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Whenever a new technology has entered the school, education has
inevitably confronted the question: "What will this technology change?"
With generative Al, however, the question is far more fundamental. This
technology is not merely a new tool for transmitting information: it can
generate text, explain, compare, formulate questions, provide feedback,
solve problems, and, in some contexts, even function as a conversational
instructional partner. For this reason, the entry of Al into the classroom
cannot be understood simply as a continuation of the history of
"Educational Technologies." What we are witnessing is a shift in the very
architecture of the relationship among teacher, student, and knowledge.

The current issue of the Journal of Teaching Experiences, alongside
topics such as organizational participation, educational leadership and
management, and teachers’ experiences and school-related issues, returns
us to precisely this point: how should the contemporary school adapt itself
to a world in which the production of and access to information are no
longer the exclusive domain of the teacher and the textbook? The answer
should not be sought in the simple dichotomy of “accepting or rejecting
Al.” The matter is considerably more complex.

From Educational Technology to “Teacher’s Assistant"

Generative Al can make parts of a teacher's work lighter, and even
improve its quality: drafting lesson plans, designing differentiated
activities for students at varying levels, generating sample questions,
suggesting resources, preparing instructional scenarios, and offering
preliminary feedback are among the capabilities that can free up a
teacher's time and energy. Systematic reviews have likewise shown that
Al chatbots can be effective in personalized learning, homework support,
explanation, and support for instructional activities, and can offer teachers
benefits such as time savings and support for instructional design—
provided that credibility, accuracy, and ethical. Considerations are duly
attended to (Labadze, Grigolia, & Machaidze, 2023).

A recent OECD report similarly emphasizes that generative Al creates the




prrreed)

greatest educational value when it is paired with a clear pedagogical
purpose and appropriate instructional design. Conversely, when students
simply outsource the cognitive work to the machine, the quality of the
"product” may improve without genuine learning having taken place
(OECD, 2026). For this reason, the term "Teacher's Assistant” may be a
more accurate description than “educational Al.” A good assistant does
not replace the employer; it expands the employer’s capacity. This is
precisely the position worth defending: Al should increase the teacher’s
professional capacity, not have the teacher’s agency ceded to the machine.

The Issue Is Not Just ""Al"; It Is Thinking Itself

Beneath this, however, lies a deeper issue that has received comparatively
less attention than Al's technical capabilities: the problem of critical
thinking. If a student turns to Al for an answer before thinking through a
question independently, what happens to that student's process of thought?

Critical thinking is not merely the ability to distinguish a correct answer
from an incorrect one. It is bound up with questioning, doubting,
comparing, evaluating evidence, identifying contradictions, tolerating
ambiguity, and revising one's own judgments. If Al can produce a
coherent, fluent, and seemingly well-reasoned answer within seconds,
there is a real risk that the slow and effortful process of thinking will be
displaced by the rapid consumption of answers. Here a significant paradox
emerges: Al may increase our capacity to produce answers while
simultaneously reducing the necessity of thinking—and this may well be
one of the most important educational challenges of the Al era.

Recent research suggests that the relationship between Al and critical
thinking is neither linear nor simple. Guo et al.'s (2026) systematic review,
based on 65 empirical studies, finds that ChatGPT, under appropriate
instructional conditions, can strengthen certain analytical, interpretive,
argumentative, and self-regulatory skills; yet evidence for the durable
formation of critical-thinking dispositions-such as truth-seeking, open-
mindedness, and reflective judgment-remains insufficient. A related study
by Li, Cui, and Hagedorn (2026), reviewing 67 empirical studies, arrives
at a comparable conclusion: the cognitive effects of ChatGPT are highly
dependent on instructional design. Guided, inquiry-based, and reflective
use can strengthen critical and creative thinking, whereas passive,
unguided use can lead to cognitive offloading. The shared message of
these two reviews for schools is clear: the core problem is not the use of
Al, but how it is used.

Students Must Also Interrogate Al's Answers

Perhaps one of the most effective ways of engaging with Al is to change
its role within the classroom. Rather than instructing students to "use Al to
find the answer to a problem," a teacher might instead say: "Get an answer
from Al-now show why that answer might be wrong." Here, Al shifts
from being an "answer-producing machine" to becoming an object of
critical inquiry itself. Students can fact-check Al's claims, examine its
sources, identify possible contradictions, uncover the hidden assumptions
embedded in its answer, propose an alternative response, and ultimately
explain why they prefer their own answer to the machine's. In such a
classroom, Al is not the enemy of thought but can become a stimulus for
it. This is precisely the distinction between using Al and teaching students
to use Al critically.
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Teacher Agency: An Issue That Must Not Be Marginalized

In discussions of educational Al, we sometimes talk so much about
algorithms, language models, platforms, and the pace of technological
change that we forget the real human being at the center of the classroom:
the teacher. A teacher is not merely a conduit for information. A teacher
discerns what is appropriate for a particular class; recognizes which
student is anxious and which needs encouragement; knows which
seemingly simple question carries real pedagogical weight; and
understands that a given student's silence may itself carry meaning. No
algorithm can easily replace this relational, context-bound world.
UNESCO's Al competency framework underscores precisely this point,
emphasizing-alongside technical skills-a human-centered mindset, Al
ethics, Al pedagogy, and the preservation of teacher agency (Miao &
Cukurova, 2024).

The teacher of the future, therefore, is not necessarily the one who knows
the greatest number of Al tools. The teacher of the future may instead be
the one with the best judgment about when not to use Al. This point
deserves emphasis: sometimes the best pedagogical use of Al is not to use
it at all—just as, in a good classroom, not every question requires an
immediate answer.

Another Risk: Replacing "Knowledge" with "the Fluency of an Answer"

Al has one notable characteristic: its answers are often remarkably
fluent, coherent, and persuasive. But the fluency of a text is not equivalent
to its truth. This matters sociologically as well: knowledge is always
produced and validated within relations of power, institutions, languages,
and social contexts-and Al is not external to these relations. If teachers
and students come to assume that whatever the machine produces
constitutes "knowledge," we will in effect have created a new form of
epistemic authority-one that may be invisible, yet that shapes educational
judgments nonetheless. One of the most important competencies for
students in the Al era, then, is not only the ability to question Al, but the
ability to question Al's answers. This may be the most essential form of
Al literacy.

Educational Equity Must Not Be Forgotten

Al can support personalized learning, but it can just as easily generate
new forms of inequality. Not all students have equal access to the internet,
appropriate devices, paid accounts, digital training, or a home
environment conducive to using such technology. If educational policy
focuses solely on "digitizing education,” the existing educational divide
risks being transformed into an Al divide. The studies cited above
likewise show that the consequences of Al use depend on context, mode
of use, instructional design, and the degree of guidance provided (OECD,
2026; Li, Cui, & Hagedorn, 2026). In a society marked by economic,
cultural, and digital inequalities, the essential question is not "Is Al useful
in education?" but rather: for whom, under what conditions, at what cost,
and with what consequences? This is, at its core, a sociological question.

From the ""Smart Classroom" to the ""More Human Classroom"

Perhaps it is time to reconsider what we mean by a "smart classroom."
A smart classroom is not necessarily one containing a greater number of
digital tools; it is one in which better questions are raised, students dare to
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doubt, teachers find more room for dialogue, and technology deepens
thought rather than replacing it. Under such conditions, Al can take on
part of the repetitive burden of a teacher's work, freeing up time for the
one task no technology should ever take from the teacher: conversing with
human beings, understanding human beings, and educating human beings.

The future of education should not be sought in the dichotomy of "teacher
or machine." The task is to construct a new relationship between the two-
one in which the machine calculates, searches, generates, and suggests
more quickly, while the human being remains responsible for meaning,
judgment, ethics, and formation.

Conclusion

Perhaps the most important question schools in the age of Al must ask
themselves is not "What can Al do for us?" but rather: "In a world where a
machine can produce so many of the answers, how can schools cultivate
human beings who are still capable of raising the important questions
themselves?" Addressing this question will be one of the central missions
of the teaching profession-and one of the most important areas of
educational research in the years ahead. The Journal of Teachers'
Experiences invites researchers in this field to contribute further empirical
evidence, in future issues, on the guided use of Al within the context of
Iranian schools.

The message of this issue can be summarized in a single sentence: Al
must not take the teacher's place. It must help the teacher cultivate human
beings who, even in the face of the machine's most intelligent answers,
have not lost the capacity to question, to doubt, and to think.
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