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There is a question | have been asked many times since | began working on The Human Blueprint, and it
is always some version of the same thing: Why bother? The technology is moving faster than any
framework can follow. The decisions are being made by a handful of organisations with resources that

dwarf entire national economies. What does a research document change?

| understand the question. | have asked it myself. But | think it rests on a misunderstanding of what
research is for — and, more fundamentally, on a misunderstanding of what this particular moment in

history requires of us.
Let me start with the philosophy, because everything else follows from it.

The deepest assumption embedded in the replacement narrative — the idea that Al will make human
workers obsolete — is not a technological claim. It is a philosophical one. It assumes that human beings
derive their worth from the tasks they perform. That a person who can no longer do a job that a
machine can do more cheaply has, in some meaningful sense, been surpassed. This assumption is so
widely shared, so quietly embedded in how we talk about productivity and value and contribution, that

most people do not even notice it is an assumption. They treat it as a fact.
Itis not a fact. It is a choice. And it is the wrong choice.

Human dignity does not derive from utility. It precedes it. A person has worth before they produce
anything — before they are employed, before they are skilled, before they are useful to anyone. This is
not a religious claim, though many religious traditions have articulated it. It is a philosophical one,
grounded in centuries of thinking about what it means to be a person rather than a thing. Kant called it
the distinction between price and dignity: everything that has a price can be replaced by something else
of equivalent value, but what has dignity has no equivalent. It stands outside the market. It cannot be

optimised away.

Any technology designed without this understanding is not a tool. It is a threat. Not because it is

powerful, but because it is philosophically confused about what it is serving.

This is why the research exists. Not to slow down Al. Not to protect jobs for their own sake. But to insist,
with rigour and evidence, that the design choices being made right now — about how Al systems are
built, who they serve, what they optimise for, and who is accountable when they cause harm — are not

inevitable. They are choices. And choices can be made differently.

Now for the risks, because | will not pretend they are small.
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The concentration of Al capability in a small number of organisations is not a temporary feature of an
early market. It is a structural dynamic driven by the economics of large-scale computation and data.
The investment imbalance that Geoffrey Hinton has described — the vast majority of resources flowing
toward capability, and almost nothing toward safety, alignment, and the preservation of human agency
— is not an oversight. It is a rational response to incentive structures that reward capability and do not
yet penalise harm. The displacement of entire categories of human work is already happening, and the
transition frameworks that would allow people to move through that displacement with dignity are, in

most places, either inadequate or entirely absent.
These are not science fiction scenarios. They are present-tense realities. And they are accelerating.

But here is what | refuse to accept: that this trajectory is fixed. The same technology that concentrates
power can distribute it. The same systems that eliminate tedious and dangerous work — the work that
injures bodies, deadens minds, and consumes years of human life in exchange for subsistence — can
liberate human beings to do what only humans can do. To lead. To imagine. To care for one another. To
exercise judgment in situations where the stakes are too high and the context too complex for any

algorithm to navigate alone. To build the kinds of relationships that give life its texture and meaning.

The future with Al is not only possible. It is, if we design it well, the best version of the future available to
us. A future in which the dangerous work is done by machines and the meaningful work is done by
people. A future in which the cognitive burden of routine decisions is lifted, and the human capacity for
wisdom — which is not the same thing as intelligence, and which no system has yet come close to

replicating — is freed to operate at a higher level.

But that future will not design itself. It requires something that is in short supply right now: a leadership
class that is both technically informed and philosophically serious. People who understand what these
systems can and cannot do, who can name the risks without being paralysed by them, and who are
willing to do the slow, unglamorous work of building the frameworks, the regulations, the institutional

norms, and the cultural expectations that make the better future navigable.

| wrote this research to contribute to that class. To give leaders, technologists, policymakers, and
citizens the conceptual vocabulary to ask better questions and demand better answers. To argue, with
as much rigour as | can bring to bear, that the complementary model — human and Al working together,
each doing what it does best, in a relationship structured by loyalty, dignity, and accountability — is not

naive idealism. It is the only model that makes sense, economically, legally, ethically, and humanly.

We are at a threshold. The decisions being made in the next few years will shape the relationship
between human beings and artificial intelligence for generations. | am not willing to leave those

decisions entirely to the people who are currently making them. Neither, | suspect, are you.

That is why this research exists.
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