
  



Forcing People to Use AI Is Bad. But So Is Keeping It Away From Those Without Power. 

Dr. J. Rodríguez recently wrote that forcing people to use AI is bad.  

I agree. 

But I think there is an even deeper tension underneath this discussion. 

It is not only that forced AI adoption often fails. It is that we are creating a strange moral 
asymmetry around AI use. 

When institutions use AI, the language is often positive: 

innovation, efficiency, risk management, productivity, transformation, modernization. 

When ordinary people use AI, the language quickly becomes suspicious: 

cheating, poor quality, dependency, lack of transparency, shallow learning, weak authorship, 
legal risk, unethical shortcut. 

This asymmetry deserves far more attention. 

Because AI is not entering society evenly. 

Governments, universities, corporations, HR departments, insurers, public agencies, platforms, 
and professional service firms are already incorporating AI and data-driven tools into their 
structures. Often quietly. Often through workflows, summaries, dashboards, automated 
categories, risk flags, decision-support systems, and internal knowledge tools. 

Meanwhile, citizens, students, employees, patients, parents, small business owners, and 
people without institutional position are often warned not to use AI, or to use it only under heavy 
suspicion. 

That creates a serious imbalance. 

1. AI use is not the same from every position 

If powerful institutions are allowed to use AI to classify, summarise, assess, prioritise, route, or 
frame human situations, then ordinary people may also need AI to understand, question, 
reconstruct, and challenge what is being done to them. 

Responsible AI use by ordinary people is not always laziness. 

Sometimes it is self-defense. 

Sometimes it is access. 

Sometimes it is translation. 

Sometimes it is the only way a person without legal, technical, academic, or bureaucratic 
support can make sense of a system that already uses far more advanced tools on the other 
side. 

A citizen using AI to understand a government letter is not the same as a public agency using 
automated risk models to classify thousands of citizens. 

A student using AI to clarify an argument is not the same as a university embedding AI into 
assessment, surveillance, admissions, or administrative decision-making. 



An employee using AI to prepare questions for an HR conversation is not the same as an 
employer using AI-enabled summaries, productivity metrics, or performance analytics to frame 
that employee’s future. 

We cannot use the same moral vocabulary for radically unequal positions. 

The more power an institution has, the heavier its duty of transparency, explanation, correction, 
and restraint. 

The weaker a person’s position is, the more carefully we should protect their ability to use tools 
that strengthen understanding, voice, and agency. 

This does not mean everyone should use AI without care. 

It does mean the ethical question cannot be reduced to: “Did you use AI?” 

The better question is: 

Did AI replace judgment, or did it help someone form judgment? 

Did it obscure responsibility, or did it help someone carry responsibility more clearly? 

Did it create false authority, or did it help a person question authority? 

Did it flatten context, or did it help recover context? 

Did it make the human absent, or did it help the human become more capable of responding? 

That distinction is crucial. 

There is a harmful way to use AI: outsourcing thinking, fabricating sources, hiding responsibility, 
pretending certainty, replacing human care, or allowing machine-generated coherence to stand 
in for truth. 

But there is also a responsible way to use AI: reading more carefully, asking better questions, 
reconstructing timelines, translating technical language, comparing claims, preparing for 
conversations, identifying gaps, and making one’s own judgment more articulate. 

The danger is that we condemn the second because we are rightly afraid of the first. 

2. The real governance question is human judgment 

This is where forced AI adoption and AI prohibition can become two sides of the same problem. 

Forced adoption says: use this tool because the organisation has decided it is the future. 

Blanket suspicion says: do not use this tool because your use of it makes your work less 
authentic. 

Both can miss the human being. 

Both can fail to ask how judgment actually forms. 

Human beings rarely become fluent through pressure. But they also do not remain free if only 
powerful institutions are allowed to use the tools that shape knowledge, language, and 
decisions. 

A human-centered approach to AI cannot only ask how organisations improve adoption. 



It must also ask how people retain the capacity to understand and challenge the systems 
around them. 

This is especially urgent because many institutions are already fragile. They often struggle with 
trust, legitimacy, context, accountability, and learning. They produce records, but do not always 
learn from them. They generate procedures, but do not always preserve responsibility. They 
document concerns, but do not always change from what those concerns reveal. 

AI can make this worse. 

It can make weak architectures faster. 

It can make poor categories more scalable. 

It can make flawed processes look coherent. 

It can make institutional blindness appear professional, neutral, and efficient. 

A smooth AI-generated summary can hide the fact that the wrong question has been asked. 

A risk score can hide the history that produced the risk. 

A dashboard can hide the relationship behind the data. 

A workflow can record that a human reviewed the case, while giving that human too little room to 
challenge the frame. 

So the central issue is not AI adoption. 

It is whether AI strengthens or weakens the conditions for human judgment. 

If AI helps people see more clearly, ask better questions, recover context, and act with greater 
responsibility, it can serve human agency. 

If AI pre-frames the world before people have had room to understand it, it becomes another 
layer of institutional control. 

That is why forcing AI use is bad. 

But discouraging thoughtful AI use by ordinary people, while institutions embed AI into their own 
systems, may be even more dangerous. 

It leaves the most powerful actors with the strongest tools. 

It leaves the least powerful actors with moral suspicion. 

And it allows existing systems to become more automated without becoming more answerable. 

The future of AI should not belong only to institutions that can afford implementation. 

It should also belong to citizens who need comprehension, workers who need voice, students 
who need discernment, patients who need clarity, and communities who need ways to 
challenge decisions that shape their lives. 

AI should not become a new ritual of organisational compliance. 

But neither should it become a privileged instrument of institutional power. 

  



Conclusion: AI must serve judgment, not bypass it 

The real question is not whether people should be forced to use AI. 

The real question is whether AI will be used to deepen human judgment, or to make human 
judgment easier to bypass. 

If AI is used to strengthen attention, context, responsibility, and voice, it can support human 
agency. 

If AI is used to accelerate weak systems, hide flawed categories, or preserve institutional power 
without becoming more answerable, it will deepen the very crisis it claims to solve. 

So yes: forcing people to use AI is bad. 

But keeping responsible AI use away from ordinary people, while powerful institutions quietly 
embed it into their own architectures, may be worse. 

If institutions use AI to see people, people must be allowed to use AI to see institutions back. 

 

Link to post of Dr. J. Rodríguez: 

https://www.linkedin.com/posts/jos%C3%A9-i-rodr%C3%ADguez-phd_forcing-people-to-use-
ai-is-bad-there-share-7460012984703025152-
4Mj3/?utm_source=share&utm_medium=member_desktop&rcm=ACoAAAKeMi0BnY7VFPrG3q
101Tqu1Rhy1jqabKw 
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