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¥ A new phenomenon appears.
public anxiety increases.

Media amplification occurs.

Political pressure demands
action.

N Simplified solutions become
== attractive.
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&~ Current anxiety about
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technology echoes older
moral panics.

Restrictions often expand
beyond the original concern.

For many neurodivergent
people, technology is not
optional, it is access.

Blunt bans risk removing tools

needed for communication
~ and participation.
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@rly digital culture

== = .. Early computing and the
A internet lowered barriers to
e - communication.

Predictable systems and
_ . written interaction created
.. new opportunities.
: o/ Online networks helped
o1 ¥ SN NG autistic people organise,
VNS advocate, and share
& g knowledge.
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¥ key tension

s
-

Al can be framed as an
equaliser for disabled and
neurodivergent scholars.

It can also be framed as a
threat to academic integrity.

The real issue is not simply
USe vVersus misuse.

Educators need ethical
guidance that protects both
inclusion anc g




YESTERDAY’S TERRORS...
TODAY’S TOOLS.

HE TYPEWRITER! | 7u¢ woRD PROCESSOR!

Lessons from
earlier technologies

Typewriters, word processors, laptops,
spellcheckers, and Al have all been
treated with suspicion.

Tools first seen as unfair advantages
often later become ordinary practice.

el

Disabled people are asked to justify
access before others take the same

tools for granted.
. :

i L

elps us avoid repeating the
f! ionary patter
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issage

Access to technology is a
disability justice issue.

Safety and academic

BAN ., \ 7 , - integrity matter, but so does
RESTRICT I - £ ~ R DE access.
EXCLUDE' Y+ | —

GEAR % WY SR EE  Ack: who is harmed when access

is removed?

We must argue against policies
that create a neurological
underclass.
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