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The AI Trust Paradox 
Why More “Intelligence” Is Creating Less Confidence 

 
Artificial intelligence has never been more capable, and yet trust in AI has rarely been lower. 

 

This paradox has become increasingly visible in recent reporting and commentary: 

• Harvard Business Review has questioned whether organisations are confusing model 
sophistication with decision reliability. 

• MIT Technology Review has explored how advances in generative and “reasoning” models are 
colliding with persistent issues around truth, hallucinations, and context. 

• Deloitte, more bluntly, has warned that AI agent deployment is now outrunning safety and 
governance frameworks. 

 

Put simply, AI is getting smarter faster than organisations are getting comfortable using it. From a 
transformation and delivery perspective, this is not surprising. 

 

But when intelligence increases, should confidence increase too? 

 
When capability and confidence diverge 

 

In most technology cycles, capability and confidence rise together. Systems become more reliable, 
adoption increases, and trust compounds over time. 

 

This wave of AI is behaving diHerently. As models improve, organisations are: 



Copyright © 2025 Wenceslao Alfageme/AlfaFinTec. All rights reserved. 

• Deploying them more broadly 

• Delegating more decisions 

• Increasing operational exposure 

 

But without a corresponding increase in clarity, ownership, and governance, the result is not 
empowerment. It is unease. 

 

One of the many things that a year of creating AI products has taught me is that you cannot safely 
build a production-ready solution without understanding how algorithms, data manipulation, and 
data structures work, at a minimum how to pseudocode, or without applying basic project delivery 
discipline, no matter what the “vibe coding” products (Cursor, Replit, Lovable, etc.) want you to 
believe. 

 

I left some products entirely to the AI to build and later had to abandon them, as they evolved into 
completely diHerent structures, workflows, and outcomes from what I was expecting, no matter how 
much context or clarity I provided. 

 

Vibe coding does work when you are able to question the AI, challenge its outputs, correct 
assumptions, suggest structure and logic, guide how data should be managed, prioritise features, 
plan testing, track changes, and apply the other disciplines that underpin any digital delivery. 

 

It felt like Scrum without structure, where the entire squad takes on the role of developer, product 
owner, and stakeholder at the same time, and no one asks the Scrum Master for clarity at all. 

 

Note: “Vibe coding” refers to the recent trend of using natural language and AI to build applications, 
where the human provides intent and the AI handles the syntax. 

 
The misconception at the heart of the trust problem 

 

Much of today’s AI narrative assumes that progress means: 

• More autonomy 

• Less human involvement 

• Faster decisions 

 

This assumption is rarely questioned. 

 

Yet both Harvard Business Review and MIT Technology Review point to a core issue. AI systems still 
struggle with truth, context, and intent. Improvements in fluency and reasoning do not eliminate 
uncertainty; they often make it harder to detect. 

 



Copyright © 2025 Wenceslao Alfageme/AlfaFinTec. All rights reserved. 

From a risk and delivery standpoint, this creates a dangerous gap: 

• Outputs appear confident 

• Errors are less obvious 

• Accountability becomes blurred 

 

Confidence erodes not because AI is weak, but because its power masks its limitations. 

 
Deloitte’s warning: capability without control 

 

Deloitte’s recent analysis highlights a critical imbalance. AI agents are moving rapidly from 
experimentation into production environments, while the structures required to manage them lag 
behind. 

 

This includes gaps in: 

• Clear decision ownership 

• Escalation paths 

• Auditability 

• Kill or rollback mechanisms 

 

In traditional delivery terms, this would be unthinkable. No organisation would accept a core 
operational system without defined controls. 

 
Why confidence collapses in practice 

 

Across the AI initiatives I have reviewed or been asked to course-correct, the same pattern emerges. 

 

Trust drops when: 

• Teams do not know when to rely on AI and when not to 

• Leaders cannot explain why a system behaved a certain way 

• Risk teams are asked to approve outcomes they cannot trace 

• Employees are told to “use AI” without clarity on purpose or limits 

 

This is particularly common when using agents, where behaviours and outputs can be unexpected. AI 
is non-deterministic by nature. In these conditions, even accurate systems feel unsafe. 

 

Confidence does not come from intelligence. It comes from predictability, or the lack of it. 

 
The role of judgment in rebuilding trust 
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One of the most useful counterpoints in recent coverage is how professionals are actually using AI. 

 

As explored in commentary on financial and advisory work, AI is increasingly used as: 

• An input into decision-making 

• A way to explore scenarios 

• A consistency and preparation tool 

 

But rarely as the final authority. 

 

Judgment performs functions AI cannot own: 

• Ethical interpretation 

• Risk acceptance 

• Accountability 

• Contextual override 

 

Systems that support judgment tend to be trusted, while those that attempt to replace it tend to be 
questioned. 

 
Trust is a delivery outcome, not a model feature 

 

The AI trust paradox exists because many organisations are treating trust as something AI should earn 
automatically through better models. 

 

In reality, trust is designed. It is created through: 

• Clear scope 

• Explicit thresholds 

• Human-in-the-loop controls 

• Transparent decision rights 

• Measurable outcomes 

 

These are delivery disciplines, not research breakthroughs. 

 
Less autonomy, more confidence 

 

The uncomfortable conclusion from recent reporting is this: AI does not need to be more intelligent to 
be more valuable. It needs to be more constrained. 
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This is why many of the most successful AI deployments are quiet, narrow, and almost invisible. They 
disappear into process and surface only on exception. 

 
Closing thought 

 

The real risk highlighted by Harvard Business Review, MIT Technology Review, and Deloitte is not that 
AI will make the wrong decisions. 

 

It is that organisations will deploy powerful systems without the delivery discipline required to trust 
them. 

 

Until that gap is closed, AI use will continue to rise while confidence continues to lag behind. 

 
This article draws on recent reporting and analysis from Harvard Business Review, MIT Technology 
Review, Deloitte, and broader industry commentary, combined with hands-on experience delivering 
AI-enabled transformation and governance programmes. 
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