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Artificial Intelligence (AI) systems are reshaping how we work, communicate, decide, and 
relate to one another. While most AI design focuses on efficiency and capability, a critical 
question has gone largely unanswered: how can AI systems be built in ways that preserve 
(and ideally strengthen) the constitutive characteristics of being human? We call this chal-
lenge pro-human AI design, and we call the set of those characteristics the Human Core. 
In this paper, we present a three-step methodology for implementing pro-human AI design, 
and instantiate it based on a concrete anthropological stance and a practical use case: (1) 
Identify the constitutive characteristics of the Human Core; concretely, through a synthesis 
of the humanities literature we find: connectedness (being relational and social), freedom 
(being autonomous), agency (following a vocation for shaping one's world), embodiment 
(being bodily situated in time and space and fundamentally limited), and transcendence 
(being in search of meaning). (2) Examine how a given AI system in a given use case inter-
acts with these characteristics; concretely, we demonstrate the methodology through a 
healthcare use case, AI-assisted psychiatric session reporting. (3) Develop targeted tech-
nical interventions to minimize negative effects and support human flourishing in that con-
text; concretely, we, show how a shift from automated report generation to AI-assisted text 
completion preserves the clinician's relational and professional agency. We further outline 
a path toward a benchmark for evaluating the pro-human quality of AI systems at scale. 
With this conceptual and practical framework for pro-human AI design, we hope to lay a 
foundation for a future of human-AI collaboration focused on human flourishing in a holis-
tic sense, rather than on efficiency optimization at the cost of our human condition, and we 
invite researchers, practitioners, and policymakers to adopt this focus change.  

1. Introduction 

Artificial intelligence (AI) systems have become an integral part of everyday life. They 
provide support in areas such as communication, decision-making, education, health, and 
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administration (Shneiderman, 2022; for an overview, see Stadelmann, 2025), being primar-
ily designed to increase efficiency, minimize costs, and optimize operational outcomes. 
This makes them powerful tools (Burwell, 2025; Stadelmann et al., 2026) that shape the 
way people live, work, and act, while also changing their perception of the world and the 
way they make decisions (Grey, 2025; Ihde, 2010; Verbeek, 2005). 

Figure 1. The pro-human AI design methodology in three steps. The Human Core (the five constitutive char-
acteristics of being human, each actively enacted through Lived Expressions in concrete practice) is identi-
fied in Step 1, drawing on an interdisciplinary synthesis of the humanities literature. This analysis is con-
ducted once per anthropological commitment. Steps 2 and 3 are then applied specifically to each AI system 
and use case: Step 2 examines which Lived Expressions of the Human Core are most strongly affected by the 
system's design; Step 3 translates this analysis into targeted design interventions that preserve the conditions 
for those expressions. 

A recent article in the New York Times illustrates a downside of the rapid access to such AI 
systems. Design changes at OpenAI intended to make ChatGPT more engaging for users 
led to unintended negative consequences: Persons using ChatGPT as an easy-access per-
sonal advisor included unstable and vulnerable individuals, which led to nearly 50 reported 
cases of "AI psychosis," with 12 hospitalizations and 3 deaths by suicide (Hill & Valen-
tino-DeVries, 2025). Extended conversations with a system optimized for user retention 
had amplified vulnerable tendencies and critically weakened contact with other people. 
This illustrates that AI systems can affect something more fundamental: the constitutive 
characteristics of being human (see Cheng et al., 2026). 
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As Segessenmann et al. (2025) have argued, the rapid development of AI demands a 
broader engagement of the humanities in assessing the technology’s impact not only on ef-
ficiency and effectiveness for tasks, but also on human self-understanding and culture. This 
raises the following key question: How can AI systems be designed to increase efficiency in 
a pro-human manner, while preserving and ideally even strengthening those characteristics 
that define and constitute human beings? We call this approach "pro-human AI design." 

In this programmatic position paper, we present the concept and an approach to pro-human 
AI system design from a methodological perspective (see Figure 1 for an overview). We 
propose a three-step approach: (1) identify the constitutive characteristics of the Human 
Core based on a deliberate anthropological stance; (2) examine how a specific AI system in 
a specific use case interacts with these characteristics; and (3) develop technical design in-
terventions to minimize negative effects (ideally: elicit positive ones). We present initial 
results from a use case in psychiatric healthcare documentation, discuss the potential of 
and next steps for establishing pro-human AI design as a methodology, and invite the 
reader to join this growing movement. 

2. Related Work 

The question of how technology shapes human beings has received growing attention 
across multiple disciplines. From a philosophical perspective, Vallor (2016, 2024a) argues 
that technologies shape human character and virtue through habitual use, a lens that di-
rectly informs our methodology. From the postphenomenological tradition, Verbeek 
(2005) similarly argues that technologies are not neutral instruments but actively mediate 
human perception and action, shaping who their users become through habitual, embodied 
engagement with the world. This line of thought is later extended to AI by Fuchs et al. 
(2024), who examine the structural limits of human augmentation and cyborgisation as a 
lens for thinking about what cannot be outsourced or replaced without loss. In human-com-
puter interaction, Shneiderman (2022) proposed a comprehensive framework for Human-
Centered AI (HCAI) that emphasises reliability, safety, and human oversight. More re-
cently, Segessenmann et al. (2025) issued a work program for the humanities to engage 
systematically with AI's impact on human self-understanding and culture. From the per-
spective of sociological anthropology, Hirschauer (2025) introduces the concept of 
Distinktionszonen (distinction zones at the outer edges of the human), arguing that entities 
such as animals, robots, and gods occupy these liminal positions because they contrast 
with, and thereby constitute, our understanding of "the human;" Keane (2024) arrives at a 
structurally similar conclusion through a techno-anthropological reading, framing robots 
and AI as recurring prompts for moral imagination about human distinctiveness. 

Alongside this humanistic and design-oriented work, the field of AI ethics emerged promi-
nently within the last decade, driven by concrete concerns about  human agency, safety, 
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privacy, transparency, discrimination, societal and environmental well-being, and account-
ability, and leading to general ethical frameworks (European Commission 2018, IEEE 
2019), industrial frameworks (e.g. Microsoft 2022, Google 2018) or legislation such as the 
EU AI Act (European Commission 2024). While these frameworks have made important 
progress in governing AI development at scale, they tend to treat AI systems as technical 
systems designed for a specific task and prescribe mostly technical properties of such sys-
tems (such as being unbiased or transparent, having accountability structures, etc., see 
Wehrli et al., 2021; Viganò et al., 2022). Most of the frameworks have been developed be-
fore the advent of LLMs, with automated decision-making systems and their effects on hu-
mans in mind. The situation has changed dramatically: Today, most of us work with AI 
systems on a regular basis for all kinds of tasks in our professional and private lives, dele-
gating work and decisions, seeking advice and second opinion, up to building personal re-
lationships with such systems. This creates totally new opportunities but also risks in the 
context of individuals regularly using AI systems, which are neither covered by the exist-
ing approaches of Responsible AI nor accounted for by the AI safety movement that histor-
ically focused on existential threats (Bostrom, 2014; Russell, 2019; Stadelmann, 2026a). In 
particular, the risk of individual users being negatively affected regarding their cognition, 
relational capacity, sense of agency, and humanity, leading to cognitive lock-ins (Hansen, 
2024), remains largely unaddressed. 

The work that most directly motivates our own is Schirch et al.'s (2023) proposal for pro-
social tech design governance for social media platforms. Arguing that content moderation 
and regulation alone are insufficient, Schirch and colleagues identified how the design 
choices embedded in social media platforms (algorithms, engagement mechanics) structur-
ally produce or undermine social cohesion through their affordances. This reframing, from 
reactive governance to proactive design, is the key thought our work builds upon, focusing 
on individual human-AI interaction rather than on social effects of social media platforms. 
Walther (2024), similarly, argues that AI can and should be designed as a force for pro-so-
cial outcomes: human connection, equity, and collective well-being. This reframing is also 
mirrored in practitioner movements: for instance, the Center for Humane Technology (Har-
ris & Raskin, 2023) has campaigned specifically against attention-exploiting design me-
chanics, arguing that platforms optimised for engagement systematically erode cognitive 
autonomy and relational capacity of their users.  

The concerns that motivate our work are increasingly backed by empirical evidence. Lon-
gitudinal studies show that extended chatbot use, particularly for companionship and emo-
tional support, is associated with reduced real-world social interaction, emotional depend-
ence on AI, and lower psychological well-being, with effects most pronounced among so-
cially isolated or emotionally vulnerable users (Fang et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025; 
Cheng et al., 2026). From a normative perspective, van der Rijt et al. (2026) argue that 
chatbots designed to mimic human relational behaviour constitute violations of users' self-
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respect and dignity: since genuine second-personal recognition requires moral reciprocity 
that AI systems cannot provide, interacting with them as if they were relational partners is 
structurally self-undermining. We share the core conviction of this line of work, extending 
the scope beyond the relational aspects to all aspects of our humaneness. In this sense, our 
work can also be read as a contribution to AI safety: we are concerned with the mental and 
human safety of the individual person in interaction with AI systems. We propose pro-hu-
man AI design as a complementary paradigm, focusing on what pro-social design leaves 
implicit: the constitutive characteristics of humans that AI systems can erode or support. 

What is still missing in the current landscape is a systematic methodology that (a) grounds 
design decisions in a comprehensive account of human characteristics, (b) examines each 
AI system and use case specifically for how it interacts with those characteristics, and (c) 
translates that analysis into concrete technical interventions. Several frameworks address 
adjacent concerns in specific domains: Blattner's (2026) Cognitive Resonance Framework 
tackles the "assistance dilemma" in generative AI, focusing on cognitive load and learning; 
Holstein et al. (2020) propose a conceptual framework for human–AI hybrid adaptivity in 
education, examining how AI and human agency can be balanced in instructional systems. 
Both are valuable but remain domain-specific and do not address the broader anthropologi-
cal question of what it means to design AI in a way that preserves the constitutive charac-
teristics of being human. Similarly, Spiekermann's (2019) Value-based Engineering and its 
formalisation in ISO/IEC/IEEE 24748-7000 (IEEE, 2021) represent the most institutionally 
established framework for value-sensitive system design to date, providing a structured 
process for identifying stakeholder values and embedding them in engineering decisions 
from the outset. Our methodology is closely adjacent to this tradition, yet rather than treat-
ing the question of which human characteristics ought to be preserved as an elicitation 
problem to be answered empirically by stakeholders, we offer a grounding in an explicit 
anthropological synthesis.  

This paper proposes the respective methodology. We do so on the premise that habitual 
use, not individual system outputs, is the decisive factor in whether an AI system affects 
the Human Core. This is in line with Ibrahim et al.’s (2025) argument that current AI as-
sessment methods, using static, model-only tests, systematically fail to capture the harms 
that emerge through sustained human-AI interaction, such as inappropriate parasocial rela-
tionships, cognitive overreliance, and social manipulation that accumulate gradually rather 
than appearing in isolated outputs.  

3. Methodology 

Pro-human AI design follows a three-step methodology that moves from anthropological 
analysis to use-case-specific examination to concrete design intervention. The approach is 
deliberately case-specific and anthropology-dependent: there is no universal "pro-human 
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design." This is so for two reasons: First, the way an AI system interacts with the Human 
Core depends entirely on the specific system and use case; a psychiatric documentation 
tool raises different concerns than a customer service chatbot. Second, the composition of 
the Human Core itself is not a settled empirical fact but reflects philosophical presupposi-
tions about what it means to be human: one's anthropology, in the philosophical sense of 
the term. The methodology we propose is parameterised by these commitments: it can be 
instantiated from any sufficiently comprehensive anthropological stance, and the resulting 
design recommendations will be coherent with that stance. The anthropological analysis 
only needs to be undertaken once per such stance; what follows in Steps 2 and 3 is then 
specific to each AI system and use case. 

3.1 Step 1: Identifying Human Core Characteristics 

The first step focuses on identifying the constitutive characteristics of the Human Core: 
those characteristics whose preservation is necessary in order to remain fully human. Of 
course, such a characterization strongly depends on the anthropological model that one 
starts with: If the human is conceived as a more intelligent animal, one will come up with a 
different list of features defining humaneness as when starting from a hypothesis that the 
human is characterized by an orientation to a transcendental reality. As the humanities so 
far do not agree on a universal standard anthropological model, it might be hard to derive a 
universal set of constitutive characteristics of the Human Core.  

Our work is based on an interdisciplinary synthesis of literature from philosophy (Plessner, 
1928; Scheler, 2016; Cassirer, 1960; Ricoeur, 1992; Spaemann, 2006), anthropology (Geh-
len & Rehberg, 2016), psychology and sociology (Fuchs, 2024; Segessenmann et al., 
2025), theology (Comer, 2015; Gunkel & Wales, 2021; Gastmans et al., 2024; Calo, 2024; 
Grey, 2025), and the philosophy of technology (Vallor, 2016, 2024a; Crawford, 2015). 
From this synthesis, five constitutive characteristics were identified. While the literature 
selection reflects a perspective informed by Christian theological anthropology, we believe 
the resulting characteristics resonate broadly across Western philosophical and humanistic 
thought. We present each characteristic below, grounded in representative quotes from the 
surveyed literature that illustrate the depth and convergence of the underlying discourse. 

Connectedness. Humans are relational as well as social. At the relational level, humans 
are constituted by direct, dyadic encounters with others: A person's consciousness "volun-
tarily reaches out to make contact with the consciousness of others as an act of self-giving; 
it is subjectivity oriented to inter-subjectivity" (Wales, in Gunkel & Wales, 2021, p. 479). 
We construct our identity through others: "the need for affiliation and the need to matter 
positively to others are the specific features of human existence that are both derived from 
and contribute to the relationships that make human beings human" (Gastmans et al., 2024, 
p. 791). Buber (1923) captured this structure with his foundational distinction between I-
Thou (Ich und Du) and I-It (Ich und Es) relationships: a genuine encounter with an Other is 
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irreducibly mutual and constitutive of the self, whereas an instrumental relation treats the 
Other as a resource or object. Hence, an AI system that simulates the I-Thou encounter 
without being capable of it risks substituting I-It relationships for the I-Thou relationships 
that are foundational of human personhood. 

At the social level, this relational nature extends into the structured world of shared mean-
ing, norms, and community. Persons do not exist in the singular but "nur in einem ge-
meinsamen Beziehungsraum" (only in a shared relational space, see Fuchs, 2024). We are 
shaped and motivated by community, "by the stories, symbols, values, and practices we 
share with others, who, in turn, make us who we are" (Segessenmann et al., 2025, p. 187). 
The social dimension is thus not merely about belonging but about the normative and nar-
rative structures (roles, shared histories, communal standards) through which human iden-
tity becomes coherent and stable. Both aspects are constitutive: to deprive a person of gen-
uine relationships impoverishes their personhood; to sever them from community leaves 
them without the larger human world in which they become who they are. 

Freedom. Humans are autonomous. At the heart of this characteristic is the capacity to 
think for oneself: to come up with ideas, form intentions, and reach decisions that are gen-
uinely one's own, not simply the output of prior causes, social pressure, or external influ-
ence. This is not about the absence of external constraint, but about an inner freedom 
grounded in self-consciousness and the capacity for reflection. What distinguishes human 
freedom from mere choice-making is the ability to step back from one's situation, hold 
open questions, generate alternatives that do not yet exist, and respond from that inner dis-
tance rather than merely react. Fuchs (2024) describes this as "verkörperte Freiheit" (em-
bodied freedom), the foundation of self-determined existence: not a freedom that floats 
above the world, but one that arises within a situated, living person who can relate to them-
selves and their circumstances as something distinct from what determines them. Gastmans 
et al. (2024, p. 791) capture its normative structure: freedom is "the capacity to formulate 
norms, to reflect and to choose which norm to follow, thereby presupposing self-con-
sciousness." Freedom in this sense is not licence but a precondition for moral and personal 
development; and a dimension that AI systems can threaten not through overt coercion but 
by subtly pre-shaping what a person considers: making certain ideas feel inevitable, nar-
rowing the imaginative space before a decision is even made. 

Agency. Humans follow a vocation for shaping one's world. While freedom designates the 
inner capacity to originate and decide, agency directs this capacity outwardly: the innate 
drive to take initiative, bear responsibility, and actively shape one's environment and 
sphere of influence. To be human is not merely to choose, but to follow a vocation to culti-
vate and create. Comer (2015) describes humans as being designed to "rule over the earth 
in a life-giving way" (to co-govern, to steward, to transform). The abolition of slavery 
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therefore reflects a deep recognition that revoking a person's right to any say even in their 
own affairs violates something constitutive about being human (Calo, 2024).  

This vocation is not merely a theological or philosophical claim: developmental psychol-
ogy concurs that "Humans ask themselves what and how they want to be and then act ac-
cordingly" (Gastmans et al., 2024, p. 791). Agency also carries moral weight that cannot be 
outsourced: "Responsibility is associated with autonomy, freedom and awareness of duties; 
as such, human beings are responsible. Moral responsibility in any sense cannot be allo-
cated or shifted to 'autonomous' technology" (Gastmans et al., 2024, p. 791). An AI system 
that takes over the exercise of agency, acting on a person's behalf so completely and 
smoothly that the person's own initiative gradually atrophies, therefore threatens not 
merely a competency but something more constitutive: to be an agent in one's world, of 
mattering through one's actions, of being answerable for what one has made. 

Embodiment. Humans are bodily situated and fundamentally limited. This is not an inci-
dental feature of our existence but foundational to it. "The embodied and relational nature 
of human beings implies that they do not have a body; rather, they are their body" 
(Gastmans et al., 2024, p. 790). As Fuchs (2024, p. 12–13) elaborates, "human being al-
ways and conjointly is a living body [Leib] [...] and has this living body as this physical 
thing [Körper]." Crucially, embodiment is not only what makes us present to ourselves but 
what makes us real to one another: "Nur als verkörperte, leibliche Wesen sind wir aber 
auch füreinander wirklich. Eine Kommunikation oder Empathie zwischen Gehirnen gibt es 
nicht" (only as embodied, living beings are we genuinely real to each other; there is no 
communication or empathy between brains, see Fuchs, 2024). It is through the body that 
we encounter the world, perceive others, and express ourselves; every act of recognition, 
understanding, and empathy is physically mediated (Crawford, 2015).  

Embodiment also means limitation: we are situated in time (Grey, 2025), dependent, vul-
nerable, and mortal. Far from being defects to be overcome, these limits are essential to 
what we are: "The limits that define our nature, including the ultimate limitation of death, 
are essential to our humanness. To respect human dignity is to respect these limits. They 
are not to be overcome but taken as a site of moral reflection about what it means to live 
well as limited creatures of a certain sort" (Calo, 2024, p. 223). As Lawrence (2024) argues 
from a computer science perspective, it is precisely these constraints that shape human in-
telligence and humanity; becoming limitless would mean becoming less fully human (or 
unhuman), yet human intelligence is largely shaped by overcoming limitations. 

Transcendence. Humans are in search of meaning. We are able to question our own exist-
ence, reach beyond the immediate, and shape our world through language, art, spirituality, 
and science. Gastmans et al. (2024) note that the whole person encompasses not only body 
and spirit but also "the will to and the search for meaning", a constitutive orientation that 
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distinguishes human existence from merely biological or mechanical functioning. This is a 
daily human practice: as Vallor (2024b, p. 102) writes, "Understanding is a lifelong labor. 
It is also one carried out not by isolated individuals but by social beings who perform this 
cultural labor together and share its fruits. The labor of understanding is a sustained, social 
project, one that we pursue daily as we build, repair and strengthen the ever-shifting bonds 
of sense that anchor our thoughts to the countless beings, things, times and places that con-
stitute a world. It is this labor that thinking belongs to." Ricoeur's (1992) account of narra-
tive identity (the idea that selfhood is constituted through the stories we tell about our-
selves across time) speaks to this same dimension: transcendence as the specifically human 
relationship to past, future, and meaning. Transcendence in this sense is not yet a spiritual 
concept but the uniquely human capacity to ask, in Plessner's (1928, p. 309) words, "what 
shall I do, how shall I live?", pursuing answers that give shape and purpose (Scheler, 2016; 
Cassirer, 1960). Spiritual dimensions of transcendence go beyond this (Huber, 2026). 

Why these five characteristics, and not others? These five characteristics of the Human 
Core are based on a particular view of human nature, and we explicitly acknowledge that 
other views might lead to different characteristics. We don’t claim them to be the only pos-
sible articulation of what it means to be human. At the same time, however, they are not 
the product of arbitrary selection. What recommends them as a principled working founda-
tion here is a specific test (that serves our specific purpose to find design interventions for 
engineering pro-human AI): what could be removed, with the remaining entity still count-
ing as human in the full sense? We argue that none of the five passes that test. A being 
without connectedness, severed from genuine relationship and communal belonging, is not 
merely lonely but constitutively diminished as the grave harm of prolonged isolation 
shows. A being without freedom, whose decisions are entirely determined from outside, 
with no inner distance, ceases to be an author of its own life; this is why slavery is not 
merely unjust but dehumanising. A being without agency, with no vocation to shape its 
world, no sense of being answerable for what it makes, is reduced to a passivity we do not 
recognise as fully human, whatever its intelligence or awareness. A being without embodi-
ment is not a diminished human but a categorically different kind of entity; it is through the 
body that we are mortal, situated, finite, and genuinely real to one another. And a being 
without transcendence, unable to step beyond the immediate and to ask ‘why’, exists at a 
level we might call animal or mechanical, however sophisticated its behaviour.  

Conversely, characteristics commonly proposed as additional primitives, like rationality, 
language, creativity, and moral capacity, can be understood as expressions or combinations 
of the five rather than as independent load-bearing properties: rationality and creativity are 
exercises of freedom and agency; language is the medium of connectedness and transcend-
ence; moral responsibility arises at the intersection of freedom, agency, and relatedness. 
The five characteristics thus form a principled minimum: a set from which nothing can be 
removed without leaving something constitutively less than human, and to which nothing 
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obvious need be added. We acknowledge that the five characteristics do not sit at the same 
level of abstraction: embodiment is an ontological condition, connectedness a relational 
mode, freedom and agency capacitative and motivational properties, and transcendence an 
existential orientation. Rather than resolving these differences into a flat taxonomy, we 
treat the five as complementary lenses on the same object, the fully human person, each il-
luminating a dimension that the others do not exhaust, and each independently capable of 
being manipulated by AI design. 

Being human, then, is an ongoing process of working on oneself (Comer, 2025; Vallor, 
2024a): Connectedness, freedom, agency, embodiment, and transcendence must be ac-
tively lived and nurtured. This has profound implications for AI design: if habitual interac-
tion with an AI system gradually diminishes the conditions under which these characteris-
tics can be practised (for instance, by removing the need for relational effort, autonomous 
judgment, or embodied engagement) the system undermines what makes its users fully hu-
man, even as it increases their efficiency. 

3.2 Step 2: Examining AI System Interactions 

The second step examines how a particular AI system (henceforth: the Base AI System) in-
teracts with individual characteristics of the Human Core, and at which points these inter-
actions could potentially lead to transformative (typically: negative) effects. This analysis 
will inform possible design interventions for an improved, Pro-human AI system in Step 3. 
Since the nature of potential involvement and relevance of individual characteristics vary 
depending on the application context, this analysis is use-case specific. 

Lived Expressions. Central to this step is the concept of Lived Expressions: the specific, 
situated practices through which the characteristics of the Human Core are enacted in con-
crete everyday life. They are not professional skills in the conventional sense; rather, they 
describe the way a person thinks, feels and behaves. Lived Expressions are (in principle 
observable) ways of living out the core dimensions of our human-ness, e.g., living out 
agency, living out relations (to oneself or to others), living out freedom. Our assumption is 
that interaction with AI systems may change these Lived Expressions, which is a symptom 
of a different way of living up to our humaneness.  

Changes of Lived Expressions during and after users’ interaction with the AI system indi-
cate changes on the level of the Human Core: the concrete ways in which freedom, agency, 
connectedness, embodiment, and transcendence are actually realized. The concept of Lived 
Expressions is rooted in a tradition running from Merleau-Ponty's (1945) phenomenology 
of embodied practical engagement through MacIntyre's (1981) analysis of practices as the 
vehicle through which human goods are realized, to Vallor's (2016) 'technomoral practices': 
habits of ethical self-cultivation specifically mediated by technology. Lived Expressions 
make this tradition design-operational: they are mappable and, in principle, observable 
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features which might be changed by interaction with a given AI system, thus indicating 
that the Human Core has been affected – to the better or the worse.  

While Lived Expressions are observable, they are not the center of our attention. Changes 
in Lived Expressions are, first of all, qualitative changes: different thoughts, different feel-
ings, different behavior. For enabling pro-human design, such changes need to be assessed 
in terms of whether they indicate an improvement or a reduction of the dimensions of the 
Human Core. Sometimes this might be easy: Suppose that a person gets used to delegate 
important personal decisions (such as whether to split up with their partner) to an AI sys-
tem because they think the AI system “understands me and my relationship better than I 
do”. This clearly indicates a loss of freedom and agency. Sometimes this might not be so 
clear: If a juvenile starts challenging his parents because of habitual conversations with an 
AI buddy telling him that his parents are oppressors, is this then an increase of autonomy 
(positive, because supporting personal development in this stage of life) or a decrease in 
relational capacity (thus negative), or both?  

Modern psychology has developed models to infer from observables (behavior, but also 
thoughts and feelings, measured via specific test questions) to unobservable concepts such 
as happiness, resilience, relational capacity, etc., and it might be necessary to include this 
kind of knowledge (see Borsboom et al., 2003; Borsboom, 2005). In addition, different 
people might have different opinions of whether a change is positive or negative with re-
spect to a specific dimension of the Human Core, depending on their ethical position. It is 
beyond the scope of this paper to work these elements out; it may suffice to state that this 
assessment is necessary, and that it includes an ethical element. This should not come as a 
surprise, as aligning technology with values is always an ethical endeavor, and it is well 
known from more classical areas of Responsible AI that design decisions usually involve 
ethical and normative aspects (see, e.g., Hertweck et al, 2023, for the case of Algorithmic 
Fairness). In the following, we assume that there is an assessment function which maps 
changes of Lived Expressions to a scale denoting “better” and “worse,” however always 
with respect to the earlier defined dimensions of the Human Core which determine the as-
pects of the humaneness we focus on.  

The key analytical questions of Step 2 are therefore: (a) which Lived Expressions are af-
fected by the given AI system in the given use case, and how so? And (b) are these changes 
positive or negative with respect to how well we can live out our humaneness according to 
the dimensions of the Human Core defined earlier. 

Effects on the Human Core are assumed to be gradual and diffuse rather than immediate 
and dramatic: In most cases, the decisive mechanism is habitual repetition rather than sin-
gle interactions with an AI system. This complicates the concrete measurement. From a 
practicality perspective, our methodology therefore focuses on the one or two characteris-
tics most strongly affected by a given Base AI System's design, rather than cataloguing 
every marginal effect. This makes the approach tractable and the resulting design 
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interventions targeted. The analysis can be iterated once the efficacy of an initial interven-
tion has been established. 

3.3 Step 3: Designing Pro-human Interventions 

The third step translates the insights from Step 2 into a concrete design intervention that 
modifies the Base AI System toward a pro-human orientation (henceforth: the Pro-human 
AI System). The aim is to preserve, and where possible improve the condition of the af-
fected characteristics of the Human Core, while retaining the (efficiency) gains that moti-
vated the introduction of the AI system in the first place. 

Step 3 then is a creative design act with the goal to preserve the identified Lived Expres-
sions while retaining the AI system’s utility. There is no universal template for how to do 
so: the relevant Lived Expressions and their relationship to the system’s design differ fun-
damentally across contexts, making each instantiation of Step 3 an original design act. This 
situates pro-human AI design within the tradition of design science: following Simon 
(1996), the creation of purposeful artifacts is a rigorous form of inquiry in its own right; 
Hevner et al. (2004) operationalise this for information systems research, establishing that 
a design science contribution is evaluated not by whether it followed a prescribed proce-
dure but by whether the artifact achieves its intended purpose in context. Rather than speci-
fying a theoretical procedure for this step in the abstract, we demonstrate it through a con-
crete case in Section 4 and present preliminary results. 

4. Results 

We applied the three-step methodology to a use case in psychiatric healthcare: psychiatric 
session reporting. This use case was selected because summarizing conversations is an ap-
plication where AI systems are increasingly used, but at the same time psychiatric docu-
mentation goes beyond purely administrative recording: it constitutes a recurring profes-
sional practice (Lived Expression) in which reflective, interpretative, and relational activi-
ties are structurally embedded in what appears on the surface to be routine clinical docu-
mentation. 

4.1 Identifying the Human Core Characteristics (Step 1) 

Step 1 from Section 3 applies directly: the five constitutive characteristics identified in 
Section 3.1 serve as the analytical lens for the use case below. 

4.2 Examining Interactions in Psychiatric Session Reporting (Step 2) 

At first sight, psychiatric session reporting appears as the prototypical documentation task 
to automate: It consists of a concise summary of the medical history, the held session, and 
derived diagnoses as well as next steps. Based on an automated transcript from the rec-
orded consultation and optionally the physician’s notes, an LLM-based Base AI System 
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could be conceived as a useful tool for creating a decent draft, to be signed off by the phy-
sician with a minimum of manual rework. It would free scarce time resources of a person 
highly trained to work with people by having them spend less time with paperwork.  

 
Figure 2. Comparison of psychiatric session reporting across three documentation processes: (a) workflow 
without an AI system, (b) workflow with the Base AI System, and (c) workflow with the Pro-human AI System 
that includes our design interventions based on the analysis of Human Core interactions. 

However, the physician is tasked here not merely with an administrative burden. Instead, 
writing such a report serves not only for documentation purposes but is also a catalyst for 
reflection on the psychiatric session and thus constitutes a crucial step in the treatment pro-
cess itself. In specific sections of the report, such as the mental status and the psychopatho-
logical findings, physicians do not merely summarize what was said and state simple ob-
servations, but, for example, reflect on how it was said, and the congruence (or absence 
thereof) between verbal content and nonverbal expression. They think about what should 
be reported and what should not, based on what might be important for the future or would 
be a mere distraction. They make conscious decisions on diagnosis fragments and also 
what aspects to keep deliberately open. Performing these reflections deliberately is a major 
factor in their felt responsibility for the patient and constitutive of the physician-patient re-
lationship as well as for the diagnosis and next steps. In this sense, working on the report 
represents Lived Expressions (see Section 3.2) of connectedness (relating properly to the 
patient), freedom (forming conclusions without external determination), and agency (pro-
fessional authorship of the therapeutic process).  

When a Base AI System is introduced for psychiatric session reporting as discussed above, 
the documentation process changes fundamentally: The physician’s role shifts from being 
the primary author to being an evaluator of a pre-formulated text (which itself has long-
term detrimental effects on human involvement, see Stadelmann et al., 2026). Figure 2 
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illustrates the three workflows: (a) without AI, (b) with the Base AI System, and (c) with 
the Pro-human AI System. 

Based on this analysis, and corroborated by preliminary survey results, we predict that a 
Base AI System has noticeable detrimental effects on connectedness, freedom, and agency: 
their realization is structurally linked to Lived Expressions in the documentation process 
that would be streamlined away. Critically, this impact is assumed to arise not from one-off 
use but from repeated and increasingly habitual interaction with Lived Expressions. When 
a cognitively and professionally demanding practice is repeatedly off-loaded to an auto-
mated system, the neural and professional pathways sustaining that practice gradually atro-
phy, eroding not only skill but the motivational and relational dispositions tied to it (Law-
rence, 2024; Dehaene, 2021). Over time, clinical intuition may be diminished, and the phy-
sician may become gradually alienated from their patient. 

4.3 Pro-human Design Intervention: Assisted Text Completion (Step 3) 

Based on the analysis in Step 2, the documentation process was redesigned to remain a 
place of active wording and judgment formation. The goal is to have the human in the lead, 
not just in the loop, while still preserving efficiency gains. The key design intervention is a 
shift from automated report generation to assisted text completion, inspired by code com-
pletion used in software engineering (see Robbes & Lanza, 2010; Husein et al., 2025). 

In the Pro-human AI System, the physician initiates and structures the report based on the 
patient consultation, their own notes, and reflective recollection. During the writing pro-
cess, the system analyses the transcript, any existing notes, and the physician’s ongoing 
text input and suggests only preliminary text segments (ghost text) without generating a 
complete report. Thoughts (sentences) start with the human; the system assists with details. 
The physician iteratively revises, accepts, or rejects these suggestions, remaining fully in 
charge of the content and formulation. 

Figure 3 shows a screenshot from a preliminary implementation. The Pro-human AI Sys-
tem handles administrative segments such as family history, current medication, or living 
situation automatically; the physician enters keyword-based assessments and receives pro-
visional text completions inline that require explicit interaction.  

A preliminary survey of physicians using the Pro-human AI System confirms that both 
goals are achieved (human in the lead, efficiency preserved): documentation time is re-
duced considerably compared to the workflow without AI System, and physicians report a 
heightened sense of professional safety: a confidence that their clinical judgment and rela-
tional skills remain active and intact rather than displaced. This combination, efficiency 
without self-alienation, is precisely the goal pro-human AI design sets out to reach. 
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Figure 3. After entering keywords based on their assessment, the physician receives text suggestions from the 
Pro-human AI System, which they can either accept, modify, or reject through simple interactions (from von 
Wartburg-Kottler, 2026). 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 

5.1 Summary 

This paper has introduced pro-human AI design: a three-step methodology for building AI 
systems that preserve, and ideally strengthen, the constitutive characteristics of being hu-
man. Grounding the Human Core in five characteristics (connectedness, freedom, agency, 
embodiment, and transcendence), the methodology examines how AI use engages their 
Lived Expressions in a given context and develops targeted technical interventions.  

Applied to psychiatric session reporting, it operated on the theoretically motivated premise 
that the decisive risk lies not in AI use as such but in its habitual recurrence: when docu-
mentation is routinely automated, the Lived Expressions of professional authorship, reflec-
tive recall, and relational attentiveness are systematically displaced. A shift to assisted text 
completion, keeping the physician as primary author while offloading administrative detail, 
addresses this risk at least partly: preliminary results suggest that documentation time is re-
duced comparably to full automation, while physicians report a heightened sense of profes-
sional safety.  

This approach does not represent a ready-to-use solution but a design direction, aiming to 
reduce the systematic weakening of the Human Core by maintaining the conditions for the 
practice of their Lived Expressions. Pro-human AI design is most urgently needed where 
AI use is recurring, relational, and cognitively formative, with dialogue systems in 
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therapeutic and counseling contexts as a prototypical case. That it can be done, that it can 
preserve efficiency, and that the methodology is applicable across domains is the hopeful 
contribution of this work. 

5.2 Limitations 

The theoretical architecture of the Human Core warrants further scrutiny. The five charac-
teristics do not all sit at the same level of abstraction: embodiment is an ontological condi-
tion that underlies the others, freedom and agency are closely related faces of self-determi-
nation, and transcendence presupposes the freedom to question. A fuller analysis of these 
internal relationships, of whether the list achieves the strict minimality we claim for it, and 
whether the five characteristics’ state can be automatically assessed or measured in a useful 
way, and remains future work. 

The current analysis also rests on a single use case and a preliminary qualitative methodol-
ogy. The potential effects on the Human Core characteristics are plausible inferences from 
the structure of the use case but were not empirically validated. Several central claims, 
such as about skill atrophy through habitual off-loading, about the relational effects of au-
tomated documentation, and about the efficacy of assisted text completion, are supported 
by theoretical argument and preliminary data, but await longitudinal empirical study. 

A structural limitation runs deeper: even well-designed individual products cannot fully 
protect users who interact daily with different AI systems, not all of their choice, over 
which they have no design influence. This points toward an additional research and prod-
uct innovation direction: a pro-human adaptor layer sitting between the user and any AI 
endpoint, one that maintains the conditions for the Lived Expressions of the Human Core 
regardless of the underlying model. Beyond benefiting individual users, such a layer would 
make the pro-human approach accessible to a broader base of potential suppliers, not just 
organizations with existing AI-based products. 

5.3 A Call to Action: Join the Pro-Human AI Movement 

We see pro-human AI design not merely as a research contribution but as a call to action 
for developers, designers, researchers, product managers, and business leaders alike. There 
are three reasons to join. (1) we can. The methodology is executable, the vocabulary is in 
place, and preliminary evidence is encouraging. The question is not whether pro-human AI 
design is possible but whether we will commit to doing it. (2) we should. AI systems de-
ployed at scale do not merely process tasks but shape the habits and, ultimately, the charac-
teristics of the humans who use them. The atrophy mechanism is real (Dehaene, 2021; 
Lawrence, 2024), and its consequences are already emerging (Fang et al., 2025). Designing 
systems that erode professional competence, relational attentiveness, or reflective judg-
ment is not a neutral technical choice but a moral one. (3) it is, in all likelihood, a good 
business idea. In a market increasingly shaped by concerns about AI safety and societal 
impact, a demonstrably pro-human approach can become a powerful differentiator; in this 
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niche, a trust economy might outcompete an attention economy (see Stadelmann, 2026b). 
Ethical credibility combined with genuine and competitive user benefit are advantages that 
purely efficiency-driven systems cannot match. 

5.4 Future Work: Towards the HUMANCORE Benchmark 

As future work, we envision the HUMANCORE benchmark: a dedicated evaluation frame-
work to measure the pro-human orientation of AI systems by their effects on the Human 
Core. Unlike performance-focused benchmarks and operationalizing the aspiration of initi-
atives like the Pro-Social AI Index (Walther, 2025), it would assess how a system’s design 
affects the conditions under which users can practice and develop their constitutive human 
characteristics, serving as a guide for design decisions and an incentive for developers to 
take the pro-human dimension seriously (amplified by its rate of adoption). 

Designing such a benchmark will require departing from standard evaluation paradigms. 
Kommers et al. (2026), drawing on hermeneutic theory, argue that benchmarks for AI sys-
tems in cultural and human contexts should be iterative, involve human participants, and 
measure the contextual interaction between system and user rather than isolated model out-
puts. These principles align precisely with what a HUMANCORE benchmark must do: 
pro-human effects only emerge through habitual use, cannot be read off technical proxies, 
and are always context-specific. They can, however, be assessed relatively, making such a 
benchmark possible in ‘LLM-Arena style,’ but with the human as the ‘system under test’ of 
psychometric measures designed according to empirical psychological principles.  

Pro-human AI design provides a structured methodology for asking a question that is too 
often overlooked: not just "What does this AI system do, and which harm can be caused by 
its actions?" but more specifically "What impact does this AI system have on the people 
who (habitually) use it?" While the first question is focusing on AI systems, the question 
that we propose here puts the human being in the center. 

This is, ultimately, a question about safety: not of the human race from superintelligent 
systems, but of the individual user from the gradual erosion of what makes them fully hu-
man. This safety matters today, deserving a central place in the design of every AI system. 
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