within individual cases, or am I constructing it by stitching together unrelated fragments?
• Which cases weaken the claim, and what do they reveal about the conditions under which the mechanism appears?
10. Analytic decision log
	Decision
	Evidence/reason
	Effect on final analysis

	Expand from initial eight-case themes to full 18-case review
	Additional cases introduced governance-only, task-change-only and general career-practice examples.
	Prevented early themes from becoming universal claims.

	Separate governance from attributional labour
	Security/confidentiality restrictions often involved no worker self-evidencing.
	Theme 1 became a condition of legitimate AI use, not attributional labour itself.

	Separate verification from judgement evidencing
	Checking can serve output quality without being displayed as evidence of competence.
	Theme 2 retained production-facing verification; Theme 3 includes evaluator-facing judgement evidence.

	Treat visibility as pre-existing unless an AI attribution link is shown
	Participants described visibility demands that clearly predated GenAI.
	Avoided claiming GenAI created all recognition work.

	Retain Rebecca as core within-case chain
	Her account contains temporal comparison, attributional uncertainty and specific evaluator-facing responses.
	Mechanism anchored in direct evidence rather than cross-case assembly.

	Use Olivia as boundary for networking
	Her engagement was framed as broad learning and employability, with no specified contribution-legibility function.
	Protected the boundary between relational investment and recognition securing.

	Use Christabel/Layla as boundary for upskilling
	Skill accumulation prepared for uncertain futures but did not itself evidence current human contribution.
	Protected the distinction between capability formation and capability legibility.

	Position gender at recognition conversion
	Gender/status evidence concerned hierarchy, authority, voice and access to endorsement.
	Theme 4 conditions how evidence becomes credible, aligning gender with evaluator authority rather than treating it as a parallel technology effect.

	Retain apprentice/junior status as an intersecting explanation
	Recognition dependence can arise from low organisational authority as well as gendered relations.
	Prevents over-attributing recognition vulnerability to gender alone.


11. Analytic quality and evidence status
This analytical record documents interpretive transparency rather than reproducibility of identical codes or themes. RTA treats researcher subjectivity as an analytic resource requiring reflexive examination. Quality was pursued through sustained data engagement, explicit conceptual boundaries, retention of disconfirming and qualifying material, and traceability from extracts to analytic claims.
Evidence status is recorded separately from thematic role. Some later participants contribute through analytic summaries where the working materials do not contain a verified verbatim extract suitable for quotation; those summaries are not presented as participant speech. Full interview transcripts are not reproduced in this consolidated record because the combination of workplace, apprenticeship and demographic information creates deductive-identification risk.
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Appendix A. Phase outputs and audit artefacts
The six RTA phases produced overlapping analytic artefacts rather than isolated outputs. The table records the principal working product associated with each phase and how it fed the next cycle of analysis.
	RTA phase
	Principal audit artefacts
	Analytic use

	Phase 1 — Familiarisation
	Whole-case notes; participant summaries; reflexive memos; preliminary tensions and absences
	Established context before coding and generated questions for the first coding cycle.

	Phase 2 — Coding
	Evolving semantic/latent code list; coded extracts; case matrices; working definitions
	Made recurrent meanings and functional distinctions available for cross-case comparison.

	Phase 3 — Initial themes
	Early four-theme map; code clusters; provisional relationships among AI use, skill, employability and gender
	Organised the early dataset while exposing overlaps that required later separation.

	Phase 4 — Review
	Extract-level coherence checks; full-dataset review; boundary/deviant cases; four-way evidence audit
	Narrowed attributional labour and separated governance, verification, generic visibility and upskilling from the core mechanism.

	Phase 5 — Define/name
	Theme definitions; scope/exclusion rules; operational conditions for attributional labour; conditional sequence
	Produced the four final themes and clarified their relations.

	Phase 6 — Writing
	Traceability matrix; selected quotations; analytic summaries; boundary-case contrasts; final mechanism narrative
	Converted the analytic structure into the final written analysis while controlling claim scope.


Appendix B. Code evolution, splitting and consolidation log
Several early codes changed function as the analysis moved from broad topic organisation to a mechanism-oriented account. The log below makes those revisions explicit. These changes are normal within RTA: codes remain provisional analytic tools and can be split, merged or re-specified as theme development proceeds.
	Early / broad code
	Later refinement
	Reason for revision

	AI restriction
	Split into authenticity, assessment, confidentiality, proprietary-tool and differential-permission codes
	Restrictions performed different organisational functions and could not be treated as a single phenomenon.

	AI efficiency
	Split into temporal compression, task simplification and rising speed/accuracy expectations
	Technical acceleration and organisational expectation were analytically distinct.

	Human role remains
	Split into contextual judgement retained, relational work retained and higher-order judgement elevated
	Different residual human activities carried different implications for production and recognition.

	Checking AI
	Split into verification burden and judgement evidencing
	The same surface activity had a different function when directed at output quality versus evaluator recognition.

	Visibility
	Split into pre-existing visibility burden and recognition securing
	Visibility predates GenAI; only a narrower evaluator-facing form belongs within attributional labour.

	Networking
	Separated from attributional labour unless it carried contribution evidence to evaluative authority
	Broad relational investment had employability and learning functions beyond contribution-legibility.

	Upskilling
	Split into anticipatory skill accumulation, AI literacy development and possible evaluator-facing evidence
	Capability formation and capability legibility are distinct processes.

	Authenticity
	Re-specified as an attribution boundary when organisations required output to remain interpretable as evidence of the person
	Connected legitimacy rules to the broader provenance problem without equating them with attributional labour.

	Employability uncertainty
	Separated into future-oriented career practice and current contribution-legibility
	Prevented general labour-market anxiety from being absorbed into attributional uncertainty.

	Gender inequality
	Re-specified into senior hierarchy, informal managerial access, compensatory audibility, equality/post-gender accounts and junior-status dependence
	Allowed contrasting gender narratives and status relations to be analysed without a single disadvantage template.

	Training gap
	Re-specified as training–practice distance with a mentoring/proximity counter-condition
	Allowed organisational variation and counter-evidence to remain visible.

	Recognition work
	Narrowed to evaluator-facing contribution/judgement evidence where AI-mediated output weakens as a competence signal
	Established the empirical boundary of attributional labour.


Appendix C. Participant-by-theme analytic role matrix
This matrix records how each case entered the four final themes. ‘Primary’ indicates direct evidence central to the theme; ‘Context’ indicates relevant supporting material; ‘Boundary’ indicates evidence used mainly to delimit the theme; ‘Counter’ indicates a case that qualified a stronger claim; and ‘Qualifying’ marks divergent interpretation retained within the analysis.
	Participant
	Theme 1: boundaries
	Theme 2: redistribution
	Theme 3: attributional labour
	Theme 4: recognition

	P1 Charlotte
	Primary/context
	Counter/context
	Boundary
	Context

	P2 Sofea
	—
	Primary
	Comparator
	Primary

	P3 Sarah
	Primary/context
	—
	Boundary
	Qualifying

	P4 Layla
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P5 Christabel
	—
	Primary/context
	Boundary
	—

	P6 Christy
	Primary/context
	Primary
	Comparator
	Primary

	P7 Izelda
	—
	Primary
	Boundary
	—

	P8 Rebecca
	Context
	Primary
	Core
	Qualifying/primary

	P9 Rachel
	Context
	—
	Boundary
	—

	P10 Claire
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P11 Jessica
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P12 Rose
	Primary/context
	—
	Contextual
	—

	P13 Sophie
	Context
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P14 Kate
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P15 Lucy
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—

	P16 Margaret
	Context
	—
	Boundary
	—

	P17 Olivia
	—
	Context
	Boundary/general
	Qualifying

	P18 Diana
	—
	Context
	Boundary
	—


Appendix D. Evidence-status control
The evidentiary status of material was controlled separately from its thematic role. Where a verified verbatim extract was available in the working materials, it could be quoted directly. Where only a researcher-developed synthesis was available, the case was retained as an analytic summary and never represented as participant speech.
	Participant
	Evidence status
	Use in this audit trail

	P1 Charlotte
	Verified direct extracts + analytic summary
	Direct quote for authenticity; summary for mentoring/counter-condition.

	P2 Sofea
	Verified direct extracts
	Temporal compression, relational work, visibility and networking.

	P3 Sarah
	Verified direct extracts
	Assessment rule and gender-irrelevance account.

	P4 Layla
	Verified direct extracts + analytic summary
	Decision ownership and transition concerns; broader task-change interpretation summarised.

	P5 Christabel
	Verified direct extracts
	Mapping task change and broad skill accumulation.

	P6 Christy
	Verified direct extracts
	AI restriction, rising expectations, visibility burden and gendered managerial access.

	P7 Izelda
	Verified direct extracts
	AI unreliability, checking, speed-quality tension and human persuasion.

	P8 Rebecca
	Verified direct extracts
	Core attributional sequence, digital fluency, judgement evidencing, drafts and recognition.

	P9 Rachel
	Verified direct extract
	Confidentiality/data-protection restriction.

	P10 Claire
	Analytic summary only
	Relational limits and training–practice distance are summarised, not quoted.

	P11 Jessica
	Analytic summary only
	Low-value/tedious task simplification is summarised, not quoted.

	P12 Rose
	Short verified fragment + analytic summary
	‘real’ is retained as a participant fragment; broader recruitment interpretation is summarised.

	P13 Sophie
	Analytic summary only
	Proprietary-tool channel and productivity expectation are summarised.

	P14 Kate
	Verified direct extract
	Training–practice distance.

	P15 Lucy
	Analytic summary only
	Higher-order critical-thinking revaluation is summarised.

	P16 Margaret
	Analytic summary only
	Confidentiality restriction is summarised.

	P17 Olivia
	Verified direct extracts + analytic summary
	General engagement and qualifying gender interpretation are quoted; checking/integration is summarised.

	P18 Diana
	Analytic summary only
	Training–practice and extra-programme learning are summarised.


Appendix E. Recursive movement across the six phases
A linear presentation of the six phases can obscure how the analysis actually developed. The analysis repeatedly returned to earlier phases when later cases, theme review or writing exposed a conceptual overlap or an overextended claim. The schematic below represents the principal movement, while the accompanying table records concrete return points.
Figure S1. Recursive RTA workflow used in the study
	PHASE 1
Familiarisation
	→
	PHASE 2
Coding
	→
	PHASE 3
Initial themes

	↑
	
	
	
	↓

	PHASE 6
Writing
	←
	PHASE 5
Define/name
	←
	PHASE 4
Review/develop


The perimeter arrows show the conventional six-phase sequence. In practice, movement also occurred across non-adjacent phases: later coding prompted renewed familiarisation, theme review prompted code splitting, and writing prompted further boundary checks.
	Recursive return
	Trigger
	Analytic consequence

	Phase 2 → Phase 1
	An extract initially coded as ‘checking AI’ was reread in its whole-case context to determine whether the checking served output quality or evaluator recognition.
	Prevented production-facing verification from being absorbed into attributional labour.

	Phase 3 → Phase 2
	The broad ‘visibility’ cluster contained networking, pre-meeting preparation, contribution evidencing and managerial interaction.
	Codes were split by function into pre-existing visibility, general networking, process/judgement evidencing and recognition securing.

	Phase 4 → Phases 1–2
	Later cases such as Rachel, Jessica, Sophie and Olivia showed AI governance or task change without the full attributional chain.
	Earlier extracts were revisited and the concept was narrowed.

	Phase 4 → Phase 3
	Gender-irrelevance and formal-equality accounts did not fit a singular disadvantage theme.
	The theme was repositioned around evaluator authority, status, access and differentiated recognition.

	Phase 5 → Phase 4
	The proposed label ‘recognition work’ was too broad and overlapped with long-standing visibility practices.
	The operational conditions for attributional labour were specified and boundary cases rechecked.

	Phase 6 → Phases 4–5
	Drafting the written analysis made it clear that cross-case co-occurrence could overstate the mechanism.
	Rebecca’s within-case temporal sequence was given greater analytic weight, while other cases were used for context, comparison and boundary-setting.


Appendix F. Worked data-to-theme transformations
The tables below illustrate how specific extracts moved through the analytic process. They are not presented as mechanical coding recipes; their purpose is to make the interpretive movement from participant account to semantic code, latent interpretation, candidate pattern and final theme transparent.
	Case
	Extract / evidence
	Semantic reading
	Latent interpretation
	Candidate-stage location
	Final location
	Analytic role

	Rebecca (P8)
	“Before we started using ChatGPT, if I produced a good report, people could see that I knew what I was doing. Now everyone can produce something polished quite quickly, so I feel like I have to explain how I got there and what decisions were actually mine.”
	Polished output is easier to produce; worker explains reasoning/decisions.
	Output has become a weaker competence signal; supplementary explanation repairs contribution-legibility.
	Early employability/visibility cluster → attributional uncertainty / evidence work.
	Theme 3: attributional uncertainty generated additional labour of recognition.
	Core evidence for attributional labour.

	Izelda (P7)
	“work doesn’t get quicker and in fact gets a little slower because you have to check the AI and generate ideas of your own.”
	AI requires checking and additional human ideas.
	Human verification is necessary for dependable production even when AI is expected to save time.
	Early AI-efficiency / skill-expectation cluster.
	Theme 2: execution was compressed while verification and accountable judgement expanded.
	Boundary decision: production-facing verification is not attributional labour by itself.

	Olivia (P17)
	“just trying to engage with as many people in my company as I can, trying to learn new things wherever I can.”
	Broad organisational engagement and learning.
	Relational investment supports employability and learning without a specified contribution-provenance problem.
	Early visibility/networking cluster.
	Adjacent to Theme 3 but excluded from attributional labour.
	General career-practice comparator.

	Sarah (P3)
	“I think it’s coming to a time where no one really cares about like the gender. Like gender doesn’t really matter. Like just irrelevant.”
	Gender treated as irrelevant.
	Participant interpretation complicates a singular gender-disadvantage narrative.
	Early gendered-positioning theme.
	Theme 4: managerial proximity and gendered status conditioned recognition.
	Qualifying case retained to preserve interpretive variation.

	Charlotte (P1)
	Analytic summary: regular mentoring and small-team proximity connected changing practice with feedback and skill formation.
	Supportive organisational feedback reduces distance between work and learning.
	Training–practice disconnection is contingent on organisational arrangements rather than universal.
	Early skill-expectations / training-practice cluster.
	Theme 2, as a counter-condition within institutional coordination.
	Counter-case that narrows the strength of the coordination claim.


Figure S2. Worked analytic chain for the core attributional-labour case
	RAW EXTRACT
Polished AI-assisted output no longer makes personal competence self-evident; the participant reports explaining how she arrived at decisions.


↓
	SEMANTIC CODES
polished output normalised · explaining process · decisions ‘actually mine’


↓
	LATENT INTERPRETATION
the artefact has become a weaker standalone signal of individual competence


↓
	CANDIDATE PATTERN
contribution visibility / managerial recognition / ownership / demonstrable judgement


↓
	THEME 3
attributional uncertainty generates additional evaluator-facing evidentiary work


↓
	CONCEPTUAL ROLE
core within-case evidence for attributional labour


This figure illustrates an interpretive pathway, not a deterministic coding algorithm. The final conceptual role was established through repeated return to the full case, comparison with neighbouring practices and review against cases that lacked the same evidentiary sequence.
Appendix G. Abductive dialogue between data and sensitising concepts
Abductive analysis involved movement between empirical patterns and sensitising concepts. The table below reconstructs the principal points at which this dialogue redirected or narrowed the developing interpretation; it does not imply that a fixed theoretical framework was applied before coding.
	Sensitising concept
	Empirical tension/pattern
	How the dialogue changed the analysis
	Final location

	Sociotechnical configuration
	Identical GenAI capabilities appeared under different local rules, restrictions and permissions.
	Shifted attention from exposure alone to organisational conditions governing legitimate use.
	Theme 1

	Labour-process / heteromation
	Faster execution repeatedly coexisted with checking, integration and continuing human responsibility.
	Helped distinguish apparent automation from residual human work; data then required a further distinction between production-facing and evaluator-facing labour.
	Theme 2 → boundary with Theme 3

	Visibility / employability
	Participants already described networking, self-presentation and being seen before the AI-specific mechanism was isolated.
	Prevented attributional labour from being defined as generic visibility work; the concept was narrowed to contribution-legibility under AI mediation.
	Theme 3

	Human–AI credit / provenance
	Rebecca’s account made the human/tool contribution problem explicit in a workplace evaluation setting.
	Focused the analysis on what an artefact allows an evaluator to infer about personal competence.
	Theme 3

	Feminist organisation / status
	Participants described male seniority, informal managerial access, audibility demands and formal equality narratives.
	Moved gender analysis to the conversion of evidence into credibility rather than treating gender as a uniform AI effect.
	Theme 4

	Apprenticeship / work-based learning
	Training-practice distance and supervisory dependence appeared across heterogeneous placements.
	Located attribution within an institutional setting where competence must be both formed and evidenced under employer-controlled participation.
	Themes 2 and 4



