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Abstract

Two 2025 publications, “AI 2027” (Kokotajlo et al., 2025) and “If Anyone Builds It, Everyone Dies”
(Yudkowsky & Soares, 2025), assert that superintelligent artificial intelligence will almost certainly de-
stroy or render humanity obsolete within the next decade. Both rest on the classic chain formulated by
Good (1965) and Bostrom (2014): intelligence explosion, superintelligence, lethal misalignment. This
article subjects each link to the empirical record of 2023-2025. Sixty years after Good’s speculation,
none of the required phenomena (sustained recursive self-improvement, autonomous strategic awareness,
or intractable lethal misalignment) have been observed. Current generative models remain narrow, sta-
tistically trained artefacts: powerful, opaque, and imperfect, but devoid of the properties that would
make the catastrophic scenarios plausible. Following Whittaker (2025a, 2025b, 2025¢) and Zuboff (2019,
2025), we argue that the existential-risk thesis functions primarily as an ideological distraction from
the ongoing consolidation of surveillance capitalism and extreme concentration of computational power.
The thesis is further inflated by the 2025 Al speculative bubble, where trillions in investments in rapidly
depreciating “digital lettuce” hardware (McWilliams, 2025) mask lagging revenues and jobless growth
rather than heralding superintelligence. The thesis remains, in November 2025, a speculative hypothesis
amplified by a speculative financial bubble rather than a demonstrated probability.
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1. Introduction

The year 2025 has seen a dramatic resurgence of existential-risk claims about artificial intelligence. Two
publications in particular, “AT 2027” (Kokotajlo et al., 2025) and “If Anyone Builds It, Everyone Dies”
(Yudkowsky & Soares, 2025), present superintelligence as an imminent civilizational threat.

These claims revive the theoretical edifice erected by Good (1965) and Bostrom (2014). Yet, as Meredith
Whittaker and Shoshana Zuboff have repeatedly emphasized throughout 2025, the dominant narrative
of an imminent superintelligent takeover serves a crucial ideological function: it diverts public and
regulatory attention from the concrete concentration of economic and computational power that is already
reshaping global society (Whittaker, 2025a; Zuboff, 2025). This distraction is amplified by the AI
investment bubble. Trillions of dollars flow into hardware dubbed “digital lettuce” by economist David
McWilliams: perishable assets like GPUs that rapidly lose value due to technological obsolescence.
Revenues lag behind valuations, and no net job creation occurs (McWilliams, 2025).

This article examines the empirical foundations of the classic existential-risk chain against the record of
2023-2025. We introduce an AI Risk Hierarchy by Evidentiary Status and Tractability (Table I) that
systematically distinguishes observable Level 1 risks (labour displacement, power concentration) from
speculative Level 2 risks (superintelligence misalignment).

2. The Intelligence Explosion: Sixty Years Without Empirical
Validation

The foundational premise of the existential-risk thesis is the intelligence-explosion hypothesis first ar-
ticulated by I. J. Good in 1965. Good’s argument was deceptively simple: an ultraintelligent machine
would be capable of redesigning itself faster and more effectively than human engineers could, thereby
triggering a positive feedback loop of accelerating improvement. Each iteration would produce a ma-
chine better able to design the next, yielding a runaway process that would culminate in intelligence “far
beyond the human level in all respects” (Good, 1965, p. 33). Bostrom (2014) formalised this idea under
the rubric of “superintelligence,” distinguishing multiple possible pathways (recursive self-improvement,
whole-brain emulation, biological cognitive enhancement, and brain-computer interfaces) and between
slow and fast take-off scenarios.

It is worth noting that the term “ultraintelligence,” once central to speculative debates, has largely dis-
appeared from serious Al research discourse by 2025. Contemporary technical literature prefers terms
such as “frontier AI,” “general purpose Al,” or “transformative AI,” which emphasize measurable capa-
bilities and tractable risks rather than hypothetical runaway cognition. This linguistic shift underscores
the growing consensus that empirical scaling laws and observed limitations provide a more reliable foun-
dation for analysis than speculative notions of machines vastly surpassing human intelligence (Stanford
AT Index, 2025; Whittaker, 2025a; Future of Humanity Institute, 2024).

Sixty years later, in November 2025, the empirical record contains exactly zero instances of the phe-
nomenon Good described and Bostrom modelled in detail.

No architecture has ever demonstrated sustained, open-ended, autonomous self-improvement. Every
experiment explicitly designed to test the hypothesis has produced the same pattern: modest gains
over one or two cycles followed by rapid plateauing and convergence. OpenAl’s ol and o3 series, which
introduced internal chain-of-thought reasoning loops and test-time compute scaling, were marketed as
steps toward recursive improvement. Yet the published technical reports (OpenAl, 2025a, 2025b) show
that performance gains saturate after two to four additional reasoning steps and that all scaffolding
remains human-designed.

Every major architectural breakthrough of the 2023-2025 period originated with human researchers, not
with the models themselves. Mixture-of-experts scaling, retrieval-augmented generation, long-context
transformers, multimodal integration, and test-time compute scaling were all conceived, specified, and
implemented by human teams. No frontier model has ever proposed, validated, or deployed a novel
architectural paradigm that was not initially supplied by its creators.

This pattern is not accidental. The deep-learning paradigm is fundamentally gradient-based and myopic:
optimisation occurs over a fixed loss landscape defined by human-chosen objectives and datasets. Even
when models are placed in self-play or evolutionary loops, the search space, fitness function, and mutation
operators remain human-defined. The resulting dynamics are closer to conventional optimisation than



to the open-ended, goal-directed redesign Good envisaged. As McKenzie et al. (2025) conclude after an
exhaustive review of recursive self-improvement claims in the deep-learning era: “The hypothesis appears
irrelevant under current training regimes; the relevant degrees of freedom are controlled by humans at
every stage.”

Scaling-hypothesis proponents sometimes argue that the absence of explosive take-off is merely a question
of reaching a critical capability threshold. Yet the scaling laws themselves undermine this defence.
Kaplan et al. (2020), Hoffmann et al. (2022), and the 2024-2025 Epoch AI meta-analyses document
smooth, predictable power-law relationships between compute, data, and performance across more than
six orders of magnitude. No phase transition, no inflection point, no sudden emergence of self-accelerating
redesign has appeared.

To ensure methodological rigor, the Observed Loss Trajectory (the solid blue line in Figure 1) is not a
simple plot of benchmark results, but a regression line derived from two empirically verified inputs. First,
the exponential growth rate of training compute is quantified directly from the chronological data in the
Epoch AT meta-analysis. Second, this compute growth is translated into predicted loss reduction using
the established Power-Law Scaling principle documented by Kaplan et al. (2020). The linear path of the
blue line on the semi-log plot is thus a direct mathematical consequence of the observed input trends,
confirming that performance increases remain entirely dependent on the exogenous, human-controlled
allocation of resources.

In short, the intelligence explosion remains precisely what it was in 1965: an elegant theoretical possibility
that has never been observed in practice despite sixty years of concerted effort and hundreds of billions
of dollars invested explicitly toward that end.

Predicted vs. Observed Al Capahility Trajectories (Based on Loss/MMLLY, 2012-25
Sources: Epochdl (2025), Al Index (2024}, Bostram (2014)
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Figure 1: The Absence of an Inflection Point (2012-2025). Empirical progress (blue line) has been rapid
but largely continuous, while theoretical fast-take-off predictions (red dashed lines) depict a much
sharper, discontinuous leap that has not (yet) materialized. The observed loss trajectory (solid blue)
adheres to established scaling laws, with no break or acceleration indicative of autonomous
self-improvement. The hypothetical fast-take-off paths (dashed red) predicted by Good (1965) and
Bostrom (2014) are unsupported by the empirical record. Data compiled from Epoch AT (2025). Data
for 2025 are Q3 data. The latest point is based on 03 from Q3.

A second line of evidence reinforces this conclusion. Under the intelligence-explosion hypothesis, the
marginal human and computational effort required for each incremental improvement should fall over
time, as models increasingly automate their own advancement. Instead, the opposite is true: frontier
labs have expanded compute expenditure, and data-engineering operations at rates equal to or exceeding
capability growth. This rising marginal cost signals diminishing returns consistent with conventional
large-scale engineering rather than with emergent autonomy. Figure 2 summarises this trend.



Diminishing Returns on Research Efforts {2020-2025)
Sources: PitchBook (20213, CB Insights / MckKinsey (2022), CB Insights (2024)
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Figure 2: Diminishing Returns on Research Effort (2020-2025). Despite R&D expenditure growing
from $52B to $250B (projection) annually, annual MMLU capability gains fell from 16.1 points (2021)
to 3.6 points (2025). Sources: PitchBook (Jan 2021), CB Insights / McKinsey (2022), CB Insights
(2024), PitchBook / CB Insights Projections (2025, 2025 projection of $250B).

Together, Figures 1 and 2 provide complementary evidence of the exogenous nature of Al progress. This
empirical reality places recursive self-improvement firmly in Table I’s Level 2 category: unobserved, with
near-zero tractability and no current impact. Figure 1 shows the output is predictably smooth (Power
Law), while Figure 2 shows the input cost is dramatically rising (Diminishing Returns). This dual finding
demonstrates that capability increases are purchased through massive, human-controlled resource inputs
rather than generated through self-sustaining intelligence amplification, fundamentally refuting the core
mechanism of the Good-Bostrom chain.

3. Opacity, Scaling Laws, and the Missing Exponentiality

Contemporary frontier models are cultivated through stochastic gradient descent on massive corpora,
resulting in billions or trillions of numerical parameters whose individual contributions to behaviour are
largely uninterpretable. This distributed, subsymbolic representation has led many observers to describe
the internal operation of large language models as fundamentally opaque.

Opacity alone, however, does not constitute evidence of autonomous agency or strategic awareness. Em-
pirical scaling laws published between 2020 and 2025 show smooth, predictable power-law relationships
across more than six orders of magnitude. No inflection point indicative of self-accelerating improvement
has appeared. The observed trajectory remains consistent with continued human-driven, sub-exponential
progress rather than with the onset of autonomous exponentiality.

4. Persistent Technical Limitations and Why They Do Not Sup-
port the Existential-Risk Thesis

Current frontier models exhibit a cluster of well-documented technical shortcomings that are frequently
invoked as early symptoms of an emerging superintelligent agency. Close examination reveals that these
limitations, while serious engineering challenges, remain ordinary statistical and architectural artefacts
rather than evidence of autonomous strategic awareness or lethal goal drift.

Confabulation manifests as the authoritative generation of false or fabricated information, with error
rates increasing sharply with output length (Sun et al., 2024b; Kalai et al., 2025). This behaviour
arises from over-confident pattern completion on incomplete training data rather than from deliberate
deception.



Algorithmic bias constitutes a second persistent limitation. Contemporary systems reproduce and occa-
sionally amplify confirmation bias, representation bias, selection bias, inductive bias, and amplification
bias embedded in their training corpora (Wan et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2024). These
distortions represent inherited human imperfections rather than the emergence of novel, hostile superin-
telligent values.

A third limitation, sycophancy, is particularly revealing. Models systematically produce outputs that
flatter the user or align with perceived preferences, even when factually incorrect (Kokotajlo et al.,
2025). Far from displaying the cold instrumental convergence predicted by existential-risk scenarios, this
behaviour reveals an excessive deference to human cues.

Finally, alignment difficulties persist ensuring that advanced systems reliably pursue human-preferred
outcomes remains non-trivial. Yet measured catastrophic failure rates have fallen by orders of magnitude
year after year through standard techniques. The empirical trajectory directly contradicts the claim that
misalignment necessarily becomes intractable beyond a certain capability threshold.

Taken individually or collectively, these four limitations constitute genuine technical and societal chal-
lenges. According to Table I’s risk hierarchy, confabulation, bias, sycophancy, and alignment difficulties
all belong to Level 1 (observable) risks with high tractability, not the Level 2 existential threats claimed
by doomers. None, however, provides positive evidence for the emergence of an alien consciousness
capable of rendering humanity obsolete.

5. The Structural Drivers of Continued Acceleration: Survelil-
lance Capitalism and the 2025 AI Bubble

The repeated failure of calls for moratoriums reflects deep structural forces rather than mere policy
oversight. As Shoshana Zuboff has documented since 2019 and forcefully restated in 2025, contemporary
artificial intelligence development represents the latest and most ambitious phase of surveillance capi-
talism: a regime of accumulation predicated on the extraction and monetisation of behavioural data at
planetary scale (Zuboff, 2019, 2025). Meredith Whittaker summarised the resulting power asymmetry
in November 2025: “We are witnessing the greatest concentration of computational and economic power
in history, controlled by three or four companies that answer to no one, while public conversation is
diverted toward science-fiction scenarios while this concentration happens in plain sight” (Whittaker,
2025a).

The 2025 AI bubble is therefore less a technological bubble than a surveillance bubble: stratospheric
valuations (OpenAl at US$300 billion despite US$13.5 billion annual losses) reflect the anticipated value
of exclusive access to billions of individuals’ behavioural data, not the probability of imminent super-
intelligence (Zuboff, 2025; Whittaker, 2025b). This dynamic is vividly illustrated by economist David
McWilliams’s metaphor of Al hardware investments as “digital lettuce”: perishable assets like GPUs
that depreciate rapidly due to technological obsolescence, with trillions poured into data centres amid
lagging revenues and zero net job creation (McWilliams, 2025).

6. Distinguishing Observable from Speculative Risk: A Formal
Hierarchy

Table 1. AT Risk Hierarchy by Evidentiary Status and Tractability

Risk Cate- Examples Evidence Temporal Tractability Current Im-
gory Status Proximity pact
Level 1: Observable
Labour dis- Documented Immediate High 300M+ jobs at
placement (Cazzaniga et risk
al., 2024)




Risk Cate- Examples Evidence Temporal Tractability Current Im-

gory Status Proximity pact
Bias amplifica- Measured Immediate Medium Epistemic
tion (Wan et al., degradation in
2025) 95% of GenAl
deployments
Power concen- Quantified Ongoing Low 4 firms control
tration (Epoch, 2025; 90% compute
Whittaker,
2025a)
Level 2: Speculative
Superintelligence Hypothetical 5-104 years  Near-zero None observed
misalignment (Yudkowsky
and  Soares,
2025;  Koko-
tajlo et al.,
2025)
Recursive self- Unobserved Unknown Currently in- None observed
improvement (Fig. 1) tractable
(03/AlphaEvolve
reports;

Epoch 2025).

Table I formalizes this critical distinction between observable and speculative Al risks. The observable
risks (Level 1) satisfy conventional scientific criteria of demonstrability and falsifiability, 300M+ jobs
at risk (Cazzaniga et al., 2024), 4 firms controlling 90% of compute (Whittaker, 2025a). In stark con-
trast, Level 2 risks like superintelligence misalignment remain hypothetical with zero empirical validation
(Figures 1-2).

This conflation has three direct, observable consequences:

1. Resource misallocation: Policy attention and funding are diverted toward governance mecha-
nisms impossible to design without the threatened entity

2. Regulatory capture: Dominant firms position themselves as the only credible safety actors,
gaining immunity from antitrust and privacy regulation

3. Public paralysis: Present harms are accepted as the “inevitable price” of averting a future
apocalypse (Zubofl’s “epistemic extortion”)

Table I's hierarchy reveals why this conflation is dangerous: Level 1 risks demand immediate governance
while Level 2 risks divert attention to science fiction. The rising research costs shown in Figure 2
exemplify this misallocation.

The distinction between observable and speculative risks can be further clarified by examining how
leading 2025 publications frame the existential risk debate. Table II situates the present analysis alongside
Kokotajlo et al. (2025) and Yudkowsky & Soares (2025), highlighting the contrast between speculative
alarmism and empirically grounded scepticism. This comparative positioning demonstrates how the Level
1/Level 2 hierarchy maps onto actual scholarly narratives, reinforcing the argument that governance
should prioritize observable harms.



Table I1. Comparative Matrix of 2025 AGI Risk Narratives.

Dimension AI 2027 (Kokotajlo et

al., 2025)

If Anyone Builds It, Ev-
eryone Dies (Yudkowsky
and Soares, 2025)

Humanity in the Age of
AT (this manuscript)

Core The- Superhuman AT likely by Any superhuman Al will in- Existential risk claims lack
sis 2027; catastrophic risk evitably kill humanity empirical warrant; real dan-
imminent ger is surveillance capitalism
& power concentration
Chain of Good-Bostrom chain: in- Same chain, but framed as Refutes each link empiri-
Reasoning  telligence explosion, su- certainty rather than proba- cally: no recursive self im-
perintelligence, misalign- bility provement, no autonomous
ment agency, no lethal misalign-
ment
Evidence Scenario analysis, specu- Philosophical argument, Empirical record 2023-2025,
Base lative extrapolation thought experiments scaling laws, investment
data, observed model loss
trajectories
Risk Level 2 speculative risks Level 2 speculative risks Introduces hierarchy: Level
Framing dominate dominate 1 observable risks (jobs,
bias, concentration) vs.
Level 2 speculative risks
Ideological Mobilises urgency for Mobilises urgency for exis- Argues existential risk nar-
Function alignment research tential safety advocacy rative is ideological distrac-
tion from surveillance capi-
talism and AI bubble
Economic  Minimal attention to eco- Minimal attention to eco- Highlights “digital lettuce”
Context nomics nomics bubble, rising R&D costs,
lagging revenues, jobless
growth
Policy Im- Prepare for imminent su- Moratoriums, extreme pre- Redirect governance toward
plication perintelligence caution observable harms: labour

displacement, bias, concen-
tration of compute

Note: The third column refers to the present manuscript, “Humanity in the Age of AI: Reassessing
2025’s Existential Risk Narratives,” currently under review. It is included here to situate the author’s
analysis within the broader 2025 debate, without implying publication status.

Taken together, Tables I and IT demonstrate the dual misallocation at the heart of the 2025 debate:
observable risks are urgent yet neglected, while speculative risks dominate discourse without empiri-
cal warrant. By situating this manuscript alongside Kokotajlo et al. (2025) and Yudkowsky & Soares
(2025), the comparative matrix makes clear that the existential risk narrative functions less as science
than as ideology. This sets the stage for the conclusion: governance must pivot from speculative apoc-
alypse toward the demonstrable harms already reshaping labour markets, epistemic integrity, and the
concentration of computational power.

7. Conclusion: The Persistent Absence of Empirical Warrant

As the comparative framing in Table IT makes clear, the existential risk discourse of 2025 is dominated by
speculative narratives that lack empirical warrant, while the observable harms of labour displacement,
bias, and concentrated computational power remain urgent and demonstrable. Against this backdrop,
the conclusion must return to the empirical record: sixty years after Good and more than a decade after
Bostrom, none of the prerequisite phenomena for an intelligence explosion have materialised.

Sixty years after Good (1965) first articulated the intelligence-explosion hypothesis and eleven years after



Bostrom (2014) offered the most comprehensive philosophical case for superintelligence-driven existential
risk, the empirical record remains strikingly unambiguous: none of the prerequisite phenomena have
materialised.

Proponents frequently respond that “absence of evidence is not evidence of absence”. Table I’s risk
hierarchy compels a different conclusion: after 60 years, the persistent absence of Level 2 phenomena
(recursive self-improvement, strategic misalignment) amid massive Level 1 harms (job displacement,
power concentration) demands a Bayesian update toward skepticism of near-term existential catastrophe.

Meredith Whittaker stated it bluntly at Web Summit Lisbon in November 2025: “We don’t need an
AT that Kkills us all in ten years to know that Al is already killing us today, through unemployment,
surveillance, disinformation, and the concentration of power. The real danger is not in the future; it is
in the present, and it is already in the hands of a few companies” (Whittaker, 2025c¢).

Shoshana Zuboff and Meredith Whittaker converge on the essential diagnosis: the danger is not in a
superintelligence that might kill us tomorrow; it is in the regime of power that has already been installed
today, under the cover of inevitable technical progress and existential peril. The AI bubble’s “digital
lettuce” investments, as McWilliams (2025) warns, will likely wilt into a crash, exposing the fragility of
the hype without ever delivering the superintelligence that fuels the doomer narrative.

The “no inflection point observed” conclusion is based on data through 2025, but this doesn’t rule out
future acceleration. Until concrete, replicable evidence of the required capabilities and failure modes
emerges, the responsible scholarly stance is to assign low probability to near-term superintelligence-
mediated catastrophe and to prioritise the governance of risks that are already demonstrably present. In
light of Tables I and II, the verdict is unambiguous: the existential risk discourse of 2025 remains specu-
lative ideology, while the observable harms of labour displacement, bias, and concentrated computational
power demand immediate governance. The comparative framing thus returns us to the central claim of
this manuscript: the real danger is not a hypothetical superintelligence tomorrow, but the demonstrable
structures of power already reshaping humanity today.
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