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Abstract. Large Language Models (LLMs) and Generative Artificial 
Intelligence (GenAI) have significantly transformed global education, 
particularly in the production, validation, and acquisition of information. 
While these technologies provide remarkable convenience and 
personalization, they also present serious epistemic, ideological, and 
pedagogical challenges that disrupt traditional knowledge frameworks. 
This concept paper critically synthesizes 50 scholarly works published 
between 2023 and 2025, exploring GenAI’s impact on civic literacy, 
ideological viewpoints, cognitive processes, and classroom authority. The 
synthesis identifies four main areas of concern that jeopardize the 
integrity of democratic education. First, it highlights the structural 
propensity of LLMs to create "hallucinations," including false political and 
legal information that can mislead learners and educators alike. Second, 
the study exposes systemic biases stemming from predominantly 
Western-centric training data that often neglect diverse epistemologies 
and indigenous knowledge systems from countries in the Global South. 
Third, it raises significant concerns about knowledge transfer and the 
potential erosion of learners' analytical and reasoning abilities, a 
phenomenon known as cognitive offloading or the "mindset editor" effect. 
Lastly, the paper discusses the rise of algorithmically personalized 
information feeds, which may hinder pluralistic dialogue and reinforce 
ideological echo chambers. In response to these challenges, the paper 
introduces a transformative framework known as the ‘Pedagogy of Truth.’ 
This framework encourages educators to act as "epistemic referees," 
guiding students to critically engage with synthetic content through 
thorough validation, source triangulation, and culturally relevant inquiry. 
The study calls for comprehensive curriculum reforms to integrate GenAI 
literacy across civic, social, and technological domains, ensuring human 
judgment remains paramount in promoting truth and evidence-based 
discourse in the post-truth era. 

 
Introduction 

 
he rapid proliferation of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) within educational institutions has created a 
profound tension between expanded access to information and the intensified spread of misinformation. While 
these technologies promise unprecedented convenience and personalization, they simultaneously destabilize 

traditional epistemic structures that have long governed how knowledge is produced, validated, and transmitted. We now 
inhabit what McIntyre (2018) characterizes as a post-Truth era, a socio-political condition in which objective facts hold 
diminishing influence relative to appeals to emotion and personal belief. In this environment, truth is not merely contested; 
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it is often overshadowed by narratives designed for persuasion rather than accuracy. GenAI amplifies this dynamic by 
generating content that is linguistically polished and contextually plausible, yet frequently detached from empirical 
verification. 
 
Mechanisms of Disruption 
 
Unlike conventional search engines that retrieve existing, verifiable content, Large Language Models (LLMs) synthesize text 
by predicting word sequences based on patterns in vast datasets (Ji et al., 2023). This predictive mechanism means that 
outputs are not anchored in truth but in statistical likelihood. As Bender et al. (2021) caution, this results in “stochastic 
parroting”models that mimic human language without genuine understanding. Consequently, GenAI can fabricate details 
such as fictitious sources, historical events, or legal precedents, creating an illusion of authority that misleads learners and 
educators alike. 
 
Educational Opportunities and Risks 
 
Several studies, including de Bem Machado et al. (2024), Tlili et al. (2023), and Zafar et al. (2025), acknowledge the 
pedagogical benefits of GenAI: personalized instruction, automated feedback, and creative idea generation. These 
affordances can enhance engagement and democratize access to learning resources. However, these advantages are 
counterbalanced by systemic risks: 

• Academic Integrity: Overreliance on AI-generated content fosters plagiarism and diminishes originality. 
• Ideological Bias: Training data skewed toward Western norms embeds cultural and political biases in outputs. 
• Cognitive Erosion: Dependence on GenAI for reasoning tasks may weaken critical thinking and analytical 

skills. 
 
Epistemological Consequences 
 
The integration of GenAI into education challenges foundational principles of civic literacy and democratic education, which 
emphasize accuracy, evidence-based reasoning, and deliberative dialogue. Ribble and Park (2019) argue that civic 
education should cultivate responsible participation in democratic life. However, GenAI blurs the boundary between 
authentic and synthetic knowledge, creating epistemic uncertainty, a condition where learners struggle to distinguish 
verified facts from algorithmically generated approximations. This uncertainty is perilous in subjects like history, law, and 
social studies, where distorted narratives can shape political attitudes and civic behavior. 
 
Broader Societal Implications 
 
The disruption extends beyond classrooms. When GenAI-generated misinformation permeates public discourse, it risks 
reinforcing echo chambers and polarizing communities. In democratic societies, where informed debate underpins 
governance, the unchecked influence of synthetic knowledge undermines the integrity of decision-making. Thus, the 
challenge is not merely technical but deeply ethical and political. 
 
The Need for Pedagogical Countermeasures 
 
To navigate this epistemic crisis, educators must adopt strategies that balance innovation with integrity. This includes: 

• Embedding AI literacy into curricula to teach students how GenAI works and why its outputs require scrutiny. 
• Promoting verification practices, such as cross-referencing AI-generated content with primary sources. 
• Reaffirming the teacher’s role as an epistemic referee, ensuring that human judgment—not algorithmic 

probability anchors the learning process. 
Ultimately, the disruption of knowledge in the age of GenAI is a double-edged phenomenon: it democratizes access to 
information while destabilizing the very concept of truth. Addressing this paradox requires a holistic approach that 
combines technological safeguards, ethical governance, and critical pedagogy. 
 
Purpose and Scope of the Paper 
 
This concept paper synthesizes emerging literature (2023–2025) on the epistemic, ideological, and pedagogical 
implications of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) for civic literacy. It aims to contribute to the development of a 
conceptual framework, the ‘Pedagogy of Truth,’ that repositions educators as epistemic referees—mediators of knowledge 
construction in classrooms increasingly saturated with AI-generated content. 

1. In light of GenAI’s rapid evolution, this paper seeks to examine its impact on epistemology, ideology, and 
democratic discourse by addressing the following research questions: 
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1. How does GenAI contribute to the creation of illusions and uncertainty in knowledge, particularly in civic and 
political literacy? 

2. What ideological biases are embedded in the outputs of Large Language Models (LLMs)? 
3. How does reliance on GenAI influence cognitive processes that enable conscious and critical thinking? 
4. In what ways do personalized perspectives and GenAI shape democratic discourse? 
5. How should the role of educators evolve in response to the epistemic challenges posed by GenAI? 

 
Clarifying Generative vs. Discriminative AI 
 
Generative AI systems (e.g., GPT-2 in 2019 and GPT-3 in 2020) preceded ChatGPT’s public release in late 2022, but the 
latter dramatically accelerated mainstream adoption and classroom use. By contrast, earlier educational AI deployments 
primarily relied on discriminative models (e.g., classifiers for automated grading or adaptive testing). This distinction 
matters because LLMs produce novel, synthetic text, introducing unique epistemic risks, such as hallucinations and 
ideological bias, that go beyond the error profiles of discriminative systems. 
 
Generative AI, Hallucination, and Risks to Knowledge 
 
One of the primary concerns in research on Generative AI is the phenomenon of hallucination, which refers to the 
generation of statements that appear plausible but lack sufficient evidence or scholarly validation. This issue is not a minor 
technical glitch, it is a structural characteristic of how Large Language Models (LLMs) operate. Because these systems 
predict text based on patterns in training data rather than on fact verification, they can produce outputs that sound 
authoritative yet are entirely fabricated. 
 
Empirical Evidence and Contexts 
 
Alkaissi and McFarlane (2023) documented striking examples where LLMs generated citations to court cases, legal statutes, 
and even constitutional provisions that do not exist. These hallucinations were observed in professional domains such as 
medicine and law, where accuracy is critical, underscoring broader risks in education. Similarly, Ji et al. (2023) 
demonstrated that hallucinations are not occasional errors but an inherent feature of many LLM architectures, especially 
when addressing politically sensitive, legal, or historical topics. This means that when students use GenAI for civic or social 
studies tasks, they may unknowingly incorporate fabricated references into essays or presentations, undermining academic 
integrity and factual accuracy. 
 
Educational Implications and Cognitive Risks 
 
In classroom settings, Bower et al. (2025) highlight the concept of truth bias, in which learners accept AI-generated 
explanations without scrutiny because of their fluent, confident tone. This tendency poses a significant threat to knowledge 
acquisition and undermines the goals of civic literacy, which should foster critical thinking, evidence-based reasoning, and 
informed citizenship. If students internalize these synthetic inaccuracies, they risk developing epistemic complacency and 
overreliance on machine outputs rather than engaging in verification and critical analysis. 
 
Ethical and Policy Dimensions 
 
Crawford (2021) argues that addressing hallucination cannot rely solely on technical fixes; it requires embedding critical 
literacy into curricula. She emphasizes examining the social, ecological, and ethical dimensions of AI use, warning against 
techno-solutionism the belief that technical improvements alone can resolve systemic issues. Instead, policies should 
promote sustainable and equitable integration of GenAI, ensuring that learners are prepared for an AI-driven economy 
while maintaining ethical standards (Kshetri, 2025; Suleyman & Bhaskar, 2023). Taeihagh (2025) adds that governance 
mechanisms and institutional strategies are essential for responsible use, and that this requires teacher training and clear 
accountability frameworks. 
 
Technical Challenges and Mitigation Strategies 
 
Recent surveys (Huang et al., 2025) classify hallucination into multiple types—factual, logical, and contextual—each 
requiring different mitigation strategies. Proposed solutions include: 

• Verification layers: Cross-checking AI outputs against trusted databases. 
• Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG): Combining generative models with real-time information retrieval. 
• Model-specific safeguards: Fine-tuning and prompt engineering to reduce error rates. 
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However, these measures only reduce, not eliminate, the risk. Geng et al. (2025) further introduce the concept of machine 
unlearning, which allows models to forget inaccurate or harmful data, improving compliance with privacy and regulatory 
standards. Despite these innovations, hallucinations remain a persistent challenge because they stem from the probabilistic 
nature of language modeling. 
 
Variability and Contextual Factors 
 
It is important to note that hallucination rates vary significantly across models, versions, and prompt complexity. For 
example, newer models may exhibit lower error rates, but even state-of-the-art systems can hallucinate in response to 
ambiguous or open-ended queries. Understanding this variability is crucial for educators when deciding how and when to 
integrate GenAI into learning environments. 
 
Why This Matters for Civic Education? 
 
In the context of civic literacy, hallucinations do more than distort facts; they erode democratic competencies. When 
learners’ base arguments on fabricated legal precedents or misrepresented historical events, they compromise the integrity 
of public discourse. This risk underscores the need for the Pedagogy of Truth, in which teachers act as epistemic referees, 
guiding students to verify, question, and contextualize AI-generated content rather than accepting it at face value. 
 
Ideological Bias in Western and Liberal Models 
 
Large language models are often shaped by training data concentrated in Western contexts. Manvi et al. (2024) note 
geographic biases in LLMs, consistent with the WEIRD paradigm; Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic 
societies. Importantly, this is essentially a consequence of disproportionate representation in training corpora rather than 
an inherent design choice. Jain and Menon (2023) further argue that concepts such as democracy, human rights, and 
governance are frequently framed through Western-liberal perspectives, which can conflict with collectivist orientations 
of the Global South. 
 
Selwyn (2024) observes that while GenAI may appear neutral, it often embeds ideological assumptions. Core civic literacy 
concepts such as colonialism, authoritarianism, and resistance movements may be sanitized or reframed by AI, obscuring 
the complex moral dimensions of society. Mollick and Mollick (2023) identify seven pedagogical models for AI integration 
in classrooms (AI-tutor, AI-coach, AI-mentor, AI-teammate, AI-tool, AI-simulator, and AI-learner) that offer benefits in 
personalization and feedback, but also introduce risks, including bias and overreliance on GenAI. 
Williamson (2024) critiques the growing fascination with GenAI in education, highlighting the thin evidence base for 
transformative claims and cautioning against technochauvinism. Pastor-Escuredo et al. (2022) propose ethical frameworks 
linking GenAI development to sustainability goals (SDG 11), emphasizing collective responsibility, transparency, and 
human-centered design. Nantaburom (2023) explores personalization for civic literacy while cautioning against bias and 
privacy violations. Parween (2025) advocates cross-disciplinary governance models to address bias, accountability, and 
transparency in GenAI. 
 
Goertzel (2023), Smith (2018), and Radanliev (2025) stress the need for realistic expectations of GenAI’s capabilities. While 
proficient in language processing, GenAI lacks genuine understanding and autonomy, making it incapable of replacing 
educators; it should be viewed as a complement to human intelligence. Lodge et al. (2023) reinforce this perspective 
through the concept of co-regulation, in which humans and GenAI collaborate to make decisions, preserving human agency 
and ensuring ethical use of technology. 
 
Cognitive Skills and the Erosion or Offloading of Critical Reasoning 
 
Koç and Uzun (2025) examined the use of GenAI in education from 2018 to 2023 and found that it can enhance academic 
performance, support personalized learning, and enrich teaching practices. Both teachers and learners expressed positive 
attitudes toward GenAI while acknowledging limitations, including privacy concerns, ethical issues, and infrastructure gaps. 
Other studies suggest that, beyond content distortion, GenAI may either impair or encourage the offloading of cognitive 
skills in the construction of ideas. Grassini (2023) observed that many learners rely heavily on AI-generated summaries, 
with lower comprehension compared to those who engage directly with primary texts. Kosmyna et al. (2025) reported 
reduced neural connectivity during essay-writing tasks with AI assistance, suggesting cognitive offloading during task 
performance rather than a permanent decline. 
Barrot (2023) introduced the concept of the ‘mindset editor,’ in which learners revise GenAI-generated drafts rather than 
creating original work. This practice diminishes essential skills such as critical thinking, analysis, and source validation, 
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competencies vital for civic literacy. UNESCO advocates a human-centered approach to integrating GenAI into education, 
emphasizing age-appropriate use, privacy protection, and ethical validation (Holmes & Miao, 2023). 
 
Personal Perspectives and Shifting Classroom Dynamics 
 
Funa and Gabay (2025) analyzed global guidelines and policies on GenAI in education (2020–2024) and identified themes 
such as ethical use, literacy, equity, and inclusivity. Recommendations include professional development, learner 
orientation, and leveraging GenAI for personalized learning and administrative efficiency, while addressing challenges 
related to technical skills, cost, privacy, and alignment with educational goals. Weatherly (2025) underscores the need for 
meaningful engagement and collaborative approaches, asserting that human intelligence remains irreplaceable despite 
GenAI’s creative potential. Stevens (2024) warns against uncritical reliance on GenAI, emphasizing experiential learning as 
indispensable. 
 
Growing trust in AI-generated content has implications for teachers’ roles, curriculum design, and epistemic authority. 
Hristovska (2023) cautions that GenAI-driven personalization may narrow learners’ exposure to diverse or opposing 
viewpoints, thereby weakening pluralistic discourse, which is essential for democratic deliberation. Cukurova and Miao 
(2024) call for human oversight and frameworks for GenAI competencies to ensure ethical, contextual, and critical 
integration. Selwyn and Szili (2025) explore how teachers mediate technological change by contextualizing AI outputs, 
noting that GenAI can increase the cognitive effort required for idea formation, underscoring the importance of teacher 
training, ethical policies, and realistic expectations. Sarafis et al. (2025) advocate embedding GenAI within civic literacy 
curricula to prepare learners for informed democratic participation. 

 
Methodology 
 
Research Design 
 
This study employed a critical meta-synthesis approach. As Williamson and Eynon (2020) explain, unlike conventional 
systematic reviews that aggregate quantitative results, critical synthesis interprets latent meanings within studies to 
construct new theoretical perspectives on power, authority, and truth in education. Snyder (2019) provides a 
methodological framework for synthesizing existing literature, emphasizing comprehensive and reliable standards, 
including the identification of research gaps and the development of theory grounded in rigorous interpretation. 
 
Rationale for Timeframe Selection 
 
The scope of this study was restricted to literature published from January 2023 to the present to reflect the discontinuity 
introduced by mainstream classroom adoption of LLM-based GenAI following ChatGPT’s public release in late 2022. 
Importantly, generative AI existed before 2022 (e.g., GPT-2 in 2019, GPT-3 in 2020), but large-scale pedagogical use 
accelerated thereafter. Earlier literature often focused on discriminative AI applications such as automated grading and 
adaptive testing based on data classification, whereas LLMs generate synthetic text, introducing distinct epistemic risks 
(Mhlanga, 2023; Dwivedi et al., 2023). 
 
Data Collection 
 
The study adopted the PRISMA framework (Page et al., 2021) to ensure accuracy, transparency, and replicability. Four 
stages defined the process: Identification, Screening, Eligibility, and Inclusion. Initial retrieval was conducted through 
Google Scholar, ERIC, ScienceDirect, and Taylor & Francis Online. 
 

Identification 
 
This stage ensured comprehensive coverage of relevant studies. ScienceDirect and Taylor & Francis provided 
high-impact, peer-reviewed journals; ERIC contributed pedagogical research; and Google Scholar facilitated 
access to policy-related literature (Gusenbauer, 2019). Boolean search techniques combined three clusters: 
Technology (‘Generative AI’ OR ‘Large Language Models’ OR ‘ChatGPT’), Domain (‘Civics Education’ OR ‘Political 
Bias’ OR ‘Democracy’), and Context (‘Basic Education’ OR ‘Secondary Education’). The initial search yielded 845 
records; after removing duplicates, 725 records remained for title and abstract screening. 
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Screening 
 
Titles and abstracts were reviewed to exclude studies focused on STEM or Second Language Acquisition (SLA), 
except where they addressed critical literacy. Guided by Domain-Specific Learning Theory (Luckin et al., 2022), 
the focus remained on normative and civic outcomes to maintain internal validity with respect to epistemic risk 
and political neutrality. From 725 records, 623 were excluded, leaving 102 articles. 
 
Eligibility 
 
Articles were assessed against two criteria: publication date (2023 onward) and scholarly rigor (peer-reviewed 
journals, reputable conferences, or globally recognized organizations) to ensure reliability (Snyder, 2019). Of the 
102 articles, 52 were excluded for reasons such as a higher-education focus, insufficient data on bias and truth, or 
the absence of peer review, leaving 50 eligible studies. 
 
Inclusion 
 
The final synthesis comprised 50 articles meeting all quality criteria. A meta-synthesis of this scale provides a 
robust foundation for thematic analysis and interpretive depth (Sandelowski, 1995; Onwuegbuzie & Frels, 2016). 

 

Results and Discussion 
 
The Role of GenAI in Generating Hallucinations and Epistemic Uncertainty  
 
Large Language Models (LLMs) can produce civic, legal, and historical information that appears authoritative yet is 
inaccurate or entirely fabricated. These hallucinations are not random errors; they stem from the probabilistic nature of 
language modeling, where outputs are generated based on patterns rather than verified facts. Alkaissi and McFarlane 
(2023) documented fabricated legal citations and constitutional provisions, while Ji et al. (2023) confirmed that 
hallucination is inherent in many LLM architectures, especially on politically sensitive or historical topics. 
 
In education, this creates epistemic vulnerability: learners may internalize distorted narratives and construct arguments 
on false premises. When such inaccuracies infiltrate civic education, they undermine democratic reasoning and erode trust 
in knowledge systems. Bower et al. (2025) highlight “truth bias,” in which students accept AI outputs without scrutiny 
because of their fluent tone. These biases compromise critical thinking and foster intellectual complacency. 
 
In education, this creates epistemic vulnerability: learners may internalize distorted narratives and construct arguments 
on false premises. When such inaccuracies infiltrate civic education, they undermine democratic reasoning and erode trust 
in knowledge systems. Bower et al. (2025) highlight “truth bias,” in which students accept AI outputs without scrutiny 
because of their fluent tone. These biases compromise critical thinking and foster intellectual complacency. 
Mitigation strategies such as retrieval-augmented generation, fact-checking layers, and prompt engineering reduce, but do 
not eliminate, hallucinations. Huang et al. (2025) classify hallucinations into factual, logical, and contextual types, each of 
which requires tailored interventions. Geng et al. (2025) propose machine unlearning to remove harmful data. Still, 
technical fixes alone cannot address the deeper pedagogical challenge of teaching learners to question and verify AI-
generated content. 
 
Ideological Bias Embedded in AI Systems  
 
GenAI systems often reproduce dominant epistemologies rooted in Western paradigms because training data 
disproportionately represent Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) societies (Manvi et al., 
2024). This structural bias marginalizes Global South perspectives and perpetuates neo-colonial dynamics, privileging 
foreign constructs of truth while erasing indigenous knowledge systems. 
 
Selwyn (2024) warns that civic concepts such as colonialism and resistance movements are frequently sanitized by AI, 
stripping away historical complexity. Ghozali (2025) frames this as digital colonialism, where algorithmic outputs reinforce 
global inequities. Scholars advocate for decolonial literacy in GenAI (Png, 2022; Muthmainnah et al., 2024), urging culturally 
responsive pedagogy and inclusive data practices. Without such interventions, AI risks becoming a tool of epistemic 
domination rather than a means of democratization. 
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The Impact of Overreliance on GenAI on Critical Thinking  
 
Excessive dependence on GenAI for writing, reasoning, and ideation fosters intellectual passivity. Grassini (2023) observed 
that students who rely on AI summaries exhibit lower comprehension than those who engage with primary texts. Kosmyna 
et al. (2025) provide neuroscientific evidence of reduced neural connectivity during AI-assisted writing tasks, suggesting 
cognitive offloading rather than active reasoning. 
 
Barrot (2023) introduces the concept of the “mindset editor,” in which learners merely revise AI-generated drafts rather 
than creating original work. This practice erodes essential competencies, argumentation, source validation, and analytical 
reasoning, all of which are critical for democratic participation. Over time, such dependencies risk producing a generation 
of learners ill-equipped to navigate contested truths in a post-truth society. 
 
GenAI and the Transformation of Democratic Discourse  
 
Integrating GenAI into education may inadvertently constrain intellectual pluralism. Algorithmic personalization can create 
echo chambers, reinforcing pre-existing beliefs and filtering out dissenting viewpoints (Hristovska, 2023). Williamson 
(2023) warns of Synthetic Citizenship, in which civic engagement occurs through interactions with morally neutral 
machines rather than through authentic dialogue. 
 
This dynamic reduces democratic discourse to algorithmically curated narratives, weakening deliberative practices 
essential for pluralism. To counter this, educators must design interventions that expose learners to diverse perspectives 
and embed critical interrogation of AI outputs. Without such safeguards, GenAI risks narrowing the discursive space and 
undermining democratic values. 
 
 
The Evolving Role of Educators: From Knowledge Transmitters to Epistemic Referees  
 
The literature consistently calls for a pedagogical shift: educators must transition from knowledge transmitters to epistemic 
referees who safeguard truth and interpretive integrity. While GenAI excels at generating text, it cannot replicate human 
qualities such as empathy, contextual judgment, and moral reasoning (Goertzel, 2023; Smith, 2018). 
 
Teachers must guide learners in verifying AI outputs, interrogating ideological assumptions, and integrating local 
epistemologies. Lodge et al. (2023) advocate co-regulation strategies in which humans and AI collaborate under human 
oversight to preserve agency and ethical standards. This shift demands robust professional development, ethical 
governance, and curricular reforms that embed AI literacy alongside civic education. 
 
Pedagogy for Truth  
 
The convergence of hallucinations, ideological bias, and algorithmically personalized perspectives necessitates a 
fundamental rethinking of pedagogy in the age of Generative AI. Traditional models of instruction where teachers transmit 
verified knowledge are insufficient in contexts where learners increasingly encounter synthetic content that mimics 
authority but lacks epistemic reliability. This calls for a Pedagogy of Truth, a framework designed to safeguard democratic 
reasoning and epistemic integrity in classrooms saturated with AI-generated information. 
 
Core Principles and Rationale 
 
At its heart, the Pedagogy of Truth is anchored in the socio-political realities of the post-Truth era, where emotional 
persuasion often eclipses evidence-based reasoning (McIntyre, 2018). In this environment, educators must assume the role 
of epistemic referees, actively mediating between human judgment and algorithmic outputs. This involves not only 
verifying factual accuracy but also interrogating the ideological assumptions embedded in AI systems and contextualizing 
knowledge within cultural and historical frameworks. 
 
Instructional Strategies 
 
Javier and Moorhouse (2024) advocate explicit teaching of persuasion analysis, verification strategies, and bias detection 
as essential competencies for learners. These skills enable students to engage with GenAI rather than passively consume 
its outputs, and to evaluate them critically. Practical approaches include: 

• Source Triangulation: Requiring students to corroborate AI-generated claims with primary sources and 
scholarly literature. 
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• Bias Audits: Guiding learners to identify cultural or ideological slants in AI responses and compare them with 
alternative viewpoints. 

• Algorithmic Transparency Exercises: Explaining how LLMs generate text and why their outputs are 
probabilistic rather than authoritative. 

 
Integration of Local Epistemologies 
 
A critical dimension of this pedagogy is the incorporation of indigenous and local knowledge systems to counteract 
Western-centric biases prevalent in AI training data. By embedding culturally grounded perspectives into curricula, 
educators can resist epistemic homogenization and foster pluralism in democratic discourse. 
 
Ethical and Democratic Imperatives 
 
Cukurova and Miao (2024) emphasize the need to strengthen human judgment and democratic reasoning in the use of 
GenAI. This means positioning AI as a fallible tool rather than an unquestioned authority. Classroom practices should 
encourage deliberation, collaborative verification, and reflective skepticism, skills indispensable for civic literacy in a digital 
society. 
 
Beyond Technical Literacy 
 
Pedagogy for Truth extends beyond operational AI literacy; it is a normative project aimed at cultivating epistemic 
resilience. Learners must not only know how to use GenAI but also understand its limitations, biases, and ethical 
implications. This involves embedding discussions on algorithmic accountability, data justice, and the socio-political 
consequences of synthetic knowledge into everyday learning. 
 
Why This Matters 
 
Without such interventions, education risks becoming complicit in the erosion of truth, producing citizens ill-equipped to 
navigate contested realities. By contrast, a Pedagogy of Truth empowers learners to critically interrogate AI, uphold 
evidence-based reasoning, and participate meaningfully in democratic life. 
 

Conclusion and Implications 
 
The integration of Generative AI into Social Studies education represents far more than a technological upgrade, it signals 
a profound response to an ongoing epistemological crisis in contemporary learning environments. While Large Language 
Models (LLMs) offer undeniable advantages, including efficiency, personalization, and rapid access to information, these 
benefits coexist with significant risks that challenge the very foundations of democratic education. Among these risks are 
fabricated narratives, Western-centric framing of knowledge, and the erosion or offloading of critical thinking skills 
(Chesterman, 2025; Harjanto & Najicha, 2024; Monasterio Astobiza et al., 2022). 
 
GenAI’s dual nature as both an enabler of innovation and a source of epistemic vulnerability requires educators and 
policymakers to adopt a nuanced approach. On one hand, these tools can democratize access to learning resources, support 
differentiated instruction, and foster creativity. On the other hand, they introduce hallucinations, embed ideological biases, 
and risk creating intellectual dependency, where learners defer to algorithmic authority rather than engaging in rigorous 
reasoning. If left unchecked, these dynamics could undermine civic literacy, weaken democratic competencies, and 
perpetuate systemic inequities in knowledge production. 
Crucially, GenAI cannot replace educators. Despite its linguistic sophistication, it lacks genuine understanding, contextual 
judgment, and moral reasoning, qualities essential for guiding learners through complex socio-political realities (Goertzel, 
2023; Smith, 2018). Teachers remain irreplaceable as epistemic referees who mediate between synthetic outputs and 
authentic knowledge, ensuring that truth, fairness, and cultural sensitivity anchor the learning process. 
 
To sustain democratic education in the age of AI, schools must integrate GenAI responsibly through ethically informed, 
evidence-based pedagogy. This involves: 

• Embedding AI literacy into curricula to teach students how GenAI works, its limitations, and its biases. 
• Developing verification protocols that require cross-referencing AI-generated content with primary sources. 
• Training educators in critical AI governance, enabling them to detect ideological bias and maintain epistemic 

integrity. 
• Promoting pluralistic discourse by incorporating diverse epistemologies and resisting algorithmic 

homogenization. 
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Ultimately, the challenge is not whether GenAI should be part of education, but how to integrate it without compromising 
democratic values. By positioning AI as a fallible tool rather than an unquestioned authority, and by reaffirming the 
centrality of human judgment, schools can transform this technological disruption into an opportunity for deeper learning, 
critical engagement, and civic empowerment. 
 
Civic Literacy and Democratic Competencies 
 
GenAI carries far-reaching implications for civic literacy and democratic competencies. Civic literacy in the age of AI 
requires intentional strategies that cultivate higher-order thinking, critical reasoning, and detection of ideological bias 
within algorithmic outputs. Educators should situate GenAI within ethical, cultural, and socio-political contexts to preserve 
human judgment and democratic engagement. 
 
Professional Development for Teachers 
 
Professional development is strategically indispensable for equipping educators to evaluate and interpret GenAI outputs 
while safeguarding epistemic security. Jia et al. (2025) and Furze (2024) underscore the need to establish comprehensive 
AI literacy frameworks that incorporate fairness, transparency, and accountability. Programs should provide practical 
strategies for detecting, verifying, and contextualizing bias within democratic and cultural discourses, reinforcing students’ 
independent reasoning and evidence-based argumentation. 
 
Policy and Curriculum Reform 
 
Education departments should incorporate GenAI literacy into national curricula by embedding responsibilities for 
knowledge construction and promoting the decolonization of AI-derived information. Clear guidelines for safe and critical 
GenAI use should be implemented from central offices to classrooms. Chesterman (2025), Harjanto and Najicha (2024), and 
Monasterio Astobiza et al. (2022) underscore the importance of ethical governance in addressing intellectual property, 
human rights, and cultural sensitivity. Notably, in Indonesia, Pancasila has been proposed as an ethical guide (Harjanto & 
Najicha, 2024), though this remains a conceptual proposal rather than a formalized national policy. 
 
Research Agenda 
 
Future research should explore pedagogical models for truth within the “post-Truth” landscape, focusing on student 
interaction with GenAI-generated content. Investigations should examine cognitive processes and broader literacy 
implications, civic and scientific, especially in Global South contexts with epistemic traditions distinct from Western-centric 
models. Studies should also analyze how GenAI reshapes classroom dynamics, authority structures, and truth negotiation, 
and identify strategies to mitigate ideological bias, epistemic dependency, and erosion/offloading of critical reasoning. 
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