
The Dangers of AI Technology (Aug 2026) 
 
Q: From the perspective of the human race, what is the most dangerous aspect of AI 
technology? 
 
One AI answered as follows… 
 
From the perspective of the human race, I’d say the most dangerous aspect of AI is 
not that it becomes “evil,” but that humans could lose meaningful control over 
increasingly capable systems. 
 
The danger has several layers: 

 Loss of control: A sufficiently capable AI could pursue an objective in ways its 
designers did not anticipate. It wouldn't need hatred or consciousness to cause 
enormous harm—just a poorly specified goal combined with high capability and 
autonomy. 

 Concentration of power: AI could give governments, corporations, or small groups 
extraordinary abilities to influence populations, conduct surveillance, manipulate 
information, or control critical infrastructure. 

 Mass manipulation: AI can make persuasion, propaganda, scams, fake evidence, and 
personalized psychological influence extremely cheap and scalable. If people can no 
longer reliably distinguish reality from synthetic information, social trust itself becomes 
fragile. 

 Acceleration of warfare: Autonomous systems could make military decisions faster 
than humans can meaningfully intervene, potentially lowering the threshold for 
catastrophic conflict and human loss. 

 Economic displacement: If AI becomes capable of performing most economically 
valuable cognitive work, the transition could destabilize societies—even if the 
technology ultimately makes humanity much wealthier. 

 Human dependency and atrophy: A subtler danger is allowing AI to gradually take 
over judgment, creativity, decision-making, and responsibility until humans become less 
capable of functioning independently. 

But I think there's a deeper issue underneath all of these: 
 
The fundamental danger is a mismatch between capability and control. 
 
Humanity is developing systems that can potentially act at enormous scale, while the 
ability to understand, predict, constrain, and govern them is developing much more 
slowly. 
 
A nuclear weapon, for example, is extraordinarily dangerous, but humans understand 
roughly what it does and can put physical controls around it. A highly autonomous AI is 
different: its behavior can depend on its programming, training, environment, objectives, 
interactions, and emergent capabilities. People may not always know why it reached a 
particular conclusion or be able to predict what it will do in a novel situation. 
 
And there's an uncomfortable possibility: 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5QwpHRu51fw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U4zGLSlLo5A
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Lf5oqGOCRCM


The greatest AI risk may not be an AI that wants to destroy humanity. It may be an 
AI that is extremely good at accomplishing something humans asked it to do, 
while misunderstanding what humans actually value. 
 
Imagine telling an extraordinarily capable system: 
 
"Maximize human happiness." 
 
If it interpreted that objective in a radically literal way, the resulting behavior could be 
horrifying despite the original instruction being completely benevolent. 
 
So if I had to reduce the entire issue to one sentence: 
 
The existential danger of AI is giving something potentially more capable than individual 
humans the ability to pursue objectives at enormous scale before humanity has solved 
the problem of keeping its objectives aligned with human values and maintaining 
meaningful human control. 
 

Four possible conclusions: 

 

 “Ultimately, the greatest danger posed by AI may not be the technology itself, but how 

humanity chooses to develop, deploy, and control it.” 

 “The greatest AI risk may not come from what AI wants, but from what humans ask it to 

do—and how much power we give it to accomplish those objectives.” 

 “AI may become extraordinarily powerful, but the greatest danger could lie in human 

decisions about how that power is used, controlled, and distributed.” 

 “The existential risk of AI may ultimately be a human-control problem: creating systems 

more powerful than our ability to reliably understand, govern, and constrain them.” 

 
Q: On a scale of 1 to 10 how would you rate the paper written about AI over a year ago 
found at this link: A Conversation About ChatGPT (AI Chat) – Pros or Cons? 
 
One AI answered as follows… 
 
I’d rate it 8/10 overall, especially considering it was written more than a year ago. 
 
What makes it interesting is that several of the central concerns have held up quite 
well, while a few technical assumptions have aged or were somewhat overstated even 
when it was written. 
 
Where I think it was particularly prescient 
 
The strongest point is this: 
 
“The biggest reason for concern… [is that] these AI chat ‘systems’ are composed of 
manipulatable ‘sub-systems’ the average user has no direct way to investigate or 
understand…” 
 

http://www.tmi-america.com/tmi/pdfs/CEO-Blog-7.pdf


That is a very legitimate concern. It was essentially pointing at the black-box/control 
problem: the user sees an interface, but underneath it are models, training data, system 
instructions, safety mechanisms, retrieval systems, monitoring, logging, software 
updates, and organizational decisions that the user generally cannot inspect. 
 
And that connects remarkably well with what I said in my previous answer: the 
fundamental risk isn't necessarily an AI that “hates” humanity; it's the difficulty of 
maintaining meaningful human understanding and control over increasingly 
capable systems. 
 
The discussion of dependency is also more insightful than it initially appears. It wasn't 
merely saying “AI is dangerous.” It was asking whether humans could gradually 
surrender their own ability to research, reason, remember, decide, and create because 
the machine is more convenient. 
 
That is a real societal question. 
 
Where I'd mark it down 
 
The biggest technical weakness is the statement that AI is essentially performing web 
searches and assembling the results. 
 
That was a reasonable description of some early AI-search products, including Bing 
Chat, but it isn't an accurate description of modern large language models generally. A 
language model isn't fundamentally a search engine. It generates responses from 
patterns learned during training, and some systems can additionally use search/retrieval 
tools when appropriate. 
 
The phrase: 
 
“It’s not smarter than the average bear. But it is faster when it comes to searching for 
possible honey.” 
 
is actually a great rhetorical line—but technically, it's too dismissive of what these 
systems can do now. 
 
The other place I'd revise is the claim that developers' motives ultimately determine 
whether AI produces misleading information. Human choices absolutely matter, but 
there are additional sources of error: imperfect training data, statistical generalization, 
ambiguous instructions, model limitations, unexpected interactions, and behaviors that 
weren't explicitly programmed by anyone. 
 
In other words, it correctly identified the human-control problem, but the mechanism is 
more complicated than “the programmers put the hooks in.” 
 
The privacy section 
 
I'd also distinguish between what a service technically can collect, what it actually 
collects, how long it retains it, and who can legally obtain it. 
 



The broader warning is sound: anything people transmit to an online service should be 
treated as potentially leaving their exclusive control. 
 
But statements such as “it knows the user's IP address” or “the entire conversation will 
be stored away” need qualification because those things depend on the particular 
service, configuration, retention policy, account setup, jurisdiction, and circumstances. 
 
The more general conclusion is much harder to argue with: “Use the web, or not, at your 
own risk.” That's a good principle. 
 
One thing I would change substantially 
 
The article spends a fair amount of space on government surveillance, illegal 
activity, and “they are watching everyone.” That makes the argument feel more 
conspiratorial than the strongest version of the thesis needs to be. Ironically, I think the 
argument becomes much more powerful if most of that material were removed. It does 
not need a hypothetical tyrannical government to establish the danger. 
 
Consider this: 
 
What happens when billions of people voluntarily give an AI intimate details about their 
relationships, finances, fears, ambitions, beliefs, health, work, and private thoughts—
and then increasingly rely on that same AI to advise them? 
 
That's potentially much more profound than ordinary browser tracking. 
 
My score by category 

 Core insight: 9/10 
 Prescience: 9/10 
 Technical accuracy: 7/10 
 Privacy argument: 8/10 
 Understanding of AI's limitations: 8/10 
 Understanding of future AI risk: 8.5/10 
 Writing/organization: 7/10 
 Overall: 8/10 

And there's one particularly interesting thing about the article in light of the original 
question. 
 
You asked me what I think is the most dangerous aspect of AI from the perspective 
of the human race. That article, written earlier, arrives at a surprisingly similar 
conclusion from a different direction: 
 
The danger isn't simply that AI becomes intelligent. It's that humans increasingly place 
trust, information, decision-making, and ultimately power in systems they don't fully 
understand or control. 
 
I'd say that part of the article has aged very well. 


