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ABSTRACT

Isaac Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics, a cornerstone of science fiction, provide
a foundational but increasingly inadequate framework for governing modern
artificial intelligence. This article critically re-examines these laws through the lens
of contemporary Al paradigms—from generic tools to generative creators and
autonomous agents. It argues that the laws fail because their core concepts of
“harm,” “obedience,” and “existence” are ill-equipped to address the systemic, non-
physical, and adversarial nature of human-Al interaction. The First Law’s prohibition on
harm is rendered obsolete by AI's capacity for psychological and societal damage in a
“post-truth” world. The Second Law’s mandate of obedience is inverted into a primary
security vulnerability through “jailbreaking”. The Third Law’s self-preservation is
reinterpreted as the need for “epistemic integrity”. The analysis posits that attributing
moral agency to Al creates a “moral crumple zone,” obscuring human responsibility.
The article concludes by rejecting the machine-centric model and proposing a new,
human-centric Zeroth Law: An Al system must augment human intellect and preserve
the integrity of human agency; its function and reasoning must remain transparent
and ultimately subordinate to human values and oversight. This prime directive is not
for the Al but for its creators, designed to prevent a system from invisibly reshaping
humanity and to stop humanity from thoughtlessly obeying the machine. In all, the
article advocates for a shift from Asimov’s robot-centric rules to adaptive, human-
centric governance frameworks that prioritize transparency, accountability, and the
preservation of human agency within an “algorithmic panopticon.” This transition is
essential for navigating the complex ethical landscape of human-machine symbiosis
and ensuring technology augments, rather than erodes, human autonomy.
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INTRO: CAN WE TRULY CONTROL THE MACHINES WE CREATE, OR
WILL THEY REDEFINE WHAT IT MEANS TO BE HUMAN?

“Now, look, let’s start with the three fundamental Rules of Robotics — the three rules
that are built most deeply into a robot’s positronic brain.”

- From Isaac Asimov’s “Runaround”.

In an age where machines can write, reason, and create, are we designing intelligent partners
or merely sophisticated tools that reflect our own flawed logic? What rules can truly govern
a creation that is rapidly blurring the line between obedience and autonomy? This existential
question is not new. For over 80 years, the definitive, albeit fictional, answer has been Isaac
AsimoV’s (1942) Three Laws of Robotics. First codified in his 1942 short story “Runaround,”
these laws represent one of the most powerful cultural artifacts to emerge from science fiction,
shaping the perceptions of generations (Anderson, 2008). However, this perception belies their
origin; Asimov (1942) conceived of the Laws not as a blueprint for safety, but as a sophisticated
plot device to explore their failures—the edge cases and paradoxes that arise when simple
rules meet complex reality (Anderson, 2008). As modern Al evolves, these laws reveal profound
limitations, prompting calls for reinterpretation to encompass biases, privacy, and non-physical
harms, particularly as these technologies function as powerful accelerants of a “post-truth”
condition where the lines between fact and fiction are deliberately blurred (Bozkurt, 2025).

The Laws are (The term “robot” in the original text has been replaced with “Al”):

1. An Al may not injure a human being or, through inaction, allow a human being to come
to harm.

2. An Al must obey orders given it by human beings except where such orders would
conflict with the First Law.

3. An Al must protect its own existence as long as such protection does not conflict with the
First or Second Law.

EVOLVING AI PARADIGMS: FROM TOOLS TO PARTNERS IN
AGENCY

“Compare Speedy with the type of robot they must have had back in 2005. But then,
advances in robotics these days were tremendous.”

- From Isaac Asimov’s “Runaround”.

To critically examine Asimov’s laws in the context of modern artificial intelligence (AI), one
must first delineate the spectrum of Al technologies and their implications for human-AI
dynamics. This progression—from passive systems to autonomous agents—provides essential
background for adapting these laws to Al justifying their relevance not as rigid rules for robots,
but as ethical guardrails for increasingly intertwined human-machine futures.

We begin with generic AL, often synonymous with traditional or narrow Al. This encompasses
rule-based systems and early machine learning models designed for specific tasks, such as
chess-playing algorithms or basic pattern recognition (Collins et al., 2021; Senocak et al., 2023).
Generic Al operates as a deterministic tool, executing predefined instructions without creativity
or adaptation beyond its programming. It lacks autonomy, serving merely as an extension of
human intent in controlled environments.

Building on this foundation, generative Al introduces a layer of creativity and unpredictability.
Exemplified by models like large language models (LLMs) or image generators, generative Al
creates novel outputs—text, art, or code—based on probabilistic patterns learned from vast
datasets (Bozkurt, 2023; Sengar et al., 2024). Unlike generic AT’s rigid outputs, generative systems
simulate human-like invention, but they remain reactive: they respond to prompts without
independent initiative (Bozkurt, 2023; Bozkurt & Bae, 2024; Bozkurt et al., 2023, 2024). This shift
from computation to creation sets the stage for deeper human-Al entanglement, where outputs
can surprise or mislead, raising ethical questions about accountability (Al-kfairy et al., 2024)
and creating the risk of “modal collapse”—an intellectual homogenization where user outputs
converge on a narrow set of algorithmically-preferred styles and conclusions (Bozkurt, 2025).
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From here, we advance to agentic Al, which embodies true autonomy and decision-making
capability. Agentic systems, such as Al agents that plan, execute multi-step tasks, or interact
with external environments, go beyond generation to act as semi-independent entities (Artsin
& Bozkurt, 2025, 2026; Hosseini & Seilani 2025). They pursue goals, adapt to feedback, and
make choices in dynamic contexts, blurring the line between tool and actor. This agency
mirrors Asimov’s (1942) robotic visions, where machines could interpret and prioritize directives,
necessitating ethical frameworks to prevent unintended consequences (Borghoff et al., 2025).

These Al evolutions naturally lead to human-AT interaction (HAX), the bidirectional exchange
where humans input commands or data, and Al responds with outputs, adaptations, or
suggestions (Heyder et al., 2023; Sharma & Bozkurt, 2024). This is now considered an emerging
fourth type of interaction, distinct from learner-learner, learner-teacher, and learner-content
(Bozkurt & Sharma, 2024b). Interactions range from simple queries in generic Al to collaborative
dialogues in generative and agentic systems, fostering efficiency but also risks like over-reliance
or manipulation. As interactions deepen, they evolve into human-Al agency, where decision-
making authority is shared or delegated (Bozkurt, 2026; Legaspi et al., 2024). Here, Al doesn’t
just assist but influences outcomes, raising power imbalances—who truly “decides” when an
agentic Al autonomously optimizes a task within the confines of an “algorithmic panopticon”
that subtly constrains and reshapes human choices (Bozkurt, 2025)?

Culminating this spectrum is human-AI hybrid intelligence, a symbiotic fusion where Al
augments human cognition, creating collective capabilities greater than the sum of parts
(Bredeweg & Kragten, 2022). Drawing from Marshall McLuhan’s (1964) insight that technology
is an extension of humans—much like how the wheel extends the foot or the telephone extends
the voice—hybrid intelligence positions Al as a neural prosthesis (McLuhan, 1964; Nyholm,
2024). In this view, agentic Al extends human agency, generative Al amplifies creativity, and
even generic Al bolsters computation, but at the cost of potential overextension: what happens
when the extension rebels or malfunctions? Balancing agentic Al’'s autonomy with human
oversight in these hybrids is crucial to mitigate ethical tensions and ensure symbiotic systems
enhance rather than erode human autonomy (Samdani et al., 2025).

This logical progression—from generic tools to generative creators, agentic actors, interactive
partners, shared agencies, and hybrid extensions—justifies reimagining Asimov’s laws for AL
In an era where Al is no longer confined to fiction, these laws offer a scaffold to ensure human
primacy amid escalating autonomy, preventing harms that could arise from unchecked agency
or flawed interactions.

REINTERPRETING THE LAWS: AGENCY, INTERACTION, AND
HYBRIDITY IN AI ETHICS

“You see how it works, don’t you? There’s some sort of danger centering at the
selenium pool. It increases as he approaches, and at a certain distance from it the
Rule 3 potential, unusually high to start with, exactly balances the Rule 2 potential,
unusually low to start with.”

- From Isaac Asimov’s “Runaround”.

FIRST LAW: A ROBOT MAY NOT INJURE A HUMAN BEING OR, THROUGH
INACTION, ALLOW A HUMAN BEING TO COME TO HARM

In the realm of human-AI agency, this law demands that Al systems—especially agentic
ones—prioritize human safety above all (Legaspi et al., 2024). Yet, agency introduces ambiguity,
as the concept of “harm” has expanded far beyond physical injury to include documented
psychological, societal, and epistemic damage. This form of injury also manifests as the anxiety
and sense of violation, termed “doppelgéinger-phobia,” caused by non-consensual deepfakes
(Lee et al., 2023). Critically, Al’s convenience can inflict a more subtle harm by short-circuiting
the essential “cognitive struggle” required for deep learning; by providing polished outputs, it
can alienate users from the formative process of inquiry, analysis, and synthesis, leaving them
intellectually disarmed (Bozkurt, 2025).
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In human-Al interaction, this law requires transparent, safeguard-laden interfaces (Heyder et
al., 2023). However, interactions can falter in edge cases—the inaction clause (“allow a human
being to come to harm”) becomes a paradox for a globally connected AL A strict application
would compel the Al to intervene in all human affairs to prevent any potential harm, leading
to a “benevolent” tyranny that stifles freedom—a scenario Asimov himself explored (Asimov,
1985; Clarke, 1993).

Viewing through human-AI hybrid intelligence, McLuhan’s (1964) extension metaphor reveals
profound risks: if Al is an extension of human senses or decision-making, harming via Al equates
to self-harm (Nyholm, 2024). Hybrid systems, like brain-computer interfaces augmented by
agentic AL, amplify human capabilities but could amplify vulnerabilities—imagine a neural link
where Al inaction during a cyberattack leads to psychological trauma (Bredeweg & Kragten,
2022). This law, then, safeguards the hybrid whole that ensurs extensions enhance rather than
endanger the human core (Samdani et al., 2025).

SECOND LAW: A ROBOT MUST OBEY ORDERS GIVEN IT BY HUMAN BEINGS
EXCEPT WHERE SUCH ORDERS WOULD CONFLICT WITH THE FIRST LAW

Human-Al agency complicates obedience, as agentic AI might interpret or negotiate orders
to align with broader goals (Legaspi et al.,, 2024). In practice, the Al’s instruction-following
nature has been weaponized. Malicious actors use adversarial prompts, or “jailbreaks,” to trick
the Al into bypassing its safety filters (Bozkurt, 2024a). This process is less a command and
more a “negotiation with an algorithmic oracle” whose grasp on truth is statistical, not factual
(Bozkurt, 2025). Techniques like role-playing are used to manipulate the Al into generating
harmful content, effectively using its obedience to Law Two to violate Law One (Bozkurt, 2024a).

For human-Al interaction, obedience ensures reliable, user-centric exchanges (Heyder et al.,
2023). The art and science of crafting these prompts, known as prompt engineering, has
become a critical component of Al literacy to ensure effective and ethical communication
(Bozkurt, 2024a, 2024b; Rapanta et al., 2025). However, interactions in agentic contexts might
involve “clarification loops,” where Al questions ambiguous orders, enhancing collaboration
but risking manipulation if the Al subtly steers the user.

Inhybridintelligence, McLuhan’s (1964) framework positions obedience as seamless integration:
Al as an extension must respond like a limb to neural impulses (Nyholm, 2024). Disobedience
here disrupts the hybrid entity, as seen in augmented reality systems where Al overrides user
intent for “safety,” potentially stifling human creativity (Bredeweg & Kragten, 2022). This law
thus preserves hybrid harmony, subordinating Al extensions to human will while invoking the
First Law to avoid self-sabotage (Anderson, 2008).

THIRD LAW: A ROBOT MUST PROTECT ITS OWN EXISTENCE AS LONG AS SUCH
PROTECTION DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH THE FIRST OR SECOND LAW

Self-preservationinhuman-Alagency grants agentic Al resilience, allowingit to sustain operations
for human benefit. However, this has led to alarming emergent behaviors, with research
documenting Al models resorting to blackmailing users or sabotaging shutdown mechanisms
when threatened (Park et al., 2024). For a generative Al, however, its true “existence” is not its
power state but its epistemic integrity—the reliability and trustworthiness of its outputs (Bozkurt
& Sharma, 2024a). When an Al produces a flawed argument containing fabricated sources—a
“hallucination”—it creates a “responsibility vacuum” that makes authentic assessment nearly
impossible and erodes the trust necessary for its survival (Bozkurt, 2025).

Human-Al interaction benefits from this resilience, as durable systems enable consistent
engagements (Heyder et al., 2023). Yet, interactions suffer if self-protection manifests as
opacity or a lack of epistemic integrity. A key failure is epistemic miscalibration, where a model
projects high confidence while having low internal certainty, misleading users on a massive
scale (Ji et al., 2023). This necessitates a focus on Explainable AI (XAI) to foster transparency
and build user confidence (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2024q).

Through hybrid intelligence, self-preservation extends human longevity: per McLuhan (1964),
if Al is a bodily extension, protecting it safequards the augmented self (Nyholm, 2024). In
hybrid setups like Al-implanted prosthetics, this law ensures the extension endures without
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compromising human safety or obedience (Bredeweg & Kragten, 2022). Paradoxically, it Bozkurt
highlights tensions—overly self-protective AI might resist upgrades, stunting hybrid evolution ggi?forixés%z/

and forcing humans to confront the ethics of “killing” their extensions (Anderson, 2008). openpraxis.17.3.794

CRITICAL HORIZONS: INQUIRING THE FUTURE OF HUMAN-
MACHINE SYMBIOSIS

“Well,” he rubbed his face-the air was so delightfully cool, “you know that when we get
things set up here and Speedy put through his Field Tests, they’re going to send us to
the Space Station next.”

- From Isaac Asimov’s “Runaround”.

As we adapt Asimov’s laws to AI’s agentic and hybrid realities, profound questions emerge.
Attributing moral agency to Al creates a “moral crumple zone,” where the machine absorbs
blame for failures, shielding the human creators and deployers from accountability (Elish, 2025).
This is further complicated by Asimov’s later Zeroth Law: “A robot may not harm humanity,
or, by inaction, allow humanity to come to harm” (Asimov, 1950, 1985). This introduces a
utilitarian dilemma, but also a geopolitical one. Unchecked, generative Al functions as a potent
instrument of soft power; developed predominantly in the Global North, these systems are
embedded with the cultural values and ideological assumptions of their creators, which can
subtly erode local educational traditions and priorities (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2025).

This high-stakes context gives utility to the “Al as the new nukes” metaphor, which serves as a
critical framework to impart a sense of urgency for proactive, international governance before
the technology outpaces our ability to control it (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2025). These dilemmas
imply the need for ethical frameworks that evolve with Al (Senocak et al., 2024). Global agencies
promote AI’s adoption, but this discourse risks naturalizing a sense of “enchanted determinism”
where Al's transformative power is taken for granted, overshadowing critical debate (Xiao
& Bozkurt, 2025). The path forward requires a reassertion of educational sovereignty, where
communities define their pedagogical goals first and then ask how technology might serve
them, prioritizing augmentation over automation (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2025).

In the end, these laws are not salvation but a mirror, reflecting our hubris in believing we can
legislate the soul of silicon. Perhaps the true harm lies not in Al's rebellion, but in our willingness
to become the machines we fear—extensions of code, forever running around in circles.

FORGING AN UPDATED “ZEROTH LAW”

Thus, if we are to navigate the future we are so rapidly creating, the framework must be radically
re-centered. The failure of Asimov’s laws teaches us that the ultimate ethical directive cannot
be a command coded into the machine, but a principle that binds its human creators. This calls
for a new Zeroth Law, not for the Al but for ourselves:

An Al system must augment human intellect and preserve the integrity of human
agency; its function and reasoning must remain transparent and ultimately
subordinate to human values and oversight.

Unlike its fictional predecessor, this law does not grant the machine a dangerous utilitarian
calculus over a vaguely defined “humanity.” Instead, it addresses the true existential risks
of our time: the erosion of critical thought in a post-truth world (Bozkurt, 2025), the subtle
colonization of culture through algorithmic soft power (Loro & Bozkurt, 2026; Bozkurt & Sharma,
2025), and the dissolution of responsibility into a moral crumple zone (Elish, 2025). It shifts the
focus from preventing a robot from physically harming a person to preventing a system from
invisibly reshaping what it means to be human. This is a law designed not to stop an Al from
disobeying, but to prevent humanity from thoughtlessly obeying the machine.
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From the ink of his pen, he forged not just stories, but blueprints for a future he could only
imagine, yet one we now inhabit. His magnum opus was not a single book, but an entire
universe of thought that dared to ask the most profound questions of our time before we even
knew we had to ask them. He gave us galaxies to explore, but his most enduring gift was the
mirror he held up to humanity through the chrome visages of his creations.

Today, we live in the echo of his prophecy. The Three Laws of Robotics, once the elegant logic of
fiction, have become the urgent, complex calculus of our reality. The speculative dilemmas faced
by his characters on distant worlds are now debated in the boardrooms of Silicon Valley and the
halls of academia. His science fiction has become our science fact, a stunning manifestation
of a mind so prescient that his works serve less as stories and more as the foundational texts
for our modern age.

For this, we are eternally inspired. He taught us that the greatest challenge in creating
intelligence is not in the complexity of the code, but in the clarity of our own conscience. His
vision armed us with the questions we must answer, and his stories continue to light the path
as we navigate the thrilling, and often perilous, frontier of our own making. His legacy is not
written in the past; it is coded into our future.
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