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Abstract: A common charge levelled at the current wave of generative Al is that the
informational outputs that it produces are bullshit. Drawing on the philosophical
literature on bullshit, an examination is offered of the analogies and disanalogies
between Al and bullshit. It is argued that there is a fundamental disanalogy between
AI and bullshitting which ensures that, strictly speaking, AI's informational outputs
are not bullshit. Nonetheless, it is also argued that there are significant parallels
between the nature and source of the epistemic deficiencies of both AI and bull-
shitting. In particular, it is argued that both AI and bullshitters are untrustworthy
informants, and for similar reasons. We are thus in a position to explain why it is
natural to describe Al’s informational outputs as bullshit, as it signals their dis-
tinctive kind of epistemic deficiencies, which they share with bullshit.

Keywords: AT; bullshit; epistemology; epistemology of Al; trust; trustworthiness

1 Introductory Remarks

In a relatively short space of time, Al has become a pervasive feature of modern life.
This is largely due to the surprising effectiveness of the new ‘second wave’ of gen-
erative Al tools, powered by large language models (LLMs), that are currently all the
rage.! Our reliance on this technology is now increasingly widespread, to the extent
that whole professions are being endangered by the Al revolution. But how much
trust should we put in Al as a source of information?

1 Although I suspect that many of points raised will equally apply to future iterations of
AI-including the much-heralded ‘third wave’ of agentic AT — henceforth our focus will only be on the
current wave of generative Al For further discussion of the three waves of Al (predictive, generative,
agentic), see Bruno, Canina & Biskjaer (2025).
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Tellingly, recent commentators have drawn an analogy between the outputs of
Al and bullshit.? Drawing on the philosophy of bullshit, I will be examining how Al
relates to bullshit. In particular, my focus will be on generative Al used as a source of
information, such as in LLM chatbots like ChatGPT and Claude.? Is it accurate to
accuse this particular form of Al currently so popular, of being a bullshitter - i.e., a
producer a bullshit?

Ultimately, I will be arguing that there is an important disanalogy between Al
and bullshitting, to the extent that, strictly speaking, it is a mistake to describe Al as a
bullshitter. But I will also be contending that there are some strong epistemic par-
allels between Al and bullshitting, which accounts for the temptation to describe the
informational outputs of the former as bullshit. As I explain, these parallels relate to
how Al resembles the bullshitter in virtue of how it is in fundamental respects — and
for similar reasons — untrustworthy as a source of information. Once we understand
these parallels, then although what Al is producing is not literally bullshit, there are
enough important overlaps between them to explain why commentators would
describe Al in these terms.

2 Bullshitting and Trustworthiness

In his seminal treatment of the topic, Frankfurt (2005) argued that in order to
understand bullshit — and, in particular, to explain what is epistemically problematic
about it — we need to appreciate the negative epistemic properties of the producer of
bullshit - i.e., the bullshitter. Frankfurt argued that the defining characteristic of the
bullshitter — and which makes the bullshit they produce so pernicious - is that they
don’t care about the truth. Given their lack of concern for the truth, the bullshitter’s
assertions —i.e., their bullshit — are not aimed at the truth but are rather motivated by
other considerations, such as a desire to persuade. This means that bullshit is epis-
temically problematic even if it happens to be true.

We can get a better handle on the nature of bullshitting by contrasting it with
lying. The liar cares about the truth, it’s just that they want to keep you from knowing
what the truth is. Indeed, successful lying requires a respect for the truth, as this is
needed to avoid being found out. This is where the contrast to the bullshitter lies, as
they simply don’t care about the truth. When a bullshitter makes their assertions,
they are guided by such considerations as wanting to persuade, to be liked, to sound
clever, to avoid conflict, and so on. The bullshitter might assert claims with an air of

2 See, for example, Hannigan, McCarthy & Spicer (2024) and Hicks, Humphries & Slater (2024).
3 Henceforth, when I write about ‘AT’ without qualification, the reader should take it that it is
specifically this form of Al that I have in mind.
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complete confidence, but if so that won’t be because they are confident in the truth of
what they assert, but will rather reflect other motivations for their assertion, such as
the desire to impress. The truth, even to the extent of hiding the truth as the liar
attempts, is at most a secondary consideration for the bullshitter, if it carries any
weight at all.

Frankfurt argued that bullshitting has a pernicious effect on our epistemic
culture, due to how it undermines the value of truth. One way of drawing out why
bullshitting is epistemically problematic is by asking whether we should trust the
bullshitter as a source of information. Notice that we can split this question into two
sub-questions. The first specifically relates to interpersonal trust. Is the bullshitter a
trustworthy person? In contrast to interpersonal trust, which as the name suggests is
specifically concerned with trust in persons, there is a more general kind of reliance
trust that is applicable to both people and objects. Can we appropriately rely on the
information that the bullshitter tells us?

While interpersonal trustworthiness entails reliance trustworthiness, the con-
verse doesn’t hold. This is because someone can be an accurate source of information
even if they are not a trustworthy person. Perhaps they would tell you falsehoods if
thought they could get away with it, but they realize that they can’t. Interpersonal
trust is thus the more demanding notion. If a device that you trusted lets you
down — your alarm clock doesn’t go off when you expected it to, say — then it hasn’t
betrayed your trust. It has just disappointed you, that’s all. In contrast, if a person you
trusted lets you down, then they have betrayed your trust. You won’t just be dis-
appointed, but more specifically you will be disappointed in them.*

There is a considerable philosophical literature articulating exactly what is
involved in interpersonal trust over and above mere reliance.’ But one factor that
this literature converges on is that it has something essentially to do with honesty, at
least insofar as we are concerned with interpersonal trust with regard to informants
at any rate.® A liar is not a trustworthy informant, even if they happen to tell you
the truth.

Hereis arelatively minimal condition that we can put on interpersonal trust that
would, in part at any rate, capture this intuition: that the interpersonal trust-
worthiness of an informant entails that they are generally disposed to only assert

4 For an influential discussion of how persons can betray our trust while devices that we rely upon
can merely disappoint us, see Baier (1986).

5 See, for example, Baier (1986); Jones (1996); Potter (2002), and Hawley (2014, 2019). For some recent
surveys of this literature, see Hawley (2012) and McLeod (2020).

6 For example, a popular view is that what is required for interpersonal trust is that the person
trusted can be relied upon in virtue of their goodwill towards the person trusting them. As applied to
an informant, that would require something like honest dealings with the recipients of their testi-
mony. See especially Baier (1986). For related views, see Jones (1996) and Potter (2002).
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information that they believe is true. Call this the general sincerity condition on
interpersonal trustworthiness of an informant. I say that this is a minimal condition
because we would need a much stronger condition to capture what is involved in
interpersonal trustworthiness of an informant. Indeed, as it stands the general
sincerity condition doesn’t exclude liars as being untrustworthy so long as they keep
their lies to a minimum, as most liars do. In the normal run of things, after all, liars
will often assert what they believe to be true. It is just that, when the opportunity
comes along to make use of deception in order to further their own interests, then
they will switch tactics and assert falsehoods — that’s what makes them liars. The
point is that, for most people at any rate, what makes you a liar is not that you tell lies
all the time, but that you are disposed to tell lies on the occasions, which might be
relatively rare, where lying suits your interests. But liars seem to be paradigmatically
untrustworthy informants.”

So our condition is too weak to be a general constraint on what differentiates
interpersonal trust from mere reliance. Nonetheless, it is plausible that inter-
personal trust would require that one at least satisfy this minimal condition. This
point is significant because the bullshitter doesn’t satisfy even this minimal condition
on interpersonal trust. Remember that the bullshitter doesn’t care about the truth.
This means that they go around asserting things without being concerned about
whether what they are saying is true. They are more interested in other consid-
erations, such as whether what they assert will be thought impressive, persuasive,
shocking, and so on. But that is just to say that the bullshitter is not the kind of person
who is generally disposed to only assert what they believe to be true.

In this regard, the bullshitter is worse than the typical liar. The typical liar, as we
just noted, is disposed to only lie on the relatively small number of occasions where
this is in their interests. Their default, like most other people, will be assert what they
believe to be true. The bullshitter, in contrast, lacks this disposition. This is not
because they have the opposing disposition to assert falsehoods all the time, but
rather because for them the truth of what they assert is, at most, an afterthought.
That the bullshitter is not generally disposed to only assert what they believe to be
true explains why they are untrustworthy informants. Even if the bullshitter hap-
pens to regularly assert truths, this would suffice to make them trustworthy in this
regard.

What about our less demanding notion of trustworthiness that was concerned
with mere reliance? Should one rely on the information asserted by a bullshitter, and

7 Interestingly, one can also be a dishonest informant without telling explicit lies, as when one
withholds important information and thereby misleads one’s audience. Our condition wouldn’t
exclude such a person from being an untrustworthy person either, but arguably they are also
untrustworthy.
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thus trust them in this sense? In answering this question, we encounter an inter-
esting point about what such reliance trust involves. One might have antecedently
thought that all that is required for appropriate reliance on an informant is that what
they assert is generally true. If that’s right, then our question of whether one should
rely on the word of a bullshitter collapses into the question of whether what they
assert is generally true. If it is generally true, then one should rely on them; if it isn’t,
then one shouldn’t. Knowing that someone is a bullshitter doesn’t settle this question,
as perhaps they happen to be bullshitters whose assertions generally converge with
the truth. Although unlikely, there is nothing in the notion of a bullshitter that
excludes this possibility.

That someone generally asserts true information is not enough to make it
appropriate for others to rely on them as an informant, however. What is important
is not only whether the informant is likely to assert something false but also whether
they could easily assert something false. The crux of the matter is that if an informant
could easily assert something false, then they are not reliance trustworthy —i.e., one
shouldn’t rely on their information — even if in general they mostly assert truths.

In order to see this point, it will be useful to set informants to one side and
consider an example where we are reliance trusting a device rather than a person.
Consider the example of trusting that one’s parachute will open. The parachute
opening when it is supposed to is clearly an outcome of great importance. No-one
wants to be in the situation of hurtling towards the earth and discovering that their
parachute has failed to open. That the parachute is likely to open, however, is not
enough to ensure that it couldn’t easily fail to open. One can imagine a design flaw in
the parachute that means that although it usually opens — with a very high 99 % rate
of success, say — it nonetheless could easily fail to open. Perhaps there is a part to the
parachute that is especially weak and that if this fails, then that compromises the
parachute as a whole. That the part doesn’t fail 99 % of the time is nonetheless
compatible with the fact that it could very easily fail. But if it could easily fail, then
you shouldn’t rely on the parachute opening, even despite the high likelihood of
success. In this sense of being trustworthy, the parachute is untrustworthy.

Note that this point is entirely general, and certainly not specific to the dramatic
outcome of a parachute failing to open. Consider your alarm clock. Suppose it works
99 % of the time, but that it is also prone to not go off when it is supposed to every now
and again for no apparent reason. Like the parachute, it could easily let you down
even though, from a purely statistical point of view, it is unlikely to do so. That it could
easily let you down suffices to ensure that one should not rely upon it. If you need to
be sure of getting up tomorrow — for that all important interview, say — then you
shouldn’t rely on this alarm clock. In short, it is not a trustworthy alarm clock.®

8 For further discussion of this point in the context of risk, see Pritchard (2015; 2026b).
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Here’s why this point is relevant to the bullshitter. While the bullshitter doesn’t
care about the truth, that doesn’t mean that most of what they assert is false. That
they don’t care about the truth entails that when they make their assertions they are
motivated by other considerations, such as appearing clever, being admired, win-
ning an argument, and so on, and not by whether what they say is accurate. But that
their assertions are being guided by these other considerations doesn’t in itself entail
that what they assert is false. We can thus at least envisage bullshitters who often
assert truths.

What’s significant about the bullshitter, however, is that since they don’t care
about the truth, then if they do regularly assert the truth they could nonetheless very
easily have asserted falsehoods instead. Since their assertions are not guided by the
truth, then there is nothing preventing them from asserting a falsehood if that serves
their interests better — if, for example, they think that asserting a falsehood will
impress their audience, will get them the job, will extract them from a tricky sit-
uation, and so on. This is an important difference between a bullshitter who happens
to mostly assert truths and an honest person who is guided by the truth in what they
assert and who, as a result, also mostly asserts truths. While both this particular
bullshitter and the honest person mostly assert truths, only the honest person is such
that they couldn’t have easily asserted falsehoods. That’s what caring about the truth
means. It’s not just good fortune that an honest person’s assertions line up with the
truth, but rather reflects the fact that there is a systematic (albeit, obviously,
defeasible) connection between what they assert and the truth. In contrast, even if
the bullshitter happens to assert truths, the fact remains that they could easily have
asserted falsehoods instead. That’s a consequence of them failing to care about
the truth.

We have thus identified two ways in which the bullshitter is untrustworthy as an
informant. The first specifically relates to the more demanding notion of inter-
personal trust. The bullshitter isn’t interpersonally trustworthy because their
assertions are not sincere expressions of what they believe to be true but rather
fundamentally disconnected from a concern for the truth. The second relates to the
more general notion of reliance trust that applies to both persons and objects. The
bullshitter isn’t trustworthy in this sense because even if they happen to assert
mostly truths, they could nonetheless have easily asserted falsehoods. Bullshitters
are thus untrustworthy as informants in both of the senses of untrustworthiness that
we have identified. It is no wonder then that bullshitting is regarded as being epis-
temically problematic. Moreover, notice that the bullshitter’s untrustworthiness in
both cases is independent of whether what they assert happens to be mostly true. As
we will see, this point will be significant once we examine the relationship between
AT and bullshit.
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3 AI Is Not a Bullshitter

Now that we have set out what bullshit is and why it is epistemically problematic, we
are in a position to evaluate the claim that the informational outputs that Al produces
are bullshit. I will be arguing for two claims. The first is that, strictly speaking, Al
cannot produce bullshit because it cannot satisfy the criteria for being a bullshitter.
The second is that there are, nonetheless, important overlaps between Al and bull-
shitting that ensure that Al’s informational outputs are in important respects akin to
bullshit. In particular, like the bullshitter, Al is an untrustworthy informant, and for
similar reasons.

We noted above that what is key to the bullshitter is their lack of concern for the
truth. I think one of the main motivations for describing what Al is producing as
bullshit relates to this aspect of the bullshitter, given that we find Al exhibiting the
same lack of concern for the truth. Indeed, this is a product of AI’s design. Al is
effective because it has been trained on massive datasets of our information. This
entails that the outputs that Al produces have a fundamentally different orientation
when compared to our cognition. Our cognitive lives take place in a relationship to a
world that is external to us, a world that is both physical and social. We respond to
these external inputs in forming our thoughts, beliefs, doubts, and so forth that are
the constituents of our assertions. This brings a truth-orientation dimension to our
cognitive lives. In contrast, Al lacks external inputs of this kind, as it is trained only on
our responses to these external inputs. This is the sense in which at a fundamental
level it is disconnected from how things are. This is why its outputs are not
responsive to the world around it but rather reflections of our own judgements about
the world.?

Its training on these massive datasets of our information enables Al to learn how
to effectively mimic the human thought and reasoning that is found in these datasets.
But being an effective mimic of human thought and reasoning is not the same thing
as actual thinking and reasoning, even if the difference won’t always be evident from
looking at Al’s outputs. In fact, the Al isn’t engaging in any actual reasoning in
generating its outputs. Indeed, not only does Al not reason its way to the outputs it
produces, but there is also no reason to think that it understands any of its outputs
either. It is merely a statistical engine, predicting what the right output should be
based on the massive data sets it has been trained on.*

9 For further discussion of this point, see Wooldridge (2022).

10 For a fuller defence of this point, see Mitchell (2019) and Chomsky, Roberts & Watumul (2023). For
a recent influential discussion of the idea that Al reasoning is merely apparent, see Shojaee et al.
(2025). For a helpful survey of the recent literature on this topic, see Mitchell & Krakauer (2023).
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Once one grasps that this is how AI works, then it becomes clear why its infor-
mational outputs are not truth-directed in the way that our assertions character-
istically are. Al outputs cannot be sincere expressions of beliefs because Al is simply
not the kind of thing that could have beliefs, much less be sincere in what it believes.
To be a believer is to think, to reason, to understand, and Al is none of these things.
This point gets obscured by how much of an effective mimic it is of our thought and
reasoning, to the extent that we are apt to attribute thought, reason and under-
standing to it — and thus beliefs too — but this is based on a misunderstanding about
what Al is actually doing when it generates its outputs.”

The significance of this point is that although Al can seem very alike the bullshitter
in terms of its lack of concern for the truth, there is nonetheless a very important
disanalogy between the two. When making assertions, the bullshitter exhibits a
motivational structure in which the truth does not play a significant role. This is the
sense in which the bullshitter lacks a concern for the truth: they are indifferent to the
truth because they are motivated to a greater extent by other considerations. In
contrast, Al lacks any kind of motivational structure at all. Take the claim that Al lacks
a concern for the truth. While this is technically accurate — it’s true that Al doesn’t have
a truth-directed motivational state — this is also in a certain sense highly misleading,
since it fails to distinguish AI, which lacks any kind of motivational state, from a
bullshitter whose motivational states don’t appropriately prize the truth.

This distinction is important, since what is crucial to the bullshitter is that they
are motivated as informants by considerations other than the truth. Al in contrast, is
unlike a bullshitter on just this front. It’s not that it lacks an appropriate concern for
the truth because it is motivated by other factors, but because it doesn’t have any
motivational states at all. This is the sense in which Al is not really even indifferent to
the truth, as that suggests that truth is a low-ranking consideration in its motivational
structure as opposed to there being no motivations at all.'* Al merely seems to have
motivational states because of how it is trained to mimic our responses. This is why,
strictly speaking, Al is not a bullshitter and hence what it produces is not bullshit.

11 This is what computer scientists call the ‘ELIZA effect’, whereby we are misled by the apparently
humanlike outputs of the generative Al into attributing to it the kind of thought, reasoning and
understanding that is implicit in the information that we present to others. For a recent discussion of
this effect, including the early chatbot that coined this name, see Natale (2021, ch. 3).

12 This is why I have some reservations about how Al is often described in the literature as being
indifferent to the truth. See, for example, Fredrikzon’s (2025) discussion of AI’s “epistemic indif-
ference.” The bullshitter is indifferent to the truth. In contrast, AI doesn’t even rise to the level of
indifference.
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4 AI Informational Outputs and Bullshit

It would be a mistake, however, to leave that matter there. While Al is not, strictly
speaking, a bullshitter, and hence the informational outputs it produces are not,
strictly speaking, bullshit, there clearly are significant parallels between bullshitting
and AL. When commentators compare Al’s informational outputs to bullshit, it is
these parallels that are driving the comparison. In particular, to describe AI's
informational outputs as bullshit is to suggest that they are epistemically deficient in
ways that are analogous to the epistemic deficiencies of bullshit. We can bring this
point into sharp relief by highlighting how Al is untrustworthy in a way that parallels
the untrustworthiness of bullshitting, and for similar reasons.

Let’s start with the interpersonal conception of trustworthiness. We noted above
that the bullshitter fails the minimal general sincerity condition that applies to this
notion of trustworthiness. Given the foregoing, it should be clear that Al is unable to
satisfy this condition too. In particular, Al doesn’t assert what it believes to be true for
the simple reason that it doesn’t have any beliefs. Indeed, I would suggest that
something that is unable to have beliefs is not able to make assertions either. But
even if we relax the minimal condition on interpersonal trustworthiness so that its
focus is informational outputs rather than assertions, then the point remains that Al
doesn’t believe these informational outputs to be true. This is thus one sense in which
Al is like the bullshitter, in that neither of them has a concern for the truth that would
be characteristic of a trustworthy informant.

There is, however, a crucial difference between the bullshitter and AI on this
front. We’ve alluded to this difference already in how we’ve described the former as
failing the minimal condition on interpersonal trustworthiness and the latter as
being unable to satisfy it. The bullshitter doesn’t fail this condition because they lack
beliefs, but rather because their indifference to the truth means that their assertions
are not guided by a concern for the truth. In contrast, Al is simply not the kind of
thing that could have beliefs, which is why it is unable to satisfy this condition. Put
another way, we could imagine a bullshitter changing their ways and discovering a
concern for the truth. As a result, they would become someone who satisfies this
condition and so is a trustworthy informant. But this is not a possibility for Al

The disanalogy between Al and bullshitters is a reason for thinking that we
shouldn’t even be evaluating Al for interpersonal trustworthiness in the first place.
We apply the more demanding conditions for interpersonal trustworthiness to
people because we attribute to them rich cognitive lives involving beliefs, motiva-
tions, reasoning and so forth. It is only if we make these attributions that it makes
sense to assess them for this kind of trustworthiness. The point of the foregoing is
that we shouldn’t be led astray by the similarities between Al’s outputs and our own
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thought and reasoning into attributing the rich cognitive lives that we exhibit to AL
The upshot is that although AI is unable to satisfy the test for interpersonal trust-
worthiness, we should never have subject it to such a test, as it is not the kind of thing
that could coherently be interpersonally trustworthy. Accordingly, we should only be
evaluating Al for the more general notion of reliance trustworthiness.™®

This brings us to the second way in which bullshitters are untrustworthy that we
noted above. This is that we cannot appropriately rely on them as informants
because even if they happen to mostly assert truths, they could nonetheless easily
assert falsehoods. This point has a straightforward application to AL For although Al
informational outputs are generally accurate, they are also prone to error in the
specific sense that they could easily be false. Moreover, this feature of AI's infor-
mational outputs is a manifestation of the point noted earlier about how there is a
fundamental sense in which Al is disconnected from the truth. This further rein-
forces the analogies between Al and bullshitting, given that what ensures that the
bullshitter isn’t reliance trustworthy is their lack of concern for the truth.

The reason why Al’s informational outputs could easily be false, even though
they are generally accurate, is because it is notoriously disposed to represent outputs
as factual that are completely dislocated from reality. These confabulations are
known as hallucinations, given that they seem as if the Al is in the grip of some sort of
delusion when it produces these outputs, as if it is under the impression that the false
outputs are accurate.’* The reality, however, is that these false outputs reveal a
fundamental disconnect with the truth. For example, when the error is pointed out,
the Al will readily admit that the output it delivered was false. This suggests that the
problem isn’t a misapprehension about the truth, much less active deceit (which
would in any case presuppose motivations that Allacks), but rather an undue level of
willingness to confidently offer outputs that are false.”® This should remind us of the
bullshitter’s propensity to confidently make assertions regardless of whether what is
asserted is true.

We’ve already noted AI's disconnect from the truth, of course, but what is
significant about this phenomenon is how this disconnect generates a certain kind of
false informational output. In particular, notice that the problem posed by

13 See Ryan (2020) for further defense of this claim. For an opposing view, see Simion & Kelp (2023).
14 For further discussion, see Sun et al. (2024) and Kalai et al. (2025). Some commentators have
suggested that ‘confabulation’ is a better term to use. See, for example, Smith, Greaves & Panch (2023)
and Wiest & Turnbull (2025). See also the related problem associated with misdescribing what is in an
image based on small changes in pixelization that are indistinguishable to the human eye. For
discussion, see Su, Vargas & Sakurai (2019).

15 The issue of whether Al is engaged in deception gets muddled in the contemporary literature by
the fact that many commentators explicitly employ the notion of deception in a non-standard way
that doesn’t involve any intent to deceive. See, for example, Simon (2025, §3).
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hallucination is not that it entails that AI’s informational outputs are generally false.
On the contrary, from a purely statistical point of view at least, AI's informational
outputs are usually likely to be true. The difficulty is rather that given how Al is
generating its informational outputs it could very easily present a false output rather
than a true one. As we noted above, however, this is sufficient to make it such that one
ought not torely on an informant. Al, qua informant, is thus not reliance trustworthy.

Again, there is a parallel between the untrustworthiness of the bullshitter and Al
on this specific front. In both cases, the information that they convey is not to be
relied upon because it could easily be false. Similarly, in both cases that this infor-
mation could easily be false is compatible with them being sources of information
that generally deliver accurate information. Moreover, it is also significant that for
both bullshitting and AI the reason why they could easily deliver false information is
because of a lack of concern for the truth.'®

5 Concluding Remarks

We’ve argued that there is a fundamental disanalogy between AI and bullshitting.
Strictly speaking, Al is not (even) a bullshitter, as it lacks the requisite motivational
states, and hence the informational outputs that it produces are not bullshit.
Nonetheless, we’ve also argued that there are significant overlaps between Al and
bullshitting. In particular, both are epistemically deficient in similar ways, and for
similar reasons. We have brought this point out by considering how the bullshitter is
untrustworthy, both in the interpersonal and the reliance sense of trustworthiness.
The same is also true of Al (though, as we’ve noted, Al shouldn’t even be evaluated for
interpersonal trustworthiness). Moreover, the source of these epistemic deficiencies
is the same in both cases, in that it arises from how AI, like the bullshitter, lacks a
concern for the truth. Accordingly, even though we have ultimately argued against
treating Al as a bullshitter, we have also explained why it is so natural to describe Al
and its informational outputs in these terms. Al might not literally be a bullshitter,
but the nature and source of its epistemic deficiencies means that what it produces is
very much akin to the bullshit produced by bullshitters.
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