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ABSTRACT

While there is a growing literature on the subject of using genera-
tive artificial intelligence tools in college teaching in general (and
for information literacy instruction in particular), one important
question remains underexplored: What is the point? This article sug-
gests an approach to addressing that question by way of considering
how technochauvinism—an intellectual attitude that combines blind
optimism about the ability of technology to address social problems
with the erasure of the human conditions that make that technology
possible—discursively shapes and is reinforced by the material condi-
tions of instruction. This approach reveals that concerns about how
artificial intelligence does and does not serve pedagogical purposes
are ultimately systemic in nature and cannot simply be addressed by
teaching the technology.

KEYWORDS
artificial intelligence, technochauvinism, pedagogy, information
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INTRODUCTION

This essay begins with a question that has so far not been widely addressed
in discussions of the use of machine learning tools and generative artificial
intelligence (AI) in higher education: What is the point? Not the point of
using the tools themselves—recent literature is rich in examples of rea-
sons to use these tools, as well as reasons to avoid or curtail or carefully
manage their use. No, our concern here lies in student anxieties about
what Al use has already shown them about the educational process itself.
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What is the point of the work college students are expected to do in their
classes in a world in which large language models (LLMs) exist?

From the student’s point of view, it looks as though most homework
could be produced by an appropriately prompted generative Al system,
and the system itself appears to provide informational content and feed-
back on demand in a way that many find indistinguishable in value from
what is provided in class. If the machine can do the work, why should the
student bother? Why should anyone bother to expend effort on tasks that
can be automated so easily? Instructors stand on the other side of the
“whatis the point?” question. For them, that query takes a different shape,
neatly summed up by Rudolph et al.’s (2023) review of the LLM literature
for education: Is this convenient machinery a “bullshit spewer,” or is it
really “the end of traditional assessments in higher education?” A cur-
sory scan of the still-growing body of literature suggests that students fear
the meaninglessness of their efforts and appreciate the convenience of
Al tools; instructors fear the meaninglessness of their assessments and ap-
preciate the potential of Al tools to create new opportunities for learning.

While most of the broader implications of this question lie far beyond
the scope of information literacy and one-shot library instruction, there
is a core pedagogical concern that librarians can and should grapple with
here: When we ask what the point is, we are ultimately addressing a sys-
temic concern rather than a motivational one. Why do we teach and learn
in the way we do in a ChatGPT world? The answer (or so we claim hereaf-
ter) lies in resisting the effects of technochauvinism on the material condi-
tions of instruction and, by extension, on learning and assessment. If that
is the answer, then it may turn out to be the case that librarians need to
rethink their information literacy work to break free of technochauvinist
thinking in order to make information literacy instruction meaningful.

WHAT Is THE POINT? A STORY TO START WITH
Not long ago, one of the authors of this article was asked to provide an in-
struction session to an upper-level undergraduate course in scientific liter-
acy on the role of Al both in the classroom and within the larger realm of
scientific publishing. The session began with a brief overview of how LLMs
function on a technical level, followed by some hands-on activities, then
ended with a discussion of strengths, weaknesses, and potential moral and
ethical dilemmas in various settings. Toward the end of the discussion,
a student in the back of the class raised his hand and posed a rapid-fire
series of questions that began with “What is the point of all of these assign-
ments if ChatGPT can just do them?,” progressed to “Whatis the point of a
college degree if I can learn what I need to from LLM conversations?,” and
ended with “What is even the point of human interactions if I can carry on
meaningful and productive conversations with a chatbot?”

While being asked to explain the purpose of human interactions in a
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live class setting was certainly an unexpected turn of events, what was even
more surprising was the fact that the student’s classmates were collectively
nodding along in agreement with his questions. This was not an isolated
case of a single student having a public existential crisis. This student was,
instead, voicing the serious concerns of the whole group—and he was
making very good points. What differentiates conversing with ChatGPT
from text messaging with a friend you never see in person (a sort of stu-
dentimagined Turing test)? What is the issue with LLMs generating mis-
information when humans perpetrate the same errors? Why put oneself
thousands of dollars in debt to learn from a person when LLMs “teach”
for free?

While it is far beyond the scope of this discussion to answer the stu-
dent’s deeper existential questions, we can probably assert with some
confidence that educators have a responsibility to create meaning within
pedagogical settings. As such, the more focused question becomes: What
is the point of a specific lesson or course? What are meaningful methods
of assessing student achievement in that regard? Backward design (the
practice of designing instruction using learning outcomes as a point of
departure), as popularized by Wiggins and McTighe (2005), is not a novel
concept. Nevertheless, while desired learning outcomes vary widely, there
is a tendency in higher education to rely extensively upon a fixed set of
traditional formats for assessing outcomes. For example, while the ability
to synthesize and communicate ideas in a cohesive manner is vital to suc-
cess in any professional setting, the appropriate communication format
is situation-dependent and is virtually never going to be a standard five-
point essay. Nonetheless, these types of essays remain a common form of
academic assessment (Gibson 2017; Harker 2014) for idea synthesis and
delivery, despite numerous contextual changes (e.g., technologies, diverse
communication norms, social issues) that have rendered this format at
best ineffective and at worst irrelevant.

In either case, the authors of this article echo that Scientific Literacy
student in questioning the purpose of spending time on an assignment
with little apparent real-life application that could be generated easily by
any LLM. In much the same way, the contemporary student in a science,
technology, engineering, or mathematics discipline would rightly question
the need to perform logarithmic calculations by hand when calculators ex-
ist. Calculators can perform mathematical operations quite effectively and
quickly. What the student, in this case, really needs to know is why and
when these calculations are needed and what the answers mean within a
larger context. In other words, to assuage the concerns of both students
and educators: Human-designed, -implemented, and -mediated instruc-
tion is still vital for a successful educational experience and not something
that can be fully outsourced to Al, though Al (like calculators) can play a
productive role in the learning experience for both teachers and learners.
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That said, the complete redesign of learning objectives and the reimaging
of assessments to incorporate emerging technologies requires consider-
able time and resources from instructors—and this innovation may not
always be recognized or incentivized by educational infrastructures.

So, to reframe the problem yet again: What is the point, for students
and instructors alike, of an education grounded in practices that are read-
ily circumvented or corrupted by an inappropriate reliance on a technol-
ogy and that only appear to meet real-world learning needs? How can infor-
mation literacy instruction done in the context of such practices actually
accomplish its goals? In order to address this version of the problem, we
first need a clearer picture of how generative Al use is currently situated
for both students and instructors in higher education contexts.

Al USE IN HIGHER EDUCATION: A SNAPSHOT OF THE RECENT
LITERATURE

It is important to recognize that while there is quite a lot of recently pub-
lished work about Al tools in higher education, the actual evidence con-
cerning the long-term effects of their use is necessarily thin. This is an
emerging area of study, and there is much about it that remains under-
studied and unknown. Part of the challenge here is a tendency to use the
phrase “artificial intelligence” to cover a range of different technologies
that lend themselves to very different uses; while large language models
deployed in chatbot applications and image generators currently occupy
the spotlight, machine learning and predictive modeling applications
have uses beyond chatbot-style language processing or image creation,
alongside parallel developments such as intelligent tutoring systems. This
complicates the process of drawing conclusions about how these tools are
used and what their effects are. It also shapes how Al usage is discussed
at the institutional level (Bearman et al. 2023). For the purpose of our
discussion here, we are particularly interested in tools such as ChatGPT,
Midjourney, and DALL-E, as well as various Al detection and scoring ap-
plications that are commonly used by students and instructors for doing
and assessing coursework, as opposed to machine learning applications
used primarily for administrative analytic purposes. We will hereafter refer
to those systems as “pedagogical Al,” with the acknowledgment that this
usage is a departure from applications of that label that usually focus on
the instructor’s experience rather than the student’s.

At present, Al discussions in higher education are dominated by three
broad types of literature: arguments about the benefits and risks of peda-
gogical Al usage (Bahroun et al. 2023; Crompton and Burke 2023; Grass-
ini 2023; Kumar et al. 2020; Lin et al. 2024; Montenegro-Rueda et al. 2023;
Romero et al. 2024), practical strategies for responding to student use of
pedagogical Al tools and examples of how these applications can be used
effectively in instructional and scholarly contexts (writing, assessment,
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critical thinking, editing, brainstorming, etc.) (Gimpel etal. 2023; Hashmi
and Bal 2024; Houston and Corrado 2023; Imran and Almusharraf 2023;
Meakin 2024), and continuing discussions of the studentfocused use
of machine learning in administrative analytic contexts (predicting and
monitoring student performance, mental health support, etc.) (Cromp-
ton and Burke 2023). There is also a smaller, growing body of work on
student perceptions and outcomes relative to pedagogical Al use (Darvishi
etal. 2024; Markos et al. 2024; Sila et al. 2023; Stojanov et al. 2024; Wu and
Yu 2024; Zhang 2024; Zhang et al. 2024).

Of particular interest here is the way in which the pro/con arguments,
strategy recommendations, and student perception/learning outcome
studies intersect to reveal complementary concerns among educators and
the students they teach. Most of the recent studies of the benefits and risks
of Al use selected for this essay, for example, tend to pick out the same
basic set of issues, a selection of the most common of which appears in
table 1.

Practical strategies for dealing with Al (either for responding when stu-
dents use it or for making use of it in instruction or scholarship) tend on
the whole to try to leverage beneficial uses in service to handling the risks
by offering workarounds, best practices, advice, and creative ideas for new
pedagogies (see AlAfnan et al. 2023, e.g.). Both the pro/con arguments
and the assorted collections of practical advice frequently take it as given
that Al in education is here to stay and that it is better to flow with the
tide of technological disruption than to continue to resist it. This attitude
is most clearly visible in the US Department of Education’s policy report
Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Teaching and Learning (Office of Edu-
cational Technology 2023), which boils down the trends observed in the
literature into a set of recommendations meant to mitigate and manage Al
disruptions and treats the use of pedagogical Al solutions as an inevitabil-
ity requiring a policy response.

Discussions of machine learning tools, large language models, and so
on in the context of academic librarianship are broadly similar to the stud-
ies described above, filtered through the specific needs of library services,
reference services, and information literacy instruction (Aithal and Aithal
2023; Formanek 2024). Al tools present many of the same challenges for
information literacy instruction as they do for other subject areas, but for
those teaching information literacy and/or digital literacy, the most im-
portant recommendations for how to deal with them have focused on tool
adoption and skill development, both for the librarians themselves and
for the students they teach (Boehme et al., n.d.; Formanek 2024; Houston
and Corrado 2023; Maduni¢ and Sovulj 2024; Scott-Branch et al. 2023).
While librarians and other instructors share an interest in preventing
academic dishonesty, source evaluation and dealing with misinformation
loom larger in the information literacy space.
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Table 1. Potential benefits and risks in using generative artificial intelligence (AI)
for instruction.

Benefits Risks

* Generative Al opens up new, creative ® Academic integrity issues are endemic,
ways to teach and learn including both actual cheating and the

* Al tools are promising options for inevitability of false cheating accusations
streamlining administrative and by Al detectors
assessment tasks (grading, advising, ¢ Systemic plagiarism by the tool itself
etc. (implicating training data quality and

® Generative Al can be useful for copyright problems) is unavoidable
brainstorming work ¢ Output quality is unpredictable at best

* Some tools can be handy as writing (hallucinations, false information, etc.)
assistants ¢ Reliance on tools of this kind might impair

® Pedagogical use of Al is promising as actual learning
a way to boost student engagement e User privacy, with most current large

¢ Al output tends to present concepts language models and related tools, is not
in simple language that is broadly always appropriately protected; vendor
accessible to nonexperts (students) trustworthiness is a problem

¢ Even when the tools themselves are free for
the end user, their costs (in terms of labor,
resource use, and environmental damage
clsewhere) may be unacceptably high

¢ Like other digital tools, AI may not be
readily accessible to students for a variety
of reasons (e.g., the digital divide)

Interestingly, studies of student perceptions and learning outcomes
note both that a better understanding of how Al tools like ChatGPT actu-
ally work may lead to more effective and ethical use (Holland and Ciachir
2024; Stojanov et al. 2024; Zhang 2024) and that this use could be the
occasion of considerable student anxiety. Positive student attitudes toward
use of a tool like ChatGPT in the research conducted so far seem to match
the list of advantages typically described in pro/con arguments aimed at
instructors, along with the additional benefit of immediate responsiveness.
From the student’s point of view, interactions with the machine learning
system provide accessible help, almost instantaneous feedback, and ease
of use for getting work done relatively quickly (Holland and Ciachir 2024;
Sila et al. 2023; Zhang 2024). Student anxieties, however, appear to de-
velop from problems with self-efficacy and the way in which chatbot-style
Al tools in particular support a kind of technological codependency, at
the far end of which is the alienation of students from the social world of
instruction and the loss of student agency in the learning process (Dar-
vishi et al. 2024; Duong et al. 2024; Holland and Ciachir 2024; Hughes
2021; Stojanov et al. 2024; Zhang et al. 2024). The evidence with regard
to learning outcomes so far is inconclusive, although students themselves
appear to believe that certain uses of Al applications (such as brainstorm-
ing essays in ChatGPT to get the writing process started) help them learn
more effectively.
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TECHNOCHAUVINISM AND THE EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCE
In order to understand the further implications of the “what is the point”
question for information literacy instruction in higher education in light
of the literature discussed above, it is helpful to turn to another way to talk
about the problem: the allure of technochauvinism and the way in which
it complicates the material conditions of instruction. Doing so reveals that
our existentially troubled student is probably more accurately understood
to be raising questions about systems rather than motivations.

According to Habgood-Coote’s (2023) deployment of Broussard (2018)
in his recent work on deepfakes and epistemology, technochauvinism is

an intellectual attitude, involving three tendencies: to repackage social
problems as technological problems (techno-solutionism), to believe that
technological systems can perform complex tasks (techno-optimism), and
to ignore or underplay the importance of the designers, operators,
and maintainers of technological systems (techno-fixation). ... These
three intellectual dispositions are not intrinsically bad; they are bad
because they have bad consequences for peoples’ beliefs about political
problems, what technological systems can do, and the role of people
within technological systems. (Habgood-Coote 2023, 103)

We see techno-solutionism at work in a number of ways in the deployment
of pedagogical Al in higher education, ranging from the aggressive pro-
motion and adoption of tools for streamlining grading or administrative
tasks to automated plagiarism or Al-use detectors. The use of plagiarism
and Al-use detectors upon assignment submission exemplifies the techno-
chauvinist convention of interpreting social issues as technological issues.
In this case, applications or software are designed to treat cheating as a
technological problem, rather than as the deep-seated social issue of a lack
of academic integrity in student work. As such, institutions often rely upon
a technology designed to catch students in the act of cheating—and ulti-
mately punish them—instead of taking preemptive measures to address
the root causes of a student’s actions.

To get at those root causes, we might ask: Did the student realize their
work constituted cheating? Was the work actually cheating, or was it a
technological false positive? Were there cultural issues or language bar-
riers affecting the student’s understanding of academic integrity in this
particular setting? What were the student’s motivations for cheating? The
last question will likely introduce a whole other dimension of social issues,
many of which are rooted in the systemic inequities of higher education
in the United States (e.g., time constraints due to working multiple jobs
to afford education, inadequate training in the subject matter from K-12
institutions or prerequisite courses, lack of adequate accommodations for
disabilities, etc.). To further complicate the issue, Miles et al. (2022) note
that a lack of familiarity with institutional academic integrity codes and
policies is not just limited to students but often extends to teaching faculty
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and staff. Thus, in choosing to address cheating as a technological issue,
institutions that rely upon technological solutions run the risk of creating
a new social issue (or perhaps exacerbating an existing issue), in which
students are accountable for their actions but in which faculty are not.

Techno-optimism informs every recommendation of ChatGPT and
other machine learning systems as a necessary and inevitable disruptor
of instructional and scholarly practice. As Broussard (2018) notes, our
expectations for what technology can do are frequently inaccurate (see
also Williamson’s [2024] further discussion of this problem in educational
contexts). We impute powers and future developments to existing Al sys-
tems that no evidence really supports. The result is a tendency to board
the Al hype train and fail to look closely enough at its serious limitations
(Bender et al. 2021; Williamson 2024). Techno-fixation lives in the invis-
ibility of the human beings behind the tools and the erasure of responsi-
bility for and transparency about LLM datasets (copyright issues, privacy
issues, labor issues). While extant discussions of the pros and cons of Al
use in higher education among faculty and administrators sometimes do
attempt to overcome techno-fixation (it is certainly an important subject
of ethical discussion at least some of the time in the sources reviewed
above), the pedagogical Al space is nonetheless largely dominated by
techno-solutionism and techno-optimism (see the US Department of Edu-
cation Office of Educational Technology’s recommendations from 2023,
mentioned earlier).

If we take seriously the small set of student-focused studies mentioned
earlier, student technochauvinism appears to be a slightly different phe-
nomenon, often involving a techno-solutionist attitude shaped by a naive
techno-optimism that is decidedly techno-fixated. One of the more trou-
bling examples of this attitude is the student use of tools like ChatGPT to
format references; the student, unaware of how the system actually works
and either ignorant of or uncomfortable with the mechanics of citation,
confidently expects the LLM to generate a correctly formatted citation
and does not question the details of the system’s output, even when that
output is plainly incorrect to a writer with more experience. A related
phenomenon is the failure of student users to interact critically with out-
put that appears to provide new information, as when students mistakenly
treat ChatGPT or Gemini as a search tool without possessing the prior
knowledge necessary to assess the quality of the results the system returns
(Bernhardt 2024); they trust the technology to do the job it appears to be
doing correctly and do not have either the ability to recognize its failures
or any reason to believe such failures are occurring. In both instances, stu-
dents appear to operate from an unwarranted faith in technology coupled
with the habit of expecting technology to do certain kinds of work for
them.

As the examples here suggest, technochauvinism is ill-suited by nature
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to tell us why we should bother with education in its current form when
ChatGPT exists. Indeed, it seems to be the case that the student meltdown
described above happened as a consequence of technochauvinist thinking
running up against the social systems and practices that techno-fixation
and techno-solutionism otherwise erase or hide from view—in this case,
the social systems, practices, and institutions of higher education itself, or
what Williamson characterizes as “the social life of Al in education” (2024,
99). To put it another way: the student’s technochauvinism accidentally
forced him to confront the whole complex system of the material condi-
tions of instruction.

GRAPPLING WITH THE MATERIAL CONDITIONS

OF INSTRUCTION

In this context, we take “material conditions” to refer to the intersection
of technology, economics, politics, and culture, in conjunction with the
ways in which the forces at that intersection shape social reality. In the
specific case of higher education in the United States, the material condi-
tions of instruction include how institutions are structured and run, how
bodies of pedagogical practice and knowledge production currently work,
the social and economic conditions of the faculty and the students, and,
yes, the technology being used. For example, an academic librarian serv-
ing science, technology, engineering, and mathematics subject areas as a
liaison and instructor at a master’s-level university is not perfectly free to
teach anything at all where information literacy is concerned. That librar-
ian’s instructional choices are constrained by the library and the univer-
sity’s resources, by the requirements and subject features of the academic
disciplines served, by the demographic properties of the student body, by
the services available to students and instructors, by the academic calendar
and other time limitations, by the standards of the profession, and so on.
These conditions, importantly for our point here, also include how teach-
ing tends to work in actual practice and how it is incentivized and man-
aged by the institution. These conditions also include how librarians and
university instructors are constrained relative to their expected work in
order to produce certain kinds of outcomes (Willenborg and Detmering’s
[2025] discussion of the conditions of library instructors working against
misinformation is a useful example of how these constraints sometimes
work; see also Ovetz’s [2017] analysis of academic labor).

The educational system currently in place is one that—through ad-
junctification and an increased reliance on instructional tech—is slowly
shaping itself away from how the professions used to generate, critique,
and disseminate knowledge and toward pragmatic tools for the disciplin-
ing of labor (Hughes 2021; Ovetz 2017; Williamson 2024). Broadly speak-
ing, recent trends in higher education appear to be moving toward what
Hughes (2021) calls the “deskilling” of teaching, in favor of comparable
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results allegedly gained from new instructional technologies that decen-
ter instructional authority. For library instruction and information literacy
purposes, we are left with a set of conditions in which information literacy
instruction seems to have turned back to narrow skill development (tool
use, identifying misinformation, and so on) in service to the content de-
livery process, geared toward the goal of training users for the appropriate
consumption of content.

Technochauvinistic attitudes are not actually distinct from these con-
ditions; rather, they are a part of shaping the systems and practices of
which said conditions are composed. Administrators and faculty who must
deliver on the promises of higher education relative to student employ-
ability cannot risk falling behind the technological developments driving
business, which readily incentivizes technochauvinism. As Bearman et al.’s
(2023) critical review of the Al literature in higher education suggests,
these attitudes are shaping and shaped by what we characterize above as
a fundamentally techno-solutionist and techno-optimistic discourse. That
discourse does not just shape the institutions and practices of higher ed-
ucation—it constructs the roles of instructors and students in ways that
constrain expectations, choices, and behaviors. Because of the urgency of
responding to technological change (or so current institutional thinking
goes), students must acquire a specific set of necessary skills; “without the
necessary skills, students will cede agency and authority over what and how
theylearn” (Bearman etal. 2023, 379). This apparent necessity also shapes
how and what students are taught in ways that have less to do with informa-
tion content and more to do with a wide variety of other factors, such as
employability in a workforce also conditioned on new technologies.

Instructors constrained by material conditions shaped in part by tech-
nochauvinist discourses in higher education are therefore put in the dif-
ficult position of having to adapt their content knowledge and consider-
able experience with sharing that knowledge to a wildly different domain
of pedagogical expertise. This may in turn drive at least some of those
instructors into the same corner their students already occupy: techno-so-
lutionism shaped by naive (or uninformed or inexpert) techno-optimism,
either on their own part or on the part of the administrators who manage
their employment. Faculty concerns about assessment in an Al-mediated
educational experience may then become decoupled from learning, as
the technology itself becomes the fulcrum on which the student experi-
ence of education turns (for information, for discipline, for institutional
income, for workforce preparation, and so on).

The ultimate effect of these constraints is something like our student’s
meltdown. It is also the instructor’s conundrum: How, with limited time
and resources, is it possible to break out of the technochauvinistic bind in
such a way as to create a meaningful, measurably successful educational
experience that does not simply reduce instruction to tool training or
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abandon the student to effectively becoming a chatbot-playing autodidact
doomed to being misinformed?

While it is tempting at this point in the discussion to return to the lit-
erature on best practices for Al-supplemented pedagogy for information
literacy, it is not productive to do so without first assessing that literature
in light of its participation in technochauvinist discourses in the academy.
Put more simply: before we can make a serious effort to teach information
literacy on ChatGPT’s turf, we should probably take the time to decide
whether we want to cede the home field advantage to the Al without ques-
tioning the conditions under which we do so. This requires more than
teaching the tools (even when we teach them critically); it requires ad-
dressing the material conditions of instruction and the processes of knowl-
edge production that shape and are shaped by the technology in question.

SOME NOTES ON AN ANTI-TECHNOCHAUVINIST FUTURE

What does it look like, in the end, to address the material conditions of
instruction as they are shaped by technochauvinism in library instruction?
That is, how can library instruction begin to be anti-technochauvinist? We
suggest a few important pieces of the process:

e Know your audience. Start to review your assignments and activities
through the eyes of a techno-solutionist. What are you actually prompt-
ing, and how would a student use Al to do that work? What would have
to change to circumvent this response, and why? How might you draw
students’ attention to their own orientation toward tech solutions and
make them approach it critically?

e Undermine the most problematic aspects of students’ techno-optimism
by encouraging them to be critical of Al output. The most important
question to ask them: How do you know that the output you are getting
is accurate, and how would you check? Try something like the Google
Pollution Exercise, for example (Bernhardt 2024), which illustrates in
real time the shortcomings of pedagogical Al for research purposes.

e Understand your intended outcomes relative to that techno-solution-
ist audience and return to the lessons learned from backward design.
What is this assignment supposed to accomplish? What is the point of
the work assigned, relative to what students will actually need to do go-
ing forward?

® Lean into the “Framework for Information Literacy,” taking Scholar-
ship as Conversation as the hook on which the rest of the framework
hangs. The goal is to engage students and faculty alike in a conscious
and deliberate understanding of how scholarship is actually produced
and how we work with it. This shifts attention away from the tech and
toward the social systems in which knowledge is actually produced.

® Select teaching options and assignments that grant students more agency
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over the work they do. The Open Pedagogy movement is a good place
to start exploring methods for empowering students to actively partici-
pate in, and even take control of, their learning environment. See, for
example, Robin DeRosa’s open textbook project, Interdisciplinary Stud-
tes: A Connected Learning Approach (2016), in which faculty and students
worked together to produce their own textbook.

Ultimately, the motto of anti-technochauvinistic library instruction comes
from Meredith Broussard herself: “If we give up the idea that it is possible
to create a machine that does all the work for us, we can design systems
in which the machine does a lot of the work but meaningful human work
and meaningful human interaction are prioritized” (2019). If we stick to
that motto, it becomes easier to see that the point of education itself has
not changed, only our attitude toward how best to reach it.
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