And, the aff codes certain populations as disposable - the idea that certain "undesirable" jobs should be automated is merely a reflection of racist, sexist value judgments about the type of work worth caring about
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Automation theorists sympathetic to labour may also inadvertently reproduce the capitalist fantasy of disposable human workers. Categorising low demand for labour due to stagnation as ‘surplus labour’ (Jones, 2021) reproduces a neo-imperial logic of surplus populations (Atanasoski & Vora, 2019). Pro-labour arguments for the automation of certain ‘undesirable’ jobs also overlook a long history of categorising work primarily performed by feminised and racialised workers as ‘low-skill’ and degrading. For instance, Pasquale (2020) argues for the regulation of artificial intelligence and automation to ensure jobs of the professional-managerial class are protected from automation and suggests the wages of those displaced by automation should be supplemented with some kind of redistributive measure, perhaps a basic income. He writes:
A humane agenda for automation would prioritize innovations that complement workers in jobs that are, or ought to be, fulfilling vocations. It would substitute machines to do dangerous or degrading work, while ensuring those presently doing that work are fairly compensated for their labor and offered a transition to other social roles. (Pasquale, 2020, p. 4)
While on the face of it this position may serve emancipatory ideals, it is troubled beyond the false assumption of human labour's impending obsolescence. The key issue with this position is the moralistic determination of what kind of labour is deemed degrading. Replacing certain workers with machines confirms an existing bias as to which workers are so devalued that they are assumed to be replaceable by machines (Atanasoski & Vora, 2019), and that this replacement is beneficial to the worker as well as broader society. To take the example of warehouse work (which Pasquale advocates should be automated), it is not wholly convincing that this work could be considered degrading or less meaningful than say, the work of an office manager. During the pandemic it became very clear that work often considered low-value or low-skill (warehousing, cleaning, early childhood education) is in fact essential to the reproduction of daily life. Certainly, new technologies should make work easier and safer, but this is different to assuming that certain non-professional roles are so degrading that they should not exist. This view is more reflective of class bias against manual or repetitive labour, rather than the attitudes of people who work in these roles. On the issue of supplementing lost wages, Pasquale acknowledges the serious challenges to achieving the kind of progressive UBI desired, and how, if poorly planned, UBI could be captured by the private market through price rises, the welfare state could be weakened or replaced, and inflation may rise. Regardless, following the assumption that automation will (and should) replace non-professional workers, the UBI becomes something of an afterthought for those with limited alternative options.
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