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Preface

Artificial intelligence does not need to make a decision itself to become part of deciding.
It may enter much earlier.

Al can find and organise information, identify patterns, compare alternatives, estimate
probabilities, generate possible courses of action and recommend particular directions. A
human being may still make the final choice, yet the process leading to that choice may already
have been substantially shaped by computational assistance.

This creates an increasingly important question.
When Al contributes to a decision, what remains distinctly human about deciding?

The question is more complicated than determining whether a human or a machine made the
final choice.

A decision develops through stages. Information is selected. Problems are framed. Alternatives
become visible. Consequences are estimated. Recommendations may be introduced. Different
considerations are weighed. Authority is exercised and responsibility ultimately attaches
somewhere within the human or institutional environment.

Al can participate in many of these stages without necessarily possessing the authority
associated with the resulting decision.

This Guide examines that changing relationship.

It does not assume that human judgement is inherently superior to computational analysis.
Humans can misunderstand information, overlook context, apply inconsistent reasoning and
make poor decisions. Al can contribute capabilities that improve analysis, broaden
consideration and reveal information people might otherwise miss.

Nor does the Guide assume that increasing Al capability inevitably removes the human role.

Instead, it examines the boundary between Al assistance and human judgement: where
assistance becomes influence, why capability and authority are different, how context and
consequence affect the meaning of a decision, what meaningful human involvement may
actually involve, and how responsibility can become distributed as Al participates more deeply
in deciding.

The purpose is not to preserve an artificial territory in which humans must always outperform
machines.

It is to understand more clearly the human position within decisions whose formation is
increasingly shared with computational systems.
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Purpose of the Guide

The purpose of AIGuide 8 — Al and the Human Decision is to examine how artificial
intelligence can contribute to, influence and increasingly shape decisions while human
judgement, authority and responsibility continue to occupy distinct positions within the
decision environment.

The Guide distinguishes among several concepts that can easily become blurred:
information, analysis, prediction, recommendation and decision;

assistance and influence;

capability and authority;

human presence and human judgement; and

computational contribution and responsibility.

These distinctions matter because the simple description of an Al system advising and a human
deciding no longer captures the full range of arrangements that can occur. Al may influence
what information receives attention, how a problem is framed, which alternatives become
visible and what outcomes appear probable or preferable before the final human choice occurs.
The Guide examines these relationships across everyday, professional, organisational and
institutional settings while recognising that the meaning of human judgement can differ
substantially between them.

It does not prescribe how much decision-making should be automated.

It does not establish universal rules for human oversight.

It does not determine how responsibility should be legally or institutionally allocated.

And it does not principally examine whether individual Al outputs are factually trustworthy or
how claims should be verified. Those questions belong to the neighbouring trust and
verification territory of the AI Guidance series.

Its central enquiry is narrower:

When Al can contribute extensively to the formation of a decision, how should we
understand the continuing human role within that decision?
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Global Neutrality Statement

Artificial intelligence is being incorporated into decisions across different countries, cultures,
professions, organisations and institutional environments.

The surrounding structures of authority, responsibility, professional practice, governance and
law vary considerably.

So too do social expectations concerning the appropriate relationship between technological
assistance and human judgement.

This Guide therefore does not assume that there is one universal model of Al-assisted decision-
making.

Examples are illustrative. They are intended to expose conceptual distinctions rather than
prescribe particular arrangements for individual professions, organisations or jurisdictions.

AISF does not endorse or rank particular Al systems, providers, platforms, regulatory models
or decision architectures.

The Guide remains system-neutral and globally oriented throughout.

Editorial Standard

AISF AI Guidance is designed to be structured, analytical, neutral and non-prescriptive.

Accordingly, this Guide does not begin from the assumption that increasing Al involvement in
decisions is inherently beneficial or harmful.

It does not seek to defend a predetermined division of work between humans and machines.

It does not assume that humans should perform tasks merely because those tasks have
historically been human.

Nor does it assume that technical capability alone determines where decision authority should
reside.

Instead, the Guide seeks conceptual clarity.

It distinguishes what Al can do from the wider questions of what its contribution means within
a human decision, where authority exists, how consequence changes significance and where
responsibility remains.

Human judgement is not treated as synonymous with human infallibility.

Al capability is not treated as synonymous with decision authority.
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The purpose is to understand the relationship between them without diminishing either.

How to Use This Guide

AlGuide 8 has been structured as a progressive examination of the human—Al decision
boundary.

The opening chapters establish how Al enters a decision and distinguish information, analysis,
prediction, recommendation and decision.

The Guide then examines how Al assistance can begin to shape human judgement through
attention, framing, ordering, confidence and the generation of alternatives.

Subsequent chapters turn towards the human side of the relationship: context, consequence,
authority, uncertainty and the nature of substantive human judgement.

The later chapters examine circumstances in which formal human oversight may become
nominal, decisions and judgement become distributed across people and systems, and

professional or institutional structures complicate simple descriptions of who decided.

The final chapters consider responsibility, the changing boundary of human judgement and the
central question of what remains human about deciding as computational capability develops.

Readers may consult individual chapters independently. However, the Guide is designed to be
read progressively because its central distinctions accumulate across the fourteen chapters.

It is not a procedural manual for making Al-assisted decisions.

It is a framework for understanding what is occurring within those decisions.
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Version & Governance

AlIGuide 8 — AI and the Human Decision
Understanding the Boundary Between Al Assistance and Human Judgement

Edition: 2026 Edition
Series: AISF Al Guidance
Published by: Al Sourced Facts (AISF)

This Guide forms part of the continuing AISF AI Guidance series.

Artificial intelligence capabilities and the ways in which Al participates in human, professional
and institutional decisions continue to evolve. Future editions may therefore reflect material
developments where they affect the continuing relevance or clarity of the subjects examined.
Revisions do not alter the underlying editorial principles of the series: neutrality, non-
endorsement, structured analysis, global applicability where relevant, human-centred
interpretation and preservation of the distinction between computational capability and human

or institutional authority.

Editorial oversight of the Al Guidance series is maintained by AISF.
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Chapter 1 — When Al Enters the Decision

Artificial intelligence does not need to make a decision itself to become part of deciding. It
may enter much earlier: by finding information, identifying patterns, estimating probabilities,
comparing alternatives, highlighting anomalies, ranking options or generating a
recommendation. In each case, a human may still appear to make the final choice. Yet the
process leading to that choice has changed.

This distinction is becoming increasingly important as Al moves from being a specialised
technology into every day, professional and institutional settings. A person may ask an Al
system to compare several possible purchases. A manager may receive an Al-generated
analysis of competing proposals. A clinician may encounter a system-generated assessment
alongside other clinical information. A financial institution may use automated analysis to help
identify transactions requiring further examination. A public agency may use computational
tools to organise information before a matter reaches a human official. The circumstances,
consequences and systems differ substantially, but they share a common feature: Al has entered
a process that eventually produces a human decision.

Describing these situations simply as either “human decision-making” or “Al decision-
making” can conceal what is actually happening. Between those two descriptions lies a wide
range of arrangements in which machines contribute to decisions without necessarily
possessing final decision authority. Understanding that middle territory is the central concern
of this Guide.

A Decision Is More Than the Final Moment

Decisions are often imagined as discrete moments. Several possibilities exist, a person
considers them, and one is selected. This representation is useful, but incomplete. Many
decisions begin long before the final choice becomes visible.

What information is available can affect what appears possible. How that information is
organised can affect what attracts attention. Which alternatives are presented can determine
what is compared. Estimates of likelihood can alter perceptions of risk. Recommendations can
establish an apparent starting point from which a person decides whether to agree or disagree.

Al can participate at any of these stages.

Consider a relatively ordinary example. Someone planning a journey asks an Al system to
compare different routes. The system does not necessarily decide where the person will go. It
may nevertheless determine which routes are presented, estimate their relative travel times,
describe advantages and disadvantages, and place one option first. By the time the individual
makes the final selection, part of the decision environment has already been constructed
computationally.

The same underlying pattern can occur in more consequential settings. An organisation
considering applicants for a position may use computational analysis to organise or summarise
information before a person reviews it. A professional may receive an Al-generated assessment
that changes which aspects of a situation receive closer attention. An institution may use
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automated systems to identify cases for human examination. In each situation, a person can
retain the final decision while Al affects the path by which the decision is reached.

This does not establish that the resulting decision is better or worse. Nor does it establish that
Al has improperly displaced human judgement. It establishes something more fundamental:
the location of the final choice does not, by itself, describe the structure of the decision.

Different Ways of Entering a Decision
Al contribution can take many forms, and these forms should not be treated as equivalent.

At one end, an Al system may perform a relatively limited informational function. It might
retrieve material, summarise a document or organise a large body of information. Human
involvement remains prominent, but even this form of assistance can affect the material from
which a decision develops.

A system may also analyse. Instead of merely presenting information, it may identify
relationships, detect patterns, classify observations or compare alternatives according to
particular criteria. This contribution moves closer to the reasoning process because the system
is no longer simply making information available; it is transforming that information into a
form intended to support interpretation.

Prediction represents another form of contribution. An Al system may estimate the likelihood
of an event or outcome based on available data and computational methods. The prediction
may become an important input to a decision without determining what should be done. A
probability is not itself a decision. Human beings and institutions may respond differently to
the same estimated probability because they face different consequences, responsibilities,
priorities or tolerances for uncertainty.

Al may also generate options. This can broaden a decision by presenting possibilities that a
person had not independently considered. It can also shape the decision by influencing which
possibilities enter consideration at all. The distinction matters because choosing among Al-
generated alternatives is not identical to independently determining the range of alternatives
from which the choice will be made.

A recommendation moves closer still to the apparent boundary of deciding. When a system
states that one course appears preferable to another, the human recipient is no longer
encountering information alone. A proposed direction has been introduced into the decision
process.

Yet even a sophisticated recommendation remains conceptually distinguishable from the
decision that follows it. A recommendation may contribute to judgement, but whether it carries
authority, how its consequences are understood, and who remains responsible for the resulting
action are separate questions.

These distinctions are important because the phrase “Al-assisted decision” can otherwise

describe arrangements that differ profoundly from one another. The presence of Al says
relatively little unless its role within the decision is also understood.
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Human Involvement Is Not a Single Condition

The human role is similarly varied.

A person might independently evaluate Al-generated information alongside many other
sources. In another setting, a person might begin with an Al recommendation and examine
whether there is a reason to depart from it. Elsewhere, the volume or speed of decisions may
make detailed human reconsideration difficult, even though formal approval remains human.
In still another setting, several people and several systems may contribute at different stages,
making it difficult to identify one point at which the decision can be said to have been formed.

For this reason, statements such as “a human remains in control” can require closer
examination. Human involvement may refer to final approval, authority to override a system,
substantive evaluation of the evidence, responsibility for implementation, or accountability
after an outcome occurs. These are not necessarily the same thing.

Equally, substantial Al involvement does not automatically mean that human judgement has
disappeared. A system might perform most of the computational analysis while a human
remains responsible for interpreting its significance in circumstances that involve competing
values, contextual knowledge, consequences for other people or uncertainties that cannot be
resolved computationally.

The relationship is therefore not adequately represented as a contest in which either the human
or the machine must be identified as the decision-maker. Many contemporary decisions are
better understood as processes in which different forms of contribution occur at different
points.

The Importance of Context

The significance of Al participation depends partly on what is being decided.

Choosing among entertainment options is not equivalent to determining access to employment,
finance, education, healthcare or public services. Selecting a convenient route is different from
deciding how to respond to a situation affecting another person's rights or wellbeing. The
computational activity involved might sometimes appear similar — ranking, predicting,
classifying or recommending — while the human meaning of the decision differs substantially.

Context also affects what human judgement represents. In an everyday personal decision, the
individual may be deciding primarily for themselves. In professional settings, a person may
exercise judgement because of expertise, role or duty. Within institutions, decision authority
may derive from organisational rules, law, governance arrangements or public responsibility
rather than merely from the individual's personal preference.

Al capability does not by itself erase these distinctions. A system may become highly capable
at analysing relevant information while the surrounding decision continues to exist within a
human social, professional or institutional context.

This is one reason the Guide does not begin by asking how much decision-making should be

automated. Such a question can quickly become prescriptive and may imply that one general
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answer applies across very different circumstances. The more foundational question is what is
actually happening when Al enters the process.

The Boundary Becomes Less Visible

Earlier forms of computer assistance could sometimes be understood as clearly separate from
human judgement. A system calculated, stored or retrieved; a person interpreted and decided.
As Al systems become able to summarise complex material, identify patterns, generate
alternatives, make predictions and express recommendations in natural language, that
separation can become less obvious.

The change is not necessarily that machines have crossed a single identifiable line and become
decision-makers. Rather, activities that contribute to human judgement can increasingly be
performed or shaped computationally.

This can make the boundary difficult to locate.

If an AI system determines which information a person sees first, has it participated in the
decision? If it generates the alternatives from which the person chooses, where does option
generation end and decision-making begin? If a recommendation is routinely accepted by
human reviewers, is the decision meaningfully human because a person formally approves it?
If a human rejects an Al recommendation because of contextual factors unavailable to the
system, what does that reveal about the difference between computational analysis and
judgement?

These questions do not require immediate universal answers. Their value lies partly in making
the structure of Al-assisted decisions visible.

They also reveal why this Guide is not principally concerned with whether an Al output is
factually trustworthy or how a particular claim should be verified. Those questions matter, but
they belong to adjacent areas of the AISF Al Guidance series. Here, the focus is different. Even
where information is accurate and analysis is technically capable, a further question remains:
what role has Al played in the process by which a human decision emerges?

Seeing the Decision Differently

Once Al participation is viewed in this way, the familiar image of a machine advising and a
human deciding becomes only one possible arrangement.

Al may influence what is noticed before alternatives are considered. It may help define the
alternatives themselves. It may estimate what could happen under each option. It may rank
those options or recommend one of them. A human may then assess, accept, modify, reject or
sometimes simply confirm what has been presented.

The resulting decision can therefore contain both computational and human contributions
without those contributions becoming identical.

This distinction provides the starting point for the chapters that follow. Before examining
human judgement, authority, context, consequence, uncertainty or responsibility in greater
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depth, it is necessary to recognise that Al does not have to replace a human decision-maker to
alter human decision-making.

It only has to enter the process.

The central question is therefore not simply “Who made the final choice?” It is also “How
was that choice formed?”

That broader view makes it possible to examine the changing relationship between Al
assistance and human deciding without assuming either that Al is merely a passive tool or that
increasing computational capability inevitably displaces the human role. Between those
positions lies the expanding territory of Al-assisted decision-making — a territory in which the
final decision may remain human even as the path towards it becomes increasingly shaped by
machines.
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Chapter 2 — Information, Analysis,
Recommendation and Decision

When artificial intelligence contributes to a decision, the nature of that contribution matters. A
system that retrieves information is not performing the same function as one that analyses it.
Analysis is not the same as prediction. A prediction is not necessarily a recommendation, and
a recommendation is not itself a decision.

These distinctions can appear straightforward when stated separately. In practice, however,
they are increasingly easy to blur. A single Al interaction may move rapidly from providing
information to interpreting it, comparing alternatives, estimating possible outcomes and
suggesting a course of action. The transition between these activities may occur within one
response and may not be obvious to the person receiving it.

Understanding these differences is therefore an important foundation for examining Al-
assisted decision-making. Without them, very different forms of Al participation can be
described simply as “Al helping with a decision,” concealing how far the system has entered
the process by which judgement is formed.

The distinctions are not intended to establish a rigid technical classification. Real systems and
real decisions frequently combine several functions. Their importance lies instead in making
visible what kind of contribution is occurring and what remains to happen before a decision
exists.

Information as an Input

Information is one of the most familiar inputs to a decision. Before deciding, people often seek
facts, descriptions, records, experiences or other material that appears relevant to the question
before them.

Al can contribute by retrieving, organising or summarising such material. A person considering
several possibilities might ask a system to identify relevant characteristics of each. A
professional might use Al to summarise a lengthy document. An organisation might employ
computational systems to bring together information from numerous records before a matter is
reviewed.

At this level, Al may appear relatively distant from the decision itself. The system provides
material; the human considers it.

Yet even information provision is not entirely separate from the formation of a decision.
Decisions rarely involve every piece of information that could conceivably be relevant. Some
information is selected, some omitted, some emphasised and some condensed. The way
material is organised can influence what appears important.

A summary, for example, is not the original body of information. It is a reduced representation

of it. Similarly, a search result is not the entire universe of potentially relevant material. It is a
selection.
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This does not mean that Al information provision should be regarded as decision-making. It
means that the apparently simple act of supplying information can already shape the
environment within which later judgement occurs.

The distinction becomes clearer when Al moves beyond presenting information and begins to
analyse it.

Analysis Changes the Material
Analysis involves doing something with information.

An Al system might identify patterns, compare variables, classify observations, calculate
relationships, detect anomalies or organise material according to particular characteristics.
Instead of simply presenting what is available, the system produces an interpretation or
transformation intended to make the information more meaningful for a particular purpose.

This can substantially change the human task.

Imagine an organisation considering a large collection of records. One arrangement would
require a person to examine those records directly and identify relevant patterns. Another might
use Al to identify patterns first and present the resulting analysis to the person. The human still
receives information, but it is no longer information in its original form. Computational
processing has influenced what is made visible.

The same distinction applies in everyday situations. Someone comparing several complicated
alternatives might ask an Al system not merely to describe each option but to identify their
major differences. The system has then moved from supplying information towards structuring
the comparison.

Analysis can reduce complexity. It can make patterns visible that might otherwise be difficult
to identify. It can also establish categories or relationships that become part of subsequent
human reasoning.

None of this means that analysis determines the eventual decision. A pattern may be relevant
without being decisive. A comparison may reveal differences without establishing which
difference matters most. An anomaly may deserve attention without determining what response
should follow.

Analysis changes the decision environment, but a further step is still required to move from
describing or interpreting a situation towards estimating what might happen.

Prediction Looks Forward

Prediction introduces a different form of contribution.

Rather than principally describing existing information, a predictive system estimates an
outcome, probability or future condition. It might estimate the likelihood that something will

occur, project a possible trend, identify a risk or calculate how different variables may relate
to a future outcome.
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Prediction can carry considerable influence because many decisions are concerned with what
might happen rather than only with what has already happened.

Yet an estimated outcome does not determine what should be done about it.

Two people can accept exactly the same prediction and still reach different decisions. They
may experience different consequences, hold different responsibilities, face different
alternatives or interpret uncertainty differently. An institution may also respond differently to
the same probability depending on its purpose, authority or obligations.

This exposes an important distinction between computational prediction and human decision.

A prediction addresses, in some form, the question: What may happen?

A decision addresses a different question: What will be done?

The two may be closely connected, but they are not interchangeable.

This distinction becomes especially important where numerical probabilities create an
appearance of precision. A probability may be computationally derived, but the significance
attached to that probability remains connected to context. An estimated ten per cent likelihood
may appear small in one setting and highly consequential in another. The number itself does

not contain a universal instruction about how a human should respond.

Prediction therefore contributes to a decision without completing it.

Generating and Ordering Options
Al can also participate by generating possible courses of action.

This is different again. Instead of telling a person what exists or what may happen, the system
helps construct the set of alternatives from which a decision might eventually be made.

Option generation can broaden consideration. A system may identify possibilities that had not
occurred to the person using it. At the same time, the options presented can establish the
practical boundaries of what receives attention.

If five alternatives are generated and a person selects one, the final choice is human in one
sense. Yet the space within which that choice occurred was partly computationally constructed.

Ordering those alternatives adds another layer. A system may rank possibilities according to
stated criteria, calculated probabilities or inferred relevance. The first option presented may
attract more attention than the fifth. An option described as most likely, most efficient or most
consistent with specified criteria may acquire significance before the human has independently
evaluated it.

Again, this does not make ranking equivalent to deciding. It demonstrates that Al contribution
can increasingly approach the point at which human judgement becomes visible.
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The next step — recommendation — brings that relationship into sharper focus.

Recommendation Introduces a Direction

A recommendation differs from information, analysis and prediction because it points towards
an outcome.

Instead of stating what is known, identifying patterns or estimating what might happen, a
recommendation indicates that one option appears preferable according to some basis of
assessment.

That basis may be explicit. A system might recommend an option because it best satisfies stated
criteria. It may also be less visible, particularly where complex computational processes
determine how alternatives are evaluated or ranked.

For the human recipient, the presence of a recommendation can change the character of the
decision. Rather than beginning with an open question, the person may begin with a proposed
answer.

The cognitive task may then shift from “What should I choose?” towards “Is there a reason
not to accept this recommendation?”

Those are not necessarily equivalent decision processes.

This does not establish that recommendations inevitably dominate human judgement. People
can accept, reject, question or reinterpret them. Their influence varies according to
circumstances, confidence, expertise, time pressure, perceived system capability and many

other factors.

What matters conceptually is that recommendation represents a deeper form of participation in
the path towards a decision than merely providing information.

It introduces direction without necessarily possessing authority.

A Recommendation Is Still Not a Decision

The distinction between recommendation and decision is particularly important because the
two can appear almost identical when the recommended option is ultimately selected.

Suppose an Al system evaluates several alternatives and recommends one. A human reviews
the recommendation and approves it. The resulting action corresponds exactly with the
system's recommendation.

Who decided?
The answer cannot always be established merely by observing that the human gave final

approval or that the Al produced the preferred option. The process may need to be examined
more closely.
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The human might have independently assessed the relevant considerations and reached the
same conclusion. The person might instead have reviewed only whether the recommendation
appeared obviously unreasonable. Or approval might have become largely procedural because
system recommendations are accepted routinely.

Each situation produces the same visible outcome — human approval of an Al
recommendation — while representing a different relationship between Al contribution and
human judgement.

This is why final authority and substantive participation should not automatically be treated as
the same thing.

A system may strongly shape a decision without possessing formal authority to make it. A
human may formally authorise a decision while contributing relatively little to its substantive
formation.

The distinction becomes increasingly significant as Al systems perform more of the activities
that precede final choice.

One Interaction, Several Functions

In practice, information, analysis, prediction, option generation and recommendation may not
appear as separate stages.

A person may ask an Al system a single question and receive a response that combines all of
them. The system might summarise relevant information, identify important differences,
estimate likely consequences, generate alternatives and conclude by suggesting which appears
preferable.

Natural-language interaction can make these transitions particularly seamless. The response
may read as one continuous explanation even though the system's role has shifted several times.

This can make it harder to recognise where information ends and interpretation begins, where
prediction becomes evaluation, or where analysis develops into recommendation.

The distinctions nevertheless remain useful precisely because the technology can make them
less visible.

They allow the decision process to be examined in terms of functions rather than labels. Instead

of asking only whether Al was “used,” it becomes possible to ask what computational
contribution actually occurred.

From Contribution to Decision

A decision can therefore be understood as the endpoint of a process containing different kinds
of contribution.
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Al may help establish what is known. It may organise or interpret that information. It may
estimate what could happen. It may generate possible responses. It may rank those responses
or recommend one.

None of those activities, considered in isolation, necessarily resolves the distinctly human
questions that may remain around meaning, consequence, authority, competing considerations
and responsibility.

Nor should the distinction be overstated. Human decision-making has always depended upon
information, analysis and recommendations provided by other people, institutions and tools.
Al does not create the basic fact that decisions are influenced by external inputs.

What changes is the scale, speed, accessibility and sophistication with which a computational
system can increasingly perform several of these contributing functions together.

That development makes it more important to distinguish contribution to a decision from the
decision itself.

The question is therefore not simply whether Al has participated. Participation can range from
providing a small piece of information to constructing much of the analytical pathway leading
towards a proposed outcome.

Recognising these different roles provides a clearer basis for examining what happens next.
Once Al does more than supply information — once it organises attention, frames alternatives,
estimates outcomes and proposes directions — the issue is no longer only what the system

contributes.

It is also how that contribution begins to shape the judgement of the human who remains
involved.
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Chapter 3 — How Assistance Begins to
Shape Judgement

Al does not need to make a recommendation to influence a decision. It does not even need to
express a preference. Influence can begin earlier, through the information selected, the order
in which alternatives are presented, the categories used to organise a problem, the confidence
attached to an assessment or the possibilities that are brought to a person's attention.

This makes Al assistance more complex than a simple exchange in which a system provides
an answer and a human decides whether to accept it. By the time an explicit answer or
recommendation appears, part of the human judgement process may already have been shaped.

This is not unique to artificial intelligence. Human judgement has always been influenced by
how information is presented, which questions are asked, whose expertise is consulted and
which alternatives are considered. Reports, advisers, professional conventions, institutional
processes and other people all help construct the environments in which decisions are made.
Al enters this existing landscape rather than creating influence for the first time.

What changes is the capacity of Al systems to participate across several stages of that landscape
at once. A system may identify relevant information, summarise it, organise it, compare
alternatives, assign significance to particular features and communicate the result in confident
natural language. The human may remain the recognised decision-maker while encountering a
decision environment that has already been substantially shaped computationally.

Understanding this influence does not require assuming that it is necessarily beneficial or
harmful. It requires recognising that assistance and influence cannot always be cleanly
separated.

Attention Comes Before Choice
Every decision takes place within limits of attention.

People cannot examine every potentially relevant fact, every possible interpretation and every
conceivable alternative before making most decisions. Some information receives attention
while other information remains in the background. Certain possibilities become prominent.
Others may never enter consideration.

Al can affect this process simply by determining what becomes visible.

A system asked to summarise a lengthy body of material must reduce it. A system asked to
identify the most significant issues must distinguish some matters from others. A system asked
to compare alternatives must decide, according to its available information and the structure of

the interaction, which characteristics should appear in the comparison.

The person receiving the output may still exercise independent judgement. Yet that judgement
begins from a particular representation of the situation.
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Consider someone reviewing a complex set of documents with the assistance of Al If the
system identifies five issues as particularly important, those issues may naturally attract
attention. The person can examine the original material and identify additional matters, but the
initial computational framing has already provided a structure through which the material may
be approached.

The significance lies not in whether the five issues are correct. Questions about factual
reliability and verification are important but belong principally to adjacent Guides. The concern
here is different: the selection itself can influence the path of human attention.

Before Al assists with a choice, therefore, it may already be assisting with what the human
notices.

Framing Shapes the Problem
Decisions depend not only on information but also on how the question itself is understood.

The same situation can sometimes be framed in different ways. A decision might be presented
primarily as a question of cost, risk, opportunity, efficiency, fairness, convenience, timing or
consequence. Each frame can bring different considerations into the foreground.

Al systems can participate in this framing.

A person may begin with a broad question and receive a structured response that divides the
issue into several categories. Those categories can be useful because they reduce complexity
and provide an understandable way to approach the problem. At the same time, they establish
one particular representation of what the problem contains.

This representation may influence later reasoning even where no recommendation is given.

Suppose an Al system organises a decision around three factors. A human may carefully
consider all three and reach an independent conclusion. But there may have been other ways
of organising the same decision. A fourth consideration might have been relevant. Another
person might have framed the problem differently.

The point is not that every Al-generated frame is incomplete or that humans themselves
approach decisions without frames. Human reasoning also depends on categories, assumptions
and prior experience. The distinction is that part of this framing can now be generated
externally and computationally, sometimes with little visible separation between the person's
original question and the structure subsequently used to think about it.

The system has not made the decision. It has nevertheless helped define the problem that is
being decided.

Ordering Can Create Prominence

Presentation order is another apparently modest feature that can influence judgement.
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When alternatives are presented sequentially, their order may affect how they are encountered.
An option appearing first may become an initial reference point. Later possibilities may then
be compared against it. A system that ranks alternatives can make this effect more explicit by
indicating that one option appears more relevant, probable, suitable or significant according to
the criteria being applied.

Ranking is not the same as recommending. Yet the distinction may become psychologically
less clear when one option repeatedly occupies the most prominent position.

This can occur without any intention to direct the human decision. Computational systems
often need some way of ordering results. Search systems, analytical tools and conversational
Al cannot present every possible item simultaneously with equal prominence. Selection and
ordering are therefore often unavoidable features of assistance.

The important question for understanding human judgement is that ordering is not necessarily
neutral in its effect simply because it is technically necessary.

A person may still reject the first-ranked option. The existence of alternatives remains
meaningful. But the decision does not begin from a completely unstructured field. Attention
has been distributed before the final human evaluation takes place.

Confidence Can Influence Weight

Al outputs may also carry explicit or implicit signals of confidence.

Some systems provide numerical probabilities, confidence measures or ranges. Others
communicate confidence through language. A response may appear qualified and tentative, or
clear and definitive. Even where no formal confidence score is provided, style and presentation
can affect how authoritative an output appears.

For a human decision-maker, this can influence the weight assigned to the assistance.

A prediction expressed as highly probable may attract different consideration from one
described as uncertain. An analysis presented fluently and coherently may appear easier to rely
upon than one surrounded by qualifications, even where fluency itself says little about the
underlying basis of the analysis.

Again, the issue here is not whether the confidence is justified. Establishing the reliability of
Al outputs belongs principally to the trust and verification territory addressed elsewhere in the
AlGuide series.

For the purposes of human decision-making, the relevant observation is that perceived
confidence can become an input to judgement in its own right.

The human is not responding only to the content of an Al contribution. The person may also
respond to how certain, complete or authoritative that contribution appears.
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Generated Options Shape the Choice Space

Chapter 2 distinguished option generation from the decision that follows. That distinction also
reveals another way in which assistance can influence judgement.

Before someone can choose among alternatives, those alternatives must in some way become
conceivable.

Al can expand that choice space. A system may generate possibilities that a person had not
considered, combine ideas in unfamiliar ways or identify alternatives drawn from a broader
range of information than the individual could readily assemble.

At the same time, any generated set has boundaries.

If a person asks for five possible approaches and receives five, those possibilities can become
the practical field of consideration. The individual remains free to ask for more, reject all five
or introduce another independently. Yet there is also a possibility that the generated set
becomes treated as though it represents the available choice space.

This illustrates a recurring feature of Al assistance: the same capability can broaden human
consideration and structure it simultaneously.

An expanded set of possibilities may support judgement by making more alternatives visible.
But once those alternatives are presented, they also become part of the architecture through
which the human thinks about the decision.

Influence therefore cannot be understood only as narrowing or directing. Al may shape

judgement by expanding what a person considers as well as by giving particular options
prominence.

The Starting Point Can Shift

The influence becomes more visible when AI moves from organising possibilities to
recommending one.

Without a recommendation, a person may begin with the question: Which option do I prefer?

With a recommendation, the practical starting point may become: Do I agree with the option
the system prefers?

The human retains the ability to disagree, but the structure of the task has changed.

Instead of constructing a judgement from the alternatives, the person may find themselves
evaluating an already-formed computational conclusion. The recommendation becomes a
reference point. Accepting it requires one form of reasoning; departing from it may require
another.

This distinction can matter particularly where the Al system is perceived as highly capable,

where the human has limited time or information, or where similar recommendations have
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repeatedly appeared successful. Under such conditions, a recommendation can acquire
influence beyond its formal status as advice.

That does not mean acceptance is automatic. Nor does it mean that reliance is necessarily
misplaced. It means that retaining final choice does not establish that the preceding judgement
was unaffected by the recommendation.

Influence Without Awareness

Some of the most significant forms of influence may occur without being consciously
experienced as influence.

If a person explicitly asks an Al system what they should choose, the system's role is visible.
If the same system merely summarises information, orders alternatives or frames a question,
its influence may be less apparent.

The human may experience the eventual conclusion as entirely their own because they
consciously selected the final option.

In one sense, it is their own. The person made the choice.

But human judgement is not formed only at the instant of selection. It develops through
attention, interpretation, comparison and evaluation. If Al has participated in those processes,
then its contribution may be present within the decision even when no identifiable moment of
persuasion occurred.

This is why the distinction between formal human control and substantive human judgement
becomes important.

A person can possess full formal authority to reject an Al output while nevertheless being
strongly influenced by how the system has constructed the decision environment. Conversely,
a person can use extensive Al assistance while remaining actively engaged in questioning
frames, introducing additional considerations and interpreting outputs within a wider context.

Human involvement is therefore not adequately measured by whether an override button exists
or whether a person performs the final act of approval.

Assistance and Judgement Are Intertwined

None of this requires treating Al as uniquely capable of shaping people.

Human advisers frame problems. Experts direct attention. Institutions determine which
information appears on forms and reports. Colleagues recommend options. Professional
practices establish categories through which situations are interpreted. People have always
made decisions within environments shaped by others.

Al adds another source of such influence, but with characteristics that can alter its scale and

visibility. One system may participate repeatedly across information selection, summarisation,
analysis, prediction, option generation and recommendation. Its contribution may be available
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instantly and expressed through conversational language that integrates these different
functions into a seemingly unified response.

The boundary between assistance and judgement can therefore become increasingly difficult
to observe from the final decision alone.

A human choice does not cease to be human merely because it has been influenced. All human
decisions exist within contexts of influence. Nor does Al assistance become equivalent to
deciding merely because it has shaped part of the process.

The more useful distinction is between who formally selects an outcome and how the
judgement leading to that selection has been formed.

That distinction leads to a deeper question.

If human judgement is not simply the final act of choosing — if it also involves interpreting
context, weighing competing considerations, understanding consequences and giving meaning
to information — then identifying what remains human cannot depend solely on identifying
who made the last move.

The next stage of the examination must therefore look more closely at the human behind the

decision: not merely the person who approves an outcome, but the forms of judgement that
human involvement can bring to the process.
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Chapter 4 — The Human Behind the
Decision

If artificial intelligence can retrieve information, identify patterns, compare alternatives,
estimate probabilities and recommend possible courses of action, it becomes reasonable to ask
what remains for the human decision-maker to contribute.

One answer might be that the human simply makes the final choice. Yet the preceding chapters
have shown why this description is incomplete. Human involvement cannot be understood
solely by locating the person who approves an outcome. By the time that approval occurs,
information may already have been selected, alternatives framed, probabilities estimated and a
preferred direction proposed. If the distinctively human contribution is reduced to pressing the
final button, the deeper nature of judgement remains unexplained.

Human judgement involves more than performing the last step in a sequence. It can involve
interpreting what information means in a particular situation, recognising considerations that
do not fit easily within a computational representation, weighing competing interests,
understanding consequences for people, responding to ambiguity and determining what
significance should be attached to different considerations.

None of these characteristics requires assuming that human judgement is always superior to
computational analysis. Human beings can misunderstand situations, overlook information,
apply inconsistent reasoning and be influenced by assumptions of which they are unaware. Al
systems can identify patterns and relationships that humans may struggle to recognise. The
relevant distinction is therefore not between an infallible human and a limited machine.

It is between different kinds of contribution to a decision.

Information Does Not Determine Its Own Meaning

Information can be highly detailed without establishing what significance it should carry.

An Al system might identify that one option is less expensive, another faster and another
associated with a higher estimated probability of a particular outcome. These findings can be
important. They do not, by themselves, determine which characteristic should matter most.
That depends partly on the context in which the decision exists.

A difference in cost may be decisive in one circumstance and relatively unimportant in another.
Speed may matter greatly where delay creates substantial consequences but little where timing
is flexible. A statistically less probable outcome may nevertheless deserve considerable
attention if its consequences would be unusually serious.

The information has not necessarily changed. Its human significance has.

This distinction appears across everyday, professional and institutional settings. The same
numerical result can mean different things to people facing different circumstances. The same
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prediction can have different implications for organisations with different responsibilities. The
same apparent advantage can carry different weight depending on who experiences the
corresponding disadvantage.

Human judgement therefore often involves moving from what the information says to what
the information means here.

Al may contribute to that interpretation as well. A system can explain possible implications,
identify contextual factors and compare scenarios. Increasing computational capability may
make these contributions progressively sophisticated. Yet the existence of such assistance does
not eliminate the conceptual distinction between generating an interpretation and the human or
institutional act of assigning significance to it within a real situation.

Context Extends Beyond What Is Easily Represented

Every decision takes place within a context, but not every part of that context is necessarily
available to the system assisting with it.

Some contextual information can be expressed directly. A person can describe constraints,
preferences, objectives and relevant circumstances. An organisation can provide rules, records
and criteria. An Al system may then incorporate these elements into its analysis.

Other aspects of context can be more difficult to capture.

A professional may recognise the significance of an unusual circumstance because of
experience accumulated over many years. A manager may understand relationships within an
organisation that are poorly represented in formal records. A teacher may interpret a student's
situation differently because of knowledge extending beyond measurable performance. An
individual making a personal decision may attach significance to history, relationships or
commitments that would be difficult to reduce to a complete set of inputs.

This does not mean such contextual understanding is mysterious or uniquely inaccessible to
machines in principle. Nor does it establish that human beings always recognise relevant
context correctly.

It shows instead that a decision exists in a reality broader than the information formally
presented to a computational system.

The human decision-maker may stand within that reality rather than merely receive a
description of it.

This distinction can become particularly significant when an Al output appears comprehensive.
A detailed analysis can create the impression that the relevant problem has been fully
represented. Yet completeness of analysis within a defined information environment is not
necessarily completeness of the environment itself.

Human judgement may therefore include recognising that something important lies outside the
frame.
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Decisions Can Contain Competing Considerations
Many decisions do not involve finding a single objectively superior option.

Instead, they involve competing considerations that cannot all be maximised simultaneously.
Greater speed may involve greater cost. Increased convenience may reduce another valued
characteristic. An option beneficial to one group may impose burdens on another. A decision
may involve balancing immediate effects against longer-term consequences.

Al can help make these tensions visible. It can compare alternatives, model scenarios or show
how different criteria affect the apparent ranking of options.

But comparison does not necessarily resolve the underlying question of what should carry
greater weight.

Even when a system is instructed to optimise for a particular objective, the selection of that
objective is itself significant. If several objectives matter, the relative weight assigned to each
can shape the resulting recommendation.

This reveals an important boundary between computational optimisation and human
judgement.

Optimisation asks what performs best according to specified objectives and constraints. Human
deciding may include determining whether those objectives adequately represent what matters
in the situation.

In some settings, those priorities are largely personal. In others, they may arise from
professional responsibilities, organisational mandates, institutional purposes, law, social
expectations or obligations towards other people.

The human behind the decision is therefore not always simply expressing an individual

preference. The person may be interpreting what their role requires in circumstances where
several legitimate considerations compete.

Values Enter Decisions in Different Ways

Values are often associated with major ethical questions, but they also appear quietly within
ordinary decisions.

Ideas about fairness, proportionality, dignity, responsibility, acceptable risk and appropriate
treatment can affect how alternatives are understood. So can personal priorities, cultural
expectations and institutional purposes.

These considerations do not appear identically across societies or contexts. What seems
appropriate in one environment may be understood differently in another. Even within the same

institution, reasonable people may assign different significance to competing considerations.

For a globally applicable examination of Al-assisted decision-making, this variation matters.
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There is no single universal description of human judgement that requires every person to reach
the same conclusion. Indeed, the existence of legitimate disagreement can itself demonstrate
that deciding involves more than calculating an uncontested answer.

Al systems may assist people in exploring different perspectives or identifying tensions among
values. They may also reflect values through their design, training, objectives or the criteria
used to generate outputs. Human and computational contributions are therefore not neatly
divided into a value-free machine and a value-bearing person.

The more careful distinction is that human decisions occur within social and moral worlds in
which people and institutions may ultimately be answerable for how competing considerations

are interpreted.

That connection between judgement and answerability becomes increasingly important as Al
assistance grows.

Lived Consequences Give Decisions Human Meaning

A computational system can model consequences without experiencing them.

A person affected by a decision experiences those consequences differently. Employment,
education, healthcare, finance, family circumstances, access to services and many other areas
can involve outcomes that affect people's opportunities, relationships, security or wellbeing.

This does not mean emotional proximity always improves judgement. Distance can sometimes
support consistency, while personal involvement can introduce its own distortions. Nor does it
mean Al should be excluded from decisions affecting people.

The distinction concerns the nature of the relationship to the outcome.

For Al, a consequence can be represented as data, probability, classification, objective or
predicted effect. For people, the same consequence can be part of lived experience.

Decision-makers may themselves experience those consequences, or they may hold roles that
require them to consider consequences experienced by others. Institutions may possess
responsibilities precisely because their decisions affect people who do not participate directly

in making them.

Human judgement can therefore involve asking not only what outcome is predicted but what
that outcome means for those who will live with it.

This human dimension does not supply an automatic answer. Different consequences may
conflict, and different people may be affected differently. The importance lies in recognising
that decisions can have meanings that extend beyond their computational representation.

Ambiguity Cannot Always Be Removed

Some decisions remain difficult even after extensive analysis.
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The information may be incomplete. Several interpretations may remain plausible. Relevant
considerations may conflict. Future consequences may be uncertain. There may be no option
that clearly dominates the others.

Al can reduce some uncertainty by identifying additional information or calculating
probabilities. It can help organise ambiguity by describing possible interpretations. Yet not
every uncertainty is a temporary information gap waiting to be eliminated.

Sometimes the decision must be made while uncertainty remains.
Human judgement then involves acting without pretending that uncertainty has disappeared.

This is different from rejecting analysis. Analysis may be especially valuable under
uncertainty. The distinction is that increasingly sophisticated analysis does not necessarily
transform every uncertain decision into a calculation with one objectively determined
conclusion.

A human may still need to decide how much uncertainty can be accepted, which possible
consequences deserve particular attention and what course can be justified despite incomplete
knowledge.

The presence of uncertainty therefore exposes one of the deeper features of deciding: a decision
can be necessary even when certainty is unavailable.

Human Judgement Is Not a Residual Category

There is a temptation to define human judgement as whatever Al cannot yet do.

Under that interpretation, the human role continuously shrinks as technology becomes more
capable. Activities once considered dependent upon human reasoning become computationally
achievable, leaving a progressively smaller remainder labelled “human judgement.”

This Guide takes a different analytical approach.

Human judgement is not defined simply as the collection of tasks that machines currently
perform poorly. It concerns the role human beings occupy within decisions: interpreting
significance, inhabiting context, engaging with competing considerations, understanding
consequences within human life, exercising authority and remaining connected to
responsibility.

Al may increasingly contribute to many of these activities. It may offer contextual
interpretations, identify competing values, simulate consequences and generate sophisticated

reasoning about ambiguous situations.

That development makes the boundary more interesting rather than eliminating the need to
examine it.
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The relevant question is not whether a machine can produce language that resembles
judgement. It is how computational contribution relates to the human beings and institutions
within whose world the decision acquires meaning and consequences.

More Than the Final Approval

The human behind the decision is therefore not adequately represented by a signature,
confirmation or final click.

Meaningful human involvement can occur throughout the process: questioning how a problem
has been framed, noticing missing context, interpreting evidence, recognising competing
considerations, understanding consequences and deciding what significance different factors
should carry.

Equally, formal human presence does not guarantee that these activities have occurred. A
person may approve an outcome without substantively engaging with the reasoning that
produced it.

This distinction will become increasingly important as Al systems become capable of
performing more of the analytical work surrounding decisions.

The question is not whether humans must perform every stage themselves in order for a
decision to remain human. Nor is it whether Al assistance somehow diminishes a decision
simply by being present.

The deeper issue is what kind of human role remains within the process and why that role
matters.

Once this is recognised, another distinction becomes unavoidable. A system may be
exceptionally capable of analysing a situation, predicting an outcome or recommending an

option. Yet capability alone does not establish who is entitled to determine what happens.

The ability to contribute powerfully to a decision and the authority to make that decision are
not the same thing.
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Chapter S — Capability Is Not Authority

An artificial intelligence system may be capable of performing a task without possessing the
authority to determine what happens.

This distinction can become less visible as Al capabilities increase. When a system can analyse
extensive information, identify patterns, estimate likely outcomes and produce a reasoned
recommendation, it may appear to have completed much of what people associate with
deciding. If its analysis is more extensive or faster than a human could readily produce, the
difference between being capable of reaching a conclusion and being authorised to determine
an outcome can seem increasingly narrow.

Yet capability and authority answer different questions.

Capability concerns what a system can do. Authority concerns who or what is entitled,
empowered or recognised as having the right to determine an outcome within a particular
context.

A system may possess considerable computational capability while having no independent
decision authority. Conversely, a person may possess legitimate authority to make a decision
without being able personally to perform every analytical task that contributes to it.

Understanding this distinction is central to understanding the human decision in an Al-assisted
environment.

What Capability Describes

Capability can refer to many different forms of computational performance.

An Al system may be capable of processing large quantities of information, identifying
relationships, categorising cases, comparing alternatives, generating possible responses or
estimating probabilities. It may perform some of these activities faster than people or across
volumes of information that would make equivalent human examination difficult.

Capability may also vary substantially among systems, tasks and circumstances. A system that
performs strongly in one type of analysis may be less suited to another. Capabilities may
change as technologies develop, and the way a system performs can depend upon the
information available to it and the environment in which it operates.

For the purposes of human decision-making, however, the important point is not how a
particular system's capability should be measured. It is that increasingly sophisticated

capability can extend further into activities that precede a decision.

The system may no longer merely provide raw information. It may perform much of the
analytical work from which a preferred outcome emerges.

That development can make a computational conclusion highly influential. It does not, by
itself, establish authority.
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Authority Comes From Somewhere Else
Decision authority does not arise simply because an actor is good at analysing a problem.

In human settings, authority can arise in many ways. An individual may possess authority over
a personal choice because it concerns their own affairs. A manager may exercise authority
because an organisation has assigned particular responsibilities to that role. A professional may
have authority within defined areas because of qualifications, duties or institutional
arrangements. Public officials may exercise authority established through law or public
institutions.

The source and limits of authority differ across societies, legal systems, organisations and
contexts. There is no single structure that applies everywhere.

What these examples demonstrate is that authority exists within a wider human arrangement.

It can be delegated, restricted, shared or made subject to review. It can depend upon role rather
than personal expertise. It may also carry obligations that extend beyond selecting the option
that appears computationally strongest.

Al systems can operate within these arrangements. They may perform functions that have been
delegated to technology, and in some environments automated systems may directly trigger
outcomes according to established rules or processes.

Even then, it is useful to distinguish the system's operational power from the wider source of
authority under which it operates.

A system can execute an outcome because a human or institutional arrangement has permitted,
designed or established a process in which that execution occurs. The fact that no human
approves each individual outcome does not necessarily mean that authority originated
independently within the machine.

Delegation Does Not Erase the Distinction

Human decision-making has long involved delegation.

People delegate tasks to other people. Organisations allocate decision rights among roles.
Institutions establish procedures through which particular matters can be determined without
senior authority reconsidering every individual case.

Al introduces new forms of delegation because computational systems can perform
increasingly complex functions at considerable scale.

A system might be permitted to classify routine cases, identify transactions for further
examination, allocate resources according to established criteria or initiate actions when
defined conditions are satisfied. From the perspective of someone affected by the outcome, the
system may appear to have made the decision.
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Operationally, that description can sometimes be understandable. The Al system may have
produced the classification or triggered the action without contemporaneous human
intervention.

But the institutional question remains: why was the system permitted to determine that
outcome?

The answer lies outside the computational capability itself.

Someone or some institution has established the environment in which the system operates,
determined what function it performs, defined the extent of its delegated role or accepted a
process through which automated outcomes can occur.

Delegation can therefore move the point of human involvement without eliminating the
distinction between capability and authority.

The human decision may have occurred earlier, at the level of system design, institutional
policy or delegation, rather than at the moment when an individual outcome was produced.

Decision Rights and Analytical Ability

Separating authority from capability also reveals why the person with the most analytical
ability does not necessarily possess the right to decide.

This is already familiar in human affairs.

An adviser may understand a subject more deeply than the person who holds final authority.
An analyst may prepare the most detailed assessment while a board makes the decision. A
specialist may estimate likely consequences while another person or institution determines
which consequences can be accepted.

These arrangements do not imply that expertise is unimportant. They demonstrate that
expertise and decision rights are different concepts.

Al can intensify this separation.

A computational system may eventually perform some forms of analysis with a level of
sophistication that exceeds what the authorised human decision-maker can independently
reproduce. The person may understand the reasoning sufficiently to consider its significance
without being capable of duplicating every calculation or pattern assessment.

This can create an important tension. Formal authority may remain human while analytical
capability becomes increasingly computational.

That tension does not automatically show that authority should move towards the system, nor

that human authority becomes meaningless. Those would be prescriptive conclusions that
depend upon context and circumstances.
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It shows instead that the traditional assumption that the decision-maker is also the principal
source of analysis may no longer describe many Al-assisted decisions.

Authority Can Be Formal While Influence Lies Elsewhere

A further complication arises when formal authority and practical influence separate.

A human decision-maker may possess complete authority to reject an Al recommendation. Yet
if the system performs most of the analysis, frames the available alternatives and presents one
as strongly preferable, its practical influence may be considerable.

The human remains authorised. The Al remains advisory. But those labels alone do not
describe how the decision is substantively formed.

This connects with the distinction explored in Chapter 3 between formal human involvement
and the shaping of judgement. Authority tells us who can approve, reject or determine an
outcome. It does not necessarily tell us whose contribution most strongly shaped the reasoning
leading to that outcome.

The reverse is also possible. A highly capable Al analysis may have limited influence because
the human decision-maker possesses contextual knowledge, institutional responsibilities or
competing considerations that lead to a different conclusion.

Capability, influence and authority can therefore reside in different places within the same
decision process.

Recognising these dimensions separately avoids forcing complex arrangements into the simple
categories of either “human decision” or “Al decision.”

Authority Is Often Bounded

Human authority is rarely unlimited.

A manager may make certain decisions but not others. A professional may exercise judgement
within a defined role. An institution may possess authority in one area while being constrained
by laws, policies, procedures or external oversight.

This matters when Al systems are incorporated into decision structures.

The question is not merely whether authority has been delegated to a system, but what authority
existed to be delegated in the first place and within what boundaries the resulting process
operates.

An organisation may permit automated action within one category of routine decisions while
requiring human involvement elsewhere. Different societies or institutions may draw these
boundaries differently. They may also change them as technology, experience, regulation and
expectations develop.
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There is therefore no universal point at which computational capability becomes decision
authority.

Authority remains contextual.

A system's technical capability can travel across borders and institutions more readily than the
authority structures surrounding its use. The same underlying technology might be used as an
informational tool in one setting, as a recommendation system in another and as part of an

automated decision process elsewhere.

The capability may be similar. The authority granted to it is not.

Responsibility Reveals the Difference
One way the distinction becomes especially visible is when a decision produces consequences.

If an Al recommendation contributes to a beneficial outcome, attention may focus on the
system's capability. If an outcome causes harm, disadvantage or an unexpected result, questions
often shift towards responsibility.

Who authorised the process? Who determined that the system could be used in this way? Who
had the power to intervene? Who was responsible for the institutional arrangement within
which the outcome occurred?

These questions cannot necessarily be answered by identifying which component performed
the most calculations.

Authority and responsibility are not identical, and their relationship will require fuller
examination later in this Guide. But the appearance of these questions demonstrates that

decision-making exists within a broader structure than computational performance.

A machine may generate the output most directly associated with an outcome while questions
of authority and responsibility continue to point towards human beings or institutions.

This is one reason capability should not silently become a substitute for authority simply
because the technology performs well.

Automation Does Not Necessarily Mean Autonomous
Authority

The language surrounding Al can sometimes make automation and authority appear
interchangeable.

An “automated decision” may describe a process in which no person reviews an individual
outcome before it takes effect. In operational terms, this can be an important description.

Conceptually, however, automated execution does not necessarily establish autonomous
authority.
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A process can operate automatically because an earlier human or institutional decision
established that it should do so. Rules can be encoded, criteria established and systems
authorised to act when specified conditions arise.

This means the human decision may move upstream.

Instead of asking whether a person approved a particular outcome, it may become necessary to
ask who determined the conditions under which outcomes would be produced automatically.

As Al becomes more adaptive and its outputs less readily reducible to simple predetermined
rules, these arrangements can become more complex. Nevertheless, the underlying distinction

remains useful: the ability of a system to generate and execute an outcome does not, by itself,
explain the source of its legitimate decision role.

Keeping the Concepts Separate

Capability, influence, authority and execution can therefore coexist without belonging to the
same participant.

Al may possess substantial analytical capability.

Its analysis may exert considerable influence.

A human or institution may retain formal authority.

An automated system may execute the resulting outcome.

Describing all four simply as “who made the decision?” can obscure more than it reveals.

The growing role of Al makes it increasingly important to examine decision processes at this
more detailed level. Greater computational capability may alter how much analysis humans
perform themselves. It may shift when human involvement occurs. It may enable institutions
to delegate functions that previously required direct human action.

But none of these changes means that capability naturally transforms into authority.
Authority exists within context, roles, relationships and institutional arrangements. Those
arrangements can evolve, and different societies may establish them differently. The purpose

here is not to determine where every boundary should be drawn.

It is to preserve a distinction that becomes increasingly important as machines become more
capable.

An Al system may be able to identify an option, support it with extensive analysis, estimate its
likely consequences and even execute the resulting action.

A separate question remains:

Who or what has the authority to determine that this is what should happen?
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Once that question is recognised, the decision can no longer be understood through capability
alone. Its meaning depends upon the context in which authority exists — and context itself can
fundamentally change what a decision represents.
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Chapter 6 — Context Changes the Meaning
of a Decision

The same form of Al assistance can have very different significance depending on where, why
and for whom a decision is being made.

An Al system might rank alternatives, estimate probabilities or recommend an option in an
everyday personal choice, a commercial setting, a professional judgement or an institutional
process. At the level of computational activity, these situations may appear similar. Information
is processed, alternatives are compared and an output is produced.

At the level of the human decision, however, they may be profoundly different.

A person deciding how to organise a journey does not occupy the same position as a
professional making a judgement that affects another person. A manager acting within an
organisation may have responsibilities that do not arise in an individual consumer choice. A
public institution may exercise authority derived from law or public purpose rather than
personal preference.

Context therefore does more than surround a decision. It helps determine what the decision
means.

This is particularly important when examining Al-assisted decisions because technological
capability can sometimes appear more transferable than the human arrangements into which it
is introduced. A system capable of ranking options can potentially perform that computational
function across many settings. But the significance of the ranking depends upon the decision
in which it participates.

Understanding the human—AlI boundary therefore requires more than understanding what the

technology does. It also requires understanding the context in which its contribution becomes
consequential.

Everyday Decisions and Personal Preference

Many encounters with Al occur within ordinary personal decisions.

People may use Al to compare products, organise travel, explore leisure activities, consider
ways of completing a task or think through alternatives in everyday life. In such situations, the
decision often principally affects the person making it.

The human role may therefore be closely connected to preference.
An Al system can identify characteristics of different options, compare costs or features and
suggest which appears most consistent with criteria supplied by the user. Yet the person may

ultimately prefer an alternative for reasons that are difficult to capture completely in those
criteria.
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One option may simply feel more suitable. Past experience may matter. Convenience may carry
unusual significance in a particular circumstance. A person may change their mind after seeing
the alternatives.

This does not make the decision irrational. It illustrates that some decisions are legitimately
personal.

In these contexts, the question of authority is often relatively straightforward. The individual
is generally deciding about their own affairs. Al assistance may influence the choice, but the
decision does not ordinarily derive its legitimacy from a professional or institutional role.

That changes when a person decides not only for themselves but as part of a role that affects
others.

Professional Judgement
Professional decisions introduce a different form of context.

A professional may use Al to organise information, identify patterns, explore possible
interpretations or support analysis. Yet the resulting judgement can exist within a body of
knowledge, experience, standards and responsibilities associated with the profession.

The person is not necessarily deciding according to personal preference.

A professional judgement may require consideration of circumstances that are specific to an
individual case. It may involve interpreting general knowledge in light of particular facts,
recognising exceptions, responding to uncertainty or understanding consequences that extend
beyond the immediate analytical result.

Al can contribute substantially to this process without occupying the same professional
position as the human using it.

For example, a system might identify a pattern that deserves attention. The professional may
then need to determine what significance that pattern has within the broader circumstances. A
system may present several possible interpretations, while the professional considers which
interpretation is appropriate given information that extends beyond the computational output.

The purpose here is not to establish how professionals should use Al in any particular field.
Different professions, jurisdictions and institutions may establish different expectations.

The important distinction is that professional context changes the meaning of the decision. The
human is not merely choosing among options. The person may be exercising judgement
because a role carries particular knowledge, authority and responsibilities.

Organisational Decisions

Within organisations, decisions frequently involve another layer of complexity.
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Individuals may make decisions on behalf of an entity rather than solely for themselves. Their
authority may depend upon position, delegated responsibility, internal policy or governance
arrangements. Other people may have contributed information and analysis before the matter
reaches the person with formal decision authority.

Al can enter at many points within this structure.
It may help employees prepare information, assist analysts in identifying patterns, support
managers in comparing alternatives or generate recommendations for senior decision-makers.

Different systems may participate at different stages.

This makes the question “Did Al make the decision?” increasingly difficult to answer through
observation of one moment.

An organisational decision may already be distributed among many human contributors. Al
adds computational contributors to that existing structure.

A recommendation presented to a manager, for example, may incorporate information gathered
by employees, organisational data, predefined criteria and Al-generated analysis. The
manager's final approval exists within this larger process.

Context determines what that approval represents.

In one organisation, the manager may be expected to conduct substantial independent
assessment. In another, the role may primarily involve confirming that established procedures
have been followed. In still another, some categories of decisions may already occur

automatically while exceptional cases receive human consideration.

The technology alone does not reveal which arrangement exists.

Institutional Decisions and Authority

Institutional settings can make the distinction between capability and authority especially
visible.

Institutions may make decisions that affect access to services, opportunities, resources or other
outcomes of importance to individuals and communities. Their authority may derive from legal
frameworks, public mandates, governance arrangements or established institutional

responsibilities.

An Al system operating within such a setting may be technically capable of performing
substantial portions of the analysis associated with a decision.

It may classify cases, identify relevant patterns, estimate outcomes or recommend a course of
action.

Yet the institutional meaning of the decision extends beyond those computational activities.
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The institution may be expected to act consistently with particular purposes, rules or
obligations. A decision may need to be explainable within an established framework. Different
jurisdictions may impose different requirements, and societies may hold different expectations
about where human involvement should occur.

For this reason, apparently similar Al systems can occupy different decision roles in different
institutional contexts.

One institution may use a system purely to organise information. Another may allow the same
type of system to recommend outcomes. Elsewhere, automated processes may determine some

outcomes directly.

The computational capability can be similar while the surrounding decision architecture differs
substantially.

Context determines the role the capability is permitted to play.

Decisions Affecting Other People
Another important contextual distinction concerns who experiences the consequences.

When someone uses Al to assist with a decision affecting primarily themselves, the person
making the choice and the person experiencing the outcome may be the same.

In many professional, organisational and institutional decisions, they are not.

One person or institution decides; another person experiences at least some of the
consequences.

This separation can change the meaning of human judgement.

A decision-maker may need to consider interests other than their own. The affected person may
possess information or circumstances not fully represented in the system. The consequences
may have meanings that are not visible from the perspective of the person or technology
performing the analysis.

This does not establish that human involvement automatically resolves these difficulties.
Humans can also overlook circumstances, misunderstand consequences or make inconsistent
decisions.

The distinction is that decisions affecting others exist within relationships of authority,
responsibility and consequence that do not arise in the same way when an individual makes a

private choice.

Al participation therefore cannot be understood independently of who is deciding and who is
affected.
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Culture and Social Context

Decision contexts also differ across societies.

Ideas about appropriate authority, individual autonomy, institutional responsibility,
professional discretion and acceptable uses of technology are not necessarily identical around
the world.

The same form of Al-assisted decision-making may therefore be understood differently in
different cultural, legal or institutional environments.

This is important for a globally applicable examination of Al

It would be misleading to assume that one model of human decision authority naturally applies
everywhere. Different societies may place different emphasis on individual choice, collective
interests, professional discretion, procedural consistency or institutional oversight.

These differences do not prevent broader conceptual distinctions from being identified.
Information remains distinguishable from recommendation. Capability remains
distinguishable from authority. Formal human approval remains distinguishable from
substantive human judgement.

But the way those distinctions are expressed in practice can vary.

Global applicability therefore requires attention to common patterns without assuming uniform
implementation.

Context Can Change During the Decision
Context is not always fixed.

A decision that begins as routine can become unusual when new information appears. A low-
level organisational matter can acquire broader consequences. An automated process may
encounter circumstances that fall outside its ordinary pattern. A personal decision can begin to
affect other people.

As context changes, the significance of Al assistance may change with it.

A system performing appropriately within one set of circumstances may encounter another in
which the assumptions underlying its role no longer describe the situation. Human judgement
may then become relevant not because the computational system has ceased to function, but
because the decision itself has changed.

This reveals an important feature of contextual judgement: recognising what kind of situation
exists can itself be part of deciding.

Before determining what an analysis means, someone may need to recognise that the case is

unusual, that a different consideration has become important or that the consequences extend
further than initially understood.
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Al may assist with detecting such changes. But the conceptual point remains that decision
processes cannot always be understood through fixed categories established at the outset.

The meaning of the decision can evolve as the situation develops.

No Single Human—AI Boundary

These differences make it difficult to describe one universal boundary between Al assistance
and human decision-making.

In a personal choice, substantial Al involvement may still leave the essential decision as an
expression of individual preference. In a professional setting, the human role may involve
interpreting information through expertise and role-based responsibilities. Within an
organisation, authority may be distributed among several people and processes. Within an
institution, the decision may carry legal, procedural or public significance.

The Al system might perform similar computational functions in each case.

What changes is the human environment surrounding those functions.

This is why technological capability alone cannot determine what role Al occupies in a
decision. The same capability can be informational in one setting, advisory in another and

operationally decisive in a third.

Nor does context provide a simple formula for determining where the boundary should be
drawn. The purpose of this Guide is not to prescribe a universal allocation of decision roles.

It is to make visible why the allocation cannot be understood without context.

From Context to Consequence

Context tells us what kind of decision is being made, who possesses authority, whose interests
are involved and what human or institutional responsibilities surround the process.

But another dimension remains.

Even within the same context, not every decision carries the same significance.

A professional may make both routine and highly consequential judgements. An organisation
may use similar analytical systems for decisions whose effects differ substantially. An
individual may rely heavily on Al for one personal choice while approaching another very

differently because the possible consequences are greater or harder to reverse.

The next distinction therefore concerns not simply where the decision occurs but what follows
from it.

As consequences become more significant, widespread, difficult to reverse or concentrated
upon other people, the meaning of human involvement can change.
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Understanding context establishes the setting.

Understanding consequence reveals what is at stake within it.
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Chapter 7 — Consequence Changes the
Human Role

Not every decision carries the same weight.

A person may use Al to choose between several entertainment options, compare possible travel
arrangements or decide how to organise an ordinary task. Elsewhere, Al may contribute to
decisions affecting employment, financial opportunities, professional outcomes, access to
services or the allocation of organisational resources. The underlying computational functions
may sometimes look remarkably similar: information is analysed, possibilities are compared,
outcomes are estimated and an option is ranked or recommended.

What differs is what happens after the decision is made.

This difference matters because the significance of human involvement cannot be understood
only by examining how sophisticated the Al system is or how much of the analytical process
it performs. The consequences of the decision also shape the meaning of the human role.

A decision that is easily reversed and affects primarily the person making it presents a different
human situation from one that significantly affects another person and cannot readily be
undone. Between these extremes lies a wide range of circumstances in which consequence
varies by degree, distribution, duration and uncertainty.

There is no universal threshold at which a decision suddenly becomes sufficiently
consequential to require one particular form of human involvement. Such boundaries depend

upon context, institutions, societies and the nature of the decision itself.

The more fundamental point is that consequence is part of the architecture of deciding.

Consequences Differ in More Than Size

It is tempting to divide decisions simply into low-consequence and high-consequence
categories. The distinction is useful, but consequence has several dimensions.

One is magnitude. Some decisions produce relatively modest effects, while others can
significantly alter circumstances for individuals, organisations or communities.

Another is duration. An inconvenient outcome that lasts briefly is different from one whose
effects continue for years.

A third is reversibility. Some decisions can readily be changed after new information appears.
Others become difficult, expensive or impossible to undo.

Consequences can also differ in distribution. A decision may primarily affect the person
making it, or its effects may fall upon people who had little or no participation in the process.
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There is also uncertainty. The most significant consequence may not be the outcome expected
to occur but an unlikely possibility whose effects would be unusually serious.

These dimensions can combine in different ways. A decision might have a moderate immediate
effect but substantial cumulative consequences. Another might carry a small probability of a
very serious outcome. A third might be individually modest but repeated across a large
population.

Understanding consequence therefore involves more than attaching a single label to a decision.

It involves recognising what is at stake, for whom, for how long and with what possibility of
correction.

Reversibility Changes the Meaning of Error
The possibility of correcting a decision can substantially change its significance.

If a person uses Al assistance to choose an entertainment option and dislikes the result, another
choice can usually be made. The cost of error may be limited and the outcome easily reversed.

Other decisions are less forgiving.

An organisational decision may set in motion processes that are difficult to change. A
professional judgement may affect what happens next in ways that cannot be fully
reconstructed later. An institutional determination may create consequences for an individual
even if a subsequent review eventually produces a different outcome.

Reversibility therefore changes the relationship between uncertainty and decision-making.
Where a decision can easily be changed, uncertainty may be tolerated differently because new
information can be incorporated later. Where consequences are difficult to reverse, the same
degree of uncertainty may carry greater significance.

Al does not remove this distinction.

A system may produce the same level of analytical confidence in two different decisions, while
the consequences of being wrong differ dramatically. The computational output describes one
aspect of the situation. It does not determine how significant an error would be in the human
world where the outcome occurs.

This is another reason prediction and decision remain distinct.

Knowing how likely an outcome appears does not, by itself, determine what significance
should be attached to the possibility of being wrong.

Consequences for Others

The human role also changes when decision-makers do not bear the principal consequences
themselves.
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In many everyday choices, the person deciding and the person affected are largely the same. If
the outcome is disappointing, the decision-maker experiences that disappointment directly.

Professional, organisational and institutional decisions can operate differently.

A manager may make a decision affecting an employee. A professional judgement may
influence another person's circumstances. An institution may determine access to an
opportunity or service. In such situations, those experiencing the consequences may not control
the process through which the outcome is reached.

This separation introduces a different dimension to human judgement.

The decision is no longer simply an expression of preference or an acceptance of personal risk.
It occurs within a relationship in which one person or institution possesses some capacity to
affect another.

Al assistance can become highly significant within such arrangements because it may influence
outcomes without itself occupying the social or institutional relationship between decision-
maker and affected person.

The system can analyse information about someone. It can classify, rank, predict or
recommend. But the consequence is experienced within human life and social arrangements.

This does not mean that human decisions affecting others are inherently better than
computationally assisted ones. Human decision-makers can be inconsistent, inattentive or
influenced by inappropriate considerations. Al may in some circumstances introduce
consistency or identify information that humans overlook.

The relevant point is narrower: when consequences fall upon others, the meaning of the
decision extends beyond analytical performance.

Scale Can Transform Small Decisions

Consequence also changes with scale.

A single classification, recommendation or ranking may have a relatively modest effect. If the
same process is applied thousands or millions of times, its aggregate significance can become
much greater.

Al systems are particularly relevant to this dimension because computational processes can
operate at a scale that would be difficult to achieve through individual human examination.

This creates an important distinction between the consequence of one outcome and the
consequence of a decision system.

A small tendency within an analytical process may appear insignificant in an individual case.
Repeated across a large population, the cumulative effect may become substantial. Similarly,
an automated process that saves a small amount of time per decision may produce major
organisational effects when repeated at scale.
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Scale therefore changes both benefits and risks without necessarily changing the underlying
computational function.

The same ranking mechanism, classification process or recommendation system can acquire
different significance depending upon how widely and frequently it is used.

Human involvement may consequently move away from examining every individual output
and towards decisions about the structure within which outputs are produced.

This echoes the distinction introduced in Chapter 5. When automation operates at scale, the

relevant human decision may occur upstream — in determining the purpose, boundaries or role
of the system — rather than through direct approval of every result.

Consequence and the Weight of a Recommendation

The significance attached to Al recommendations may also vary with consequence.
In low-consequence situations, a person may accept a recommendation with little examination
because the cost of an unsuitable outcome is modest. The system may function largely as a

convenience.

As consequences become more substantial, the same form of recommendation can take on a
different meaning.

A recommendation affecting another person's opportunities is not equivalent to one suggesting
a restaurant or a route. Even if both are produced through sophisticated analysis, their human
contexts differ.

This does not produce a universal rule about how recommendations should be treated. A high-
consequence decision may involve highly reliable computational analysis, while a low-
consequence decision may involve uncertain information. Consequence and analytical quality
are separate dimensions.

What consequence changes is the significance of the resulting outcome.

This helps explain why the question “How capable is the AI?” cannot fully resolve the human

role. A highly capable system can participate in both trivial and profound decisions. Its
capability may remain similar while what is at stake changes completely.

Unlikely Consequences Can Still Matter

Decision-making frequently involves outcomes that cannot be predicted with certainty.

An Al system may estimate that one outcome is highly probable and another unlikely. A human
decision-maker may nevertheless need to consider both.

The significance of the less likely outcome depends partly upon its consequences.
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A very unlikely inconvenience may attract little attention. A similarly unlikely outcome with
severe or irreversible consequences may be understood differently.

This does not imply that low-probability possibilities should always dominate decisions. Nor
does it establish any universal level of acceptable risk.

It demonstrates that probability and consequence are distinct.

Computational analysis may help estimate likelihood. Human judgement may still be involved
in understanding what different possible outcomes mean within the circumstances.

This distinction becomes particularly important where numerical outputs appear precise. A
probability can create clarity about an estimate without resolving the significance of the event
being estimated.

The number describes likelihood.

The decision still exists within a world of consequence.

Consequences May Be Unevenly Distributed
A decision can also produce benefits and burdens for different people.
An organisational change may improve efficiency overall while creating difficulties for a
particular group. An institutional process may increase consistency while affecting unusual
cases differently. A decision beneficial in the short term may create longer-term costs

elsewhere.

Al can assist in identifying some of these effects. It may model scenarios, compare distributions
or reveal patterns that would otherwise be difficult to see.

But recognising multiple consequences does not necessarily determine how they should be
weighed.

A decision-maker may encounter competing interests that cannot all be satisfied. The issue
then moves beyond identifying what will happen towards interpreting the significance of what
happens to different people.

This returns to the human judgement examined in Chapter 4.

Consequences do not arrive as a single neutral quantity. They are experienced by people
situated differently within the decision.

Formal Approval Can Become More Significant — or
Less

Greater consequence does not automatically mean greater substantive human involvement.
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In some settings, consequential decisions may receive careful human examination precisely
because of their significance. In others, high volumes, institutional processes or reliance on
established systems may mean that human approval becomes largely procedural.

This creates a potential paradox.

A decision may formally require human approval because it is important, while the human may
have limited practical capacity to reconstruct the analysis that produced the recommendation.

The presence of a human at the final stage therefore cannot, by itself, establish the depth of
human judgement involved.

Equally, extensive automation does not necessarily mean that humans are absent from the
decision architecture. Human involvement may have occurred earlier through the

establishment of criteria, system boundaries, escalation processes or institutional authority.

The significance of consequence therefore requires examining where human judgement
occurs, not merely whether a human appears at the end.

Consequence Does Not Supply a Formula

It would be convenient if decisions could be placed on a simple scale, with progressively
greater human involvement corresponding automatically to progressively greater consequence.

Real decision environments are more complicated.
Consequences can be difficult to compare. A decision may be highly consequential for one
person but modest from an institutional perspective. Effects may be immediate or delayed,

reversible or permanent, concentrated or distributed, likely or uncertain.

Different societies and institutions may also understand the significance of particular
consequences differently.

For this reason, consequence does not provide a universal formula for allocating decision
authority between humans and Al.

It provides something more fundamental: a dimension that cannot be ignored when considering
what human involvement means.

A computational system can estimate, compare and recommend. The significance of relying

upon those capabilities depends partly upon what follows if the resulting decision proves
beneficial, harmful, incomplete or wrong.

From Consequence to Uncertainty

Context and consequence together reveal why Al-assisted decisions cannot be understood
through technical capability alone.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 50



Al and The Human Decision AlGuide 8

Context tells us what kind of decision is occurring and within what human or institutional
relationships.

Consequence tells us what is at stake when an outcome follows.

Yet even when both are understood, the decision-maker may still lack certainty about what will
happen.

Predictions remain estimates. Information can be incomplete. Several outcomes may remain
plausible. Consequences themselves may be difficult to anticipate.

This means that some of the most significant decisions must be made without knowing with
confidence whether the chosen course will produce the intended result.

Al may reduce uncertainty.
It cannot necessarily remove it.
The next question is therefore what happens to the human decision when increasingly

sophisticated computational assistance encounters a condition that has always been central to
deciding: the need to act when the future remains uncertain.
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Chapter 8 — Deciding Under Uncertainty

Many decisions exist because certainty is unavailable.

If every relevant fact were known, every consequence predictable and every alternative
associated with a guaranteed outcome, some decisions would become relatively
straightforward. The difficulty arises because real situations rarely offer such completeness.
Information may be missing. Evidence may support several interpretations. Future events may
depend upon factors that cannot be known in advance. Even when probabilities can be
estimated, the outcome that actually occurs remains uncertain.

Artificial intelligence can reduce some forms of uncertainty. It can process large quantities of
information, identify patterns that might otherwise remain hidden, compare previous outcomes
and generate estimates about what may happen next. In some circumstances, these capabilities
can substantially change what a human decision-maker knows.

But reducing uncertainty is not the same as eliminating it.

A highly sophisticated prediction remains a prediction. An analysis can narrow the range of
plausible interpretations without establishing which one will ultimately prove correct.
Additional information can improve understanding while leaving important questions
unresolved.

The human decision can therefore remain necessary precisely where computational analysis
reaches its boundary: a course must be chosen even though the future cannot be known with
certainty.

Different Forms of Uncertainty

Uncertainty does not arise from a single source.

Sometimes it reflects missing information. A decision-maker may not know an important fact,
and obtaining that fact could materially change the decision. Al may assist by retrieving
information, identifying gaps or bringing together material from multiple sources.

Elsewhere, the available information itself may be ambiguous. Several interpretations may
remain plausible even when the relevant facts are reasonably well established.

Uncertainty can also concern the future. A person may understand the present situation well
but remain unable to know how circumstances will develop. Economic conditions may change.
Human behaviour may differ from expectations. An apparently stable environment may be
disrupted by an unforeseen event.

There is also uncertainty about consequences. A decision may produce several effects, some
immediate and others emerging only over time. Interactions among people, institutions and

wider circumstances can make those effects difficult to anticipate completely.

These forms of uncertainty can coexist.
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An Al system may reduce one while leaving another largely untouched. More information may
address an informational gap without resolving ambiguity. A better predictive model may
narrow estimates about future outcomes while leaving disagreement about how those outcomes
should be valued.

Understanding uncertainty therefore requires asking not simply how much uncertainty remains,
but what kind of uncertainty it is.

Probability Is Not Certainty

Al-assisted decisions increasingly involve probabilities.

A system may estimate the likelihood that an event will occur, that a particular outcome will
follow or that one option will perform better than another. Such estimates can provide valuable
structure to situations that might otherwise appear highly uncertain.

Yet probability does not convert the future into fact.

An outcome assessed as likely may not occur. An outcome assessed as unlikely may occur.
This is not necessarily evidence that the estimate was meaningless. It reflects the basic
difference between describing likelihood and knowing what will happen in an individual case.
For human decision-making, that distinction is significant.

Suppose two possible courses have different estimated probabilities of success. The higher
probability may appear preferable when viewed only through likelihood. But the decision may
also involve differences in consequence, reversibility, cost, impact upon others or the
significance of the less likely outcomes.

The probability contributes to the decision.

It does not contain the entire decision within it.

This is why even increasingly accurate prediction does not necessarily remove human

judgement. The question “What is most likely to happen?”” remains conceptually different from
“What significance should this possibility have in these circumstances?”

Precision Can Coexist With Uncertainty

Numerical outputs can make uncertainty appear more settled than it is.

A probability expressed to several decimal places may look highly precise. A ranked set of
outcomes can appear orderly. A forecast presented graphically can give uncertain possibilities

a clear visual structure.

Such presentation may be useful. Precision of expression, however, is not identical to certainty
about reality.
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Every estimate exists within assumptions, available information and some representation of the
situation being analysed. The estimate may be sophisticated and still encounter events or
circumstances that were not adequately represented.

This distinction does not require questioning the factual reliability of a particular Al output.
That belongs primarily to the trust and verification territory of other AIGuides.

The decision-making question is different.

Even if the estimate is accepted as an appropriate representation of available knowledge, what
does the human do with uncertainty that remains?

A ninety per cent estimate still contains the possibility represented by the remaining ten per
cent. Whether that possibility matters greatly or very little depends upon the decision and its
consequences.

Precision can help describe uncertainty.

It cannot always determine how uncertainty should be lived with.

Some Uncertainty Cannot Be Resolved in Time

Decision-makers do not always have the option of waiting until more becomes known.

A personal decision may have a deadline. A professional may need to respond while
information remains incomplete. An organisation may face changing circumstances that make
delay consequential. An institution may be required to reach an outcome even though evidence
does not support absolute certainty.

The decision must then occur within uncertainty rather than after uncertainty has been
removed.

Al can change the amount of analysis available before that moment. It may rapidly process
information that previously would have taken much longer to examine. It may generate
scenarios, identify possible consequences and highlight areas in which uncertainty remains
greatest.

But a point can still arrive at which further analysis does not produce certainty before action is
required.

The human role then includes recognising that the decision is being made under conditions that
remain incomplete.

This is important because uncertainty can sometimes become hidden by the abundance of
analysis surrounding a decision. A large quantity of information can create a sense of
completeness. Multiple predictions can create the impression that the future has been
comprehensively mapped.

Yet analytical depth and certainty are different things.
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A decision can be extensively analysed and still remain genuinely uncertain.

Unknown Outcomes and Competing Consequences

Uncertainty becomes particularly difficult when several possible consequences matter
differently.

One option may offer a greater probability of a moderate benefit. Another may offer a smaller
probability of a larger benefit while also carrying different possible disadvantages. A third may
reduce one form of uncertainty while introducing another.

Al can assist by representing these possibilities.

It can compare scenarios, calculate expected outcomes or show how assumptions alter results.
Such analysis can make the structure of the decision considerably clearer.

What it may not establish is which uncertainty matters most within the human context.

This returns to the distinction developed in earlier chapters. The computational system can
contribute to understanding the possible consequences. Human judgement may still engage
with their significance.

For an individual, this might involve personal circumstances or preferences. For a professional,
it may involve role-based responsibilities. For an institution, the decision may involve

obligations towards several groups whose interests do not align perfectly.

Uncertainty therefore interacts with context and consequence rather than existing as an isolated
technical problem.

Experience Does Not Eliminate Uncertainty Either

It would be misleading to contrast uncertain Al prediction with certain human judgement.

Humans also make decisions from incomplete information. Experience can help people
recognise patterns, but experienced judgement can still be mistaken. Intuition may draw upon
knowledge that is difficult to articulate, but it can also reflect assumptions or biases.
Confidence in a human conclusion does not guarantee that the future will unfold as expected.

The human—AlI distinction is therefore not that machines operate probabilistically while
humans somehow know the correct answer.

Both can encounter uncertainty.

Their contributions may nevertheless differ.

Al can analyse patterns across quantities of information that may exceed unaided human
capacity. Human beings can interpret those analyses within lived, professional, organisational

or institutional contexts and remain connected to the consequences of acting despite
uncertainty.
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In some decisions, these contributions may reinforce one another. In others, computational
analysis and human judgement may point towards different conclusions.

The existence of disagreement does not by itself reveal which is correct. It reveals that the
decision has not been reduced to a certainty simply because sophisticated analysis is available.

Uncertainty Can Expose Hidden Judgement

One effect of Al assistance may be to make previously implicit human judgement more visible.

When a system presents probabilities or several possible outcomes, the human may need to
confront questions that were always present but less explicitly stated.

How much uncertainty is acceptable? Which possible consequence carries the greatest
significance? How should a small probability of a serious outcome be understood relative to a
larger probability of a modest one? What happens when no option is clearly superior across
every relevant consideration?

These are not necessarily questions with universal answers.

Different people, professions and institutions may interpret them differently. The appropriate
significance of uncertainty can depend upon authority, responsibility, consequence and social
context.

The value of identifying these questions is not to create a formula for resolving them. It is to
show where judgement remains within a process that may otherwise appear computationally
determined.

Al can quantify some uncertainty.

The decision may still require someone to determine what that uncertainty means.

The Possibility of Surprise

No decision process can necessarily anticipate everything that may happen.

Unexpected events can alter circumstances. Human behaviour can produce outcomes not
represented adequately in prior patterns. New information can emerge after a decision has been
made. Interactions among complex systems can produce effects that were difficult to foresee.

Al systems may become increasingly capable of identifying unusual patterns and modelling a
wide range of scenarios. Nevertheless, the possibility of surprise remains relevant wherever the

future is not fully determined by the information available at the time of decision.

This matters because decisions are sometimes judged retrospectively with knowledge that was
unavailable when they were made.

Once the outcome is known, an alternative may appear obvious. Before the outcome, several
possibilities may have been genuinely plausible.
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Understanding decisions under uncertainty therefore requires distinguishing between what
became known afterwards and what could reasonably have been understood beforehand.

That distinction applies to human judgement and Al-assisted analysis alike.

Deciding Without Pretending to Know

The central feature of uncertainty is not ignorance in the absolute sense. A decision-maker may
know a great deal.

Al can increase that knowledge considerably.

The difficulty is that knowledge and uncertainty can coexist.

A person can possess extensive analysis and still face several plausible futures. An institution
can have sophisticated predictive tools and still encounter cases that do not fit established
patterns. A professional can understand the available evidence while recognising that the

outcome remains uncertain.

Human judgement under these conditions is not necessarily the act of replacing uncertainty
with confidence.

It can instead involve making a decision while uncertainty remains visible.
This distinguishes deciding from predicting. Prediction seeks to describe what may happen.
Deciding determines what will be done despite the fact that what follows cannot always be

known.

As Al improves its ability to estimate possible futures, that distinction may become more
important rather than less.

The more analysis a system provides, the easier it may become to assume that the human role
is simply to accept the computationally strongest outcome. Yet probabilities, consequences,

context and uncertainty remain separate dimensions of the decision.

A prediction can inform judgement without becoming judgement.

When Uncertainty Meets Human Oversight

The presence of uncertainty also raises a further question about human involvement.

If a person receives an Al recommendation under uncertain conditions, meaningful oversight
would appear to involve more than formally approving the recommended option. The human
may need to understand that uncertainty exists, recognise what the system's conclusion
represents and consider circumstances that may not be captured fully by the computational
analysis.

Yet real decision environments can place limits on such engagement.
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People may encounter large volumes of Al-generated recommendations. Time may be limited.
Systems may become familiar and routinely relied upon. The analytical basis of an output may
be difficult for the human reviewer to reconstruct independently.

Under those conditions, a human can remain formally present while exercising progressively
less substantive judgement.

The issue is not simply whether a human is “in the loop.”
It is what the human is actually doing there.
That distinction leads directly to the next stage of the Guide's examination: the difference

between meaningful human judgement and human involvement that exists principally as a
formal step in an increasingly automated decision process.
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Chapter 9 — When Human Oversight
Becomes Nominal

The presence of a human within a decision process does not necessarily mean that meaningful
human judgement is being exercised.

A person may formally approve an Al-generated recommendation, possess authority to
override it and remain accountable for the resulting decision. Yet if recommendations are
accepted routinely, if there is little time to examine them, if the reasoning is difficult to
reconstruct or if the system has become the established starting point for action, human
involvement can gradually change in character.

The human remains present.

The question is what that presence represents.

This distinction matters because Al-assisted decision processes are often described according
to whether a human retains final authority. Such descriptions can identify an important feature
of the decision architecture, but they do not necessarily reveal how the decision is substantively
formed. A person who carefully evaluates an Al recommendation and a person who routinely
confirms it may occupy the same formal position while performing very different decision
roles.

Human oversight therefore has both a structural and a substantive dimension.

Structurally, a human may remain authorised to intervene.

Substantively, the relevant question is whether human judgement continues to contribute
meaningfully to the outcome.

Formal Presence and Substantive Judgement

Consider two decision processes that appear identical from the outside.

In each, an Al system analyses information and recommends an outcome. In each, a human
reviewer sees the recommendation and has authority to approve or reject it. In each, the final
record identifies the human as having approved the decision.

In the first process, the reviewer examines the underlying circumstances, considers whether
relevant context has been captured, assesses uncertainty and reaches an independent conclusion

about the recommendation.

In the second, the reviewer normally accepts the recommendation unless something appears
obviously unusual.

Both processes contain a human decision point.
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They do not contain the same degree of human judgement.

The distinction is important because formal architecture can remain unchanged while the
practical allocation of decision-making shifts. An organisation may continue to describe a
process as human-controlled even as increasingly capable Al performs more of the substantive
analysis and the human role becomes progressively narrower.

This need not result from a deliberate decision to reduce human involvement. It can emerge
gradually as systems become familiar, workloads increase and recommendations become

embedded in ordinary processes.

Nominal oversight can therefore develop without any identifiable moment at which human
authority was formally surrendered.

Routine Acceptance

Repeated experience can change how people relate to automated recommendations.

When a system is newly introduced, users may examine its outputs carefully. They may
compare recommendations with their own assessments, question unexpected conclusions and
remain conscious of the distinction between system output and human judgement.

Over time, familiarity can alter this relationship.

If recommendations repeatedly appear reasonable, detailed examination may seem less
necessary. The system's output can become the expected outcome, while human attention shifts
towards identifying exceptions.

This can be operationally understandable. People routinely rely on processes, tools and other
people's expertise without reconstructing every underlying judgement. No complex
organisation could function if every participant independently re-examined every contribution

made by others.

Al-assisted decision-making introduces a particular version of this familiar pattern because
computational recommendations can be generated consistently, rapidly and at scale.

The human task may gradually move from forming a judgement towards checking whether
there is a reason to depart from the system's judgement.

Those tasks are not identical.

The second begins with a presumption, even if only an informal one, that the computational
recommendation provides the normal direction.

Automation Bias and Deference

One concept often associated with this pattern is automation bias: the tendency for people to
place substantial weight on outputs produced by automated systems, sometimes overlooking
conflicting information or alternatives.
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The concept should not be interpreted as meaning that reliance on automation is inherently
irrational. People may have legitimate reasons for placing confidence in a system, particularly
where it has demonstrated strong performance in a defined context.

The decision-making issue is more subtle.

Reliance can alter the distribution of attention.

If an Al recommendation is treated as a highly credible starting point, information supporting
that recommendation may appear consistent with expectations, while contradictory
information may require greater effort to recognise and investigate. A person may also assume
that a system has considered factors that were, in fact, outside its available information.

The result can be deference without explicit surrender of authority.

The human remains able to override the system but may become progressively less likely to
exercise that ability because the recommendation has acquired an established position within
the decision process.

Formal authority survives.

Practical independence of judgement may narrow.

Time Pressure Changes Oversight

Meaningful review requires attention, and attention requires time.

Al can allow organisations and professionals to process far more information or cases than
would otherwise be possible. This can be one of the important practical consequences of
computational assistance.

Yet increased processing capacity can create a corresponding challenge for human oversight.
If a system generates hundreds or thousands of analyses or recommendations, the humans
responsible for reviewing them may not possess equivalent capacity to examine every case in

depth.

The relationship between machine production and human review can therefore become
asymmetrical.

A system may produce detailed assessments in seconds. A human may require substantially
longer to reconstruct the reasoning, inspect the relevant information and form an independent
judgement.

As volumes increase, the practical meaning of oversight can change.

Review may become focused on unusual cases, system-identified exceptions or outputs that
trigger predefined concerns. Routine cases may receive less individual examination.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 61



Al and The Human Decision AlGuide 8

This does not necessarily mean that such arrangements are inappropriate. Different decision
environments have different purposes and constraints.

The relevant observation is that the statement “every decision is reviewed by a human” can

describe very different levels of engagement depending upon the time and attention available
to that human.

Complexity Can Limit Independent Review

A further challenge arises when Al analysis becomes difficult for the human decision-maker
to reproduce independently.

A person may understand the system's conclusion and the general basis on which it was
produced without being able to reconstruct every computational step. This is not entirely new.
Decision-makers have long relied upon specialist analysis that they could not personally
reproduce.

Al can extend this separation between analytical capability and decision authority.

The human may possess the authority to reject an output while depending upon the system for
much of the analysis required to evaluate it.

This creates an important tension.
If the reviewer lacks an independent basis for comparison, the practical ability to challenge the
recommendation may depend upon recognising contextual information, inconsistencies or

unusual circumstances rather than recreating the computational analysis.

The existence of an override mechanism therefore does not automatically establish that the
human is equipped to make meaningful use of it.

Authority to disagree and capacity to evaluate are different conditions.

Expertise Can Both Strengthen and Weaken
Independence

Human expertise can affect this relationship in more than one direction.

A knowledgeable professional may be better able to recognise when an Al recommendation
does not fit the wider circumstances. Experience may provide contextual understanding against
which the computational output can be assessed.

At the same time, frequent exposure to apparently capable systems can change professional
practice itself.

If certain analytical tasks are routinely performed by Al, people may perform those tasks less

often independently. Over long periods, the practical relationship between human expertise and
computational assistance may therefore evolve.
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This does not establish that skills will inevitably deteriorate or that reliance on Al necessarily
weakens professional judgement. Al may also expose professionals to more information, assist
learning and allow greater attention to aspects of work requiring human interpretation.

The important point is that human capability cannot always be treated as static while Al
capability changes.

Oversight depends partly upon what the human reviewer remains able to understand, question
and contribute.

Nominal Oversight Can Be Difficult to See

One reason nominal oversight deserves attention is that it may be difficult to identify through
formal records.

A decision log may show that a human approved an outcome. An organisational process may
require human confirmation. A system may technically permit override at every stage.

None of these facts reveals how much substantive judgement occurred.

A reviewer may have spent considerable time examining the case. Another may have accepted
the recommendation almost immediately. Both can produce the same formal record.

This makes the distinction between human-in-the-loop as architecture and human
judgement as activity particularly important.

The first describes where a person appears within a process.

The second concerns what the person actually contributes.

Meaningful human judgement may involve recognising context that the system has not
captured, questioning assumptions, considering competing consequences, interpreting

uncertainty or reaching a conclusion that differs from the computational recommendation.

Where none of these forms of engagement occurs, human involvement may still perform other
functions — procedural confirmation, institutional authorisation or formal accountability.

Those functions can themselves be significant.

But they should not automatically be described as substantive human judgement.

Oversight Can Occur Upstream

Direct review of individual outcomes is not the only form of human involvement.
As Chapter 5 observed, automation can move human decisions upstream. People and

institutions may determine what systems are authorised to do, what categories of decisions they
may influence, what criteria are used and when matters are escalated for further consideration.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 63



Al and The Human Decision AlGuide 8

This creates a broader understanding of oversight.

A process may contain little human intervention at the level of individual outcomes while
substantial human judgement has shaped the architecture within which those outcomes occur.

Conversely, a human may formally review every individual outcome within a poorly
understood process.

The quantity of human involvement therefore does not necessarily reveal its significance.

The location matters.

This is especially relevant where decisions occur at scale. Human examination of every
computational step may be impractical, while decisions about the system's role, boundaries and
exceptional circumstances may become increasingly consequential.

The human decision has not necessarily disappeared.

It may have changed level.

The Risk of Treating Presence as Proof

The central conceptual problem is therefore one of inference.

It is easy to infer meaningful human control from the mere presence of a human decision-
maker.

That inference can be mistaken.

Human presence establishes that a person occupies a position within the process. Formal
authority establishes that the person has particular decision rights. Neither, alone, establishes
the nature or depth of the judgement exercised.

Equally, extensive automation does not prove the absence of meaningful human judgement.
Human contribution may occur before, after or around the automated process rather than within

every individual outcome.

The human—AlI boundary cannot therefore be located simply by drawing a line at the point of
final approval.

It must be understood across the decision process.

From Individual Oversight to Distributed Judgement

Once this is recognised, another limitation of the familiar “human versus AI” description
becomes apparent.

Many decisions do not involve one Al system presenting a recommendation to one human
decision-maker.
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Information may pass through several systems. Different people may contribute at different
stages. One Al system may classify information, another may generate analysis, a professional
may interpret the result, a manager may exercise authority and an institutional process may
determine how the outcome is implemented.

In such arrangements, asking whether the human exercised meaningful oversight remains
important, but it is no longer sufficient.

Judgement itself may be distributed.
No single participant may possess the complete analytical picture. No single moment may
contain the entire decision. Influence, expertise, authority and responsibility may occupy

different parts of the process.

The next stage of the Guide therefore moves beyond the image of one human overseeing one
machine.

The question becomes how to understand a decision when both computational and human

contributions are spread across a wider system — and when the outcome emerges not from a
single decision-maker, but from shared and distributed judgement.
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Chapter 10 — Shared Decisions and
Distributed Judgement

Many decisions cannot be attributed neatly to one person or one artificial intelligence system.

An Al system may collect or classify information. Another system may analyse it. A
professional may interpret the analysis. A manager may consider the wider circumstances. An
organisational process may determine which options are available, and someone else may
possess formal authority to approve the final outcome. Once implemented, the decision may
affect people who had no direct role in making it.

In such situations, asking whether a decision was “made by a human” or “made by AI” can
oversimplify what occurred.

The decision may instead have emerged from a network of contributions.

This is not entirely new. Complex human decisions have long been distributed among advisers,
specialists, committees, managers, administrators and institutions. Information moves between
participants, different forms of expertise are applied at different stages, and final authority may

rest with someone who did not personally perform most of the underlying analysis.

Al adds computational participants to these existing structures. It can also increase the number,
speed and complexity of the contributions that occur before an outcome is reached.

Understanding the human decision therefore sometimes requires moving beyond the search for
a single decision-maker and examining how judgement is distributed across the process.

Decisions as Processes Rather Than Moments

The idea of a decision often suggests a particular moment: someone chooses one option rather
than another.

In simple situations, that description may be adequate.

In more complex environments, however, the final choice can be only the visible endpoint of
a much longer process.

Before that moment, someone may have determined what information should be collected.
Another participant may have established the criteria used to evaluate it. A computational
system may have classified the information according to those criteria. An Al model may then
have generated an assessment or prediction. A human reviewer may have interpreted the
output, while another person ultimately authorised the action.

Which of these participants made the decision?

There may be no single satisfactory answer.
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The person who gives final approval possesses one important role, but the available options
may already have been substantially shaped. The analyst may influence the outcome without
possessing authority. The Al system may generate the recommendation without determining
the institutional purpose for which that recommendation is used.

The decision is therefore better understood as a process containing several forms of
contribution.

This perspective also makes it possible to distinguish among influence, expertise, authority,
execution and responsibility without assuming that all must belong to the same participant.

Judgement Can Be Distributed Among Humans

Before considering Al, it is useful to recognise that human judgement itself is frequently
distributed.

A professional may rely on another specialist's assessment. A manager may depend upon
analysis prepared by a team. A committee may combine perspectives that no individual
member possesses alone. Senior decision-makers may receive recommendations developed
through several organisational layers.

No participant necessarily holds every relevant piece of information.

Instead, the process depends upon different people contributing different forms of knowledge
and judgement.

This can create strengths. Multiple perspectives may expose considerations that one individual
would miss. Specialist expertise can be incorporated without requiring every decision-maker
to become an expert in every field.

It can also create complexity. Information can change as it moves between participants.
Assumptions made at an early stage may remain embedded in later analysis. A person at the
end of the process may see a concise recommendation without encountering the uncertainty or
disagreement that existed earlier.

Al enters this already distributed environment.
The relevant change is therefore not from purely individual human judgement to distributed
machine judgement. It is often from one distributed decision architecture to another in which

computational systems perform some of the functions previously undertaken by people or add
entirely new analytical layers.

Al Can Occupy Several Positions at Once

One Al system may contribute at several points within the same decision.
It might help retrieve information, summarise it, identify patterns, estimate likely outcomes

and generate a recommendation. Another system may then prioritise cases or determine which
matters receive human attention.
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This can make computational influence cumulative.

No individual Al contribution may appear decisive when examined separately. Yet together
they can substantially shape the environment within which later human judgement occurs.

Imagine a process in which one system determines which cases are considered relevant, another
analyses those cases and a third generates recommendations for human reviewers. The final
reviewer may possess complete authority to reject the recommendation.

Nevertheless, the human encounters a decision space that has already been shaped
computationally at several stages.

The cases not selected initially may never appear. The analysis may determine which
characteristics receive emphasis. The recommendation may establish the starting point for final
review.

The human remains part of the decision, but understanding that role requires looking across
the entire process rather than only at the final interaction.

Influence Can Accumulate Across Stages

Distributed decision-making creates the possibility that small influences at several stages
combine into a substantial effect.

A categorisation made early in a process may determine which analytical pathway follows.
That analysis may influence a prediction. The prediction may shape the alternatives presented.
A ranking may then influence which option receives the greatest attention from the final human
reviewer.

At no point does one contribution necessarily determine the outcome.
Collectively, however, the path can become increasingly structured.

This illustrates why distributed judgement cannot always be understood by asking whether a
human had the ability to override the final recommendation.

An override at the end may alter the final option, but it does not necessarily reconstruct earlier
stages of the process. The human may never see information excluded before the matter
reached them or alternatives that were not generated.

This does not establish that distributed Al-assisted processes are necessarily problematic.
Human institutions also rely on filtering, categorisation and delegated analysis. Some degree

of structure is unavoidable in complex decisions.

The important point is that influence can exist throughout the architecture rather than being
concentrated at the point of final choice.
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Different Participants May Hold Different Knowledge

Distributed decisions also create differences in what participants know.

An Al system may have access to a large dataset but lack contextual information known to a
human professional. A frontline employee may understand circumstances that are not visible
to senior management. A manager may understand organisational priorities that are not
available to the system. A specialist may recognise technical uncertainty that disappears from
a simplified final report.

No participant necessarily possesses the complete picture.

This makes the movement of information between participants significant.

What is retained? What is summarised? What becomes a numerical score? What remains as
narrative explanation? What is omitted because it appears irrelevant at an earlier stage?

Al can assist in preserving and processing large amounts of information, but it can also become
part of the process through which complexity is reduced.

Reduction is often necessary. Decision-makers cannot always absorb every underlying detail.
Yet each reduction can influence what later participants are able to judge.

The final decision may therefore reflect not only the quality of individual judgements but also
the structure through which information travelled.

Shared Judgement Does Not Mean Equal Contribution

Calling a decision shared does not imply that every participant contributes equally.

One system may perform most of the analysis. A human may supply critical contextual
interpretation. Another person may possess final authority. An automated process may execute
the outcome.

These roles are different.

A decision can therefore be predominantly computational in its analytical formation while
remaining human in formal authority. Another may involve extensive human analysis
supported by relatively limited computational assistance. A third may involve multiple systems

and multiple people in ways that make simple proportions difficult to describe.

The purpose of recognising shared judgement is not to calculate precisely how much of a
decision belongs to each participant.

It is to avoid assuming that the identity of the final approver reveals the full architecture of the
decision.
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This also prevents the opposite simplification: attributing the entire outcome to Al merely
because a computational recommendation strongly influenced it.

Distributed decisions are characterised precisely by the fact that several contributions can
matter simultaneously.

Authority Can Also Be Distributed

Authority itself may not reside with one person.

Organisations frequently divide decision rights. One person may recommend, another approve,
and another possess authority to review or reverse the outcome. Committees may exercise
collective authority. Institutions may operate within legal or governance structures that

constrain what any individual decision-maker can determine.

Al can operate within these arrangements without possessing the same kind of authority as the
human participants.

A system may be authorised to perform particular functions. Automated processes may trigger
outcomes within defined boundaries. Human intervention may occur only when specified

conditions arise.

In such circumstances, asking where authority lies requires examining the wider institutional
structure.

The machine may execute.

The human may approve.

The organisation may have established the criteria.

A legal or governance framework may define the boundaries within which all of them operate.

Authority can therefore be distributed across levels even when the immediate outcome appears
to have been generated automatically.

Distributed Judgement Can Complicate Responsibility
When many participants contribute, responsibility can become harder to locate.

A person may rely upon analysis produced elsewhere. A manager may approve a
recommendation generated through a process they did not design. A system developer may
create computational capabilities without controlling the circumstances in which they are later
used. An institution may establish a decision architecture that distributes tasks among
numerous people and systems.

If an outcome later attracts scrutiny, each participant may have contributed only one part.

This does not mean responsibility disappears.
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It means that responsibility cannot necessarily be inferred from a single act within the process.
The person who pressed the final approval button may not have designed the system. The
person who designed the system may not have possessed authority over the individual decision.
The AI system may have generated the recommendation without possessing human or

institutional responsibility for the consequences.

These distinctions will become especially important when the Guide turns more directly to
responsibility and accountability.

For now, they demonstrate why distributed decision-making changes the way the human role
must be understood.

Institutions Make Distribution Durable

A one-off decision can involve several contributors. Institutional decision processes can make
those relationships persistent.

Roles are established. Procedures are repeated. Systems become embedded. Particular
information routinely flows through particular pathways.

Once Al becomes part of such a structure, its contribution may no longer be experienced as a
separate intervention. It becomes part of how the institution decides.

This can make the human—AlI boundary less visible.
People joining an organisation may encounter an Al-assisted process as the normal way work
is performed. A recommendation system may become an ordinary source of analysis rather

than something regarded as external to human judgement.

Over time, the distinction between “using Al for a decision” and “making the decision through
the institution's normal process” may become increasingly difficult to observe.

This does not mean the distinction ceases to matter.

It means that understanding it requires examining the decision architecture rather than relying
on how familiar the technology has become.

Looking at the Whole Decision

Shared and distributed judgement therefore changes the central question.

Instead of asking only “Who made the decision?”, it becomes useful to ask:

Where did information enter the process? Where was it filtered or interpreted? Where were
alternatives generated? Where did prediction occur? Where did recommendations arise? Where

was contextual judgement introduced? Where did authority reside? Where was the outcome
executed?
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These questions do not create a checklist for how decisions should be designed. They reveal
why complex Al-assisted decisions cannot always be understood through a single point of
human approval.

The decision may be spread across time, people, systems and institutions.
Human judgement can remain central without being concentrated in one person. Al can exert
substantial influence without possessing formal authority. Several participants can contribute

meaningfully without any one of them independently producing the final outcome.

The result is not necessarily a human decision with an Al attached to it, nor an Al decision
with a human attached to it.

It may be a genuinely distributed decision process.

From Distributed Judgement to Institutional Role

Once judgement is understood as distributed, professional and institutional settings require
closer examination.

In these environments, human participation is not based solely on individual reasoning. People
occupy roles. Those roles can carry expertise, authority, duties and expectations that exist
independently of the particular person holding them.

A professional may be expected to exercise judgement because of what their role represents.
An institutional decision-maker may act under authority that belongs to an office or

organisation rather than to the individual personally.

Al can contribute extensively to these decisions, but it does not enter an empty space. It enters
an existing architecture of roles and responsibilities.

The next question is therefore not simply how judgement is shared.
It is what happens when Al becomes part of decisions whose human meaning arises from

professional and institutional roles — and where the person deciding may be acting not merely
as an individual, but as a representative of a wider human institution.
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Chapter 11 — Professional and
Institutional Decisions

Some decisions carry meaning because of who is authorised to make them.

A professional does not exercise judgement only as an individual. A manager may decide on
behalf of an organisation rather than according to personal preference. A public or institutional
decision-maker may act through authority attached to an office, role or established process. In
each case, the decision exists within a structure that gives human judgement a particular

purpose.

Artificial intelligence can become deeply involved in these decisions. It may organise
information, identify patterns, estimate outcomes, compare alternatives or generate
recommendations. In some settings, it may perform much of the analytical work that once
depended primarily upon people.

Yet the increasing capability of Al does not remove the significance of the role within which a
decision occurs.

A professional judgement can involve expertise, but it can also involve duties towards other
people. An organisational decision can involve efficiency, but it may also require interpretation
of institutional objectives and competing interests. A public decision can involve extensive
analysis while remaining connected to authority established through human institutions.

The question is therefore not simply whether Al can perform activities associated with
professional or institutional reasoning.

It is what happens to the human decision when those activities become increasingly
computational while the surrounding role, authority and consequences remain situated within
human institutions.

A Role Is More Than an Individual

Professional and institutional decisions differ from many personal choices because the person
making them often acts through a role.

An individual choosing something for themselves may legitimately give substantial weight to
personal preference. A professional may not have the same freedom. The professional's
judgement may be shaped by the purpose of the role, relevant standards, expertise, obligations
and the circumstances of the person or matter being considered.

Similarly, a manager making an organisational decision does not necessarily decide according
to what they personally prefer. Their authority may exist because the organisation has assigned

particular responsibilities to their position.

This distinction becomes important when Al enters the process.
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A system can analyse information relevant to a role. It can learn patterns from previous cases,
apply criteria, generate explanations and identify possible courses of action. But performing
these functions does not necessarily mean occupying the role itself.

The role exists within a human and institutional arrangement.
It may carry expectations about how authority is exercised, whose interests are considered and

who remains answerable for the outcome. These features cannot be understood simply by
measuring the computational quality of an analysis.

Expertise and Judgement Are Related but Different

Professional authority is often associated with expertise.

A person may possess specialised knowledge developed through education, experience and
repeated engagement with a particular field. Al can increasingly contribute to activities that
depend upon such knowledge.

This can create an understandable question: if a system can perform an analysis as well as, or
in some respects better than, a human professional, what remains distinct about professional
judgement?

Part of the answer lies in distinguishing expertise from the wider act of judgement.

Expertise can contribute knowledge, pattern recognition and analytical understanding.
Professional judgement may additionally involve interpreting those elements within the
circumstances of a particular case, recognising the significance of exceptions, understanding
the consequences of alternative courses and acting within responsibilities attached to the
professional role.

Al may contribute to each of these activities as its capabilities develop. The distinction should
therefore not be based upon an assumption that contextual interpretation or complex reasoning
will always remain beyond computational systems.

The more durable distinction concerns the position from which the judgement is exercised.

The professional is not simply an information-processing mechanism. The person occupies a
recognised role within a relationship involving other people, institutions and consequences.

Institutional Purpose Shapes the Decision

Institutions make decisions for purposes.
A commercial organisation, educational institution, professional body, public agency and
community organisation may each approach superficially similar questions differently because

they exist for different reasons and possess different responsibilities.

Al analysis does not necessarily contain those purposes within itself.
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A system can be instructed to optimise according to particular criteria or evaluate alternatives
against defined objectives. But the selection and interpretation of those objectives belong to
the wider institutional environment in which the system operates.

This matters because institutional purposes can involve competing considerations.

An organisation may value efficiency while also considering continuity, fairness, risk,
relationships or longer-term objectives. A public institution may need to consider consistency
alongside the circumstances of individual cases. A professional organisation may seek reliable
outcomes while recognising responsibilities that cannot be reduced to a single numerical
objective.

Al can help analyse these tensions.

It does not make them disappear.

The decision may therefore remain partly an interpretation of what the institution's purpose
means in the particular circumstances before it.

Rules Do Not Remove Judgement Entirely

Professional and institutional decisions often operate within rules, policies or established
procedures.

At first glance, such environments may appear particularly suitable for automation. If criteria
can be clearly expressed, a computational system may be able to apply them consistently and
at scale.

Some decisions may indeed involve relatively little discretion once relevant conditions have
been established.

Others contain a different relationship between rules and judgement.

A rule may require interpretation. Several rules may interact. An unusual circumstance may
not fit neatly within the categories anticipated when a process was designed. A policy may
establish a general direction while leaving room for contextual evaluation.

Al may assist with these situations by identifying relevant provisions, comparing previous
patterns or explaining possible interpretations. It may become increasingly capable of handling

complexity that once required substantial human examination.

Yet the existence of rules does not automatically convert every institutional decision into a
calculation.

Rules themselves exist within institutions. Their purpose, scope and application can acquire
meaning through context.

The distinction is therefore not between rule-following machines and judgement-based
humans. Both people and Al systems can apply rules, and both can contribute to interpretation.
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The deeper question is where authority to determine the meaning and application of those rules
resides within the institutional structure.

Professional Judgement Can Affect People Who Are
Absent

Many professional and institutional decisions affect people who are not present when the
decision is made.

A person may be represented through records, measurements, forms, previous interactions or
other information available to the decision process. Al may analyse these representations

without direct contact with the person concerned.

This creates a distinction between the information available about someone and the person
whose circumstances that information represents.

Data can be extensive without capturing every aspect of a person's situation. A computational
assessment may identify patterns relevant to the decision while circumstances outside the

available representation remain significant.

Human decision-makers face the same limitation. Professionals and institutions have always
made decisions from incomplete representations of people and situations.

Al can change the scale and structure of this familiar problem.

Where computational analysis allows large numbers of cases to be processed rapidly, the
representation contained within the system may acquire greater influence over how individuals
are encountered institutionally.

The decision-maker may increasingly meet the case through an Al-generated summary,
classification or recommendation rather than through the underlying material in its original

form.

The human role can then include interpreting not only the case but also the computational
representation through which the case has become visible.

Consistency and Individual Circumstance
Institutions often value consistency.

Similar cases may be expected to receive similar treatment. Al systems can support this
objective by applying analytical processes systematically across large numbers of cases.

Human judgement, by contrast, can vary between individuals and over time. Similar
circumstances may be interpreted differently by different decision-makers.

Yet consistency is not the only consideration that can matter.
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Individual circumstances can differ in ways that are difficult to capture through broad
categories. A case that appears similar according to several measurable characteristics may
contain a contextual difference that changes its significance.

This creates a tension rather than a simple choice.

Consistency can support predictability and comparable treatment. Contextual judgement can
recognise circumstances that general processes do not represent adequately.

Al and human judgement can participate on both sides of this tension. Al may identify unusual
cases that deserve closer attention. Humans may apply general assumptions too rigidly.
Conversely, computational processes may reinforce established categories while a person

recognises that a particular case does not fit them well.

There is therefore no inherent equation between Al and consistency or between humans and
contextual sensitivity.

The relevant issue is how the decision architecture handles the relationship between general
patterns and particular circumstances.

Institutional Memory Can Become Computational

Professional and institutional judgement has traditionally depended partly upon institutional
memory.

Past cases, accumulated experience, established practices and knowledge held by experienced
participants can influence how new situations are understood.

Al can make this accumulated material accessible in new ways.
Systems may analyse large bodies of previous information, identify patterns across cases and
bring relevant historical material into current decisions. This can extend institutional memory

beyond what any individual could personally retain.

At the same time, past patterns do not automatically determine what should happen in the
present.

Institutions change. Circumstances evolve. Previous decisions may reflect assumptions that no
longer hold. An unusual situation may require interpretation rather than repetition.

The ability to learn from institutional history therefore creates both analytical capability and a
continuing question of judgement.

What significance should the past have for the present case?

Al can contribute strongly to answering that question without necessarily possessing the
institutional authority to settle it.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 77



Al and The Human Decision AlGuide 8

Professional Independence Can Change in Character

As Al becomes embedded in professional environments, the meaning of independent
judgement may also evolve.

Independence need not mean working without technological assistance. Professionals have
long relied upon instruments, research, specialist advice and institutional systems.

The more relevant question is whether the professional remains substantively engaged with the
judgement or becomes principally a conduit through which computational recommendations
acquire formal authority.

This returns to the concern examined in Chapter 9.

A professional may remain formally responsible while relying heavily on an Al-generated
conclusion. That reliance may be well founded. It may also reflect time pressure, institutional
expectations or the difficulty of independently reconstructing sophisticated computational
analysis.

The professional's role therefore cannot be understood merely by asking whether Al was used.
The nature of the engagement matters.

A person who interprets, questions and contextualises Al assistance occupies a different

decision position from someone whose primary function is to confirm the system's output, even
if both retain identical formal authority.

Institutions Can Redistribute Human Judgement

Al may also change where professional and institutional judgement occurs.

Instead of requiring extensive human judgement in every individual case, an institution may
make broader decisions about system design, criteria, boundaries and circumstances requiring
escalation.

Human judgement can therefore move upstream.

Specialists may determine how an Al-assisted process is structured. Organisational leaders may
establish the purposes for which it is used. Other professionals may focus on exceptional or
uncertain cases rather than routine ones.

This does not necessarily reduce the total significance of human judgement.

It changes its location.

A decision architecture with less human involvement in individual cases may depend heavily
upon earlier human decisions about how the architecture itself operates.
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This makes institutional analysis particularly important. Looking only at the final outcome can
miss the human judgements embedded earlier in the process.

Institutions Remain Human Structures

Al can become deeply integrated into professional and institutional decision-making without
turning institutions themselves into purely computational entities.

Institutions exist through human purposes, authority structures, relationships, rules and
responsibilities. They affect people and operate within societies that may expect them to
account for their decisions.

Al can transform how these institutions analyse information and produce outcomes.

It can also make the boundary between computational contribution and professional judgement
harder to see.

The central distinction nevertheless remains.

Capability does not automatically create professional standing. Analytical sophistication does
not independently establish institutional authority. The production of a recommendation does
not by itself determine who is answerable for what follows.

This does not require treating existing human arrangements as permanent. Professional roles
may change. Institutional processes may evolve. New forms of shared human—AlI decision-
making may become ordinary.

The purpose is not to predict where those developments will lead.

It is to recognise that when Al enters professional and institutional decisions, it enters structures
in which deciding already means more than choosing the computationally strongest option.

From Role to Responsibility

Professional and institutional settings bring together many of the distinctions developed
throughout this Guide.

Al can possess extensive capability without possessing the same authority as the human role it
assists. Judgement can be distributed across people and systems. Formal oversight can exist
without substantial engagement. Consequences may fall upon people who did not participate
in the decision. Institutional purposes can shape what different outcomes mean.

These features lead towards a question that becomes difficult to avoid once a decision has
produced consequences.

If AI contributed information, analysis, prediction or recommendation; if several people and

systems shaped the process; and if the final outcome emerged from this distributed architecture,
where does responsibility reside?
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The answer cannot necessarily be found by identifying the participant that performed the most
analysis.

Nor can it always be resolved simply by identifying who pressed the final button.

Al assistance can distribute contribution without automatically distributing responsibility in
the same way.

Understanding that distinction is the next stage in examining what remains human about
deciding.
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Chapter 12 — Responsibility After Al
Assistance

When a decision produces consequences, attention often shifts from how the decision was
made to who is responsible for what followed.

This question can become more difficult when artificial intelligence has contributed
substantially to the process. A system may have selected or organised information, generated
analysis, estimated outcomes, ranked alternatives or recommended a course of action. Several
people may have participated at different stages. One person may have possessed formal
authority, while another established the process through which the Al was used. The eventual
outcome may then have been implemented automatically.

In such circumstances, responsibility cannot always be understood simply by asking who
performed the most analysis or who made the final visible choice.

Al can distribute contribution across a decision process without necessarily distributing
responsibility in the same way.

This distinction is central to understanding the human decision. Capability, influence, authority
and responsibility are related, but they are not interchangeable. A system can exert considerable
influence without possessing institutional authority. A human can hold formal authority while
relying heavily on computational analysis. An organisation can establish a decision architecture
even though no single person controls every individual outcome.

Once consequences occur, these differences become significant.

Contribution Is Not the Same as Responsibility

Many participants can contribute to a decision.

An analyst may provide information. A specialist may offer an interpretation. An Al system
may produce a prediction. A manager may approve the resulting recommendation. An
organisation may establish the procedure within which all of these contributions occur.

Each contribution can influence the outcome.

It does not follow that each contributor bears the same kind or degree of responsibility for it.
This distinction already exists in human decision-making. Advisers can influence decisions
without possessing final authority. Employees may provide analysis while senior decision-
makers determine what action follows. Institutions can allocate different responsibilities to

different roles.

Al adds another contributor, but one whose computational contribution can be unusually
extensive.
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A system may perform more analysis than any individual person involved. It may even
generate the recommendation that is ultimately accepted. Yet the amount of analytical
contribution does not by itself establish responsibility for the decision.

Responsibility exists within relationships of authority, role, expectation and consequence that
cannot necessarily be inferred from computational activity alone.

Responsibility and Accountability Are Related but
Distinct

The terms responsibility and accountability are often used together, but they can describe
different aspects of a decision.

Responsibility can refer broadly to the connection between a person or institution and an action,
role, obligation or outcome.

Accountability adds the idea of answerability: someone or some institution may be expected
to explain, justify or respond to what occurred.

The precise meaning of these concepts differs across professional, organisational, legal and
cultural settings. This Guide does not attempt to establish a universal framework for allocating
either.

The distinction is nevertheless useful because Al-assisted decisions can separate contribution
from answerability.

An Al system may generate a highly influential recommendation, but when questions arise
about why that recommendation was acted upon, the explanation may be sought from a person
or institution.

The system's computational role can be described. Its output can potentially be examined. But
the wider question — why was this system being used for this purpose, under this authority
and within these boundaries? — points towards the human decision architecture surrounding

1t.

Accountability therefore exposes aspects of deciding that may remain invisible while the
system is operating successfully.

Final Approval Does Not Explain Everything

One apparently simple way to locate responsibility is to identify the person who approved the
final decision.

Sometimes this may correspond closely with the practical decision role.

But Chapter 9 showed why final approval can represent very different levels of substantive
human judgement. A reviewer may carefully evaluate an Al recommendation, or may routinely
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confirm it with limited independent examination. Both can appear identical in the formal
record.

If responsibility is attributed solely according to final approval, the wider structure of the
decision may disappear from view.

The approving individual may not have selected the Al system, determined what information
it used, established the criteria according to which alternatives were ranked or decided how
much time reviewers would have to examine recommendations.

Those earlier choices may have been made elsewhere within an organisation.

This does not mean that final authority is irrelevant.

It means that identifying the final approver does not necessarily provide a complete account of
how responsibility is distributed across an Al-assisted decision process.

Responsibility Can Exist Upstream

As automation increases, important human decisions may move earlier in the process.

An organisation may decide what functions an Al system performs, which decisions it can
influence, what information is made available to it and under what circumstances human
intervention occurs.

These decisions can shape large numbers of later outcomes.

The people making them may never encounter the individual cases affected by the system.
Nevertheless, their decisions help construct the environment within which those cases are
processed.

Responsibility can therefore have an upstream dimension.

A person who approves one individual outcome occupies a different position from those who
determine the architecture governing thousands of outcomes.

Neither position necessarily absorbs all responsibility. They represent different relationships
to the process.

This becomes particularly important when automated systems operate at scale. If every
outcome is treated as entirely separate, the significance of earlier institutional choices may be

overlooked.

Al-assisted decision-making can therefore require attention not only to decisions made
through a system but also to decisions made about the system's role.
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Distributed Decisions Complicate Attribution

Chapter 10 examined decisions in which judgement is distributed across several people and
systems.

Responsibility becomes correspondingly difficult to describe when no participant possesses the
whole decision.

One person may understand the underlying circumstances. Another may understand the
technical system. A manager may possess formal authority. A system may generate the
principal analysis. An institutional process may constrain the alternatives available.

When the outcome is satisfactory, this distribution may attract little attention.

When something goes wrong, the same structure can create uncertainty about where
responsibility lies.

Each participant may be able to point towards another contribution.

The human reviewer relied on the analysis. The analyst relied on available information. The
organisation relied on the system. The system operated according to the process within which
it was deployed.

Such a chain can make responsibility appear to dissolve into the architecture.

Yet distributed contribution does not mean that no human or institutional responsibility exists.

It means that responsibility may need to be understood at several levels rather than located in
one participant simply because that participant was closest to the final outcome.

The System Cannot Explain the Institution's Purpose

An Al system may be able to generate an explanation for its output or describe factors
associated with a recommendation.

That is different from explaining why an institution decided to use that system in that way.
The distinction becomes important when a decision is challenged.

There may be one question about how the computational result was produced. There may be
another about why that result was allowed to influence a particular human outcome. A third
may concern who possessed authority to establish the process.

These questions exist at different levels.

Technical explanation can illuminate computational contribution.

Institutional explanation concerns human purpose and authority.

The two can interact, but one does not replace the other.
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Even a completely understandable computational process would not by itself explain why an
institution considered that process appropriate for the decision being made. Conversely,
knowing why an institution adopted Al would not necessarily explain how a particular output
was generated.

Responsibility after Al assistance can therefore involve both the individual decision and the
architecture within which it occurred.

Unexpected Outcomes Do Not Necessarily Reveal Poor
Decisions

Responsibility also becomes complicated because decisions occur under uncertainty.

Chapter 8 distinguished a decision from knowledge of its eventual outcome. A carefully
considered decision can produce an unfavourable result because the future was uncertain. A
poorly considered decision can occasionally produce a favourable result.

Retrospective knowledge can make this distinction difficult to preserve.

Once an outcome has occurred, it can appear as though the decision-maker should have known
what would happen. The actual decision, however, was made using information and
uncertainty available beforehand.

Al predictions do not eliminate this problem.

A system may estimate that one outcome is highly likely, yet another occurs. That does not
automatically establish whether the prediction was inappropriate, whether the human
judgement was unreasonable or whether an unlikely event simply occurred.

Responsibility therefore cannot always be inferred directly from outcome.

Understanding the decision may require distinguishing what was known, what was estimated,
what remained uncertain and what authority was exercised at the time.

Human Responsibility Is Not Proof of Human Superiority

Maintaining a human connection to responsibility should not be confused with claiming that
human decision-making is inherently superior to Al-assisted decision-making.

Humans can make poor decisions. Institutions can establish inadequate processes.
Professionals can overlook important information. Human judgement can be inconsistent and

influenced by inappropriate assumptions.

Al may improve aspects of decision-making by providing broader analysis, greater consistency
or information that people would otherwise miss.

The question of responsibility is different.
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It concerns who or what occupies a position of answerability within the human environment
where the decision has consequences.

A computational system may become more capable than a person at particular analytical tasks
without becoming an institution, professional office or human actor in the same sense.

This distinction allows Al capability to be recognised without turning capability into a
substitute for responsibility.

Responsibility Can Shape the Meaning of Authority

Earlier chapters separated capability from authority.

Responsibility reveals why that separation matters.

Authority to make a decision often exists alongside some expectation that the exercise of that
authority has consequences for the decision-maker, organisation or institution. The exact form
varies considerably. It may involve internal review, professional accountability, public

explanation or other forms of answerability.

Where authority is delegated to computational processes, the relationship can become more
complex.

Operational decision-making may move towards the system while responsibility remains
elsewhere.

This creates a potential separation between the participant producing the immediate outcome
and the human structure answerable for it.

Such separation is not entirely new. Institutions have always acted through procedures,
delegated roles and technical systems.

Al can make it more pronounced because systems can contribute sophisticated reasoning rather
than merely execute simple predetermined instructions.

The more substantial the computational contribution becomes, the more tempting it can be to
describe the machine as responsible for the decision.

Yet describing causal contribution is not necessarily the same as locating responsibility within
the human and institutional environment.

Responsibility After Assistance
Al assistance therefore does not cause responsibility to disappear.
It can make responsibility more difficult to see.

A decision may emerge from several computational and human contributions. Formal authority
may sit in one place, substantive influence in another and execution somewhere else. The
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people establishing the decision architecture may be distant from those reviewing individual
outcomes.

Understanding responsibility in such environments requires resisting the assumption that every
aspect of the decision must belong to a single actor.

Al may contribute analysis without authority.

A human may possess authority without performing the principal analysis.

An institution may establish the process without participating directly in every outcome.
Responsibility may consequently attach to different aspects of the decision at different levels.
This Guide does not prescribe how those responsibilities should be allocated. Such questions
can depend upon legal systems, professional structures, institutional arrangements and
particular circumstances.

Its purpose is to establish the conceptual distinction.

The more Al contributes to deciding, the more important it becomes to understand that
contribution, capability, authority and responsibility are not the same thing.

Towards a Changing Boundary

This distinction also prepares the Guide for a broader question.

Al capabilities will not necessarily remain where they are today. Activities that currently
require substantial human interpretation may become increasingly supported by computational
systems. Al may become better at incorporating context, analysing competing considerations,

representing uncertainty and generating sophisticated explanations for its recommendations.

If human judgement were defined only as whatever Al cannot presently do, its territory would
continually retreat as technology advanced.

But the chapters so far suggest a different way of understanding the boundary.
Human judgement is connected not merely to residual analytical tasks but to the position people
and institutions occupy within decisions: interpreting significance, exercising authority, living

with consequences and remaining connected to responsibility.

As computational capability changes, the functional boundary between human and Al
contribution may also change.

The question is whether that means the human decision itself disappears — or whether the
meaning of human judgement changes with it.

That is the next stage of the examination.
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Chapter 13 — The Changing Boundary of
Human Judgement

The boundary between human judgement and artificial intelligence is not fixed.

Activities once regarded as requiring substantial human interpretation can increasingly be
supported by computational systems. Al can move beyond retrieving information to
summarising complex material, identifying patterns, comparing alternatives, estimating
outcomes, generating possible courses of action and producing recommendations expressed
through sophisticated reasoning.

As these capabilities develop, it can become tempting to define human judgement by
subtraction.

Under this view, the human contribution consists of whatever Al cannot yet do. When
machines acquire another capability, the human territory becomes smaller. If Al eventually
performs most of the analytical activities surrounding a decision, it may then appear that little
remains except formal approval.

This Guide has developed a different account.

Human judgement is not simply the residual collection of tasks left behind by technological
capability. It exists within the wider human architecture of deciding: context, consequence,
meaning, authority, uncertainty, responsibility and the relationships among people and
institutions affected by decisions.

Al may contribute increasingly to all of these areas. It may become more capable of interpreting
context, identifying competing considerations, representing uncertainty and anticipating
consequences. None of these developments should be dismissed merely to preserve an artificial

distinction between human and machine.

But increasing capability does not automatically answer a different question: what position
does the human occupy within the decision?

The functional boundary may move considerably while the human significance of deciding
remains.

The Boundary Has Already Moved

The changing boundary is not only a future possibility.
It can already be seen in the progression examined throughout this Guide.
A computer used principally for calculation occupies a relatively limited position within a

decision. A system that retrieves relevant information moves further into the process. One that
summarises and analyses that information contributes more. Prediction brings computational
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assistance closer to anticipating consequences. Option generation influences the range of
possibilities considered. Recommendation introduces a proposed direction.

None of these transitions necessarily occurs as a dramatic event.

The boundary can move gradually.

A task previously performed by a person becomes routinely assisted by Al. Assistance becomes
increasingly sophisticated. The human begins to rely on computational analysis as the normal
starting point. Eventually, a task once understood as part of human reasoning may be regarded

simply as something the system does before the human becomes involved.

This progression matters because perceptions of what counts as “human judgement” can
change alongside the technology.

What once appeared central to deciding may later appear merely preparatory.

Capability Can Change Faster Than Roles

Technological capabilities and human institutions do not necessarily change at the same speed.
An Al system may acquire new analytical abilities relatively quickly. Professional roles,
organisational structures, laws, institutional expectations and social understandings of

responsibility may evolve more slowly.

This can create periods in which the practical capability of Al exceeds the role formally
assigned to it.

A system may be capable of producing a complete recommendation while institutional
processes still require extensive human review. Elsewhere, organisations may integrate new
capabilities rapidly while professional or social expectations about the human role remain
unsettled.

The reverse can also occur. An institution may design a highly automated process even though
the underlying Al remains dependent upon substantial human input, monitoring or contextual

interpretation.

There is therefore no single technological moment at which the human—AI decision boundary
moves everywhere at once.

Different societies, professions and institutions may redraw it differently.

This variation is one reason technological capability cannot, by itself, determine the future
allocation of decision roles.

Better Contextual Analysis Changes the Question

One distinction sometimes drawn between Al and human judgement is that humans understand
context while machines process information.

© Al Sourced Facts (AISF) www.aisourcedfacts.com 89



Al and The Human Decision AlGuide 8

As a permanent boundary, this is difficult to sustain.

Al systems can increasingly incorporate large amounts of contextual information. They can
analyse relationships among factors, respond to detailed descriptions of circumstances and
generate interpretations sensitive to distinctions supplied within the interaction.

Future developments may extend these abilities further.

If human judgement is defined solely by contextual analysis, increasing Al capability could
appear to eliminate the distinction.

But context in a decision has more than one meaning.

There is context as information: facts about circumstances that can be represented, supplied
and analysed.

There is also context as position: the relationship of the decision-maker to the people,
institution and consequences involved.

A system may become increasingly capable of analysing the first without necessarily
occupying the second.

A professional does not merely possess contextual information about a situation. The
professional acts within a role. An institution does not merely analyse the environment around

a decision. It possesses purposes, authority and responsibilities within that environment.

The changing boundary therefore requires distinguishing understanding information about
a context from occupying a position within that context.

Al May Become Better at Representing Competing
Considerations

A similar issue arises with values and competing interests.
Al systems can already generate reasoning that recognises multiple perspectives. They may
identify tensions among efficiency, fairness, cost, risk, convenience, consistency and other

considerations. They can describe how different priorities could produce different conclusions.

As these capabilities develop, it becomes less persuasive to describe Al as capable only of
narrow optimisation while reserving all balancing of competing considerations for humans.

Yet identifying and representing competing values is not necessarily the same as possessing
authority to determine which should prevail in a particular human setting.

A system may explain that different weightings produce different outcomes.

The question of which weighting has legitimate significance may still arise from the individual,
professional, organisational or institutional context in which the decision exists.
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This does not guarantee that the answer must always be supplied by one individual human.
Institutions themselves often establish priorities collectively, historically or procedurally.

The important distinction is that the source of those priorities cannot be inferred solely from
the computational ability to reason about them.

Human Judgement May Move Upstream

As Al performs more of the immediate analytical work within individual decisions, human
judgement may increasingly occur elsewhere.

Instead of examining every piece of information directly, humans may determine which
systems are used and for what purposes. Instead of independently calculating every assessment,
professionals may concentrate on interpretation, unusual circumstances or cases in which

competing considerations remain unresolved.

Institutions may devote more human judgement to establishing decision structures and less to
approving individual outcomes.

This movement has already appeared repeatedly in the Guide.

Automation can move the human decision upstream.

The resulting process may contain less visible human involvement at the moment an outcome
is generated while depending heavily upon human decisions made earlier about objectives,

authority and boundaries.

This complicates claims that Al has either “replaced” or “not replaced” human decision-
making.

Both descriptions may miss what has happened.

Human judgement may have changed location.

Human Roles Can Also Become More Substantive

A changing boundary does not necessarily mean that the human role becomes progressively
smaller.

If Al performs routine analytical work, people may have greater capacity to concentrate on
aspects of decisions involving unusual context, communication, competing interests or

consequences for other people.

Al may also make information available that allows humans to exercise judgement with a
broader understanding than was previously possible.

In such circumstances, computational capability can expand the informational foundation of
human judgement rather than merely substitute for it.
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The opposite pattern is also possible.

If people routinely accept Al-generated recommendations without substantive engagement,
formal human involvement may remain while the practical human contribution narrows.

Neither trajectory is technologically inevitable.
The same capability can support different decision architectures.

How the human role changes depends partly upon how people and institutions incorporate Al
into the processes through which decisions are formed.

New Capabilities Can Create New Dependencies

Greater capability can also alter what humans remain able or expected to do independently.
When a computational system performs a task repeatedly and reliably, people may have less
reason to perform that task themselves. Over time, expertise, workflows and expectations can

adapt around the availability of the technology.

This pattern is familiar beyond Al. Technologies often change the skills people practise
regularly and the knowledge they rely upon tools to supply.

In decision-making, however, the effect can be particularly significant.

A human may retain authority to override an Al recommendation while becoming less able to
reconstruct the analysis independently. The formal decision right remains, but the practical
relationship between human and system changes.

This does not establish that dependency is necessarily undesirable. Complex human societies
already depend upon technologies, institutions and specialised expertise that no individual can
reproduce independently.

The relevant observation is that capability changes relationships.

As Al becomes more capable, human independence and human authority should not be
assumed to move together automatically.

The Boundary Is Not One Line

It may therefore be misleading to imagine a single boundary separating human judgement from
Al contribution.

Several boundaries exist.
There is a boundary of capability: what the system and the human can each do.

There is a boundary of influence: which participant most strongly shapes the eventual outcome.
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There is a boundary of authority: who or what is empowered to determine what happens.

There is a boundary of responsibility: where answerability for the decision and its
consequences resides.

There is also a boundary of experience: who lives within the human world in which the
consequences acquire meaning.

These boundaries do not necessarily move together.

Al capability may expand rapidly while authority remains human. Influence may shift towards
computational recommendations while responsibility remains institutional. Execution may
become automated even though human decisions continue to define the environment within

which automation operates.

The phrase “the human—Al boundary” therefore describes not one dividing line but a changing
relationship among several dimensions of deciding.

Avoiding Technological Determinism

A changing boundary does not imply a predetermined destination.

It is possible to observe increasing Al capability without assuming that every decision function
will inevitably become automated. It is equally possible to recognise enduring human roles
without assuming that current arrangements will remain unchanged.

Technological development creates possibilities.

Human beings, organisations and institutions respond to those possibilities within different
economic, cultural, professional, legal and social environments.

Some may assign Al substantial operational roles. Others may retain extensive direct human
involvement. Different approaches may coexist, even where the underlying technologies are
similar.

The future boundary of human judgement is therefore not determined by capability alone.

Nor can it be described confidently through a simple progression from human decisions to
machine decisions.

The more likely conceptual challenge is continuing variation in how computational and human
contributions are combined.

What Does Not Move Automatically

As functional boundaries change, several distinctions developed in this Guide remain
important.

Information does not automatically become judgement.
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Prediction does not automatically become decision.

Capability does not automatically become authority.

Influence does not automatically become responsibility.

Automation does not automatically mean the disappearance of human decisions.

These distinctions do not establish permanent limits on what Al can technically accomplish.

They describe different dimensions of a decision that should not be collapsed simply because
one participant becomes more capable.

An Al system may eventually perform an extraordinary proportion of the reasoning
surrounding an outcome.

A separate question can still remain: what gives that outcome its authority within a human

setting, who experiences its consequences and where responsibility resides for allowing it to
determine what happens?

Towards the Central Question

The changing boundary of human judgement therefore brings the Guide back towards the
question with which it began.

When Al enters a decision, it can contribute far more than information.

It can shape attention, frame alternatives, estimate outcomes, generate possibilities and
recommend directions. It can participate across distributed decision processes and become
embedded within professional and institutional structures. As its capabilities develop, it may
perform increasingly sophisticated forms of reasoning that once appeared distinctively human.

None of this requires diminishing what Al can do.

Nor does preserving a human dimension require placing an artificial boundary around tasks
that machines must never perform.

The deeper distinction lies elsewhere.

Decisions occur within human worlds of consequence, authority, responsibility, relationships
and meaning. Al can become an increasingly powerful participant in those decisions without
making those surrounding dimensions disappear.

The boundary can move.

The human role can change.

Some forms of human involvement may become less important while others become more
significant. Formal approval may cease to provide a meaningful description of human
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judgement. Decision authority may be exercised at different levels from the computational
analysis itself.

What remains, then, cannot be identified simply by listing the tasks that humans still perform
better than machines.

The final question is more fundamental:

When increasingly capable Al can participate throughout the process of deciding, what
remains distinctly human about the decision itself?
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Chapter 14 — What Remains Human
About Deciding?

The central question of this Guide has never been whether artificial intelligence can contribute
to a decision.

It clearly can.

Al can provide information, organise complex material, identify patterns, compare alternatives,
estimate probabilities, generate possible courses of action and recommend particular
directions. It can perform several of these functions together, rapidly and at a scale that may
exceed what an individual human could readily achieve.

Nor has the central question been whether these capabilities will continue to develop. The
boundary between computational contribution and activities traditionally associated with
human judgement has already changed, and it may continue to change.

The deeper question is what these developments mean for the human act of deciding.

If AI can contribute throughout the process — not merely supplying information but shaping
attention, framing alternatives, estimating consequences and proposing outcomes — it
becomes increasingly difficult to define the human decision simply as whatever happens after
the machine has finished its work.

The human contribution cannot be understood adequately as the final click.

Nor can it be preserved simply by identifying tasks that Al cannot currently perform.

What remains human about deciding must instead be understood through the wider architecture
in which decisions acquire meaning.

The Decision Is More Than Its Analysis

One of the recurring distinctions throughout this Guide has been between analysing a decision
and making one.

Analysis can be extraordinarily sophisticated. It can reveal information that humans would
otherwise miss, expose relationships across large quantities of data and estimate outcomes with
considerable precision.

Yet a decision exists because analysis eventually connects with action.

Something will be chosen, permitted, rejected, prioritised, allocated, changed or left
unchanged.

That movement from analysis towards consequence places the decision within a human setting.
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A prediction describes what may happen. A recommendation identifies what appears preferable
according to some basis of assessment. A decision determines what will be done within
circumstances where people, organisations or institutions experience what follows.

This does not make analysis less important.

It makes the distinction between analytical contribution and decision authority more visible.

Al may increasingly perform the former without the latter automatically following from it.

Human Judgement Is Not Human Infallibility

Preserving a distinct place for human judgement should not depend upon idealising human
beings.

People make mistakes. They can misunderstand information, overlook relevant context, place
inappropriate weight on particular considerations and reach inconsistent conclusions. Human
decision-makers can become overconfident, inattentive or influenced by assumptions they do
not recognise.

Al may improve decisions in some circumstances precisely because human judgement has
limitations. Computational systems can introduce consistency, process large quantities of

information and identify patterns that unaided humans might fail to detect.

There is therefore no useful distinction between a flawed machine and an inherently superior
human.

The distinction lies elsewhere.

Human beings occupy positions within the world in which decisions occur. They live within
relationships, institutions, cultures and systems of responsibility. They can exercise authority
not merely because they possess analytical capability but because authority has been assigned,
recognised or established within those human structures.

Human judgement is distinct not because humans always decide correctly.

It is distinct because human beings are participants in the world their decisions help shape.

Meaning Does Not Reside in the Output Alone

The same computational result can carry different significance in different circumstances.

An estimated probability may be relatively unimportant in one decision and central to another.
A recommendation may affect only the person choosing whether to follow it, or it may
influence an institutional outcome affecting someone who had no role in producing it.

Context changes meaning.

So does consequence.
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Al can increasingly analyse both. A system can incorporate contextual information, compare
consequences and reason about competing considerations. There is no need to assume that such
capabilities belong permanently to humans alone.

But the people affected by decisions do not encounter consequences merely as analytical
variables.

They live them.

An employment outcome, professional judgement, institutional determination or personal
choice exists not only as data but as part of someone's circumstances.

This does not mean lived experience supplies a single correct answer. People can interpret the
same consequences differently. Cultural, professional and institutional contexts can also vary

widely.

It means that the decision belongs to a human world even when much of the reasoning
supporting it has become computational.

Authority Remains a Separate Question

The distinction between capability and authority has been central to this Guide.

Al capability may continue to expand. A system may become better than an individual human
at particular forms of analysis. It may generate recommendations that are accepted in most
cases. It may operate automatically within established boundaries.

None of these conditions, by itself, explains why the system has authority to determine what
happens.

Authority comes from a wider structure.

An individual may possess authority over personal choices. Professionals exercise roles
recognised within particular systems. Managers act through organisational arrangements.
Institutions exercise powers established through governance, law, social arrangements or other
recognised structures.

These structures differ around the world.

They can also change.

Al may be delegated increasing operational authority within them. Some decisions may occur
with little or no contemporaneous human intervention. The relevant human decision may then
have moved upstream to the establishment of the process, the allocation of authority or the

definition of the circumstances in which automated outcomes occur.

The location of the human decision can therefore change without authority becoming simply
another computational capability.
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Responsibility Connects Decisions Back to People and
Institutions

Responsibility provides another important part of the answer.

Al can contribute substantially to an outcome without responsibility being distributed
according to the amount of computation performed.

A system might generate the analysis most directly associated with a decision. A human may
approve it. Another group may have established the criteria. An institution may have
determined that Al could be used for the purpose in the first place.

The resulting decision can be distributed.

Responsibility can therefore become difficult to locate, but difficulty of attribution does not
mean responsibility has ceased to exist.

When consequences attract scrutiny, questions frequently move beyond what the system
calculated.

Why was this process used? Who possessed authority to establish it? What role did the human
reviewer actually perform? Which decisions were made earlier about the system's boundaries?
Who or what was expected to answer for the resulting outcome?

These are questions about human and institutional arrangements.

They show why responsibility cannot be understood simply as another stage of computational
processing.

The Human Role May Move Rather Than Disappear

Al can change where human judgement occurs.

A person may no longer perform every analytical task directly. Professionals may increasingly
work from computationally generated assessments. Organisations may automate routine
decisions while directing human attention towards exceptional circumstances. Institutions may
make important human judgements when designing decision processes rather than at every
individual outcome.

From the perspective of the final decision, this can look like reduced human involvement.

From the perspective of the wider architecture, human judgement may have moved to another
level.

This distinction matters because counting human interventions does not reveal their
significance.
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A process containing human approval at every stage may involve little substantive judgement
if approval is routine. Another process may contain extensive automation while depending
upon significant human judgement about purposes, boundaries, exceptions and institutional
authority.

The question is therefore not simply how often a human appears.

It is what human judgement contributes where it appears.

Human Judgement Can Also Be Distributed

There may not be one human behind the decision.

Modern organisations and institutions already distribute judgement among specialists, teams,
managers, committees and formal processes. Al adds further contributors to these structures.

One person may provide context. Another may possess specialist expertise. An Al system may
perform extensive analysis. Another system may rank possible outcomes. A manager may
exercise formal authority, while an institution remains responsible for the overall process.
The resulting decision may belong to no single participant in its entirety.

This makes simple descriptions increasingly inadequate.

Calling such an outcome an “Al decision” may overlook human purposes, authority and
institutional design.

Calling it a “human decision” merely because a person approved it may overlook the extent to
which computational systems shaped its formation.

The more accurate description may be a distributed decision in which human and
computational contributions perform different functions.

Understanding those functions becomes more important than attaching a single label to the
outcome.

Uncertainty Keeps Deciding Distinct From Knowing

Even increasingly sophisticated Al does not necessarily remove the condition under which
many decisions occur: uncertainty.

A system may estimate probabilities more accurately, model more scenarios and identify risks
more comprehensively.

The future can nevertheless remain uncertain.
Someone may still have to act before every relevant fact is known. Several outcomes may

remain plausible. The most likely outcome may not occur. A low-probability consequence may
carry unusual significance.
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This is where the distinction between prediction and decision becomes particularly clear.
Prediction concerns what may happen.

Decision concerns what will be done while what happens next remains partly unknown.
Al can inform that choice extensively.

It cannot make uncertainty cease to be uncertainty merely by expressing it more precisely.

No Single Feature Defines the Human Decision

After examining these different dimensions, there is no need to reduce human deciding to one
unique characteristic.

It is not simply intuition.

It is not merely contextual understanding.

It is not exclusively values.

It is not final approval.

It is not professional expertise.

It is not the ability to perform a task that Al currently cannot perform.

Each of these may be relevant in particular circumstances, but none provides a permanent
universal boundary.

The distinctively human dimension emerges instead from their relationship within a broader
whole.

Humans interpret significance within lived contexts. They participate in social and institutional
relationships. They exercise authority established through human arrangements. They act
despite uncertainty. They and others experience consequences. They construct institutions
through which decisions are made. They remain connected, individually or collectively, to
questions of responsibility and accountability.

Al can contribute to the reasoning surrounding all of these dimensions.

The dimensions themselves remain part of the human world in which the decision takes effect.

What Remains Human

The answer to the Guide's central question is therefore not a list of capabilities reserved
permanently for people.

That list would be vulnerable to every advance in technology.
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A more durable distinction is this:

What remains human about deciding is not necessarily the exclusive performance of the
reasoning that precedes a decision, but the human position within the world in which the
decision has meaning, authority, consequence and responsibility.

That position can change.

It can be shared.

It can be distributed across individuals and institutions.

It can be weakened when human oversight becomes merely formal, and it can move upstream
as automation increases.

But it should not be confused with computational capability.

Al may contribute more and more to how decisions are formed. In some settings, it may
produce most of the immediate analysis. In others, automated systems may generate outcomes
without individual human approval.

Those developments change the architecture of deciding.

They do not make the questions surrounding human judgement disappear.

They make those questions more important to see clearly.

The Human Decision in an AI-Enabled World

The purpose of understanding this boundary is not to defend a predetermined allocation of
tasks between humans and machines.

Nor is it to predict whether future decisions will become more or less automated.

Different technologies, societies, professions and institutions will develop differently. The
appropriate human role may be understood differently across contexts and may change over
time.

The more fundamental requirement is conceptual clarity.

Information is not the same as analysis.

Analysis is not the same as prediction.

Prediction is not the same as recommendation.

Recommendation is not the same as decision.

Capability is not the same as authority.
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Influence is not the same as responsibility.
Human presence is not necessarily the same as human judgement.

These distinctions allow Al contribution to be recognised fully without requiring either
exaggeration or denial of the human role.

When Al enters the decision, the question is therefore not simply whether the machine or the
human decided.

The more revealing questions concern how the decision was formed, where judgement
occurred, what authority supported the outcome, who experienced its consequences and where
responsibility remained.

Al can profoundly change the answers to those questions.

It can change what humans know before deciding, what alternatives they see, what outcomes
they anticipate and how much of the reasoning process they perform themselves.

But the decision ultimately enters a world of human consequence.

That is why, even as the boundary changes, the human decision remains a distinct subject of
examination.

And it is why the central question is unlikely to disappear simply because Al becomes more
capable:

When AI can contribute to a decision, what remains distinctly human about deciding?
The answer does not lie in preserving a final task that machines cannot perform.

It lies in understanding the human place within the decision itself.
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Key Ideas from This Guide

Al does not have to make the final choice to become part of a decision.

It can influence the process much earlier by selecting information, organising material,
identifying patterns, estimating probabilities, framing alternatives and recommending
particular directions.

This makes several distinctions increasingly important.

Information is not the same as analysis.

Analysis is not the same as prediction.

Prediction is not the same as recommendation.

Recommendation is not the same as decision.

As Al moves through these different functions, its contribution to the formation of human
judgement can become progressively greater.

Assistance can also become influence without an obvious moment at which the transition
occurs. What people notice, how a problem is framed, which alternatives are presented and
how confidently an assessment is expressed can all affect the environment in which human
judgement develops.

The fact that a human retains final approval therefore does not, by itself, explain how human
the substantive decision process has been.

At the same time, capability is not authority.

An Al system may possess extraordinary analytical capability without independently acquiring
the authority to determine what happens. Authority exists within wider human, professional,
organisational, institutional and legal arrangements.

Context also changes the meaning of a decision.

The same computational function can participate in an everyday personal choice, a professional
judgement or an institutional determination. What the Al does may look similar while the
human significance of the resulting decision differs profoundly.

Consequence adds another dimension.

People do not encounter the effects of decisions merely as computational variables. They live
with them. Decisions can affect opportunities, relationships, security, wellbeing and access to

services. This gives the decision a human significance that cannot be understood solely from
the sophistication of the preceding analysis.
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Uncertainty does not necessarily disappear as Al becomes more capable. Better analysis may
improve what is known, estimated or anticipated while decisions still have to be made before
every outcome is certain.

Human oversight therefore cannot be understood simply by asking whether a person appears
somewhere in the process.

A human may formally approve an Al-generated outcome while exercising little substantive
judgement. Conversely, extensive automation may coexist with important human judgement
exercised upstream through decisions about purposes, boundaries, criteria, exceptions and
authority.

Judgement itself can also become distributed.

Different people and systems may contribute information, analysis, expertise, influence,
authority and execution at different stages. No single participant necessarily contains the entire
decision.

Responsibility can consequently become more difficult to locate, but complexity does not mean
that responsibility disappears. Computational contribution, formal authority and institutional
answerability may occupy different places within the same decision architecture.

The boundary between Al and human judgement is therefore not fixed.

It may move as technology becomes more capable. But defining human judgement simply as
whatever machines cannot yet do would cause the human role to shrink automatically with
every technological advance.

The Guide develops a different understanding.

Human judgement exists within the wider architecture of deciding: context, consequence,
meaning, authority, uncertainty, responsibility and the relationships among people and
institutions affected by decisions.

The central conclusion can therefore be expressed simply:

What remains human about deciding is not necessarily the exclusive performance of the

reasoning that precedes a decision. It is the human position within the world in which the
decision acquires meaning, authority, consequence and responsibility.

Al Guidance — Continuing the Exploration

AlGuide 8 examines one part of the wider relationship between people and artificial
intelligence.
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The AISF Al Guidance series approaches different aspects of that relationship through separate
but connected Guides. Each Guide is designed to stand independently while allowing readers
to explore related subjects where they wish to go further.

Two neighbouring subjects are particularly relevant to the boundaries maintained throughout
this Guide.

AlGuide 7 — Knowing When to Trust Al

examines confidence and reliability in Al-generated answers, including how trust develops,
how reliability can vary and why confidence and reliability should not automatically be
treated as equivalent.

AlGuide 9 — AI, Truth and Verification
examines Al-generated information in relation to factual claims, evidence, sources, accuracy,
uncertainty and verification.

AlGuide 8 deliberately does not duplicate those enquiries. Its concern is what happens after
Al enters the formation of a human decision: how assistance can influence judgement, where
authority resides, what context and consequence mean for deciding, and how responsibility
remains connected to people and institutions.

Other AlGuides examine additional dimensions of artificial intelligence and its implications
for people, organisations and everyday life.

All AISF AlGuides are intended to support informed curiosity, clearer understanding and
independent thinking.

Future Edition Updates & User
Submissions

Artificial intelligence continues to develop in capability, application and its involvement in
human decision-making.

AISF therefore treats Al Guidance as an evolving educational resource rather than a
permanently fixed account of a changing subject.

Future editions of this Guide may incorporate material developments where they meaningfully
affect the concepts examined.

AISF also welcomes observations from readers regarding material developments that may
warrant consideration in a future edition, areas where additional explanation may improve
clarity, emerging questions relevant to the subject of the Guide, and potential subjects for future
Al Guidance publications.

Reader submissions may inform future consideration but do not constitute endorsement,
acceptance or a commitment to incorporate submitted material.
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AISF retains independent editorial responsibility for all published content.
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Al does not need to make the final decision to change how a decision is made.

It can select information, organise attention, compare alternatives, estimate consequences and
recommend what should happen next.

A human may still make the final choice.
But how was that choice formed?

AlGuide 8 — AI and the Human Decision examines the changing boundary between Al
assistance and human judgement.

Across fourteen chapters, the Guide explores how assistance can become influence, why
capability is not authority, how context and consequence change the meaning of a decision,
when human oversight may become nominal, how judgement and responsibility can become
distributed, and what remains distinctly human as Al becomes more capable.

It does not assume that human judgement is infallible.

It does not diminish the contribution Al can make.

Instead, it asks a more fundamental question:

When Al can contribute throughout the process of deciding, what remains human
about the decision itself?

Part of the AISF AI Guidance series — structured, neutral and human-centred examinations
of artificial intelligence and its place in everyday life.
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