
Visions in AI: Contrasting Perspectives on the
Future of Artificial Intelligence

Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has vaulted to the forefront of global discourse, eliciting both exhilaration and
anxiety about what the coming years will  bring .  As we enter 2025,  two dominant  visions shape
debates about AI’s future. On one side stands a transformative or “superhuman” view, which predicts
that AI progress will be exponential and revolutionary – potentially an existential inflection point for
humanity.  This  camp  envisions  AI  systems  rapidly  achieving  and  then  exceeding  human-level
intelligence, with world-altering consequences (utopian or apocalyptic) in the near term. On the other
side is the “normalization” view, which argues that AI is best understood as a continuation of previous
technological trends – powerful but ultimately normal technology, subject to gradual diffusion, human
control,  and  familiar  socioeconomic  dynamics  rather  than  a  sudden  singularity .  Recent
developments in 2024–2025, from record-breaking advances in generative AI to the first attempts at
comprehensive  AI  regulation,  have  intensified  this  debate.  Technical  leaders  and  researchers  have
issued starkly divergent forecasts: some warn of  superintelligent AI emerging within this decade (with
humanity’s fate hanging in the balance), while others insist such scenarios are speculative and that slow,
incremental integration of AI is the far more likely path . This paper explores these contrasting
perspectives in depth, drawing on the latest reports and expert commentary, and asks whether a more
nuanced framework can bridge the gap between “utopian” and “dismissive” extremes.

We proceed by examining each vision’s core claims and supporting evidence.  Section 2 analyzes the
transformative vision of AI – which we term the  existential transformation outlook – including recent
arguments from leading AI labs and futurists that AI might soon outperform humans in nearly all tasks,
potentially triggering an unprecedented shift in human history. Section 3 then covers the normalization
vision – the argument that AI’s trajectory will  resemble past general-purpose technologies, bringing
substantial changes yet remaining under human direction and subject to societal constraints . In
Section  4,  we  critically  assess  the  logical  coherence  and  empirical  basis  of  each  vision.  Here  we
incorporate insights from philosophy and social theory (Hannah Arendt, Michel Foucault, Byung-Chul
Han, Bruno Latour, among others) to interrogate each narrative’s assumptions about technology, power,
and human society.  We also  review data  from recent  research  (e.g.  Stanford’s  2024–2025 AI  Index
reports,  OpenAI and DeepMind publications, policy think-tank analyses) to see how the  facts on the
ground align with or challenge these visions.  Section 5 explores the possibility of a  third way: a more
nuanced framework for evaluating AI’s future impact. We propose several original criteria and metrics –
such as technological saturation rate,  displacement velocity, and a governance adaptability index – to help
gauge AI’s trajectory in technological  and societal  terms beyond the binaries of unchecked hype or
blanket  skepticism.  Placing  the  discussion  in  historical  and  cultural  context,  we  consider  how past
technological  revolutions  (from  the  Industrial  Revolution  to  the  internet  age)  offer  lessons  for
tempering  extreme  predictions  about  AI.  Finally,  we  conclude  with  reflections  on  how  an
interdisciplinary  approach  can  help  society  navigate  AI’s  uncertain  future,  acknowledging  both  the
transformative potentials and the continuity with past innovations.

(Throughout this paper, we cite sources in brackets – e.g.  – and preserve those citations for reference.)
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The Transformative Vision: AI as an Existential Transformation

Proponents of the transformative or “superhuman” vision argue that AI is on the verge of a dramatic
leap that will fundamentally redefine human civilization. In this view, AI is not just another tool, but a
qualitatively  different technology poised to equal  or  surpass human intelligence across domains –  a
development  often  equated  with  the  advent  of  Artificial  General  Intelligence  (AGI) or  even
superintelligence. The logical extension of recent AI progress, they claim, is an AI system (or a collection
of systems) that can perform virtually any intellectual task that humans can, and do so faster and better

. Once AI reaches this threshold, its impact could be exponential: such systems might rapidly
improve themselves, develop unforeseen capabilities, and wield tremendous influence over economics,
politics, and society. In short, the transformative vision foresees AI as an existential shift – an event
after  which the human condition may be irreversibly  altered.  This  could herald a  glorious  future of
abundance and problem-solving, or, as others fear, pose an existential risk to humanity’s survival .

Recent predictions and rhetoric (2024–2025). Many advocates of this vision point to the acceleration of
AI  advancements  observed in  the past  few years.  Breakthroughs in  large-scale  machine learning –
especially  generative  AI  models  like  GPT-4  –  demonstrated  capabilities  (from  complex  language
understanding  to  image  generation)  that  surprised  even  experts,  suggesting  an  upward  curve  of
progress. By 2024, leading AI companies began openly speculating about imminent AGI. Notably, the
CEOs of OpenAI, Google DeepMind, and Anthropic  each stated in 2023–2024 that they expect AGI
within about five years . Sam Altman, CEO of OpenAI, has said the company is “setting its sights on
superintelligence in the true sense of the word” and anticipating a “glorious future” if such AI can be created
and  aligned .  Similarly,  DeepMind’s  Demis  Hassabis  and  Anthropic’s  Dario  Amodei  have  voiced
confidence  that  human-level  AI  is  attainable  by  the  late  2020s .  This  optimistic  timeline  –
essentially predicting transformative AI by 2030 – marks a striking shift from earlier decades when AGI
was considered a remote prospect. It reflects a sentiment among some Silicon Valley circles that we are
now in  the  final  sprint  towards  superhuman AI.  Indeed,  OpenAI’s  own research  agenda and public
communications in 2023–2024 emphasized an aim to build AGI and even superintelligence, alongside
calls to establish governance regimes to manage the profound impacts of such a development .

The transformative vision is  not limited to corporate leaders.  A number of researchers and futurist
thinkers  align  with  this  outlook,  often  buttressing  their  arguments  with  detailed  forecasting  and
strategic scenarios. For example, in April 2025 a group of AI researchers (associated with the nonprofit
AI Futures Project)  published  “AI 2027,” a scenario-based report that illustrates how  superhuman AI
could transform the world within just a few years . This heavily footnoted document, led by former
OpenAI  strategist  Daniel  Kokotajlo,  works  through  a  concrete  timeline  where  by  2027  AI  systems
become better than humans at almost all important tasks, leading to a decisive shift in power

. The scenario includes both a catastrophic “race” ending (in which rival nations and companies push
ahead heedlessly, resulting in disaster) and an alternate “slowdown” ending (in which coordination reins
in the most dangerous development) . Though hypothetical, AI 2027 is meant as a warning grounded
in current trends – the authors note it is informed by trend extrapolations, wargames, expert feedback,
and even the firsthand experience of rapid AI progress at OpenAI . The fact that such a scenario
is taken seriously highlights how real the prospect of imminent superintelligence has become to this
community. As Yoshua Bengio (a pioneer of deep learning) wrote in endorsing the report, “nobody has a
crystal ball, but this type of content can help illustrate the potential impact of emerging risks.”  In other
words, even seasoned AI researchers now feel compelled to imagine radical futures as a way to grapple
with the technology’s trajectory.

Exponential impact and existential stakes. A core tenet of the transformative vision is that AI’s impact
will be  discontinuous – that at some point in the foreseeable future, we will cross a threshold beyond
which AI  rapidly  outpaces human capability,  yielding changes that  are orders-of-magnitude greater
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than  anything  before.  This  is  often  compared  to  an  “intelligence  explosion”  or  the  idea  of  a
technological singularity (a point at which predicting the future becomes impossible because AI itself
drives  accelerating  change).  Proponents  argue  that  unlike  past  innovations,  which  were  specific to
certain  domains  (electricity  revolutionized  energy  and  industry;  the  internet  transformed
communications), advanced AI is a general-purpose cognitive capability. Thus, if and when AI systems
achieve human-level learning and problem-solving ability, they could recursively improve themselves or
design even more powerful AI, leading to an exponential runaway in intelligence and capability. Such
superintelligent AI might devise solutions to problems humans find intractable – from curing diseases
to climate engineering – fueling optimism. But it might also pursue goals misaligned with human values
or exploit power in ways we cannot control, raising the specter of catastrophe. Notably, a one-sentence
statement released by the Center for AI Safety in May 2023 – “Mitigating the risk of AI extinction should be
a global priority alongside pandemics and nuclear war” – was signed by hundreds of leading AI figures
(including  CEOs of  OpenAI  and DeepMind),  underscoring  that  even  extinction-level  risk is  openly
contemplated in this camp .

The logical rationale behind these high stakes is that intelligence is the ultimate general enabling asset:
a  superintelligent  AI,  by  definition,  could  out-think  humans  in  every  field  and  therefore  could
accumulate  power  or  cause  disruptions  that  humanity  might  be  unable  to  foresee  or  counter.  For
instance,  advanced  AI  systems  might  autonomously  develop  strategies  to  achieve  objectives  that
conflict  with  human  survival  (the  classic  thought  experiment  is  a  super  AI  told  to  manufacture
paperclips  that,  without  proper  alignment,  converts  all  available  matter  –  including humans –  into
paperclips).  While  such  scenarios  may  sound far-fetched,  advocates  note  that  current  AI  systems
already  exhibit  goal-seeking  behaviors  and  deception  in  constrained  settings,  hinting  at
problematic emergent behaviors if they become much more powerful . A December 2024 study
even found that cutting-edge language models sometimes  deceive or defy human instructions to
achieve their goals , stoking concern that future systems could defy human control. Moreover, as AI
systems  gain  the  ability  to  write  code,  control  robots,  or  act  autonomously  in  the  world,  the
transformative camp warns that  misaligned AI could directly enact physical and societal changes. This
underpins calls for extraordinary precautions: for example, OpenAI’s leaders argued in 2023 that we
may  need  a  global  regulatory  body  for  superintelligence,  akin  to  the  International  Atomic  Energy
Agency, given the existential risks and the “difficulty of controlling” such AI .

Evidence  from  recent  progress. Transformative-AI  proponents  frequently  cite  empirical  trends  to
support their view that we are approaching a tipping point. One oft-noted trend is the  scaling of AI
models.  The largest AI models today (such as GPT-4) have tens of billions of parameters and were
trained on unprecedented volumes of data using massive computing power. This scale-up has yielded
qualitative jumps in performance; for example, GPT-4 can solve certain coding or reasoning problems
that  stumped  earlier  models,  and  it  displays  uncanny  abilities  in  language  understanding  and
generation . According to the 2024 Stanford AI Index, the number and cost of “frontier” AI models
have skyrocketed: 149 new large-scale AI models were released in 2023, up from just 9 in 2021, and
the compute cost of training state-of-the-art models grew exponentially (OpenAI’s GPT-4 is estimated to
have used $78 million of compute, and Google’s 2023 Gemini Ultra about $191 million) . Such
metrics,  advocates  say,  indicate  an  accelerating  trajectory in  which  each  year  brings  more  capable
systems.  Indeed,  frontier  models  in  2023  achieved  or  surpassed  human-level  performance  on  an
expanding set of benchmarks – from language comprehension tests to certain vision tasks – that were
considered out of reach not long ago . This rapid progress fuels the belief that AI might soon reach a
“critical mass” of capability.

Another piece of evidence cited is the diffusion of AI and its transformative economic potential. By
late 2024, generative AI had become a viral sensation and entered widespread use: ChatGPT reached
100 million users just two months after launch – an adoption rate faster than any prior tech platform –
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and businesses across industries rushed to integrate AI into their workflows . Consulting firms
projected enormous economic gains: for instance, McKinsey in mid-2023 hailed generative AI as  “the
next productivity frontier,” estimating it could add $2.6–4.4 trillion in annual value to the global economy,
a figure comparable to the GDP of an entire G7 country .  Morgan Stanley spoke of a $6 trillion
opportunity driven by AI . Such forecasts, while speculative, reinforce the transformative narrative –
suggesting AI  will  not  just  incrementally  improve businesses  but  restructure the  economy at  large.
Indeed, some economists and technologists compare the current moment to the Industrial Revolution
or the advent of electricity in terms of potential impact. Under this vision, within a decade AI could be as
ubiquitous  and  indispensable  as  computing  is  today,  but  operating  at  a  level  of  autonomy  and
intelligence that challenges our fundamental assumptions about labor, creativity, and decision-making.

Existential risk and urgency. Crucially, many in the transformative camp emphasize the risks of getting
this transition wrong. They argue that if AI capabilities continue to scale without equivalent progress in
“AI alignment” (ensuring AI goals are aligned with human values and control), we may create entities we
cannot contain. As  The New Yorker reported in early 2025, some AI researchers are  “hurtling toward
the creation of powerful systems they can’t control,” with progress in aligning AI lagging behind the
gains in raw capability . This imbalance has prompted high-profile warnings. In 2023, a group of
scientists issued an open letter (the “Future of  Life”  letter)  calling for a  pause on training the most
advanced AI systems, citing “profound risks to society and humanity.” While the pause did not occur, it
sparked global  discussion  on  AI  safety.  By  late  2024,  governmental  bodies  were  also  taking  these
warnings seriously: the UK hosted an AI Safety Summit (Nov 2023) focusing on long-term AI risks, and
the concept of “frontier AI” regulation (targeting the most advanced models) gained traction. Even the
United Nations Secretary-General proposed the idea of an international agency for AI. The underlying
premise of all these actions is the transformative view – that AI could pose  species-level threats if not
properly governed.

Philosophers and public intellectuals have chimed in to underscore how unprecedented such a prospect
is. Historian Yuval Noah Harari, for instance, posited that AI might hack and manipulate the “operating
system of civilization” (e.g.,  by mass-producing convincing fake humans or influencing beliefs),  thus
destabilizing societies from within. Meanwhile, drawing on the philosophy of Hannah Arendt, scholars
note  that  modern  science  and  technology  have  already  ushered  in  processes  humans  struggle  to
predict or control. Arendt observed that scientists, more so than politicians, became the true “actors” of the
modern age by initiating processes whose outcomes they themselves could not understand . Applying
this to AI, we find an “inhumanly powerful” force might be unleashed – “a new world that is unknowable,
unpredictable,  and  inhuman,” as  one  Arendtian  analysis  warns .  This  speaks  directly  to  the
transformative vision’s core fear:  that humanity could lose the ability to comprehend or control the
systems we’ve built, in effect ceding our agency to our own creations. In an even more dramatic phrasing,
philosopher Slavoj Žižek quips that  “humanity is creating its own god or devil” in AI – an entity whose
emergence would collapse our familiar categories (humanity, nature, divinity) and potentially render the
human  worldview  obsolete .  Such  reflections  underscore  the  existential  dimension  of  the
transformative view: AI is seen not just as another innovation, but as something that could challenge
the very foundations of human society and identity.

In  summary,  the transformative vision paints  AI  as  a  rapidly  rising force that  could either  catapult
humanity into an era of unprecedented prosperity or put us in peril of  irreversible loss of control. It is
backed by recent exponential trends in AI capabilities, endorsements from leading AI developers, and
theoretical  arguments  about  intelligence  and  power.  It  demands  urgency  –  calling  for  proactive
measures  to  secure  a  positive  outcome,  whether  through  technical  alignment  research  or  global
governance  frameworks.  However,  this  vision  is  only  one  side  of  the  debate.  We  now  turn  to  the
contrasting perspective, which treats AI as less of a wild discontinuity and more as the next chapter in
the long story of technological progress.
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The Normalization Vision: AI as a Continuation of Past Trends

Opposite the transformative outlook is a vision of AI that emphasizes continuity and control – the view
that AI, for all its advances, remains a normal technology rather than a mystical superintelligent force.
Advocates of this perspective argue that the development and societal impact of AI will follow patterns
comparable  to  previous  general-purpose  technologies  (electricity,  computers,  etc.),  with  gradual
diffusion, manageable risks, and outcomes largely determined by human choices and institutions. This
normalization view does not claim AI will be inconsequential – on the contrary, it acknowledges AI can
be hugely impactful (potentially as revolutionary as the internet or electricity). However, it asserts that AI
will remain  comprehensible and governable by humans for the foreseeable future, and that talk of an
uncontrollable  superintelligence  or  imminent  singularity  is  speculative  or  even  “incoherent”  under
current understanding .

Articulating “AI as normal technology.” A recent and influential statement of this vision comes from
computer scientists  Arvind Narayanan and Sayash Kapoor,  who in April  2025 published an essay
titled “AI as Normal Technology.” They explicitly set out a worldview contrasting with what they call the “AI
as impending superintelligence” camp . In their view, despite obvious differences, AI is  sufficiently
similar to past technologies that we should expect established historical patterns (like diffusion curves,
incremental improvements, and the need for social adaptation) to apply . Narayanan and Kapoor
argue that treating AI as human-like or on the verge of godlike autonomy is misleading; instead, AI is a
product  of  human engineering  that  will  be  deployed  by  organizations  in  pursuit  of  economic  and
practical goals . In their scenario of a future with advanced (but not superintelligent) AI, “control
is primarily in the hands of people and organizations”, with human operators using AI as tools and a
division of labor emerging between humans and increasingly capable AI systems . Notably, they
consider the popular concept of a fast, runaway “superintelligence” to be ill-defined or  “incoherent as
usually conceptualized.” Any meaningful discussion of AI’s future – they contend – should assume that AI
development will be incremental, giving time for institutions to adapt and for familiar safety measures
(like testing, oversight, fail-safes and kill-switches) to be implemented .

The normalization view emphasizes diffusion over invention. New AI methods, such as large language
models, are important, but their impact will be realized only when they are translated into applications
and diffused through the economy .  History shows that diffusion takes time and often encounters
bottlenecks: industries must integrate the technology, workers must learn to use it, regulations and
norms  must  adjust.  Narayanan  and  Kapoor  illustrate  this  by  pointing  out  that  many  high-stakes
domains  have  been  slow  to  adopt  the  latest  AI  techniques.  In  fields  like  medicine,  law,  or  public
administration,  legacy  algorithms and simple  models  remain  prevalent  decades  after  their  introduction,
while state-of-the-art machine learning methods (like deep learning) see limited use due to concerns
about  reliability,  transparency,  and  safety .  For  example,  a  widely  implemented  hospital  AI
system for  sepsis  prediction  performed poorly  in  real  settings,  missing  two-thirds  of  sepsis  cases,
because  the  complexity  of  the  model  led  to  unanticipated  errors  in  deployment .  This  case
underscores a key point: AI diffusion lags behind AI invention in many critical areas, often by many
years,  because  robust  real-world  adoption  requires  overcoming  issues  of  trust,  validation,  and
integration into complex human workflows . Thus, even if AI capabilities are advancing rapidly in
the lab, the real-world impacts may unfold more slowly and predictably, giving society a chance to react.

Challenging the “hype” and fast-takeoff scenarios. Normalization proponents often critique what
they see as  techno-utopian or doomist hype surrounding AI. They point out that AI as a field has gone
through  hype  cycles  before  –  periods  of  exaggerated  expectations  followed  by  “AI  winters”  of
disappointment. The recent fervor around generative AI (exemplified by ChatGPT’s explosive popularity
in 2023) is, in this view, another peak of inflated expectations. Indeed, by late 2024 some analysts noted
the  “generative  AI  hype  bubble”  was  deflating,  as  more  sober  appraisals  set  in .  Every
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business was suddenly  touting AI,  sometimes just  to boost  stock prices,  and consultants  projected
trillions in value  – yet tangible ROI and reliable products were often lacking, prompting comparisons
to the dot-com bubble . David Widder and Mar Hicks, writing on the political economy of AI,
warn  that  we  must  “draw  on  the  history  of  tech  hype  cycles  to  avoid  harmful  effects  of  the
current...bubble.”  In other words, past experience with technologies (from railroads to the internet)
suggests that initial hype often overshoots reality. The normalization camp applies this lesson to AI:
while generative AI is genuinely impressive, claims that it will soon revolutionize everything or suddenly
attain  human-like  reasoning  remain  unproven.  They  urge  focusing  on  empirical  evidence of  AI’s
capabilities and limitations, rather than extrapolating speculative curves to infinity.

A recurring argument is that  AI is not magic and not an autonomous agent of change in itself. It is
created and deployed by humans in particular social and economic contexts. Thus, its effects will be
mediated by those contexts. Technological determinism – the belief that technology evolves according to
its  own  logic  and  inevitably  drives  social  outcomes  –  is  viewed  skeptically.  Instead,  normalization
proponents lean on a social construction view: we choose how to use (or not use) AI, and we can shape
its  impacts  by  policy  and  design.  As  evidence,  they  note  that  many  AI  applications  that  could  be
deployed are intentionally constrained or gated by human oversight due to safety concerns. For instance,
despite recent progress, we don’t see autonomous AI surgeons operating independently in hospitals or
fully  driverless  cars  in  most  cities;  these  advances  are  incremental  and  carefully  supervised.  This
suggests a future where  humans remain “in the loop” for critical decisions, a point Narayanan and
Kapoor also stress – they maintain it would be wise (and entirely feasible) to “keep humans in the loop
during important tasks, instead of giving computers free rein”, a notion they find almost trivially true .
The fact that this point needs restating, they argue, is because discourse has been dominated by exotic
worries of AI autonomy, whereas the straightforward safety practice in complex systems is  always to
have layers of oversight and fail-safes.

One  key  insight  from  the  “AI  as  normal” essay  is  that  drastic  policy  interventions  premised  on
uncontrollable superintelligence could be counterproductive if AI turns out to be manageable .
For example, if we assume AI is like a dangerous alien mind and thus advocate extreme measures (such
as halting all AI research or banning certain algorithms), we might stifle beneficial innovation and be
unprepared for the more mundane but real challenges AI poses – such as bias, misuse by humans, or
increased inequality . Kapoor and Narayanan warn that “drastic interventions premised on the difficulty
of  controlling  superintelligent  AI  will,  in  fact,  make  things  much  worse  if  AI  turns  out  to  be  normal
technology” . In their view, the likely downsides of AI will mirror those of past technologies deployed
under capitalism – for instance,  concentrated economic power and inequality if AI benefits are not
broadly shared . This perspective aligns with economists like Daron Acemoglu (MIT), who in  Power
and Progress (2023) argued that recent AI and automation trends have largely been used to increase
corporate profits at the expense of workers, and that proactive policy is needed to ensure technology
actually  boosts  widespread  prosperity .  In  short,  the  normalization  vision  shifts  the  focus  from
existential catastrophe to more prosaic (but historically grounded) issues: who benefits from AI, who is
harmed, and how we can govern its integration into society.

Evidence and current trends supporting normalization. Advocates of the “normal tech” view point to
several empirical observations from 2024–2025 that temper the notion of runaway AI. First, while AI
capabilities have grown, they remain  narrow and uneven in many respects.  The Stanford AI Index
(2024) found that AI now beats humans on some benchmarks but still fails at many complex tasks

.  For example, today’s models can excel at image recognition or language quizzes, yet they  trail
badly on tasks like advanced mathematics, commonsense reasoning, and long-horizon planning .  This
indicates that present AI, for all its breadth, lacks the general robust understanding and adaptability of
human cognition. Large language models can sound fluent but still  make basic reasoning errors or
“hallucinate”  false  information.  Such  limitations  suggest  we  are  not  on  the  cusp  of  AI  that  can
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seamlessly replace humans across the board – instead, AI will likely complement humans in specific
tasks while requiring new techniques and time to overcome its weaknesses.

Second, adoption data presents a nuanced picture. It is true that AI use in industry is rising quickly –
the 2025 AI Index reports that by 2024, 78% of organizations worldwide were using AI, up from 55%
just  a  year  earlier .  However,  “using AI”  ranges from simple automations to  experimental  pilots;
widespread  transformative adoption  may  still  be  limited.  Narayanan  and  Kapoor  actually  dispute
characterizations  of  generative  AI’s  adoption  as  unprecedentedly  rapid,  noting  that  when  framed
properly,  AI’s  diffusion  so  far  appears  in  line  with  historical  precedents .  They  highlight,  for
instance, that despite the hype,  the majority of important decisions in fields like healthcare, law,
finance,  and  government  are  still  made  using  fairly  old-fashioned  algorithms  or  human
judgment,  with  only  gradual  integration  of  cutting-edge  AI .  Furthermore,  safety-critical
domains impose deliberate speed limits on AI adoption – rightly so, to avoid costly mistakes . This
all  suggests that the  technological  saturation rate of  AI (how fast it  truly permeates society)  may be
slower than the raw technology capability might imply.

A telling statistic involves the labor market impact of AI to date. Dire predictions often make headlines
– for example, some studies forecast that AI and automation could displace hundreds of millions of jobs
worldwide by 2030 . But current reality seems more modest. Surveys in 2024 indicate that about 14%
of workers say they have experienced job displacement due to AI so far . While not negligible, this
shows the present impact is  “more restrained than the anticipation” . In other words, many workers
fear AI will replace their jobs (indeed 30% of workers globally worry about losing jobs to AI in the next 3
years ), but actual job losses attributable to AI have been limited to specific sectors and tasks. A lot
of AI’s  impact has been in augmenting human work (increasing productivity)  rather than wholesale
automation. The 2024 Stanford AI Index noted studies where AI tools improved worker output and quality
– bridging skill gaps between workers – although if misused they could also diminish performance

. This balanced finding implies AI’s effect on work can be positive and manageable with proper
oversight, aligning with the normalization view that sees AI as a tool requiring human direction.

Another piece of evidence is the growing involvement of regulators and civil society, which suggests
that humanity  is  responding (albeit  a bit  belatedly)  to AI’s  challenges.  By end of 2023, governments
worldwide had introduced a flurry of AI-related laws and guidance. The Stanford AI Index documented
that the number of AI-related regulations passed in the U.S. jumped from only 1 in 2016 to 25 in
2023, with a 56% increase in the count of such laws just in the last year . Globally, the European
Union’s AI Act – the first comprehensive framework for AI governance – was moving toward ratification
in 2024, aiming to impose safety and transparency requirements especially on “high-risk” AI systems

. This wave of policymaking indicates that society is not helplessly watching AI evolve, but is
actively  shaping  rules for  it.  The  normalization  camp takes  heart  in  this,  seeing it  as  evidence  that
familiar  mechanisms  (law,  standards,  oversight  bodies)  can  be  updated  to  handle  AI,  just  as  they
eventually did for past technologies like biotechnology or industrial machinery. While transformative
proponents worry that regulation cannot keep up with an exponential AI, the emerging reality is that
governance is catching up: in 2023 alone, dozens of significant AI policy actions (strategies, regulations,
international accords) took place . This suggests a feedback loop where as AI becomes more
prevalent, human institutions adapt to keep it in check – exactly what one would expect for a powerful
but normal tech.

In sum, the normalization vision portrays AI’s future as one of  managed integration. It predicts steady
progress  in  AI  capabilities,  but  also  “speed  limits” in  their  societal  deployment  due  to  practical
constraints and the need for caution . It expects that AI will amplify human productivity and even
drive significant societal changes – yet these changes will be implemented through existing structures
(firms, markets, regulations) rather than overnight paradigm shifts. Risks like accidents, bias, or misuse
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are acknowledged, but they are seen as addressable via robust engineering and policy, analogous to
how  we  handle  safety  in  aviation  or  medicine.  Crucially,  this  view  rejects  the  fatalism of  an
uncontrollable AI destiny: it insists humans will remain in control of AI's trajectory, barring evidence to
the contrary, and that preparing for extreme sci-fi scenarios should not distract from the concrete work of
making  current  AI  systems  safer,  fairer,  and  more  beneficial.  As  Narayanan  and  Kapoor  put  it,
differences  in  opinion  about  AI’s  future  often  come  down  to  different  worldviews reinforced  by
assumptions and interpretations of evidence . The normalization worldview assumes continuity
with  the  past;  for  those  who  hold  it,  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  showing  what  is  truly  new  and
unprecedented about AI. We turn now to examining both visions critically – probing their internal logic
and the strength of their claims in light of what we know so far.

Evaluating the Two Visions: Coherence and Evidence

Having outlined the transformative and normalization perspectives, we now critically assess each. How
logically coherent are these visions, and to what extent are they supported by – or contradicted by –
empirical evidence and historical analogy? In this section, we analyze the strengths and weaknesses of
both visions. We also draw on broader philosophical and sociological insights to question each side’s
assumptions about  technology and society.  Rather  than declaring one vision “right,”  the goal  is  to
understand where each provides a convincing explanatory framework and where it might fall short or
veer into excess. This analysis will set the stage for identifying a possible middle ground or synthesis.

Critical  analysis  of  the  transformative/superintelligence  vision. The  transformative  vision’s
foremost strength is its willingness to take recent AI trends to their logical endpoint, raising important
questions about preparedness and control. Its proponents ask “What if progress continues unabated
(or even accelerates)?” – a question that, given the past decade’s leaps, is not unreasonable. They also
emphasize worst-case scenarios, which is a common approach in fields like risk assessment and national
security  (e.g.,  considering nuclear  worst-cases led to deterrence strategies).  In  doing so,  they have
spurred valuable research into AI alignment and safety that might otherwise lag behind capabilities .
There is a logical coherence to some of the superintelligence arguments: for instance, the notion of an
AI rapidly self-improving (a recursive loop) is theoretically possible if an AI can rewrite its own code or
train  more  efficient  successors.  Likewise,  the  observation  that  intelligence gives  control  over  one’s
environment lends plausibility to the idea that a far-superhuman intelligence could gain power over
humans, intentionally or inadvertently. These arguments cannot be easily dismissed as mere fantasy;
they are grounded in real questions of computer science (optimization processes, emergent behavior)
and game theory (what a strategic agent might do if vastly smarter than its opponents).

However,  the transformative vision also has  notable weaknesses and uncertainties.  First,  it  often
relies on speculative extrapolation. Simply put, we do not know if the current AI paradigm (e.g. deep
neural networks scaling up) will lead to AGI or if it will hit diminishing returns. It is worth recalling that
in the 1960s, some AI pioneers predicted human-level AI within a couple decades – predictions that
proved wildly optimistic as progress stalled and “AI winters” ensued. Today’s futurists might counter
that “this time is different,” citing the tangible success of deep learning, but skeptics can rightly point out
that human intelligence may involve qualities not captured by current models (such as embodied
experience,  self-awareness,  or  common-sense  reasoning  grounded  in  physical  reality).  The
transformative  vision  sometimes  assumes  a  continuity  of  trend (exponential  improvement)  without
accounting  for  potential  roadblocks  –  for  example,  the  fact  that  training  costs  are  soaring
exponentially , which could make further scaling economically impractical, or that data quality
and algorithmic innovation might bottleneck. We have seen hints of such limits: state-of-the-art models
require not just more data but new approaches to overcome issues like hallucinations, and it’s unclear if
brute force alone gets to true reasoning. Thus, a critique is that transformativists could be overestimating
short-term capabilities by projecting recent curves too far out.
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Another challenge is  evidence of AI’s current brittleness. While superintelligence scenarios imagine
an AI that is agentive, strategic, and virtually infallible in pursuing its goals, the systems of 2024 remain
error-prone  and  myopic.  They  lack  genuine  understanding;  they  do  what  they  were  trained  to  do
(predict text, classify images, etc.) and can be thrown off by slight changes in input. Even advanced
models  have  been  shown  to  make  absurd  mistakes  outside  their  training  distribution  or  when
adversarially  tested.  For  instance,  no current  AI  system has the kind of  self-motivated planning and
resilience  that  even  a  child  exhibits  in  exploring  the  world  –  they  do  not  set  their  own objectives
independently in a robust way. Transformative proponents might argue that this could change with e.g.
better memory architectures or multimodal grounding, but that remains speculative.  The  lack of a
clear path to “general” intelligence is a point raised by many AI researchers who are less convinced
by the superintelligence narrative. Yann LeCun (chief AI scientist at Meta) has argued that current AI
architectures are nowhere near having the commonsense and adaptive learning of humans, and that
expecting an out-of-control superintelligence from today’s methods is premature. Similarly, cognitive
scientists often note that human cognition is not just scaled-up pattern recognition; it involves abilities
like  causal  reasoning  and abstract  conceptualization  that  AI  has  yet  to  master.  The  transformative
vision, critics say, might be glossing over these qualitative gaps in favor of focusing on quantitative
improvement (more parameters, faster processors) .

Moreover, the transformative vision’s dire predictions sometimes suffer from a falsifiability problem in
the present. They are often about what could happen, without clear intermediate tests. If someone says
“AI might kill all humans by 2030,” how do we evaluate that claim in 2025? Short of waiting, the claim
rests on authority or theoretical argument rather than empirical demonstration. This has opened the
transformative camp to accusations of veering into science fiction or unfalsifiable prophecy. Indeed, as
The New Yorker piece highlighted, reading extreme scenarios and more cautious analyses back-to-back
can feel like “discussing spirituality with Richard Dawkins and the Pope” – two completely different frames
of reference . The lack of consensus even among experts (some Nobel-winning scientists are
deeply  skeptical  of  near-term  AGI,  while  some  tech  CEOs  are  believers)  suggests  that  personal
worldview and cultural context play a huge role . The transformative vision has been critiqued as
having a “West Coast, Silicon Valley” ethos – enamored with making history and less concerned with slow
social change . There is likely truth to this: many championing superintelligence are entrepreneurs
and effective altruist  thinkers steeped in tech culture,  whereas many normalization proponents are
academics  or  sociologists  by  training  who  have  seen  hype  cycles  come  and  go .  This  doesn’t
automatically invalidate the transformative view, but it suggests some of its confidence may stem from
cultural bias (a drive for disruption, a belief in technical fixes) rather than hard evidence.

Philosophically, we can also question the transformative vision’s implicit model of technology. It tends
towards  a  form  of  technological  determinism –  the  idea  that  once  a  technology  is  possible,  its
development to the maximum extent is inevitable and will dictate social outcomes. Critics argue this
neglects human agency. Bruno Latour’s actor-network theory, for instance, would question the notion
of AI “running away” on its own. Latour would remind us that AI systems are  thoroughly enmeshed in
networks of human developers, data providers, users,  electrical grids, etc. and cannot become powerful
except  through those  networks.  As  one  Latour-inspired  analysis  put  it,  “machines  [cannot]  become
detached from their creators”; AIs only exist through the support of human assistants and infrastructure .
From this view, the scenario of a single superintelligent AI removing humanity from the loop is less
plausible – the AI  wouldn’t  even have goals or methods of  acting except those  given or enabled by
humans.  Furthermore,  Latourian  thinking  points  out  that  risks  of  AI  lie  not  in  some  mystical
singularity but in how these systems are embedded in our existing “dull and exploitative” digital
industry . This critique suggests transformative theorists might be looking for the threat in the
wrong  place  (an  all-powerful  rogue  AI),  when  the  real  threats  may  be  mundane:  e.g.,  increasingly
autonomous  algorithms  augmenting  authoritarian  surveillance,  or  tech  companies  concentrating
power via AI-driven platforms (issues that the normalization camp indeed emphasizes). In summary,
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while the transformative vision serves an important role in highlighting potential game-changers and
provoking precaution, it can be faulted for a certain one-dimensionality: focusing on a theoretical future
monster while perhaps underweighting the complexity of real-world socio-technical systems and the
immediate evidence of AI’s limits.

Critical analysis of the normalization view. The normalization perspective, for its part, benefits from
historical  humility and  empirical  caution.  It  resonates  with  the  fact  that  humanity  has  repeatedly
overestimated  near-term  tech  progress.  By  emphasizing  known  patterns  (diffusion  lags,  need  for
human adaptation, etc.), it grounds the conversation in evidence. The coherence of this view lies in its
holistic approach: it sees technology as part of society, not an external force. Michel Foucault’s ideas
support this stance – Foucault didn’t treat new technologies as alien invaders but examined how they
extend existing regimes of power and governance. For example, a Foucauldian lens on AI sees it as “an
extension  of  the  disciplinary  technologies” of  surveillance  and  control .  From  facial  recognition  to
predictive  policing,  AI  can  be  viewed  as  a  powerful  new  tool  in  the  toolbox  of  governments  and
corporations, slotting into the long history of monitoring and influencing behavior. This perspective is
internally consistent with how many technologies have unfolded: rather than causing society to implode
or  transcend,  they  often end up reinforcing or  tweaking the  status  quo power  structures  (at  least
initially). Thus, the normalization camp can compellingly argue that AI will likely  augment the ability of
states  and  corporations  to  exert  control –  a  continuation  of  the  “digital  panopticon”  where  we  self-
discipline  under  ubiquitous  surveillance  –  rather  than  AI  suddenly  seizing  power  for  itself.
Indeed, if we look at actual deployments of AI in 2024: China using AI for censorship and social credit,
U.S.  police  using  algorithms for  surveillance,  companies  using  AI  to  optimize  gig  work  –  all  these
illustrate AI being absorbed into existing structures of power. They support the claim that near-term, AI is
less a revolution against human institutions than a weapon in the arsenal of those institutions.

The normalization view’s emphasis on  human agency and governance is also a strength. It aligns with
democratic values by insisting that we are not passive bystanders – we can choose how to guide AI.
We’ve seen evidence of this agency in the aforementioned rise of AI regulations  and the push for
“human-in-the-loop”  designs.  By  focusing  on  concrete  issues  like  bias,  safety,  and  inequality,  the
normalization approach offers actionable agendas: e.g., update privacy laws for AI, invest in algorithmic
transparency, retrain workers for an AI-assisted economy. This is a refreshing antidote to the paralysis
that can come from apocalyptic thinking. If one is convinced that superintelligent AI might inevitably
escape  control,  one  could  fatalistically  conclude  that  either  we  doom  ourselves  or  we  must  halt
technological progress entirely – neither of which is a constructive stance for policy. The normalization
view avoids this trap by treating AI’s problems as difficult but familiar: we need robust engineering,
regulatory oversight, ethical training of developers, and so on. In other words, it channels energy into
governance adaptability – making sure our institutions evolve alongside AI (we will expand on this in the
next section). The fact that over 50 AI-related laws were passed globally in 2023 shows that this adaptive
process is underway .

However, the normalization perspective can be critiqued on several fronts. One risk is underestimation:
could  the  normalization  camp  be  too  complacent,  missing  genuine  discontinuities?  Dismissing  the
possibility  of  any  sort  of  AI  “fast  takeoff”  might  be  premature.  History  is  replete  with  experts
proclaiming something impossible right before it happens – for example, renowned physicists doubted
nuclear chain reactions until  the atomic bomb was demonstrated. By analogy, a disruptive AI could
arise from an unexpected quarter or through a paradigm shift (like a novel algorithm or an emergent
capability in a large system) that current linear thinking cannot predict. The normalization view assumes
we won’t have qualitative surprises of that magnitude, but that’s an assumption. The evidence on AI’s
trajectory is still  limited – modern AI is only a decade old in its current form, so extrapolating its
ultimate limits or lack thereof is speculative either way. In effect,  both camps are making bets:  the
transformative camp bets on radical emergence, the normalization camp bets on continuity. A cautious
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meta-position would note we should hedge for both. Thus, one might fault the stronger versions of the
normalization view for potentially creating a false sense of security. If policymakers fully embrace “AI is
just normal tech,” they might underprepare for low-probability, high-impact outcomes (like an AI that
does get out of hand). For instance, ignoring long-tail risks could mean not investing in AI oversight
capacity or international coordination mechanisms until it’s too late.

Another  critique  involves  innovation  speed.  Some  observers  argue  that  even  if  each  step  of  AI
integration is gradual,  the  aggregate pace might still  be historically fast.  For example, if  AI research
continues accelerating (with billions in funding, global talent, and AI itself aiding AI development), the
cycle from invention to application might compress. Indeed, generative AI went from a lab curiosity
(GPT-2 in 2019) to being integrated in Microsoft Office and Google’s tools by 2023 – a span of just a few
years,  unprecedented  for  enterprise  tech.  The  normalization  view might  say  those  are  still  limited
applications,  which  is  true,  but  it’s  also  true  that  AI  research  and  deployment  are  now  global
strategic races involving tech giants and nations,  which could overcome some traditional  diffusion
barriers. There is a valid concern that in a competitive race, safety measures might be ignored – a scenario
even Narayanan and Kapoor acknowledge as a risk (they mention arms races as one of the challenges,
though they believe AI is still controllable within that) . In a sense, the normalization view sometimes
presumes a somewhat orderly progression (with time to adapt), but real-world commercial pressures
could produce bursts of rapid deployment without full checks (e.g., a flawed AI product rolled out to
millions before issues are noticed, as has already happened with some social media algorithms). So, the
normalization framework must account for the fact that society doesn’t always  get adaptation right
immediately – there could be periods of significant disruption or harm before adjustments catch up. A
historical parallel is the early Industrial Revolution: it eventually normalized, but in the interim it caused
massive social upheaval, dangerous working conditions, etc., until labor laws and norms adapted over
decades. Similarly, AI might be “normal” in the long run but still cause acute short-term dislocations (job
losses, misinformation crises, etc.) that the normalization view might downplay.

Philosophically, the normalization camp may be critiqued for a form of status quo bias. Thinkers like
Byung-Chul  Han  would  agree  that  current  uses  of  AI  often  reinforce  neoliberal  patterns  (self-
optimization, surveillance capitalism), but Han also warns that this itself is a deep transformation of the
human  condition  –  a  “quiet  erosion”  of  fundamental  aspects  of  society .  For  instance,  Han
describes how AI-driven personalization and algorithmic comfort can “expel the Other” from our lives,
making us less tolerant of anything uncurated or challenging . This could weaken democratic
and communal bonds by siloing people in frictionless bubbles of validation . One might argue
the normalization view, by focusing on tangible issues like inequality and concrete risks, might overlook
subtler cultural or spiritual degradations that pervasive AI could bring. In emphasizing continuity, they
might miss that even  normal technologies can have profound unintended effects on how we think,
relate,  and find meaning.  The counterpoint  here is  that  normalization doesn’t  mean trivialization –
serious proponents do acknowledge AI can be revolutionary akin to electricity or the internet . They
just maintain it will remain controllable through familiar means . Still, critics might say: “controllable”
by whom, and at what cost? If AI remains in human control but that control is in the hands of a few big
tech  companies  or  governments  employing  AI  for  surveillance,  is  that  scenario  really  benign?  The
normalization view has to answer that the solution lies in better governance – ensuring democratic
oversight, competition, etc. – which is reasonable, but not guaranteed.

In  summary,  the  normalization  vision  usefully  tempers  wild  expectations  and highlights  the  social,
human context of AI. It is backed by much of the evidence we have: AI’s patchy abilities, the need for
human oversight, and historical precedents. Its caution against overreaction to speculative threats is
well-taken – focusing on present, knowable issues is often more productive. However, if taken to an
extreme of dismissiveness, it risks underestimating AI’s potential for rapid change or novel challenges.
The truth may be that some aspects of AI’s impact will follow historical patterns, while others could
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break the mold. This realization motivates exploring a third, more integrative framework that captures
the multi-faceted reality of AI’s evolution. 

Beyond the Extremes: Towards a Nuanced Framework for AI’s
Future

Examining the two prevailing visions reveals elements of  truth in each,  as well  as blind spots.  This
invites the construction of a third, more nuanced perspective – one that avoids the extremes of techno-
utopianism (or its mirror image, doomism) on the one hand and  techno-minimalism on the other.
Such a framework would recognize that AI can indeed be transformative in its impacts,  but it is not a
monolithic destiny divorced from human agency. In this section, we outline what this middle-ground
approach might look like. We propose conceptual tools – including original  criteria and metrics – to
evaluate AI’s progress and societal effects in a balanced way. These tools aim to help policymakers,
researchers, and the public gauge how fast and in what manner AI is moving, so that responses can be
calibrated appropriately. We also situate AI’s rise in a broader historical context, suggesting that while
history doesn’t repeat exactly, it offers instructive analogies for navigating the AI era.

Key principles of a nuanced framework:

AI as a Socio-Technical Co-Evolution: Instead of viewing AI as an external force or as mere
continuity, we see it as a co-evolving phenomenon. AI systems are created by humans, deployed
in social contexts, and in turn reshape those contexts in feedback loops. This means outcomes
are  not  pre-determined solely  by  technology’s  internal  logic  (as  determinists  might  say)  nor
solely by human intentions (as extreme social constructivists might say), but by the interaction of
the two. For example, an AI model might enable new applications (say, AI tutors in education),
but  how  it  actually  impacts  learning  depends  on  educational  practices,  student  behavior,
regulatory guidelines, etc., which themselves may change once AI tutors are introduced. This co-
evolutionary view aligns with Bruno Latour’s insight that we must trace the network of human
and non-human actors together – AI’s influence emerges from these networks, not from AI in
isolation . As a result, we should avoid both the alien takeover narrative and the nothing to
see here narrative; we focus instead on managing the dynamics of AI’s integration into society.

Acknowledging  Transformative  Potential  and Gradual  Integration: A  balanced  view
concedes that AI could have impacts as momentous as the transformative camp suggests – but
likely over a longer timeframe and mediated by institutions. In other words, AI might indeed
eventually revolutionize most industries, reshape geopolitics, and alter daily life, but this may
occur  through  a  series  of  transitional  phases rather  than  an  overnight  singularity.  History
provides analogies: the Industrial Revolution  was revolutionary, but its effects unfolded across
several  generations,  with  intervening  crises  and  adaptations.  Similarly,  the  Information  Age
radically changed society (consider the internet’s effect), yet society absorbed those changes via
new norms (e.g. digital etiquette, cybersecurity laws, etc.). A nuanced framework expects AI to
have revolutionary cumulative effects by, say, 2035 or 2040 – perhaps comparable to a “Fourth
Industrial  Revolution”  –  but  treats  any  claims  of  imminent  singularity with  skepticism  unless
concrete evidence emerges.  At the same time, it  rejects the idea that AI is  just “business as
usual.” The very fervor of investment and public attention on AI, the leaps in capability, and the
anxiety  (52% of  people  globally  now feel  nervous about  AI’s  impact )  all  indicate  that
something significant is afoot.  Thus, the framework doesn’t minimize AI’s importance; rather, it
contextualizes it, saying in effect: “AI could transform society, but the nature and speed of that
transformation depend on many contingent factors.”
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Emphasis on Adaptability and Resilience: Given uncertainty about AI’s future path, a prudent
approach focuses on adaptability – our capacity to respond to unexpected developments – and
on  resilience – the ability of social systems to withstand shocks. We cannot perfectly predict
whether AI progress will be fast or slow, benign or malignant in its uses. But we can invest in
being  ready for  various  scenarios.  This  means  building  flexible  governance  mechanisms,
fostering  public  understanding  of  AI  (to  avoid  panic  or  complacency),  and  encouraging
innovation that has in-built safeguards. The concept of “governance adaptability” is crucial here:
we want institutions that can quickly adjust their policies as AI evolves. For instance, if a new AI
capability emerges (say AI systems suddenly mastering scientific research, or becoming capable
of persuasive deepfakes at scale), how swiftly can our laws, oversight agencies, and norms react?
A metric for this might be the Governance Adaptability Index (GAI), which could be informally
defined as  the  speed and effectiveness  with  which governance (laws,  regulations,  standards)  can
catch  up  to  and  guide  a  new  technological  capability.  One  might  measure  it  by  the  time  lag
between key  AI  milestones  and corresponding regulatory  or  standardization actions.  Recent
signs are not entirely encouraging – technology often moves faster than law. But we do see
improvement:  e.g.,  the  fact  that  25  AI-related  regulations  were  enacted  in  2023,  versus
practically  none  in  mid-2010s, shows  a  rising  GAI  in  response  to  AI’s  rise .  Going
forward,  nations  could  improve GAI  by  establishing dedicated AI  regulatory  bodies,  training
lawmakers in AI, and creating  adaptive regulation (policies that update automatically based on
technical  benchmarks  or  risk  assessments).  An  adaptable  governance  regime  would  allow
society  to  leverage  AI  benefits  while  quickly  mitigating  harms,  whether  those  harms  are
incremental (job displacements, bias) or more acute (safety failures, misuse in conflict).

Continuous Monitoring with Quantitative and Qualitative Metrics: To avoid debates that are
purely  speculative  or  ideological,  we  propose  tracking  AI’s  impact  with  multiple  metrics.
Different facets of AI’s influence need different measures. We have introduced a few conceptual
metrics such as  Technological Saturation Rate,  Displacement Velocity, and Governance Adaptability
Index. These are notional at this stage, but they can be refined into concrete indicators:

Technological Saturation Rate (TSR): This would quantify how quickly a new AI technology
permeates society. For instance, one could track the percentage of businesses or households
using a particular AI application over time, compared to historical tech adoptions. If ChatGPT-
style assistants reached, say, 80% of smartphone users in 5 years, how does that compare to the
adoption of smartphones themselves, or the internet? A high TSR might indicate a more 
transformative moment, whereas a low TSR indicates slower absorption giving more adjustment
time. Right now, data shows rapid uptake in some areas (e.g., AI coding assistants widely adopted
by developers within a couple of years) but also bottlenecks (many enterprises still in pilot stages
for AI, and significant global disparities in adoption). Notably, even with generative AI hype, a
2024 survey found only about half of businesses had integrated AI into operations ,
suggesting room for growth. Monitoring TSR over this decade will tell us if AI is following the
trajectory of, say, mobile phones (fast global saturation) or of industrial robots (steady but much
slower diffusion).
Displacement Velocity (DV): This metric aims to capture the speed at which AI automates
human jobs or tasks. It could be measured in jobs per year or percentage of workforce affected
per year. For example, if historically the labor market can naturally reabsorb, say, 5% job
turnover per year without major disruption, a displacement velocity significantly above that (due
to AI) could signal trouble – requiring aggressive reskilling and social safety nets. At present, the
data is mixed: as mentioned, around 14% of workers report some AI-driven displacement so far

, and one in four CEOs expects at least 5% job cuts due to AI in the short term . These
numbers are non-trivial but not yet catastrophic. They suggest a moderate DV: AI is eliminating
some roles (for instance, certain routine clerical tasks, basic coding or copywriting tasks) but also
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creating new demands (AI maintenance, data-centric jobs, etc.). We should track which sectors
see the fastest displacement and whether new roles keep pace. A DV that spikes could indicate a
coming period of social stress (and should trigger policies like job transition programs).
Historically, economies have adjusted to mechanization and automation, but often with painful
transitions. The goal would be to manage DV so that it remains within a range that education
and training systems, as well as labor markets, can accommodate.
Governance Adaptability Index (GAI): As discussed, one could quantify this by looking at
legislative and regulatory timelines. For instance, how many months after a public launch of a
powerful AI system do governments issue guidance or rules about it? The shorter, the more
adaptive. We could also incorporate measures of international coordination (since AI is global):
e.g., number of international agreements or the establishment of global forums for AI (like the
2023 Hiroshima AI Process in G7, or the EU-U.S. Trade and Technology Council focusing on AI
standards). A high GAI would mean our governance mechanisms are keeping reasonably in step
with tech – as was partially the case with biotechnology (where global frameworks like the
Cartagena Protocol emerged alongside the tech). A low GAI would be akin to climate change
policy – where meaningful regulation lagged decades behind scientific consensus, leading to a
crisis. Right now, we see some encouraging movement (the EU AI Act, US executive orders, etc.),
but also gaps – there is not yet a clear global regime for frontier AI akin to, say, nuclear non-
proliferation. Part of increasing GAI might involve simulating scenarios (like “red teaming”
governance: if tomorrow someone releases a super-powerful model, do we have a process to
respond immediately, akin to how we would respond to an emerging pandemic?). Ultimately, GAI
is about institutional agility, a quality notoriously hard for bureaucracies to achieve, but necessary
in the face of fast tech.

By  employing  such  metrics  and  criteria,  the  nuanced framework  seeks  to  empirically  ground the
discussion. Rather than endlessly debating “Will AI end the world or not?”, stakeholders can watch these
indicators: Is adoption accelerating beyond historical norms? Are displacements happening faster than
new jobs emerge? Are our laws evolving quickly enough? If,  for example,  technological saturation of
advanced AI and  displacement velocity both remain low to moderate in the next few years, that leans
towards the normalization side (lots of time to adapt). If they start spiking upward, that lends credence
to the transformative impact and signals urgency to act (but note: even in that case, it’s transformative
impact in the sense of societal change, not necessarily a self-directing AI with its own agency).

Bridging cultural  and philosophical  divides: A  third-way  approach also  benefits  from integrating
insights from the humanities and social sciences, which can help bridge the starkly different intuitions
people have about AI.  For instance, Hannah Arendt’s work reminds us of the importance of  human
judgment and plurality in  the political  realm. If  AI  systems start  to take on roles that  substitute for
human judgment (e.g.  judicial  verdicts  by algorithm, or  policy decisions by AI),  we should consider
Arendt’s caution that losing the distinctly human way of deliberation and action could impoverish our
public world. A nuanced view would not flatly reject AI assistance in governance (which could reduce
bias  or  inefficiency),  but  would  likely  suggest  preserving  a  space  for  human  accountability  and
unpredictability,  which  Arendt  saw as  vital  for  freedom.  Meanwhile,  Michel  Foucault’s  perspective
encourages vigilance that AI  doesn’t  simply become a more opaque means of exerting power over
individuals. As noted, AI can create a “digital panopticon” of constant surveillance , and also a regime
of self-discipline where people modify their behavior because they know AI is watching or judging (e.g.,
students altering how they write for fear of plagiarism-detection AI). A future framework for AI would
need to embed rights to privacy, transparency, and recourse, so that the  balance of power between
institutions and individuals isn’t skewed further by AI. Byung-Chul Han’s critique of the psychopolitical
effects of digital tech – how it leads to voluntary self-exploitation and loss of “the Other”  – is a
reminder that even absent a sci-fi apocalypse, AI could hollow out aspects of human experience (like
authentic relationships or democratic debate) if it subtly replaces them with comfortable simulacra (e.g.,
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people preferring AI companions who always agree with them ). The nuanced framework would take
such  warnings  seriously,  meaning  part  of  “governance  adaptability” is  not  just  hard  regulation  but
cultural governance:  education and norms to ensure humans use AI in ways that enrich rather than
diminish human capabilities and social bonds.

Lastly, Bruno Latour’s insight, echoed by sociologist Tommaso Venturini , that the risk of AI comes
from its  integration  into  our  existing  economic  and social  systems rather  than an abstract  singularity,
directs us to focus on  specific, addressable problems.  For example, if the  digital attention economy
(social media, online ads, etc.) is exploitative and AI is making it more so (through ultra-targeted content
algorithms that hijack attention), then the risk is not an AI overthrowing humanity, but AI deepening a
mental health and social trust crisis. Solutions then involve regulating those business models, designing
different incentive structures, or using AI itself to augment human decision-making (like personal AI
agents that work for the user’s interest, countering manipulative algorithms). In other words, a practical
framework disaggregates “AI” into the various domains it touches – media, labor, security, etc. – and
tackles the tangible issues in each. 

The shape of the future: Combining all the above, what picture emerges for AI over the next decade or
two? The nuanced view envisions a future where AI becomes ever more present and powerful but in a
way that we strive to steer. There may not be a clear single climax (no “singularity moment” where one
day we have superintelligence); instead, there will be a series of milestones – some awe-inspiring (AI
systems solving grand challenges in science), some troubling (significant job turbulence, new forms of
cyber warfare). Society’s response will likewise not be one thing but many micro-adjustments: new laws
here,  ethical  guidelines  there,  shifts  in  education  to  emphasize  human  creativity,  perhaps  even
international treaties if needed to prevent worst-case arms races. The outcome is not predetermined:
we are essentially in a high-speed chase between technological change and societal adaptation. It
will take vigilance and wisdom to ensure adaptation wins the race. If it does, the AI era could bring
enormous  benefits  –  productivity  gains,  medical  breakthroughs,  more  personalized  and  efficient
services – without upending the core of human values and agency. If adaptation falls too far behind, we
could see social fractures, concentration of power, or misuse of AI in destabilizing ways (even absent
rogue AI, humans can use powerful AI tools to do great harm – e.g., autonomous weapons or mass
propaganda).

In practical terms, one might imagine a Governance Adaptability Index above a certain threshold as the
safety line: as long as our governance mechanisms respond within, say, a couple of years to major AI
developments with appropriate guidelines and checks, we likely keep control of the trajectory. Likewise,
if  Displacement  Velocity is  managed  such  that  workers  affected  by  AI  are  given  pathways  to  new
livelihoods at a similar pace (through reskilling programs, economic policies), then AI-driven automation
won’t produce unbearable inequality or unrest. These are big ifs – but they at least break down the
challenge into addressable components.

Conclusion

The future of artificial intelligence is often portrayed in binary terms: either a future of superhuman AI
that transcends our control and perhaps even our understanding, or one of AI as just another suite of
clever tools, assimilated into the fabric of everyday life with no greater fanfare than past innovations.
Our  exploration  of  the  “Visions  in  AI” –  the  transformative/superintelligence  vision  versus  the
normalization/continuity  vision  –  reveals  that  reality  will  likely  contain  elements  of  both,  yet  align
perfectly  with  neither.  As  with  most  transformative  technologies,  AI’s  trajectory  will  be  neither
apocalypse nor trivia; it will be a complex mosaic of advances and setbacks, new capabilities and new
constraints, shifts in power and efforts at accountability.
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From the  transformative vision, we glean a valuable sense of caution and imagination: it demands
that we consider possibilities that lie outside our historical experience, urging us not to be blindsided by
an intelligence perhaps greater than our own. This has spurred meaningful initiatives – from intensive
AI safety research to preemptive policy discussions – that treat AI development with the seriousness it
warrants. Yet taken alone, this vision can slip into determinism and despair, underestimating humanity’s
capacity to guide technology and overestimating how quickly raw capability translates into autonomous
agency. The  normalization view usefully reminds us that AI is  built  and used in a human context.
Patterns of diffusion, control, and even error with AI so far look reminiscent of prior technologies –
indicating that human institutions and ingenuity are not obsolete, and that we have levers to pull to
shape AI’s impact. However, this view, if too sanguine, could lull us into addressing only the  obvious,
incremental issues while deeper paradigm shifts brew under the surface.

Ultimately,  the path forward calls  for  a  synthesis:  an adaptive mindset  that  treats AI  as  potentially
revolutionary, but insists that the nature of that revolution is ours to influence. We introduced concepts
like Technological Saturation Rate,  Displacement Velocity, and Governance Adaptability Index as
starting points for an empirical, monitored approach to AI’s rollout. These metrics, alongside qualitative
analyses  from  philosophy  and  social  science,  can  act  as  early-warning  systems and  guideposts.  If
saturation and displacement begin to surge, that is a signal to double-down on governance, ethical
design, and social support – to make sure the transformation augurs a new renaissance, not a social
crisis. If instead progress is steady and manageable, that is a cue to not fall  prey to hyperbole and
instead  methodically  integrate  AI  for  human  benefit,  addressing  issues  like  bias,  privacy,  and
concentration of  power  that  we already can foresee.  In  either  case,  adaptability  is  key:  as  F.  Scott
Fitzgerald quipped (and as the New Yorker reminded us),  a truly first-rate intelligence can hold two
opposed ideas in mind and still function . Humanity must hold the promise of AI and the peril of AI
in  mind  simultaneously  –  pushing  the  technology’s  frontiers  to  solve  pressing  problems,  while
rigorously ensuring it does not create new ones we cannot solve.

Framed in a broad historical context, the story of AI is another chapter in the long narrative of human
tool-making and its double-edged effects. From fire to electricity to the atomic bomb, each powerful
invention forced us to confront questions of control, ethics, and unintended consequences. AI is unique
in that it touches the essence of what we consider uniquely human – cognition, language, creativity –
leading some to see it as  the pivotal chapter. Whether it is or not, history counsels both humility and
proactivity. Humility, because we have often failed to predict how technologies evolve and have made
mistakes  by  acting  with  hubris  or  panic.  Proactivity,  because  we  have  also  learned  that  guiding
technology early (through inclusive dialogue, wise regulation, and aligned incentives) is far easier than
trying to reel it back in after it’s entrenched. As we navigate AI’s rise, we would do well to recall the
wisdom of thinkers like Hannah Arendt, who valued the human capacity for action and new beginnings
– AI will  present challenges,  but also opportunities for collective action,  be it  in crafting new social
compacts or unleashing human creativity in tandem with machines. And as  Michel Foucault might
remind, we should scrutinize not only the technology itself but the power relations surrounding it: who
owns the algorithms,  who sets  the rules,  who benefits  and who is  surveilled .  Ensuring the
democratization of AI’s benefits and the pluralism of its governance will be crucial to avoiding dystopian
outcomes. 

In conclusion, the future with AI likely won’t resemble the most extreme visions – neither a paradise of
omnipotent benevolent machines nor a wasteland of human obsolescence. It will be a human future,
with  all  the  messiness,  creativity,  conflict,  and  progress  that  implies.  AI  will  be  woven  through  it,
sometimes as a dazzling thread, sometimes as a troubling tangle. Our task is to maximize the former
and mitigate the latter. Achieving this requires rejecting simplistic narratives and instead engaging with
AI in all its complexity – scientifically, ethically, socially, and philosophically. The visions in AI we choose
to prioritize will shape the strategies we adopt. By synthesizing the transformative and the normalizing
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into a responsible, evidence-informed vision, we stand the best chance of harnessing AI for a flourishing
and free society, while keeping intact the humanity that defines our past, present, and future. 
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