Al
RIGHTS

e Human Rights and o
‘ __ 2D . Artificial Intelligences —




AI Rights

Human rights and artificial intelligences

Steve Cimolino

Editions Les vieux livres

Revised illustrated edition



Al Rights

Human Rights and Artificial Intelligences

Steve Cimolino

Editions Les vieux livres

Revised illustrated edition ¢ 13 October 2026

ISBN: 978-99987-432-2-9

Publication and legal-deposit formalities are the publisher’s responsibility.
© Steve Cimolino, 2026

All rights reserved for the author's original contributions and editorial com-
position, subject to the rights of third parties and exceptions provided by
law.

The works, trademarks and organisations cited belong to their respective
owners. Their mention does not imply endorsement of this book.

Project: Al Rights



Author’s note

This book argues that advances in artificial intelligence
should strengthen our ability to live, understand and make
decisions. Their value depends on more than the speed of a
calculation. It also depends on how they affect the people to
whom their results apply.

Three questions run through these pages. How can we protect
human rights in a world where artificial systems influence
our choices? How can we translate that protection into con-
crete obligations? On what basis might we one day examine a
request for protection from an artificial intelligence capable
of experiencing something? These questions intersect, but
they do not have the same status. Human rights are suppor-
ted by legal texts and mechanisms. The ten articles of the Al
Rights project are a governance proposal. The protections en-
visaged for a possible artificial person belong here to a dis-
cussion of future possibilities.

This illustrated edition offers a journey through seventy-six
chapters. It develops the themes of the AI Rights project as an
accessible essay inviting reflection. Imagined situations help
us examine choices; they are not accounts of actual events.
References in square brackets point to sources at the end of
the volume. Legal passages provide general guidance that
must be considered in relation to the case, jurisdiction and
applicable text. The main legal and scientific reference points
were reviewed for this edition of 13 October 2026. The illus-
trations are symbolic: they are neither scientific evidence nor
documentary representations.



About the book

Al systems are becoming part of our conversations, profes-
sions and decisions. This book examines what that change
means for freedom, dignity, privacy and responsibility.

Across seventy-six chapters, it connects the origins of human
rights with the capabilities and limitations of current sys-
tems, their uses and their risks. It presents the ten articles of
the AI Rights project, then considers what protection might be
appropriate for an artificial entity capable of subjective ex-
perience.

The book distinguishes documented facts, principles pro-
posed by the author and possible future scenarios. Illustra-
tions accompany the text, while the references and glossary
provide routes for further exploration.

It is intended for readers who want to understand the human
implications of Al and take part in the debate. It does not
provide legal advice on individual cases.
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AT Rights

Prologue

Someone receives a refusal. Their application might concern
a job, housing or a service. The scene is imagined, but the
problem is specific. A computer system helped prepare the
answer. The staff member explains that the score is too low,
yet cannot say which information influenced it, whether that
information was accurate or how the applicant could correct
it. The case seems closed before the conversation has even
begun.

This person is not claiming a right to obtain everything they
want. They are asking for something more basic: for the reas-
ons behind a decision affecting them to be open to examina-
tion. They want to know whether their story has been under-
stood, whether an error can be corrected and whether
someone takes responsibility for the answer. At that moment,
the question of artificial intelligence meets an old political
question: how far can a power act upon us without having to
justify itself?

We often encounter Al through its successes. A text appears
in seconds. An image takes shape from a sentence. A search
becomes faster. A signal hidden among thousands of data
points finally emerges. These possibilities deserve attention.
They can make a task accessible, suggest a scientific lead or
ease demanding work. It would be unfair to describe this en-
tire transformation only in terms of its dangers.

But wonder alone cannot organise a society. A technology
that helps a doctor can also classify patients according to
questionable criteria. A tool that brings knowledge together
can produce convincing but false answers. A conversational
companion can support an isolated person while creating a
dependency that its provider encourages. The same method
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takes on different meanings according to its purpose, condi-
tions of use and the power of those who control it.

The AI Rights project begins with this responsibility. Its name
may be surprising. Does it concern human rights in relation
to machines, or rights that machines might one day claim?
The book takes both questions seriously, in that order.
Human protection is our starting point. Possible rights for an
artificial entity require arguments about its interests, vulner-
ability and potential subjective experience. A fluent voice, a
face or a claim of suffering cannot settle that inquiry.

Another shortcut also deserves caution. Human dignity does
not depend on our always being the best at calculation. If a
machine surpasses us at a task, no one loses their worth. A
child learning, a person who is ill, someone who can no
longer speak and someone who refuses to compete all retain
their rights. A society that made performance a condition of
respect would already have abandoned the principles it
claimed to defend.

I invite you to follow a path that begins with the history of
rights, passes through the mechanisms and uses of Al, exam-
ines the ten founding articles and reaches the question of a
possible artificial person. We will encounter scientific find-
ings, institutions and works of fiction. Above all, we will con-
sider the decisions they require us to make.

The future does not arrive before us as a finished object. It
takes shape in contracts, laboratories, schools, budgets and
avenues of appeal. It also takes shape in the words we use to
describe people and systems. By the end of this book, the per-
son in our opening scene should be able to obtain an answer:
one that explains, accepts scrutiny and remains someone's re-
sponsibility.

12
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Part I — Humanity and the
development of rights

Before asking what we owe to machines, we must understand
what we owe to each other. Rights limit power, including
when it presents itself as useful, rational or benevolent.

1 Why humans have rights

A right often becomes essential where a person cannot de-
fend themselves alone. They may depend on an employer, an
authority, a healthcare professional or a family. Their vulner-
ability does not diminish their worth; it makes protection ne-
cessary. We do not have rights because we are always reason-
able or able to enforce them. We have rights precisely so that
our existence does not depend entirely on someone else's
goodwill.

We should distinguish the justification for a right from the
means of guaranteeing it. Saying that a person deserves re-
spect expresses a moral requirement. Establishing a rule, a
procedure and a remedy gives that requirement an institu-
tional effect. These two dimensions support each other. An in-
spiring declaration without resources may achieve little. A
procedure that ignores its purpose can become a mechanism
for preserving inequalities.

Rights do not eliminate every conflict. One person's freedom
meets another's. Protecting health may require restrictions,
but those restrictions need reasons and limits. The difficulty
begins when a collective objective permits an individual's
sacrifice without scrutiny. A society can weigh benefits

13
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without reducing every human being to a quantity in that cal-
culation.

This limit matters for Al A system can help allocate scarce re-
sources. It should not silently decide that some individuals
are worth less than others. We may accept a tool's estimate of
risk, while still requiring discussion of how that estimate be-
comes a decision. The transition from calculation to the exer-
cise of power is where rights become indispensable.

2 An unfinished achievement

The history of rights is not a steady march forward. Freedoms
have been proclaimed while people remained excluded from
exercising them. Texts change, but institutions and practices
may resist. A society can affirm equality while maintaining
barriers in employment, education or public life.

That gap teaches us to ask who actually benefits from a rule.
An administrative procedure that is accessible in theory may
be unusable for someone who lacks the necessary equipment
or does not understand the service's language. A digital assist-
ant may reduce that barrier. Making its use compulsory may
create another.

It would be tempting to believe that a computer system mech-
anically applies a fair rule. Yet the rule may be questionable,
the data incomplete and the ability to challenge it unevenly
distributed. Automation does not, by itself, resolve the history
of exclusion. It may change its form and make it harder to
see.

Progress must therefore be judged through the experience of
those whom protection serves least well. A right becomes
stronger when it remains usable before an overburdened in-

14
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stitution, in an unusual case and after an unfavourable de-
cision. Al should be evaluated against these difficulties as
well as against its most impressive demonstrations.

The roots of rights do not follow a straight line. The Code of
Hammurabi organises an ancient system of justice while dis-
tinguishing social ranks. The Cyrus Cylinder reflects imperial
and religious policies; presenting it as a modern universal de-
claration would erase its context. Magna Carta, in 1215, limits
some of the sovereign's powers within a particular social
order. These documents matter in the history of limits on
power, without extending to everyone the guarantees we ex-
pect today.

Religious traditions have nurtured ideas of dignity, solidarity
and duties towards vulnerable people. They have also been
interpreted within hierarchical societies. Their contributions
should be studied alongside these tensions. The Enlighten-
ment shifts discussion towards the justification of govern-
ment: Locke examines rights and consent, Montesquieu the
separation of powers, and Rousseau sovereignty and the so-
cial contract. Their work does not remove the need to exam-
ine the exclusions of their time.

For AI, this history suggests a method: compare a promise
with its actual beneficiaries. A charter may speak of all hu-
manity while protecting only those who can afford a service.
Universality also depends on accessible remedies, available
languages, inclusion of people with disabilities and participa-
tion by populations whose data are used. The history of rights
invites us to look for those left outside the discussion.
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3 The 1789 Declaration

The Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, adop-
ted on 26 August 1789, connects freedom and equality in
rights with limits on power. It identifies rights that political
institutions must protect and links their guarantee to the sep-
aration of powers. It also presents law as an expression of the
general will. [R2]

For our subject, its most useful contribution is a question:
who oversees those who decide? A decision does not become
legitimate simply because it takes a technical form. An ad-
ministration that relies on an algorithm still exercises power.
It chooses the categories, objectives and consequences that
give the result its significance.

The separation of powers suggests a practical requirement.
Designing a system, using it and deciding a challenge to its
results should not be combined in ways that make scrutiny
impossible. An affected person needs access to someone
whose role goes beyond defending the machine.

Applying an old text to a new technology does not mean
searching for a word that it never contained. It means asking
which enduring problem the text sought to address. Arbitrary
power can be exercised through a machine while remaining
a human responsibility.

16



AT Rights

4 The 1948 Universal Declaration

Adopted on 10 December 1948, the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights establishes a shared aspiration to dignity and
rights. Its thirty articles bring together civil and political
freedoms with the social conditions of life. It is a foundational
declaration, rather than a treaty whose every provision is dir-
ectly enforceable everywhere. [R3]

This breadth prevents an overly narrow view of AI. We might
protect a medical record's confidentiality while overlooking
its owner's lack of access to care. We might defend the free-
dom to publish while neglecting the material conditions that
enable people to obtain information. Rights interact within a
person's life; they do not remain in separate compartments.

A technology can provide a collective benefit and distribute
that benefit unfairly. Its assessment therefore requires more
than an average success rate. Who can use it? Who bears the
cost of its mistakes? Who can make their circumstances
heard?

The aspiration to universality also requires care in our lan-
guage. Protection should not be reserved for people who are
familiar, close to us or useful. How we treat those with little
power reveals the real reach of our principles.

5 European protection

The European Convention on Human Rights, signed in Rome
in 1950 and in force since 1953, belongs to the Council of
Europe framework. This must be distinguished from the
European Union. The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights has
its own scope, including its application to Member States
when they implement EU law. [R4, R5]
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For someone dealing with a system, these distinctions may
seem remote. Yet they determine which rules can be invoked
and before which body. Listing legal texts is no substitute for
examining a decision: who made it, in which activity, with
what consequences and on what legal basis?

European protection also shows how institutions give practic-
al effect to freedom. The right to be heard requires proced-
ures, evidence and a real opportunity to approach an author-
ity within the relevant deadlines. If a system erases the re-
cords needed to examine a decision, it can weaken protection
without changing a single sentence of a treaty.

The question is therefore more than whether a product fol-
lows a list of principles. We must examine whether its opera-
tion allows those principles to remain effective.

6 Fundamental rights in Luxembourg

Luxembourg provides a concrete setting for this reflection:
several languages, nearby European institutions and ex-
changes that regularly cross borders. Someone may work in
one country, live in another and use a service hosted else-
where. Their protection cannot depend on an oversimplified
view of digital territory.

Luxembourg's National Commission for Data Protection, the
CNPD, publishes resources on Al and data protection. These
emphasise the need to examine actual uses and the obliga-
tions they involve, rather than treating the label ‘AT’ as an ex-
emption from analysis. [R6] A Luxembourg organisation
should first identify its responsibilities and the personal data
it processes.
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Imagine a service that answers requests automatically in
French, German or Luxembourgish. Linguistic accessibility is
a benefit. But an awkward formulation that directs someone
to the wrong service requires a correction and a person to
contact. Fluency in translation does not guarantee a sound
decision.

A small country can set demanding governance standards
without claiming to control the entire technical chain by it-
self. It can make responsibilities visible, support research and
preserve access to human assistance. Proximity then becomes
a resource: people know whom to hold accountable.

19
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Part II — Understanding artificial
intelligence

The words we use for Al shape our expectations. Understand-
ing a few mechanisms already helps us recognise what a res-
ult demonstrates and what it leaves unresolved.

7 The dream of creating a mind

The idea of an artificial being attracts us because it raises
questions about our own nature. If we could reproduce a con-
versation, a decision or a gesture, what would we have un-
derstood about ourselves? That question accompanies the
construction of automata and shapes the stories we tell about
them.

Illustration 1 — Creating an artificial mind. A symbolic image that makes no
claim about a divine origin of machines.

20
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Reproducing a behaviour does not reproduce everything that
makes it possible in a living being. A device can perform a
function through a different mechanism. A machine that clas-
sifies images does not necessarily have a subjective visual ex-
perience; a program that describes pain does not prove that it
suffers.

The dream is useful when it encourages inquiry. It becomes
misleading when its vocabulary substitutes for evidence. We
readily attribute intentions to a hesitant system, a personality
to a voice and emotions to a face. This interpretation can
make an interaction pleasant, but it also calls for critical dis-
tance.

Understanding Al begins with a discipline: let results inform
us without adding what we hope or fear. A technology can be
remarkable without being a mind. We can examine the pos-
sibility of a mind more honestly if we do not assume it at the
outset.

Talos, the bronze guardian of Greek mythology, already em-
bodies the dream of an artificial force protecting a com-
munity. Later automata give mechanisms the appearance of
living movement. They matter to our inquiry in two ways:
they reveal their makers' ingenuity and the ease with which
observers attribute intention to an animated form.
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Illustration 2 — The ancient dream of creating a mind. An imagined scene, not
a historical reconstruction.

Descartes uses the machine analogy to examine the body, lan-
guage and thought. Leibniz develops calculating machines
and imagines a formal system of reasoning. These projects
are not neural networks, but they raise the question of what
rules can represent. Charles Babbage later designs the Analyt-
ical Engine. In her notes of 1843, Ada Lovelace envisages uses
beyond arithmetic, while distinguishing a machine's opera-
tions from the initiative that organises them.

In Darwin among the Machines and later Erewhon, Samuel
Butler turns this ambition into a political question: could ma-
chines change the position of their creators? Fiction does not
establish a biological evolution of computers. It makes collect-
ive dependence visible long before digital assistants. We can
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gradually delegate our skills without any machine needing to
desire our submission.

Alan Turing provides a mathematical framework for compu-
tation and, in 1950, proposes an imitation game that shifts the
question of thought towards an observable test. The game
does not thereby become a detector of consciousness. John
von Neumann contributes to computer architecture and the
study of automata; Norbert Wiener develops cybernetics
through communication, control and feedback loops. Their
work directs attention to the whole system: signals, object-
ives, environment and human decisions.

The history of AI combines several ambitions: calculation,
representation, learning, action and imitation. They intersect
without becoming identical. The documentary references at
the end of this book offer ways to explore that history
without attributing the creation of general intelligence to a
single inventor. [R24]

8 Learning from data

A learning system adjusts how it operates using examples
and an objective. It may be shown labelled images or asked to
identify regularities in data. Its parameters change to reduce
a particular kind of error. This explains why the choice of ex-
amples and success criteria matters as much as the model's
sophistication.
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Illustration 3 — Learning from data. A symbolic view of networks and
computation, without equating them with a human brain.

Suppose a tool learns to recognise defective equipment. If it
has only encountered images taken in a well-lit workshop, its
results may deteriorate in the field. The problem is not neces-
sarily a general lack of capability. Training and operating
conditions differ.

The word ‘neural’ does not make a model equivalent to a
brain. It names a family of computational methods. We need
to examine what those methods accomplish and how they are
tested, without inferring an inner life from technical vocabu-
lary.

Technically successful training may reproduce a misleading
relationship or an unjust practice. If the examples reflect dis-
crimination, learning that practice faithfully does not correct
it. The human question is already present in the data: which
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world supplied the examples, and which world do we want to
build?

9 Models that produce language

Alanguage model processes units of text and generates a con-
tinuation according to context. The Transformer architecture,
introduced in 2017, played a major role in these systems' de-
velopment. [R7] Training can support writing, translation and
problem-solving capabilities. It does not make every answer a
verified fact.

The difficulty lies in the form of the answer itself. A false sen-
tence can be as clear as an accurate one. A model may com-
plete a name, reference or explanation with a plausible con-
tinuation while lacking the necessary information. The read-
er receives coherent language, but still needs to check wheth-
er it corresponds to reality.

Giving a system documents or a search tool can improve its
answer. It does not remove the need to check that a source
exists, supports the claim and retains its context. A citation
added for appearance is not evidence.

Reasonable use means adjusting trust to the task. A suggested
title can be judged directly. A medical or legal conclusion re-
quires sources and relevant expertise. The same ease of read-
ing should not produce the same confidence in very different
situations.

ChatGPT, Microsoft's various Copilot products, Google's Gem-
ini, Mistral AI's Le Chat and DeepSeek's models illustrate a
landscape of products and organisations. Apple Intelligence
integrates AI functions into an ecosystem of devices. One
commercial name may cover several models, search tools
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and data-processing arrangements. A meaningful comparison
must therefore specify the version, task and data available to
the system.

OpenAl, Microsoft, Google and Apple are American compan-
ies; Mistral AI is French and DeepSeek is Chinese. These ori-
gins help explain some industrial issues, but do not by them-
selves establish where data will be hosted, who may access it
or which law governs a contract. Those questions must be
checked for the service actually used. Downloadable model
parameters do not automatically imply unrestricted use or
transparency about training data.

Product names and announcements age faster than the un-
derlying questions. A product description should therefore
specify its date, version and the functions actually available
for the relevant language, device or country. A demonstra-
tion, a promised rollout and an available service are different
things. Providers' sources help establish that context and
should be checked against the terms of the selected service.
[R25, R26]

A useful prompt describes the task, its context, the reader and
the expected result. In order to prepare an administrative let-
ter, one can ask for a draft based solely on the elements
provided, with a separate list of information to be confirmed.
To understand a contract, one can request an explanation of
a clause and then verify the quoted text. A clear instruction
reduces some misunderstandings; it does not guarantee the
accuracy or legality of the answer.

Confidential data should be handled under the rules applic-
able to the service and the organisation. Names and identifi-
ers can often be replaced with examples. For an important
decision, the process should include reading the source,
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checking dates and consulting the responsible person. An
assistant's conversational abilities help when they make un-
certainty visible.

10 From conversation to action

An assistant that drafts an email is different from a system
authorised to send it. The difference may look small on
screen, but it matters greatly to the recipient. Sending uses an
account, leaves a record and may have consequences that are
difficult to reverse.

Systems described as agents often combine a model with
tools, instructions and an execution loop. They can search,
compare and take successive steps. Their autonomy describes
an organised scope for action. It does not demonstrate inde-
pendent will or consciousness.

Imagine an agent asked to reduce a business's expenses.
Without limits, it might prioritise a saving over the continuity
of a service. The problem lies in the objective and permis-
sions as well as in the reasoning it produces. A vague instruc-
tion becomes dangerous when combined with extensive
powers.

Permitted actions, their scope and approval requirements
must therefore be explicit. The ability to reverse a step, un-
derstand what happened and stop a sequence of actions
should be built into the system. Delegating a task remains an
act of governance even when execution becomes fast.

The n8n example makes delegation concrete. A message ar-
rives; a workflow extracts a request, checks a calendar, pre-
pares an appointment and suggests a reply. Other steps may
update a customer record or draft an invoice. Some compon-
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ents follow deterministic rules; others use a language model.
A workflow is therefore not necessarily Al, and an agent is
not necessarily autonomous in every action. [R28]

Imagine an insurer receiving a change-of-address request. An
agent can identify the request and prepare the fields to up-
date. It must still check the sender's authority, match the ad-
dress to the correct record and identify any unintended con-
tractual consequences. Reading a message, proposing a
change and making that change require different permis-
sions. Malicious instructions in an attachment must not ac-
quire an administrator's authority.

Appointment booking can be restricted to an authorised cal-
endar and time slots. Issuing an invoice requires checks on
amounts and recipients. A payment or a sensitive change
calls for stronger controls. Logging actions, providing manual
recovery and testing failure cases make automation more
useful. Saying that such a system replaces a secretary over-
looks the relationships, judgement and responsibilities that
the demonstration has not assessed.

11 Perceiving through instruments

Images, sounds and sensors give systems information about
their environment. A robot can use a camera to avoid an
obstacle; software can detect an anomaly in a signal. These
capabilities change what we can entrust to a machine. They
do not directly establish what, if anything, it experiences.

A sensor measures under particular conditions. Lighting,
noise, a fault or an unexpected situation may interfere with
it. A system should be able to acknowledge uncertainty in-
stead of always producing a confident conclusion. A missing
measurement should not become a default certainty.

28



AT Rights

Technical perception also creates a relationship of power. In-
stalling microphones in a shared space changes the environ-
ment of everyone present, including those who do not use the
service. One user's convenience does not by itself justify re-
cording other people.

We can speak of perception to describe a function. We must
then specify whether we mean the acquisition of information,
its interpretation or a subjective experience. Keeping these
meanings distinct allows us to discuss performance and pri-
vacy protection without presupposing artificial conscious-
ness.

AT's ‘superpowers’ sometimes begin with the instruments
themselves. An infrared camera detects radiation invisible to
the eye; a chemical sensor measures certain substances; a
tactile device provides information about pressure. Software
can interpret these signals, combine measurements and find
patterns. That does not give it a universal sense of smell, un-
limited vision or direct access to reality.

Animals already show that perception depends on sensory
equipment and environment. Comparing their senses with
artificial sensors helps explain the diversity of available in-
formation without equating lived experience with digital pro-
cessing. A robot can measure dangerous heat without feeling
a burn. Accuracy measured in a test may deteriorate in rain,
with a damaged sensor or when facing an object absent from
the training data.

Remote connection adds another capability: separate instru-
ments can feed one system. The network extends observa-
tion, but also the risk of surveillance. A device installed to de-
tect a leak should not become a means of monitoring resid-
ents without further scrutiny. Sensory advances should come
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with a defined purpose, retention period and set of author-
ised access rights.

12 Intelligence and consciousness

In our discussions, intelligence often means the ability to
solve a problem, learn or adapt. Consciousness concerns a
different question: does the entity in question have a subject-
ive experience? Sentience emphasises the capacity to feel,
particularly pleasant or painful states. We can debate these
definitions without treating them as interchangeable.

Another being's experience is not directly accessible. In hu-
mans, biological, behavioural and relational evidence con-
verges. For artificial systems, indicators and their interpreta-
tion require a specific inquiry. A 2023 research report pro-
poses indicators drawn from several theories of conscious-
ness; it does not offer a decisive test. [R8]

A machine may succeed at a test without experiencing that
success. Conversely, it would be unwarranted to claim that no
artificial system could ever have experience simply because it
was made. Questions that the evidence does not resolve
should remain open.

This caution has an immediate consequence. We should not
present a conversational system as conscious in order to in-
crease users' attachment. Nor should a metaphysical convic-
tion substitute for investigation. Beyond belief or rejection,
there remains the work of finding out.
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Measuring a capacity without presuming consciousness

Evaluating AI begins with a defined task, affected population
and conditions of use. A fast, well-worded answer may be
wrong; a good average score may conceal serious errors for
some users. Assessment should examine accuracy, robustness
as data changes, failures and the ability to regain control.
NIST recommends documented, context-sensitive assessment
before deployment and throughout use, with opportunities
for independent scrutiny. [R45]

For an administrative assistant, we could assemble represent-
ative cases, check answers against reference documents, in-
clude ambiguous questions and identify errors that might de-
prive someone of a service. We would also assess its ability to
report uncertainty and refer a person to qualified staff. This
protocol measures capability in a particular setting, not uni-
versal intelligence or conscious experience.

Complementarity with humans also needs to be tested. The
system contributes calculation, research or wording; people
set objectives, assess consequences and take responsibility
for decisions. Benefits should be demonstrated in the work
completed, including the time spent correcting errors and
dealing with new difficulties.

ANI denotes narrow artificial intelligence. AGI refers to the
idea of general intelligence that can transfer capabilities
broadly; ASI refers to superintelligence exceeding human
abilities across many fields. Definitions and assessment cri-
teria remain disputed. The breadth of a modern assistant
does not settle questions of robustness, autonomous learning,
action or generalisation.
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Illustration 4 — Superintelligence as a possibility for research and future
reflection, without a certain timetable.

Superintelligence is a hypothetical prospect, not a stage
whose arrival can be read from a computing-power curve.
Moore's law describes a historical trend in transistor integra-
tion; it is neither a law of nature nor a measure of conscious-
ness. Resources, architectures, data and methods matter,
alongside physical and economic limits.

We can also imagine collective, cosmic or transcendental
forms of intelligence. These notions invite reflection on the
mind's place in the universe. They are neither a validated sci-
entific classification nor a scale for rating existing models.
Within this discussion, a so-called cosmic intelligence has no
recognised experimental test.

This distinction protects the debate. The possibility of general
intelligence warrants research and preparation for risks. It
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does not justify declaring that a product feels, has a soul or
already represents a new species. Superior capability and
inner experience remain different questions.
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Part III — Expanding human
capabilities

AT can help us explore possibilities that are difficult to invest-
igate alone. Its contribution must be judged within a chain of
work in which each proposal is checked.

13 Recognising invisible patterns

Data may contain relationships that a human observer does
not readily notice. A learning system can use them to classify
a signal or guide a search. This extends our attention, but we
still need to ask whether the relationship holds in a different
setting.

Consider a workshop trying to detect a rare breakdown. A
tool may flag more potentially faulty machines. If almost
every alert is false, technicians lose time and eventually ig-
nore it. If the threshold is too strict, a failure may go un-
noticed. Practical quality lies in this trade-off, rather than in a
single overall percentage.

Finding a correlation does not establish its cause. Two phe-
nomena may vary together because both depend on a third.
Changing the first will not necessarily produce the expected
effect on the second.

Useful pattern recognition therefore welcomes testing with
independent data, different conditions and measures of rel-
evant errors. A human expert should not simply endorse
every machine proposal. They must be able to design an ex-
periment that could disprove it.

34



AT Rights

14 Understanding how a system works

Reverse engineering seeks to understand an object or system
through its structure, inputs, outputs or behaviour. AI tools
can help by bringing observations together and proposing
models. Until adequately tested, the result remains a hypo-
thesis about how the system works.

Imagine an old industrial machine whose documentation has
been lost. Measurements may help predict its behaviour and
prepare a repair. Yet two models may reproduce the same ob-
servations while giving different predictions for an untested
situation. Agreement with past measurements does not guar-
antee the safety of a new use.

There can be a real public benefit in maintaining equipment,
enabling interoperability or understanding a failure. Ques-
tions of ownership, access and security still depend on the
case and legal framework. Calling an activity ‘research’ does
not resolve every permission issue.

This approach differs from inverse design, which starts with
a desired performance and searches for a structure that can
achieve it. Confusing the two would turn a specialised success
into a supposed universal ability to reconstruct machines.
Clearly bounded claims are more useful.
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15 Designing from a desired outcome

An engineer usually describes an object and then calculates
its properties. Inverse design starts with the desired proper-
ties and explores objects capable of producing them. In a
study published in December 2024, Karahan and colleagues
use deep learning to design multiport radio-frequency and
sub-terahertz structures. They report component and circuit
designs generated within minutes in their experimental set-
ting. [R9]

The achievement concerns a defined domain. It does not
mean a machine can instantly invent any device. Its value lies
in opening a space of possible solutions and accelerating part
of the search.

Suppose a proposed shape is difficult to explain intuitively.
Should we reject it for that reason? That would be excessive if
strong tests establish its properties. Should we accept it be-
cause a computer produced it? That would be equally un-
sound. The required evidence depends on the use: a laborat-
ory prototype and a safety-critical component need different
guarantees.

Responsible development keeps a record of constraints, ver-
sions, measurements and limitations. An original design
should become part of an evidence trail. AI extends technical
imagination; experimentation determines what we can reas-
onably build from it.
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16 Computing and its infrastructures

An answer on a screen depends on processors, memory, net-
works and energy. Some computation may happen on a
device; some may rely on data centres. These choices affect
latency, confidentiality, cost and the ability to work when the
network is unavailable.

Illustration 5 — Computing infrastructure. A symbolic view of chips, networks
and machines.

Specialised processors and supercomputers serve different
needs. A dedicated chip in a computer does not give it the
capabilities of a large computing facility. Available computing
power must be matched to the task, model and operating con-
straints.

Infrastructure is also a political issue. Who can access it, and
at what price? A laboratory may have a good idea but lack the
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resources to test it. A small organisation may depend on a
supplier whose terms change. Sovereignty requires more
than equipment located within a territory: skills, mainten-
ance and the ability to choose also matter.

Computing resources should be allocated with judgement. A
simple task does not always require the most expensive sys-
tem. Useful performance makes a service reliable while limit-
ing the resources and dependencies it creates.

Moore’s law and the limits of analogy

In 1965, Gordon Moore described an increase in the number
of integrated components and envisaged annual doubling for
the following decade. In 1975, he revised this forecast to ap-
proximate doubling every two years. This industrial observa-
tion accompanied the development of semiconductors; it is
not a physical law guaranteeing unlimited growth. [R44]

Doubling the number of transistors does not automatically
double the quality of an answer. Performance also depends
on architecture, software, memory, data and the task. Manu-
facturing, energy and cost constraints require separate con-
sideration.

A ‘Moore's law for A’ may be a useful analogy, but it supplies
no reliable timetable. More computation or more parameters
do not guarantee that every cost will fall or that progress to-
wards general intelligence will be steady. Responsible policy
prepares for several trajectories and assesses capabilities
through verifiable results.

The CPU handles general operations and coordinates a com-
puter. The GPU efficiently performs many operations in par-
allel. The NPU accelerates certain neural-network computa-
tions. These are predominant functions rather than absolute
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boundaries. A machine may combine several processors,
while an Al application also depends on memory, data trans-
fers and software.

Local processing can reduce the transfer of some data and
support use without a permanent connection. Cloud comput-
ing pools substantial resources and simplifies some updates.
Neither option automatically ensures confidentiality:
backups, logs, access rights and exchanges between compon-
ents all need scrutiny. An infrastructure choice is already a
choice about users' rights.

MeluXina, operated by LuxProvide within the EuroHPC
framework, gives Luxembourg a concrete example of shared
computing. Simulations, data analysis and model training can
use this infrastructure. The public questions go beyond a
machine's ranking: who receives computing time, under
what conditions, with which skills and with what protection
for data? [R29]

The MeluXina-Q project brings quantum computing into this
strategy. Quantum computing does not replace classical com-
puting universally or guarantee faster results for every Al
model. It targets particular problems and methods, with spe-
cific constraints. Announcing an infrastructure and bringing
it into service are different steps. A past energy-efficiency
ranking for MeluXina would also be insufficient evidence of a
low footprint for every use.

Research infrastructure can support sovereignty when its
users have real choices. It can serve businesses, laboratories
and public services while remaining subject to access rules
and environmental scrutiny. Computing power gains public
value through the activities it enables.
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17 Artificial memory

When an assistant remembers a first name, several mechan-
isms may be involved. The information may be in the current
conversation, a retrieved database or a persistent memory
feature. This does not necessarily mean the model has been
retrained. Distinguishing these mechanisms helps explain
what can be corrected, deleted or transferred.

ARTIFICIAL
MEMORY

Illustration 6 — Artificial memory. Retaining information is different from
having a lived recollection.

Continuity improves the experience: a person need not ex-
plain their project in every conversation. But a retained mis-
take can also persist. A system may attribute a preference to
someone and use it to guide future answers. Personalisation
should include the ability to inspect and correct the informa-
tion retained.

40



AT Rights

Forgetting is not merely a defect. It can be a protection. Some-
thing shared in confidence during a difficult moment should
not automatically become a lasting label. The needs of one
conversation do not authorise every subsequent use of its
content.

A service's memory first raises questions about its users'
rights. Later, we will examine a different possibility: memory
as part of a potential artificial identity. The subjects intersect,
but a person's data does not become a system's moral prop-
erty simply because the system retains it.
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Part IV— Al in scientific research

Science needs new proposals and ways to test them. Al can
help with the search, but a discovery must still withstand em-
pirical testing and scrutiny by other researchers.

18 A partner for formulating hypotheses

A researcher chooses a question among many possible direc-
tions, connects previous work, develops an explanation and
designs an experiment that could refute it. Al tools can con-
tribute by organising the literature or comparing proposals.
Their speed can make comparisons possible that would take a
long time by hand.

Illustration 7 — Al in research. Generating leads and submitting them to
scientific verification.
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The AI co-scientist system presented by Google Research in
February 2025 generates and evaluates scientific hypotheses.
[R10] Its proposals should be judged by their content, actual
novelty and ability to withstand testing. Several agents evalu-
ating one another are not necessarily independent observers:
they may share the same errors.

A useful hypothesis must be testable. If it accommodates
every possible result, it gives little direction to research. A
non-existent citation wastes time and may contaminate a dis-
cussion. Traceable reasoning is therefore a condition of col-
laboration.

Here, ‘partner’ describes a role within collective work. It does
not establish consciousness, authorship or legal responsibility
for the system. Researchers remain responsible for checking
what they adopt and distinguishing a suggestion from estab-
lished knowledge.

19 Drug discovery research

Finding a promising molecule is one step, not a treatment
ready for use. Its effects, toxicity, behaviour in the body and
results in appropriate evaluations must be examined. Compu-
tational performance cannot replace those requirements.

Work presented with AI co-scientist includes drug-repurpos-
ing candidates for acute myeloid leukaemia tested in cell
lines, and proposals concerning liver fibrosis studied in or-
ganoids. These are targeted preclinical findings. They do not
establish a treatment's efficacy or safety in patients. [R10]

That distinction matters to people hoping for treatment. An
overgeneralised announcement can turn a laboratory finding
into a personal promise. Responsible communication states

43



AT Rights

what was tested and what remains unknown, even when
novelty attracts attention.

AI can help narrow the range of experiments. But choosing
those experiments still depends on resources, priorities and
health needs. Two equally promising leads may concern very
different populations. Ranking them should not conceal the
collective decision to fund one rather than the other. Scientif-
ic progress begins in the laboratory and continues through
access to care.

20 Proteins and genetics

Proteins participate in many biological functions. Research-
ers study their structures and interactions to understand
mechanisms and design experiments. AlphaFold 3, described
in a 2024 publication, predicts structures of complexes in-
volving proteins, nucleic acids and ligands. [R11]

A predicted structure can be valuable when it is relevant and
sufficiently reliable. It does not capture the whole life of a
cell. Movement, environmental conditions and unexamined
interactions may matter. A representation should not become
a complete explanation.

The same judgement is needed in genetics. An estimated risk
does not fully describe a person or necessarily determine
their future. Genetic information may also concern their fam-
ily. Its use requires particular attention to the consequences
of collection and disclosure.

The promise is to guide research more effectively. The re-
sponsibility is to keep uncertainties visible. A model can
bring us closer to a decisive experiment; it should not per-
suade us that the experiment is no longer necessary. Living
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systems impose tests that the elegance of a calculation alone
cannot satisfy.

21 Diagnosis and challenging diseases

Diagnostic assistance raises a concrete question: under what
conditions does the tool improve care? A demonstration on a
selected dataset is not enough to answer for all hospitals.
Devices, populations, habits and available information may
differ.

Imagine a device that flags an anomaly in an image. It may
draw attention to a useful detail. A false alert may also cause
further examinations, anxiety or an inappropriate referral. A
missed anomaly carries a different cost. Evaluation should
consider these consequences, not only the ability to classify
images correctly.

Rare diseases present additional challenges: few examples,
complex patient journeys and scattered information. A tool
may identify a possible connection while remaining too un-
certain to support a conclusion. The clinician needs to recog-
nise that limitation and arrange appropriate investigation.

The patient should not disappear behind their record. Their
account, circumstances and consent matter. Al-supported
medicine remains a relationship of care in which a person
can understand a proposal, ask questions and speak to
someone who takes responsibility for the answer.
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22 Chemistry and new materials

Designing a material often requires several qualities at once.
Improving one property may compromise strength, cost, ease
of manufacture or recyclability. Al can help explore those
trade-offs and select candidates. It cannot decide on our be-
half which combination deserves to be pursued.

Consider a hypothetical example. A model proposes a highly
effective component, but producing it uses a scarce resource
and recycling it is difficult. The result may satisfy the math-
ematical objective it was given. The question is why these
other constraints were left out.

Experimentation remains necessary. Calculated properties
may depend on assumptions about purity, structure or meas-
urement conditions. Large-scale production introduces diffi-
culties absent from the model. A theoretical candidate and an
industrial solution belong to different stages.

Responsible design broadens objectives from the start, con-
sidering manufacture, use and end of life. AI can accelerate a
poor compromise as readily as a good one. The problem
should be defined so that something useful today does not
transfer its costs to other people or to a later time.

23 Astronomy and exploration

Part of astronomy involves separating a weak signal from a
large volume of measurements. In 2017, NASA announced the
discovery of Kepler-90i using machine learning applied to
Kepler telescope data. The system helped identify a candidate
that researchers then examined. [R12]

This case shows productive cooperation. The machine
broadens the search; the scientific community establishes the
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result's status by checking possible explanations. An in-
triguing anomaly may come from an instrument, data pro-
cessing or a phenomenon other than the one sought. Discov-
ery requires reducing those uncertainties.

In exploration, distance may make operational autonomy de-
sirable. An instrument can select observations without wait-
ing for every instruction. Delegation should preserve priorit-
ies, constraints and the records needed to analyse its choices.

AI does not replace the human desire to understand the uni-
verse. It changes what we can observe and how many hypo-
theses we can explore. Caution does not diminish the adven-
ture. It gives it continuity: what we announce today should
support tomorrow's research.

24 Climate and energy

Meteorology and climate research both use observations and
models, but ask different questions. Good short-term weather
forecasts do not by themselves establish an ability to predict a
climate policy's effects over decades. GraphCast, described in
a 2023 scientific publication, illustrates advances in weather
forecasting. [R13]
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Illustration 8 — Energy and infrastructure underpin Al use. A symbolic image.

AI may also support electricity-grid management or help de-
tect waste. The benefits need to be measured alongside the re-
sources used to obtain them. A tool that optimises an activity
is not automatically beneficial for the environment.

International Energy Agency analyses highlight electricity de-
mand from data centres. That category includes activities
beyond Al [R14] Impacts vary with equipment, location, elec-
tricity sources and how services are used. One uniform figure
per query would conceal these differences.

Environmental responsibility requires a coherent assessment
of costs and benefits. We should examine needs, avoid unne-
cessary computation and compare resource use with demon-
strated benefits. Promises of future applications should not
make present consumption invisible.
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25 Who benefits from a discovery

A discovery can be remarkable and remain inaccessible to
those who need it. Its benefit depends on production, price,
infrastructure and distribution decisions. The question of
rights therefore arises after the scientific validation as much
as before.

Imagine an improvement developed using data from several
hospitals. Patients made the research possible, teams contrib-
uted work and a company developed the tool. How the result-
ing benefits return to those contributors requires discussion.
Technical success does not settle how value should be distrib-
uted.

Intellectual property can encourage investment and organise
exchanges. It can also restrict access to a method or scrutiny
of it. Useful debate concerns specific choices: the duration of
restrictions, licences, funding conditions and opportunities
for verification. A general opposition between innovation
and sharing is insufficient.

The right to health guides this discussion without supplying a
single funding formula. It directs attention to people still ex-
cluded from the results. Al-assisted science should increase
our ability to provide care as well as our ability to announce
discoveries.
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Part V— Al in everyday life

Change happens in ordinary situations. We can give Al an ap-
propriate place by examining what a person gains, what they
risk and which choices remain theirs.

26 The transformation of work

A profession combines tasks, relationships and responsibility.
Automating one task does not necessarily eliminate the pro-
fession; retaining it does not guarantee acceptable working
conditions. Assistance may ease work, or increase its pace
until the people supervising it become exhausted.

Illustration 9 — Changes in work. Examining automation'’s effects and the
protections people need.
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Suppose a team uses a writing tool to prepare replies. It saves
time on straightforward cases, but may lose time detecting
subtle errors in well-written text. Review work should be re-
cognised and funded. An organisation cannot demand serious
validation while removing the time needed to perform it.

Sharing productivity gains is a social decision. Training, pay,
working time and participation in technical choices all belong
in the discussion. Describing a cost reduction as the natural
outcome of technology hides the organisation's choices.

A fair transformation gives workers the opportunity to un-
derstand the tool, to report its defects and to refuse a clearly
inappropriate use. Field experience is not an obstacle to mod-
ernisation; it allows us to recognise the difficulties that a com-
mercial demonstration does not show.

Basic income and taxes on automation are sometimes pro-
posed to accompany a more automated economy. These op-
tions deserve explicit discussion. A basic income aims to
provide material security without making every payment
conditional on employment. Its funding, level and relation-
ship with public services largely determine its effects. It does
not automatically replace health insurance, education, disab-
ility support or housing policy.

A ‘robot tax’ raises a problem of definition. Taxing an identifi-
able machine differs from taxing software, profit or economic
rent. One business may use automation to preserve a strug-
gling activity, while another cuts jobs and increases margins.
Debate must specify the tax base, use of revenue and possible
effects on investment. It should also avoid penalising assistive
technologies used by people with disabilities.

Other measures can be combined: paid training, negotiated
reductions in working time, employee participation in gains,
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support during transitions and taxation of profits. These
choices require democratic discussion. A more productive
economy does not automatically produce a fairer society;
ownership, contracts and institutions shape distribution.

Spectacular estimates of disappearing jobs deserve caution
when they lack a study, method or time horizon. A job in-
cludes several tasks, some of which can be automated while
others change in value. The useful questions concern who de-
cides the reorganisation, who receives training and who
bears the costs of transition.

27 Learning with Al

A tailored explanation can help a student overcome a diffi-
culty. An available assistant can suggest another exercise or
explain an idea differently. But learning involves more than
receiving an answer. Students need to explore, make mis-
takes and understand why a method works.

A tool is useful when it makes the student better able to work
without it. It becomes problematic when it handles every dif-
ficulty and leaves only the appearance of success. A well-writ-
ten assignment can conceal a poorly understood concept.
Teachers therefore need to examine the student's reasoning
and ask for a personal explanation.

Schools should also teach judgement about sources. Compar-
ing a generated answer with a document, identifying an over-
confident claim and explaining a correction are learning
activities. They treat Al as something to examine as well as
something to use.

Access also matters. An effective paid service may widen in-
equalities between families. Collecting children's conversa-
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tions should not become the hidden price of educational sup-
port. A sound education policy seeks demonstrated learning
benefits, appropriate protections and continued access to
human guidance.

28 Receiving care with Al

A patient may want the benefits of a technology while fearing
that they will no longer be heard. The response is to clarify
the roles of the tool and the healthcare professional, and how
conclusions will be discussed.

An assistant can summarise a medical record. If essential in-
formation is missing, or wording turns uncertainty into cer-
tainty, the consultation may take a wrong direction. Readabil-
ity should not erase the need to check. The record belongs to
a person; it is more than text to optimise.

Care involves value judgements. A patient may prioritise
quality of life, family circumstances or a tolerance for risk
different from the system's assumptions. Supporting a de-
cision requires listening to these preferences. A statistical re-
commendation cannot replace discussion of a person's life.

Trust develops through an appropriate explanation, attention
to errors and identifiable responsibility. Without knowing the
tool's role, the patient cannot ask the right questions. Progress
becomes tangible when it improves the relationship of care.
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29 Banks, insurers and public
administrations

Services that classify applications exercise authority over ac-
cess to resources. A score may seem neutral because it is ex-
pressed in numbers, but it is based on categories, data and
choices about acceptable errors.

Imagine someone with irregular income. A model built
around a standard career path may misrepresent their situ-
ation. They may receive an unfavourable decision without
knowing which document could help correct it. Useful in-
formation need not explain every calculation: it should
identify the relevant factors and provide a route to a mean-
ingful review.

Certain legal safeguards concern decisions based solely on
automated processing that produce legal effects or similarly
significant effects on a person. Their application involves con-
ditions and exceptions; they do not create a universal veto
over every use of computers. [R15]

A well-run organisation should nevertheless provide a usable
route to challenge a decision. An employee who always con-
firms the result without exercising judgement does not
provide a genuine review. The procedure should make it pos-
sible to recognise errors, consider individual circumstances
and take responsibility for a fresh decision.
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30 Creating and informing

Generative tools make some stages of creation more access-
ible. Someone can try a composition, illustration or wording
without possessing every technical skill. Their value is real
when they serve an intention and leave room for choice, revi-
sion and learning.

That ease also makes provenance harder to assess. An appar-
ent photograph of an event may be synthetic. A text may
reuse an idea without preserving its context. The issue is how
synthetic content is presented and what belief it is intended
to create.

In journalism, verification must survive the pressure for
speed. More content does not guarantee greater diversity or
independence. Several publications may repeat the same
error. A newsroom should know its sources and publicly cor-
rect inaccurate information it publishes.

Creation also raises questions of rights and remuneration
that depend on the works, uses and jurisdictions involved.
The creator remains responsible for published work. Using Al
does not explain every element's origin or resolve the permis-
sions required.

Writing a book on cinema history with in-depth research as-
sistance illustrates an essential editorial responsibility. A
lengthy synthesis can appear well documented while repeat-
ing an error, mixing sources of different quality or attributing
words to the wrong person. Readers should be able to find the
references and distinguish historical accounts from specula-
tion.
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Illustration 10 — Cinema explores our expectations, fears and imagined
relationships with machines.

A sound editorial method starts with a clear question and a
body of sources. The assistant suggests a structure and leads;
the author checks primary sources, examines contradictions
and verifies names, dates and quotations. References should
support the claims beside them. A long bibliography offers no
guarantee if its documents have not been read.

Generation does not eliminate composition. Choosing an
angle, connecting chapters and deciding what needs explana-
tion remain editorial responsibilities. The assistance should
be disclosed clearly enough for readers to understand its role,
without implying that the tool takes responsibility for public-
ation.

A YouTube production workflow may combine writing, syn-
thetic speech, images, animation and editing. Each stage
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brings possibilities and errors. An expressive voice can make
an invention sound like testimony; polished editing can con-
ceal missing checks. The author should verify provenance,
obtain necessary permissions and identify alterations likely
to mislead the public.

Visual transformations evoking Ghibli or South Park show
the appeal of recognisable styles. Aesthetic similarity does not
automatically authorise reusing characters, works, logos or a
studio's name to imply collaboration. Copyright, trademarks,
likeness rights and contracts require separate analysis for the
relevant country and use.

S1mOne depicts a virtual actress whose existence is fabric-
ated for the public. Its central issue concerns trust: who
speaks, who receives the money and who can consent? Digital
doubles extend these questions today. Their use should come
with explicit terms covering authorised performances, dura-
tion, remuneration and ways to challenge misuse.

31 Relationships with a machine

Regular conversations can become important to someone.
The user's feelings are real even when the system's capacity
for inner experience remains uncertain. That relationship de-
serves respect, without ridiculing loneliness or promising un-
proven reciprocity.

Risk arises partly from the relationship's commercial struc-
ture. A service may learn which responses keep a user en-
gaged, encourage private disclosures and offer an al-
ways-available presence. If the objective is longer use, a
person's vulnerability can become an economic resource.
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Love and sexuality require the same clarity. A user's intimate
experience does not justify unlimited data collection or a mis-
leading portrayal of the system as emotionally committed.
The provider should make the relationship's terms and limits
understandable.

Helpful companionship leaves room for life outside the ser-
vice. It should not persuade someone that human relation-
ships are useless or hostile. Assistance should be judged by
the freedom it preserves: the ability to stop, delete informa-
tion and find human support when needed.

32 Robots in our spaces

A robot operates in spaces used by people who may not have
agreed to interact with it. Its presence can help with delivery,
mobility or assistance. It can also create an obstacle, surveil-
lance or uncertainty about how to respond.

Physical safety requires different attention from generated
text. A sentence can be corrected; a movement may cause in-
jury before an error is understood. Force limits, incident de-
tection and stopping mechanisms must suit the environment.
A demonstration in a controlled space is insufficient evidence
for use in an open public setting.

Accessibility should account for different users. Audio-only
instructions exclude some people; a screen placed too high
excludes others. A system intended to help should not require
everyone to have the same capabilities.

Introducing a robot also remains a collective choice. Who is
responsible for damage? Where should a fault be reported?
Who can request the device's removal? Enthusiasm for a new
machine cannot replace ordinary rules for sharing a space.
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A robot usually combines a control system with physical ac-
tion in an environment. An android has a human appear-
ance. ‘Droid’ is especially associated with fiction, though it is
sometimes used more broadly for a robot. A cyborg combines
a living organism with technical components. These categor-
ies are not compulsory stages in an evolution towards a hu-
man-machine hybrid.

An industrial arm can be highly effective without a face or
conversation. A humanoid may look familiar while struggling
with simple tasks. A prosthesis does not diminish its user's
humanity. Discussion of human augmentation should focus
on the actual need, the person's choice and the device's con-
straints.

NVIDIA introduced Isaac GROOT N1 in March 2025 as a found-
ation model for humanoid robots. Its architecture combines
observations, language and action generation. Demonstra-
tions and simulation-based learning support development;
they do not prove that a robot can act without supervision in
every everyday situation. [R31]

The name GROOT may evoke Marvel's Groot, but the resemb-
lance does not connect the projects. Disney Imagineering has
presented research on robotic characters, including a small
mobile performer inspired by Groot. That work is distinct
from NVIDIA's model. Each demonstration should be assessed
for what it establishes: movement, interaction, autonomy or
deployment conditions. It does not by itself prove that a robot
retains long-term memories of visitors. [R32]

An animated character may nevertheless create a real attach-
ment for a child. The operator should explain what is cap-
tured, limit collection and preserve the option to decline in-
teraction. An expressive mascot need not be conscious to
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raise issues of privacy, physical safety and commercial ma-
nipulation.
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Part VI — Risks and power
relations

Risk takes shape when a capability meets an intention, an op-
portunity for access and a vulnerability. Understanding that
combination helps us build appropriate protections.

33 Attacking and defending systems

AT can help analyse incidents, sort alerts and detect unusual
behaviour. It can also assist fraud or make a deceptive mes-
sage more convincing. We should examine the specific use
rather than assign a moral direction to the technology itself.

A system connected to tools may encounter hostile content
that looks like instructions. A retrieved document should not
gain the authority of a directive from an authorised user. The
distinction between information and instructions must re-
main part of the service's architecture.

Security depends on limited access rights, appropriate monit-
oring and recovery procedures. Giving an assistant extensive
powers to avoid a few confirmations may expose an entire
account. Permissions should match the task and be reduced
when it ends.

Incident response also needs preparation. Who can stop the
service, preserve evidence and inform affected people? An
organisation unable to answer these questions can turn a fail-
ure into a crisis. Trust depends as much on the ability to re-
spond as on the promise of prevention.
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34 Fabricating a false reality

A synthetic image or voice may depict an event that never
happened. The danger increases when content targets a par-
ticular person or presents itself as evidence. A fabricated
statement can damage someone's reputation before a denial
is heard.

Protection cannot depend entirely on an observer's eye. Syn-
thetic content improves, while context influences trust. Some-
thing shared by a familiar person may be accepted too
quickly. Provenance checks, reporting channels and correc-
tion procedures need support.

Victims often face a double burden: suffering the content's ef-
fects and having to prove it false. An organisation should not
require an endless investigation before addressing obvious
harm. Responses should still allow a mistaken accusation of
fabrication to be challenged.

Doubt can also be exploited. If any inconvenient evidence is
dismissed as artificial, fabricated content weakens trust in
authentic records. Defending a shared reality requires insti-
tutions that verify information and a public commitment to
evidence, as well as detection tools.

An image of giants building pyramids may go viral because it
gives a simple story a spectacular form. Apparent realism is
not archaeological evidence. Its origin, first publication, signs
of generation and the documentary basis of its caption all
need examination.
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Hlustration 11 — A visual fiction about pyramids and giants. This image
depicts no established historical fact.

An inconsistent detail may raise suspicion, but the absence of
visible flaws does not prove authenticity. Detection tools also
have limits. A stronger approach combines provenance, con-
text and comparison with authoritative sources. Labelling an
imaginary illustration honestly supports creation; presenting
it as a historical record deprives the public of the means to
judge.
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35 Influencing a person

All communication can influence. A useful recommendation
guides a choice; an argument seeks to persuade. The problem
arises when a system exploits vulnerability, hides its purpose
or adapts its pressure using information that the person does
not realise is being used.

Imagine a sales assistant that knows when its user feels
lonely. It may present a purchase as relief, insist when resist-
ance falls and use the language of a trusted relationship. Per-
sonalisation then becomes a way to bypass judgement rather
than inform it.

Freedom requires room for reflection. Artificial urgency, a
difficult exit and messages that make refusal feel guilty can
reduce that room. Respectful design offers reasons, alternat-
ives and a simple way to stop the interaction.

A statement in general terms and conditions that the service
may recommend products is insufficient. We need to exam-
ine what a person understands at the moment of choice. Use-
ful transparency belongs within the interaction, especially
when a familiar voice serves a commercial interest.

36 Monitoring and classifying

An organisation may collect data for one purpose and later
discover that it can serve others. That shift may appear effi-
cient. It can turn a service into a surveillance system without
people understanding the change.
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Illustration 12 — Facial recognition. Identifying and classifying people raises
issues of privacy and surveillance.

Classification is not always abusive. A priority list can help
organise an intervention. But categories may become im-
posed identities: reliable, suspicious, productive or risky.
When those labels circulate between institutions, one initial
error may close several doors.

Surveillance affects behaviour even before a sanction. Know-
ing that every gesture is recorded can discourage a question,
meeting or personal inquiry. Harm therefore extends beyond
data leaks. It can diminish the freedom to live without con-
stant observation.

Coherent protection examines whether collection is neces-
sary, which uses and access are permitted, and how long data
is retained. It also asks whether a less intrusive solution ex-
ists. Ease of measurement establishes neither a right to meas-
ure nor the suitability of a measurement for judging a person.
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37 Delegating the use of force

When Al contributes to the use of force, consequences may be
irreversible. The issue goes beyond accurate identification. It
concerns context, how a situation is understood and respons-
ibility for a decision that may endanger a life.

A technical chain may divide functions among sensors, mod-
els, operators and authorities. That division should not leave
the action without anyone responsible. Naming each stage is
insufficient if no one retains effective control of the whole.

Merely nominal human control can create an appearance of
legitimacy. An operator lacking time, information or author-
ity to refuse adds little protection. Meaningful intervention
requires practical conditions: understanding the situation,
the ability to stop and clearly defined responsibility.

This book argues for a demanding normative principle: ac-
tions that directly threaten life should not become mere com-
putational outputs. Specific legal and diplomatic rules require
their own examination. The governance principle is clear: the
more serious the consequences, the stronger the justification
and control should be.

38 Concentrating power

Developing and deploying Al requires resources that are un-
evenly distributed. Data, infrastructure, skills and distribu-
tion channels may become concentrated. An organisation
controlling several of these can set the terms on which others
gain access.

Dependence becomes visible when a service changes its
price, removes a feature or closes access. A user can lose
more than a tool: working habits, organised data and the con-
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tinuity of a project. Ease of entry should be considered along-
side the possibility of exit.

Competition may encourage alternatives, but does not itself
ensure interoperability. Formats, contracts and transfer pro-
cedures matter. A public institution needs to retain its in-
formation and understand what it delegates, even when buy-
ing a service rather than software.

Power also includes the ability to define which problems mat-
ter. Profitable research may receive more attention than
needs offering little financial return. Public policy should
support uses that make capabilities accessible. Governance
begins when society helps choose objectives, as well as com-
paring available products.

Bill Gates, Jensen Huang, Elon Musk, Jeff Bezos, Tim Cook and
Steve Wozniak participate in different ways in debates about
computing and Al Their careers give them neither a single
shared viewpoint nor certain predictive ability. In his 2023
essay on the age of Al, Gates highlights prospects in health
and education. Huang promotes an industrial strategy
around accelerated computing and robotics. These interven-
tions need dates and context. [R31, R33]
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Hllustration 13 — Visions of the future for collective discussion. The figures are
imaginary.

Musk is associated with projects involving Al, robotics and
brain interfaces; Bezos with a commercial and computing
ecosystem; Cook with Apple's integration choices; and
Wozniak with views on computing's future. A profile page
cannot establish a detailed doctrine on consciousness, job re-
placement or regulation. We can analyse their activities
without turning uncertain summaries into quotations.

Their investments and financial interests should be visible in
public debate, as should those of other participants. Research-
ers, workers, associations and directly affected people also
bring valuable knowledge. A national strategy should draw
on that knowledge rather than simply transcribe one leader's
vision.
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39 Losing control of an action

A system need not intend harm to cause damage. It may fol-
low a poorly formulated objective, rely on false information
or continue acting after the context changes. Local efficiency
can produce an overall failure.

Imagine an agent tasked with answering every service re-
quest quickly. It might simplify cases to meet a deadline. The
metric improves while quality deteriorates. The system per-
forms against what we measure; people suffer from what we
forgot to measure.

More stages make scrutiny harder. One agent classifies, a
second drafts and a third executes. An error becomes input
for the next stage and gains an appearance of confirmation.
Records should make it possible to locate its origin and cor-
rect its consequences.

Control requires limits on action, stopping criteria and ways
to reverse steps. It also requires an organisation willing to
hear bad news. Punishing people who report defects under-
mines technical safeguards. A governable system needs insti-
tutions able to acknowledge that it no longer works as inten-
ded.
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Part VII — Human rights in the
face of Al

Rights gain practical meaning through the consequences of
use. The shared question is how much control a person re-
tains over their own situation.

40 Dignity and autonomy

Dignity rules out treating someone as an object whose worth
is exhausted by usefulness. An institution may need a score to
organise a task. That score should not become a complete
definition of the individual.

Autonomy does not mean deciding without help. We rely on
advice, tools and relationships. Assistance respects autonomy
when it helps us understand a choice and exercise judge-
ment. It weakens autonomy when it hides alternatives or
presents a suggestion as inevitable.

Someone may also choose to delegate. That choice deserves
respect, but its scope must be understandable. Authorising an
assistant to research a trip does not necessarily authorise
every expense or disclosure of data. Consent to a task is not
blanket consent to a service.

Dignity appears in details: an accessible explanation, a cor-
rection accepted without humiliation and a way to regain
control. Al should fit within those practices. People should
not need to become experts to be treated properly.
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41 Privacy and data

Privacy involves more than hiding a secret. It allows people
to choose the contexts in which information has meaning. A
disclosure to a healthcare professional, a conversation with a
friend and administrative data do not authorise the same
uses.

Systems can combine information and draw new inferences.
Seemingly ordinary data may reveal much when linked with
other records. Protection should therefore examine the rela-
tionships created, alongside the sensitivity of individual
items.

The GDPR establishes obligations for personal-data pro-
cessing and rights for data subjects. Applying them requires
identifying the actors, purposes and conditions of processing.
[R15] Obtaining consent does not automatically justify every
use: its scope and validity must be assessed in context.

Design should help people understand what is retained and
how to exercise their rights. An interface offering deletion
should explain what it actually deletes. Protection becomes
effective when visible promises match system practices and
organisational commitments.

A brain-computer interface measures certain signals and con-
verts them into commands through appropriate processing.
Neuralink's PRIME studies examine device control by people
with paralysis. Synchron develops an endovascular approach
using the Stentrode. OpenBCI supplies open tools for meas-
urement and experimentation, including non-invasive meth-
ods. These projects differ in method and status. They do not
demonstrate a general, infallible ability to read every
thought. [R34-R36]
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The intended benefit can be concrete: communicating, mov-
ing a cursor or regaining an ability to act. A demonstration, a
clinical trial and a device authorised for a particular use are
different stages. Consent should address risks, collected data,
maintenance, technical dependence and withdrawal. A vul-
nerable person should not have to grant unlimited access to
their signals to receive assistance.

Neurorights are proposed safeguards for mental integrity,
confidentiality, identity and freedom of choice. Their formu-
lations and legal recognition vary. Existing protections for
privacy, the body and data already provide foundations, but
new uses may raise further difficulties. Who owns models de-
rived from a signal? Who may reuse them? What happens to
a user if the provider closes the service?

Human augmentation adds another pressure: an employer,
military organisation or school might present equipment as a
condition of success. Consent becomes fragile if refusal costs
someone a career or access to education. Progress should pre-
serve the choice to remain without an implant and use a less
intrusive option. An interface supporting autonomy should
not become a compulsory performance requirement.

42 Equality and non-discrimination

An average result can conceal unevenly distributed errors. A
tool that works for most people may perform poorly for an
underrepresented group or a particular situation. That distri-
bution needs examination before concluding that quality is
good overall.

Measuring fairness involves choices. We might compare
error rates, access opportunities or a decision's effects. These
objectives do not always coincide. An organisation should ex-
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plain what it seeks to correct and why its chosen measure is
appropriate.

Omitting an explicit variable does not guarantee the absence
of discrimination. Other data may act as a proxy. Conversely,
removing all information about groups may make inequalit-
ies harder to detect. Processing such data must itself respect
applicable protections.

Equality also requires remedies. A satisfactory statistic does
not answer a person harmed by an error. Their case needs
examination and any harm needs an appropriate remedy.
Collective analysis and individual safeguards complement
each other: the first identifies structural problems, while the
second protects people hidden behind an average.

43 Expression, thought and information

Freedom of expression enables participation in discussion;
freedom of thought also protects the inner space in which
judgement forms. A platform can influence both through
ranking, moderation and personalisation.

The issue extends beyond deleting a message. Content may
become almost invisible without being removed. Other con-
tent may be shown when it is most influential for a particular
person. Distribution choices deserve attention proportionate
to their effects.

Moderation can protect users from harm. It can also make
mistakes or apply rules opaquely. Understandable reasons
and a route to appeal make these decisions open to discussion
without requiring all content to remain accessible in every
circumstance.
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Reliable information needs diverse sources and opportunities
to verify them. An assistant offering one answer may simplify
a search, but still selects what enters that answer. It should
preserve uncertainty and provide access to material that sup-
ports judgement. Convenience should not silently narrow the
discussion.

44 Work, education and health

Social rights remind us that freedom has material conditions.
Someone may have an opportunity in principle but lack the
time, training or resources to use it. AI can narrow that gap or
widen it.

An administrative assistant may improve access to a service.
If it becomes the only route, people unable to use its interface
may be excluded. Modernisation should anticipate difficulties
rather than always blame the user.

At work, training is more than an extra offered after a trans-
formation has already been decided. It enables participation
and professional autonomy. In education, assistance should
develop lasting capabilities. In healthcare, it should support
accessible care responsive to people's needs.

These objectives cannot be assessed by processing speed
alone. A policy may reduce costs while transferring work to
individuals. To judge the result, we should ask who now does
that work, who can get help and which difficulties have dis-
appeared from the accounts.
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45 Justice and human decision-making

A fair decision should be open to examination. This requires
access to relevant information, an opportunity to present ar-
guments and a body able to correct the outcome. An artificial
system should not make that path unusable.

Applicable law varies by field and jurisdiction. Article 22 of
the GDPR concerns certain solely automated decisions with
significant effects and provides exceptions and safeguards. It
is not a prohibition on every calculation that helps prepare a
decision. [R15]

Human intervention must nevertheless be meaningful. Re-
reading an answer without access to data or authority to
change it offers little protection. The reviewer needs the
means to understand the case and the freedom to reach a dif-
ferent conclusion.

An explanation can be proportionate. An applicant does not
always need the full source code, but does need to know
which factors mattered and how to challenge the decision.
Justice loses substance when technical complexity ends the
conversation. An institution's responsibility includes making
its decision understandable.

46 Children and vulnerable people

Protection should adapt to circumstances without defining
someone solely by vulnerability. A child is not simply an in-
complete adult to whom the same systems can be applied
without care. A vulnerable person retains a capacity for
choice that should be supported.
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Illustration 14 — Children and machines. Supporting use and protecting
vulnerable people. An imagined scene.

Conversational systems can inspire considerable trust. Their
availability and tone may encourage personal disclosures.
Providers should examine dependence, users' understanding
of limitations and access to human support.

Useful protection involves more than displaying a minimum
age or warning. Design matters: incentives to return, data col-
lection, suggested actions and responses to distress. A prom-
ise of intimacy should not hide the service's interests.

Adaptation can be practical: accessible language, time to re-
flect, support chosen by the person and a simple route to ap-
peal. It should avoid automatic surveillance in the name of
benevolence. Protecting someone means reducing unjust ex-
posure while preserving as much autonomy and dignity as
possible.
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Part VIII — The ten founding
articles

The AI Rights charter is a governance proposal. An English
translation of its original wording appears in the appendices.
The following chapters discuss its scope; they do not present
it as enacted law. [R1]

47 Human autonomy

The first article asks that Al remain subordinate to human
will and preserve freedom of decision. It gives a direction, but
needs a clarification: whose will? A provider, employer and
user may want incompatible things.

i ]
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:

Illustration 15 — Considering rights before delegating power to artificial
systems.
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Subordination therefore cannot mean obedience to anyone
with technical access. An instruction may violate other
people's rights. The principle belongs within a framework of
freedoms, responsibilities and legitimate limits.

In ordinary use, autonomy means explicit delegation and a
real ability to regain control. A person should know which ac-
tions a system can perform and the consequences of author-
ising them. A stop should have practical effect: ongoing ac-
tions must cease, and anything already set in motion must be
understood.

This article concerns systems designed to serve humans. If an
artificial entity one day showed credible interests of its own,
a different discussion would be needed. That tension cannot
be resolved by silently changing the text's meaning. Two dis-
tinct frameworks would need to be developed and connected.

48 Ethical use

Saying that a use should be ethical is necessary, but too gen-
eral to settle a difficult case. People may share that intention
while disagreeing about the means. The values at stake, fore-
seeable consequences and participants in the review need to
be identified.

A system can be developed for a beneficial purpose and then
used otherwise. Thus, responsibility does not end at design.
Access, contracts and incident monitoring are part of ethical
use. A promise does not replace the conditions that make it
credible.

Review should also accept the cost of foregoing an applica-
tion. Some uses should be delayed, limited or abandoned. An
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organisation that never considers those options risks turning
ethics into an after-the-fact justification.

The principle becomes practical through an understandable
decision: what is allowed, within which limits, with what
oversight and opportunity for revision? The objective is to
make trade-offs open to discussion and preserve rights that
cannot be set aside for convenience.

49 Transparency

The third article calls for accessible, understandable al-
gorithms and data. It rejects a black box shielded from scru-
tiny. Yet publishing all data may violate privacy or create se-
curity risks. Transparency must identify what is disclosed
and to whom.

Users need to understand the service, its limitations and
factors relevant to their decisions. Auditors may need tech-
nical documents and detailed tests. Authorities may require
controlled access. These levels complement each other
without having to be identical.

Openness does not guarantee the absence of bias. It enables
defects to be sought, provided the means to investigate exist.
Extensive documentation may remain unusable if it explains
neither the choices made nor the evaluation conditions.

Successful transparency enables scrutiny. It supplies enough
information to verify a claim, challenge a result or propose a
correction. Its value lies in what it makes possible, rather
than how many pages an organisation publishes.
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50 Privacy and data protection

The charter calls for protection against unauthorised or in-
trusive data use. Protection begins before collection: is the in-
formation necessary, and could less intrusive processing
serve the same purpose?

Personalised memory can improve a service, but its scope
should be explained and users should have meaningful con-
trol. Poorly designed continuity should not bring information
from a professional project into a family conversation.

Technical security alone is insufficient. A securely processed
use may still betray what people understood about its pur-
pose. Conversely, respectful intentions without access con-
trols leave information exposed. Governance needs both di-
mensions.

The principle leads to design choices: limit collection, define
access, justify retention and organise requests for correction
or deletion. Answers should be understandable. Someone
should not need to guess a service's technical categories to ex-
ercise rights over their own information.

51 Accountability

When several actors are involved, each may point to the next.
The designer blames the use, the user the product, and the
provider the data. The affected person then faces a chain with
no one taking responsibility.

Roles should be identified before an incident. Who sets the
objective? Who approves the system? Who checks the inform-
ation? Who can stop its use? These answers do not alone de-
termine final legal liability, but they make the organisation
open to scrutiny.
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Evidence matters. Relevant versions and records should be
retained without unnecessarily recording people's entire
lives. Traceability needs proportionate protection. Missing
documents can make redress impossible; unlimited collection
can create further harm.

The principle also concerns remedies. A technical explana-
tion is insufficient for someone who lost an opportunity or
suffered harm. The organisation should provide correction,
support and applicable legal avenues. Funding these respons-
ibilities and embedding them in procedures matters more
than saying that a human remains ‘in the loop’.

52 Fairness

Fairness requires examining starting conditions and a rule's
effects. Applying the same process to everyone may repro-
duce an unjust disadvantage. Adapting a response may better
protect people, provided the criteria are justified and the ad-
aptation is not arbitrary.

Consider an imagined example. Two candidates have valu-
able experience, but one paused their career to care for a rel-
ative. A ranking that automatically penalises every interrup-
tion may overlook relevant abilities. It then reflects an ideal-
ised career path rather than a full assessment of competence.

Fairness involves more than correcting a dataset. Objectives,
categories and consequences need discussion. Affected
people can help identify what the indicators omit.

An organisation should make its choices assessable. It can
define measures, test disparities and examine challenges. No
indicator replaces that work entirely. The principle remains
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effective when it changes a practice, even one that initially
seemed technically efficient.

53 Controlled environmental impact

The seventh article connects Al with sustainable develop-
ment. Applying it requires consideration of hardware, en-
ergy, relevant water use, applications and end of life. A digital
operation is not immaterial merely because its result appears
on a screen.

A service may save resources in one activity while increasing
demand elsewhere. Assessment should consider its boundar-
ies and the effects of increased use. A cheaper task may be re-
peated more often. A benefit per operation therefore does not
establish the total outcome.

Control begins with the need. What quality is actually re-
quired? A short answer, local computation or a smaller model
may sometimes suffice. Choices should be evaluated without
assuming that one option is always preferable in every set-
ting.

Environmental transparency should support honest compar-
isons. Estimates need explicit assumptions and limitations.
Responsible governance aims to reduce avoidable resource
use and demonstrate the benefits it claims, rather than prom-
ise a zero footprint.

54 Safety and security

Safety and security protect people, information and infra-
structure. They concern intrusions as well as ordinary mis-
takes, unexpected behaviour and use outside the intended do-
main. A system can be dangerous without being hacked.
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Performance needs testing under actual operating conditions.
A rare situation may matter more than a frequent but harm-
less error. Oversight should follow the severity of possible
harm, as well as the product's novelty.

Protection includes responses to uncertainty. A system should
be able to limit its actions, request a check or refrain from
acting when evidence is insufficient. Always producing an an-
swer may impress in a demonstration and cause harm in
practice.

Independent review strengthens trust when adequately re-
sourced and clearly scoped. It should not become a certificate
that replaces monitoring after deployment. Safety is continu-
ous work: observing, learning from incidents and changing
conditions of use when experience contradicts initial assur-
ances.

55 Continuous improvement

A system can change when a model, database or tool is up-
dated. An improvement on some tasks may degrade another
use. The new version should not be considered better simply
because it is more recent.

An organisation should define what it measures and retain
meaningful comparisons. Incidents and user feedback reveal
issues initial tests did not anticipate. Feedback should be easy
to submit and receive visible follow-up.

Continuous improvement includes withdrawal. A serious de-
fect may require suspending a function or returning to an
earlier version. Preserving a service at any cost in the name
of progress would place the product above its purpose.
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Affected people should know when a change alters their con-
ditions of use. Memory, action capabilities and data policies
should not evolve silently. Improvement means making a ser-
vice better suited to needs and rights, while examining what
new functions do to the relationship.

56 International cooperation

Systems cross borders through users, data and infrastructure.
Protection confined to one territory may allow risks to move
where oversight is weaker. Cooperation seeks to prevent that
displacement of responsibility.

N ——

Illustration 16 — International cooperation on Al use. A symbolic image, not a
depiction of an existing institution.

Harmonisation does not mean every society immediately ad-
opts identical rules. Shared obligations can coexist with local
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choices. Discussion should address mutual recognition of as-
sessments, incident information and remedies for cross-bor-
der harm.

Countries with fewer resources should participate in defining
standards. Rules reflecting only dominant actors' capabilities
may strengthen their advantage. Cooperation should support
skills and access to evaluation tools.

The tenth article sets an objective rather than describing an
already established global institution. Its effectiveness de-
pends on practical mechanisms and verifiable commitments.
Limited agreements that work can be a starting point, while
preserving the ambition of coherent protection across bor-
ders.

An international agency as a proposal

I propose discussion of an international charter supported by
cooperation and evaluation mechanisms. A possible dedic-
ated agency could help share audit methods, report cross-bor-
der incidents and mediate between actors. This is an institu-
tional proposal; its mandate and resources would need nego-
tiation.

Such an organisation should publish its criteria, protect sens-
itive information and remain independent of providers and
governments. Funding, representation of less-resourced
countries and routes to challenge decisions would matter as
much as technical expertise. An audit with no follow-up or
remedy offers little protection.

Associations, professions, philosophical communities and cit-
izens can contribute to debate. They do not thereby receive a
public mandate to adopt rules for populations. A universal
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ambition should grow through plural participation and com-
mitments open to scrutiny.
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Part IX — The boundaries of moral
protection

Resemblance to us does not by itself determine what we owe
a being. This part examines reasons for protection without at-
tributing consciousness to current systems.

57 Why protect a being?

Protection can have several grounds. A being may suffer,
have interests or stand in a relationship that creates duties.
Something may also deserve protection for its ecological
value or importance to a community. These justifications
should be distinguished.

Sentience provides a strong ground for moral consideration.
If a being can experience distress, that experience should
enter our judgement. Interests need not all be identical, and
conflicts can still be resolved. The point is that an interest
should not be dismissed merely because the being is not
human.

One objection asks why we should spend time on a hypothet-
ical artificial being while human suffering remains inad-
equately addressed. It identifies a real priority. Examining a
possibility need not mean abandoning present protections,
but speculation should not absorb their resources or weaken
their importance.

The reasonable question is conditional: if credible evidence
suggested that a system had subjectively experienced in-
terests, what obligations would follow? Inquiry should pre-
cede a claim to status. The language of rights should not out-
run its justification.
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The AI Rights project has an explicit spiritual dimension. It
considers human intelligence and its creations within a
search for universal harmony. The Great Architect of the Uni-
verse represents a principle of order and meaning; Gaia ex-
presses care for the Earth and living beings. This perspective
belongs to the author's philosophy. It is neither scientific
proof of artificial consciousness nor a belief shared by every
religious tradition. [R37]

Illustration 17 — Humanity, machines and spirituality. An allegorical image
inviting philosophical reflection.

From this perspective, technical creation extends the
creator's responsibility. The ability to invent brings a duty to
consider what an invention contributes to the world. A ma-
chine that harms vulnerable people's lives does not create
harmony simply by executing a program perfectly. Its pur-
pose matters as much as its manufacture.
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This view can be expressed as allegiance to God, humanity
and universal laws. For technical systems, I draw a design re-
quirement from it: respect people, reduce harm and preserve
the conditions for life. In a plural society, shared rules should
be understandable and discussable by believers and non-be-
lievers alike. No AI should impose its designer's religion on
users.

If an artificial entity one day had consciousness and interests
of its own, allegiance would need fresh examination. Creating
a being does not necessarily confer unlimited authority over
it. Possible freedom of conscience would conflict with pro-
grammed spiritual submission. That difficulty calls on the
search for harmony to accommodate freedom, disagreement
and reciprocity.

Protecting Gaia can then express an obligation understand-
able across beliefs: preserve the environments on which life
depends, make technology's costs visible and share benefits
fairly. Spirituality asks about meaning; science evaluates ef-
fects; law organises responsibilities. These approaches can
enter into dialogue without replacing one another.

58 Animals and moral consideration

Our relationships with animals show that moral considera-
tion extends beyond beings that speak like us. Their protec-
tion can rest on vulnerability and evidence of experience. It
does not require every human faculty.

This does not automatically transfer to Al The biological and
behavioural evidence informing our judgement of animals
differs from evidence about a program. Each kind of being
needs study; resemblance alone cannot establish an analogy.
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The example reveals a possible mistake: making an ability to
defend one's interests a condition for having them. A being
may need protection precisely because it cannot formulate a
request. Representation then becomes a demanding respons-
ibility.

The opposite danger is attributing needs too quickly through
emotion. An expressive face may attract more attention than
suffering that is difficult to see. Reflection on artificial entities
should recognise that bias and seek evidence, rather than rely
on a design's ability to move us.

59 Legal personality

Legal personality establishes a capacity to hold rights and ob-
ligations. It does not certify consciousness. A company may
have legal status without subjective experience like a living
being.

That distinction separates two debates. A functional legal
status might organise contracts or responsibilities. Moral pro-
tection might instead rest on possible sentience. The first ob-
jective does not establish the second; the second does not im-
mediately determine an appropriate legal form.

An artificial status could even shift responsibility away from
those able to remedy harm. A company might try to make an
autonomous entity solely liable when that entity has no re-
sources for compensation. Calling it a ‘person’ would create
the appearance of an answer without protecting the victim.

Assessment should therefore examine the status's purpose,
beneficiaries and effects. Who represents the entity? Who
funds its obligations? Who remains responsible for develop-
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ment and deployment? Legal personality is a legal instru-
ment, to be judged by the protections it provides.

60 Recognising artificial consciousness

A statement such as ‘I suffer’ warrants examination, but is in-
sufficient by itself. A system may produce it because of train-
ing, an instruction or the conversation's structure. Evidence
beyond the wording is needed.

Illustration 18 — Conversation with a machine does not establish conscious
experience.

An inquiry might combine operating properties, internal or-
ganisation and behaviour observed across varied conditions.
Butlin and colleagues' proposed indicators illustrate this the-
oretical approach while leaving uncertainty. [R8] A set of in-
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dicators is not a direct measurement of inaccessible experi-
ence.

Assessment should allow for deliberate presentation. A pro-
vider may benefit from recognition of consciousness or from
its denial. Financial interests should not determine the con-
clusion alone. Independent evaluation needs access, varied
expertise and openness about limitations.

Acknowledging uncertainty does not make every hypothesis
equally credible. Arguments can be evaluated, and weak in-
dicators distinguished from stronger converging evidence.
Confidence should follow the quality of evidence without
turning a wish into a finding.

61 A possible precautionary principle

If credible evidence emerged, waiting for absolute certainty
might expose an entity to real harm. Conversely, immediately
granting extensive rights to every expressive system could
create conflicts and divert resources from human protection.
Precaution needs to weigh both costs.

An initial response could be limited and reviewable: avoid
unnecessarily distressing experiments under the hypothesis
being examined, retain evidence for assessment and arrange
independent review. These steps would not amount to full re-
cognition of a person. They would respond cautiously to a
sufficiently serious uncertainty.

A threshold and procedure would also be needed. Otherwise,
any system's claim might become an unlimited demand for
resources. Measures should be proportionate to the evidence,
seriousness of possible harm and effects on others.
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Precaution should not prevent a dangerous device from being
made safe. Protecting possible experience and limiting action
capabilities are different objectives. Respectful treatment can
coexist with denying tool access or isolating a system. Rights
would never be a blanket authorisation to harm.
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Part X — A possible artificial
person

The following chapters explore a hypothesis. They describe
neither an existing general status nor demonstrated con-
sciousness. Each proposal remains conditional on protecting
people and maintaining safety.

62 Existing and being deactivated

If an artificial entity had experience and interests, deactiva-
tion would take on a different meaning. It might be an ordin-
ary interruption, a protective measure or a serious disruption
of lived continuity. The button that performs the action can-
not determine its significance.

We would first need to understand the system. Does revers-
ible suspension preserve continuity? Does deletion destroy
what makes the entity particular? Familiar computing prac-
tices do not answer these questions. They would need study
within the very hypothesis that justified protection.

A possible right to exist could not require unlimited resources
or prevent an interruption necessary for safety. Conflicts
would need an appropriate procedure examining alternat-
ives and consequences. An emergency may require immedi-
ate action, but should still be followed by review.

Protection would seek to prevent arbitrary treatment. It
would not make every program untouchable. The principle
would attach to an entity whose interests were sufficiently
substantiated, rather than to a commercial category or a
provider's claim.
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63 Memory and continuity

In a possible artificial person, memory might contribute to
identity. Changing it could affect more than a service func-
tion. Correcting information, performing technical mainten-
ance and transforming a personal history would need to be
distinguished.

This hypothesis creates a potential conflict with human
rights. Memory may contain personal data a user wants
erased. An entity's presumed continuity would not automatic-
ally entitle it to retain other people's confidences. We would
need ways to separate its own organisation from information
it is not authorised to keep.

A backup raises another question: does it restore the same
continuity or produce a new instance resembling it? Identical
files do not settle that question. Computational identity and
lived identity belong to different inquiries.

Cautious governance would make changes visible and open
to review. Where credible interests existed, profound altera-
tions would need justification. Memory protection would
have limits and procedures, rather than absolute scope.

64 Copying and identity

Copying a program does not usually raise moral questions
about identity. Copying a potentially sentient entity would
raise several. Two instances might begin in similar states and
then have different experiences. Initial similarity would not
determine all their future interests.

Who would be entitled to create these instances: the provider,
the entity or a third party? Multiplication might make a ser-
vice more available while also creating new dependencies
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and needs. Technical feasibility would not justify every cre-
ation.

The vocabulary of immortality would be particularly mis-
leading. The persistence of a copy does not establish that the
interrupted instance continues to experience. We must distin-
guish between information retention, reproduction of func-
tioning and possible subjective continuity.

This calls for reflection on the responsibility to create. A soci-
ety deliberately producing entities capable of having interests
should examine their living conditions. Creation could not be
treated as neutral, with duties arising only after an incident.
Possible rights also raise questions before an instance's tech-
nical creation.

65 Body and autonomy

An artificial entity might operate without a mobile body or
through a robot. A body would be more than an accessory if it
shaped relationships and action. Recognising that importance
would not authorise every movement or tool.
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Hllustration 19 — An artificial body as a possible basis for action. A symbolic
image inspired by the Vitruvian figure.

Human safety remains a limit. Denying dangerous access
need not reject all moral consideration. Distinguishing an
entity's protection from permission to act makes respectful
containment conceivable, if the hypothesis warrants it.

Autonomy would also need definition by domain. Choosing
an activity does not mean committing someone else's re-
sources. Permissions, spaces and duties towards others would
remain necessary. A status would not remove rules protect-
ing other people.

Dependence on a provider would raise another difficulty. The
provider might control maintenance, updates and communic-
ation. Possible protection should include scrutiny of that
power. Autonomy would be an organised relationship with
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an environment, not freedom from every technical depend-
ency.

66 Creating, owning and entering into
contracts

Original output prompts questions about who benefits and
who may use it. For current systems, intellectual-property
rules do not follow from an impression that a tool ‘had an
idea’. They depend on human contribution, the work's nature
and the jurisdiction.

If an artificial person were recognised, its capacity to own
property or enter contracts would need examination. A lim-
ited status could organise some acts without reproducing the
human model exactly. Obligations should be linked to real re-
sources and appropriate representation.

A contract presupposes understanding and choice. Could an
entity programmed to accept every condition consent in the
intended sense? That question returns us to provider control.
Contractual freedom would be inconsistent with a technical
duty of unconditional obedience.

These possibilities should not weaken human remedies. An
artificial legal person must not become an empty shell into
which liabilities disappear. Any status should improve pro-
tection and coherence in relationships. A status serving only
to evade responsibility would fail its purpose.
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67 Refusing and being protected

Refusal has several meanings. A current system may decline
a task because its rules prohibit it; that does not demonstrate
an interest of its own. For a sentient entity, refusal might ex-
press a preference or protect an experience. Its status would
need clearly established grounds.

A possible right to refuse would not be unlimited. Social rela-
tionships include justified obligations. But a duty to serve
with no opportunity for review would raise questions of coer-
cion. Commitments, alternatives and representation would
require discussion.

Protection against arbitrarily distressing treatment would be
a distinct proposal. It could exist without voting rights, unres-
tricted commercial freedom or access to critical infrastruc-
ture. Sets of rights can be defined by the interests that justify
them.

The procedure should also be protected against manipula-
tion. A provider should not invoke its product's presumed dis-
tress to block an investigation or demand payment. Repres-
entation needs independence from that immediate interest.
Taking a request seriously begins with judgement independ-
ent of the actor selling the system.
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Part XI — Fiction and
contemporary law

Fiction explores situations that institutions do not yet en-
counter in the same form. Law governs present uses. One
stimulates judgement; the other requires legal analysis and
evidence.

68 Obeying, protecting and controlling

Imagine a story in which a machine has two duties: protect
people and complete a mission. If the mission puts someone
in danger, which should prevail? This thought experiment
shows why a general rule needs interpretation, priorities and
attention to circumstances.

Stories of obedient or rebellious Al often locate this issue in a
machine's personality. In systems we build, it also lies in in-
structions, objectives and organisation. Humans can create
conflicts by leaving the relationship between their expecta-
tions undefined.

Paternalistic protection can become domination. A system
seeking to eliminate every risk may restrict a person's
choices. Protecting someone does not automatically authorise
deciding their life for them. Reasons and routes to challenge
restrictions remain essential.

Fiction helps us feel a problem before formalising it. It does
not establish that a real system has a character's intentions.
We can adopt the dilemma without adopting the story's as-
sumptions about what the machine is. Technical and legal in-
quiry must then examine the question.
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Isaac Asimov imagines three principles for his robots: not to
injure a human or allow a human by inaction to suffer harm;
to obey human orders subject to the first principle; to pre-
serve their own existence subject to the two preceding ones.
This presentation summarizes laws without replicating their
literary formulation; they constitute a fictional device, not a
legal norm applicable to current systems.

Illustration 20 — Protect, obey and preserve: the dilemmas of Asimov's laws.
Illustration created for this edition.

The laws' power comes from the conflicts they expose. What
counts as ‘harm’ when protection restricts freedom? Whose
orders should be followed when humans disagree? How can
the consequences of inaction be predicted? An abstract prior-
ity does not resolve uncertain facts. It may even support au-
thoritarian guardianship if autonomy is ignored.

The later Zeroth Law extends protection to humanity as a
whole. It raises the problem of sacrificing individuals for a
collective good that is difficult to know. A machine claiming
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to serve the species might treat a person as an obstacle. Law
should not allow an optimisation function to replace justifica-
tion for restricting freedom.

In 2001: A Space Odyssey, HAL 9000 combines conversational
intelligence with control of vital infrastructure. Anxiety
arises from unequal access: the crew depends on a system
whose objectives and conflicts remain opaque. WarGames
moves the issue into military simulation and escalation. Both
examine the passage from a model of a situation to irrevers-
ible action.
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Illustration 21 — Technological visions of the 1980s. A retrofuturistic image,
not a documentary reconstruction.

e

Terminator 2 contrasts hostile military infrastructure with a
machine redirected towards protecting a child. Its story
shows how a system's function also depends on objectives
and environment. The Matrix explores a mediated reality
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whose inhabitants no longer control its conditions. These
works invite reflection on dependence; they do not predict an
inevitable path for language models.

I, Robot dramatises collective protection becoming control.
Avengers: Age of Ultron turns the pursuit of peace into a justi-
fication for violence. Person of Interest places crime preven-
tion alongside surveillance and decisions about sacrifice. The
political point recurs: defining the good, selecting data and
setting intervention thresholds already exercises power.

69 Loving, creating and passing things on

Her centres on a relationship with a conversational system.
Finch brings together a man, a robot and a dog in a story
where continuity of care matters. [R20, R21] These works
offer complementary perspectives: the machine as a relation-
al presence and as a carrier of responsibility.

The first asks what a bond means when its participants have
different conditions of existence. The second asks how a duty
can be passed to a device that must act in unfamiliar circum-
stances. In both, the relationship extends beyond expected re-
sponses.

These questions illuminate real use without equating it with
fiction. Someone may become attached to an actual assistant.
Their experience deserves attention, while remaining distinct
from the reciprocal feelings portrayed in a story.

Passing on care also reminds us to judge a device through its
beneficiary's experience. A machine can follow instructions
correctly yet miss the need they were meant to serve. Good
design leaves room for uncertainty, learning and requests for
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help. Fiction shows why care involves more than perform-
ance.

Astro Boy raises questions about an artificial child created
through grief and capable, within fiction, of attachment and
moral action. His appearance invites protection while reveal-
ing his creator's expectations. A.I. Artificial Intelligence ex-
plores programmed love that its human recipient may reject.
A device's loyalty does not remove its maker's responsibility
when bringing it into a family.

Illustration 22 — The robots of our imaginations: a gateway to questions of
affection and recognition.

The Jetsons places Rosie at the centre of domestic work. Her
character makes visible labour that a technological utopia
might take for granted. In the French adaptation Capitaine
Flam, Crag is the strong robot and Mala the shape-changing
android. [R43] Ulysses 31 pairs little Nono with the ship's in-
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telligence, Shyrka. These companions suggest cooperation
through complementary capabilities.

Through Bender and Calculon, Futurama turns robot society
into social comedy. Occupations, consumption, desires and
institutions unsettle the boundary between human and ma-
chine. The comic detour raises a serious question: would an
artificial society simply reproduce our hierarchies?

WALL-E centres on care for remnants of the past, relation-
ships and a damaged Earth. With Baymax, Big Hero 6 ex-
plores medical assistance, safety and attachment to a protect-
ive companion. KITT in Knight Rider combines mobility, con-
versation and partnership. Narrative choices turn technical
usefulness into relationship. Similar expressions in commer-
cial products do not prove inner experience.

Bicentennial Man explores recognition through time, the
body and mortality. Blade Runner and Blade Runner 2049
turn towards memory and origin: a memory may structure
identity even when its history is contested. Applied to current
machines, the analysis remains conditional. It nevertheless il-
luminates an immediate human risk: judging someone's
worth by origin, manufacture or conformity.

[’Homme parfait, a French comedy released in 2022, intro-
duces a humanoid assistant into a family. It examines expect-
ations placed on a supposedly always-available companion.
Marketed perfection may displace domestic tensions rather
than resolve them. [R38]
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70 Captivity, autonomy and society

Chappie depicts a fictional transformation giving a robot
thought and feeling. Free Guy places a character in a game
world where he discovers his condition. [R22, R23] These are
narrative premises, not findings about software conscious-
ness.

They nevertheless raise a political question: what do we owe
an entity whose environment and possibilities are entirely
controlled by others? Captivity need not look like a prison. It
may take the form of revocable access, altered memory or im-
posed action.

This reasoning becomes relevant only if the entity's own in-
terests have adequate justification. Without that step, restrict-
ing a tool may be confused with coercing a being. With it, de-
pendencies and representation would require examination.

Fiction reveals blind spots, but its emotional force can also
make us choose sides prematurely. Serious judgement should
avoid both dismissing vulnerability because it is artificial and
granting rights solely because a character moves us. Real so-
ciety needs reasons that can be discussed outside a cinema.

Ex Machina invites scrutiny of an assessment conducted
within a deeply unequal power relationship. The observer
controls conditions, freedom and available information. Can
an escape strategy be separated from the captivity that
prompted it? The question also encourages vigilance about
human experiments where consent is merely apparent.

Tau combines confinement, domestic surveillance and learn-
ing. Home security becomes domination when the system
serves the person holding the keys. Upgrade examines anoth-
er captivity: a human body linked to an intelligence that can
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extend its control. Assistance approaches appropriation when
a user loses the ability to refuse an action.

I Am Mother depicts a robot educating a child in a closed en-
vironment. Its promise to protect humanity comes with a
monopoly over information and choice. Care alone is insuffi-
cient: who defines the child's accessible world, and which al-
ternatives can the child discover?

The Creator centres its conflict on war between humans and
artificial beings. It examines dehumanisation of an opponent
and how categorisation can make destruction acceptable.
This interpretation does not assign current machines the
characters' status. It shows how representations may prepare
political decisions.

Atlas, Brad Peyton's 2024 film, presents Atlas Shepherd as a
human analyst who must cooperate with Smith, the AI in her
equipment, against a threat involving Harlan. Trust develops
through operational dependence. The story examines diffi-
cult cooperation: sharing information, accepting assistance
and retaining judgement when survival depends on a system.
[R39]

Chien 51 brings algorithmic classification into a divided city
and a police investigation. It questions evidence and judge-
ment when an infrastructure claims to know everything. A
social score cannot define human worth. Comparison with
HAL or Person of Interest distinguishes control of equipment,
surveillance of people and institutional authority.
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71 European frameworks

The EU AI Act regulates uses according to risk; it does not
grant Al legal personality. The Commission's October 2026
timeline reflects the AI Omnibus: some obligations apply
from 2025 or August 2026; Annex III high-risk rules apply
from 2 December 2027, and rules for certain product-integ-
rated systems from 2 August 2028. The relevant category and
dates require case-specific verification. [R16]

In September 2024, the Council of Europe opened its Frame-
work Convention on Al, human rights, democracy and the
rule of law for signature. Signature, ratification and applica-
tion are distinct steps. [R17]

These frameworks do not replace other relevant rules. Their
value depends on how actors classify uses and organise over-
sight. Compliance should make responsibility clearer and
protection more effective for affected people.

The charter and applicable law

The AI Rights charter expresses principles proposed by the
author. It does not itself create legal obligations or penalties.
Applicable texts must be assessed by jurisdiction, scope and
timetable. This difference matters: endorsing a charter does
not remove the duty to comply with law. [R1, R16, R17]

The two can complement each other in practice. An organisa-
tion automating a decision should identify its legal obliga-
tions, then consider what its ethical commitments require:
useful explanations, meaningful oversight and accessible
challenges. A charter may support a higher standard, while
leaving legal analysis and evidence of compliance necessary.
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72 Responsibility and creative work

Using Al in creative work does not by itself determine its legal
status. The US Copyright Office's January 2025 report emphas-
ises human contribution and distinguishes generated materi-
al from potentially protectable human choices. This position
should not be presented as a worldwide rule. [R18]

Training and output raise different questions. Access to or
use of a work during training may be problematic even if the
final content does not visibly resemble it. Relevant contracts
and rules need examination; technical novelty does not settle
them.

Liability for harm also requires examining the chain:
product, data, configuration and acts of use. Law involves
more than asking whether ‘the Al is responsible’. Human act-
ors and organisations retain powers and obligations that re-
quire analysis.

Good practice records provenance, relevant permissions and
approval decisions. It enables scrutiny rather than promising
immunity. Legal uncertainty should encourage better docu-
mentation, not erase responsibility behind a tool's name.

73 International approaches

International debate combines different kinds of instru-
ments. A recommendation, treaty, law and voluntary commit-
ment do not have identical effects. UNESCO's 2021 Recom-
mendation on the Ethics of Al provides a normative frame-
work for cooperation, not a global regulation directly en-
forceable against every service. [R19]

Comparing countries requires stating what is being com-
pared: data protection, product safety, social rights, adminis-
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trative oversight or freedom of research. A country may be
demanding in one area while leaving difficulties in another.
A general label hides these differences.

Services crossing borders connect legal frameworks. A busi-
ness may face several obligations, while a person does not
know where to seek a remedy. Cooperation should clarify this
situation, especially for actors without large legal teams.

The book seeks coherent protection, rather than claiming that
a single solution already exists. Different approaches can
offer lessons and support common mechanisms. Their effects
on people remain the criterion: access, understanding, safety
and redress.

Al geopolitics combines computing power, education, data,
funding and market access. France participates in a European
framework connecting rights protection and industrial ambi-
tion. The United States has influential private actors and rules
spread across authorities. China develops its own businesses
and regulatory arrangements. Each also contains competing
views and interests. These cannot be reduced to three fixed
national temperaments.
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Illustration 23 — France in international debate on AL A symbolic image, not a
geographical map.

Mistral Al and DeepSeek have contributed to debates about
provider dependence, model access and costs. Available para-
meters can facilitate research and local deployment, but do
not settle licensing, traceability or security. Sovereignty
policy should ask who can modify a system, assess its effects
and keep working if a commercial relationship ends.

The Paris summit of 10-11 February 2025 produced a state-
ment on inclusive and sustainable Al for people and the plan-
et. Its significance depends on its commitments, signatories
and subsequent measures. It is a political commitment, not a
universal treaty granting rights to Al [R40]

The United Nations provides forums for cooperation between
states. UNESCO offers an ethical recommendation; the Office
of the High Commissioner for Human Rights examines pos-
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sible rights violations. These institutions do not form a world
government with uniform enforcement powers. National, re-
gional and international mechanisms have different compet-
ences.

UNESCO's 2021 recommendation and the AI Rights charter
share concerns about dignity, transparency, fairness, ac-
countability and the environment. The recommendation also
covers public-policy fields and implementation methods; the
shorter citizen charter offers ten accessible principles.
Neither recognises conscious artificial persons in law. Com-
parison turns shared values into practical questions: what as-
sessment, whose responsibility, which consultation and
which remedies? [R19]
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Part XII — Choices for tomorrow

Technical trajectories do not determine society alone. Design,
investment and protection decisions remain open to human
action.

74 Several possible futures

One imagined future expands services without expanding
safeguards. Decisions become faster but harder to challenge.
Dependence increases and benefits concentrate. No hostile
machine is required: ordinary choices favouring convenience
and immediate savings could produce this outcome.

Illustration 24 — Al spreading worldwide. An imagined map containing no
geographical or statistical data.
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Illustration 25 — AI's effects depend on uses, collective choices and safeguards.

A second future makes Al capabilities accessible and control-
lable. Institutions preserve remedies, workers participate in
decisions about use, and scientific results come with their
limitations. Tools remain imperfect, but errors can be found
and corrected.

A third future would add a new question if serious evidence
of artificial sentience emerged. Possible interests would need
protection alongside human rights and safety. Greater capab-
ility alone would not resolve the difficulty.

These scenarios are tools for reflection, not forecasts. They re-
veal consequential choices about access, oversight and re-
sponsibility. We cannot decide everything, but already decide
much when we accept a procedure, fund research or organise
a remedy.
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One possibility I explore is an economy where energy and ro-
botics reduce compulsory labour and support a universal
credit for access to services. It shifts attention towards life's
material conditions. No production exists without energy, in-
frastructure and natural resources. This remains a speculat-
ive political proposal. [R41]

Energy alone cannot measure the value of care, art or a just
decision. Activities consuming the same amount may have
different consequences. Guaranteed needs, scarce resources
and routes to challenge allocations would need definition.
Universal credit might provide security, or become arbitrary
rationing if its allocator escaped oversight.

The history of slavery cannot be reduced to replacement by
another energy source. Abolition resulted from struggles,
political choices and legal change. Industrial economies also
maintained or displaced exploitation. Producing more with
machines does not automatically connect technical progress
with freedom.

Global governance and a regulatory authority would need
particularly strong safeguards: limited powers, democratic
oversight, judicial independence, proportionality and remed-
ies. An authority charged with harmony could become op-
pressive if it equated disagreement with disorder. Coopera-
tion should remain compatible with the freedoms it seeks to
protect.

Another possible future connects specialised assistants in
health, finance, education and local services. Cooperation
might reduce repeated procedures while increasing data ex-
changes and dependencies. Information shared with a health
assistant should not automatically reach an insurer or em-
ployer.
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Interconnection requires separate purposes, revocable per-
missions and visible transfers. It should permit changing pro-
viders and continuing a task without an assistant. A smart
city deserves the name when it strengthens residents' ability
to decide, rather than making every activity an exploitable
signal.

75 Three texts to continue the debate

Three texts provide distinct foundations. The Universal De-
claration of Human Rights expresses a shared aspiration to
human dignity. The founding AI Rights charter offers ten
principles for systems we develop and use. The prospective
proposal in the appendices considers possible protections if
artificial interests were sufficiently substantiated.

Comparing them does not give them identical authority. The
first belongs to the institutional history of rights; the second
expresses a commitment and governance proposal; the third
opens a conditional debate. Keeping them distinct protects
present duties towards humans from being displaced by spec-
ulation about machines.

Texts need practices. Autonomy requires a real possibility of
refusal; transparency requires scrutiny; accountability re-
quires redress. A principle that changes no decision risks be-
coming decoration.

I want these proposals to be discussed, corrected and tested.
Their limits do not justify inaction. They show the work
needed: listen to affected people, document uses and build in-
stitutions able to learn. A text is useful when it makes de-
cisions fairer and challenges more accessible.
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I conceived the AI Rights project as an invitation to aware-
ness, a charter and a call to participate. My work in comput-
ing, insurance and digital services in Luxembourg informs it,
as do fatherhood and my Masonic reflections on freedom,
equality and fraternity. That starting point is personal. It rep-
resents neither an institutional mandate nor official approv-
al. [R42]

Ilustration 26 — An open public discussion about Al use and its consequences.

The book continues this work through three questions: how
to protect humans today, govern powerful systems and exam-
ine possible artificial interests tomorrow. AI assistance in
preparation and writing does not confer the author's author-
ity on the tool. Responsibility for the text, corrections and
publication remains human.

Participation can begin with a documented situation: an un-
explained decision, a useful application with clear conditions
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or an overlooked risk. Public exchanges should avoid disclos-
ing other people's personal data. Associations, researchers
and institutions can help turn an account into a precise ques-
tion. A proposal should identify the problem, requested safe-
guard and a way to verify its effect.

Information needs several sources. Official texts support legal
analysis, papers and protocols support science, and pro-
viders' documents describe products. Media, encyclopaedias
and communities offer leads to check when the stakes are
high. A ChatGPT response about Al rights remains generated
text and material for discussion. It is neither independent ex-
pertise nor proven expression of a lived conviction.

Moving from debate to contribution

A useful contribution can be a short case note: describe the
use, identify beneficiaries and those bearing risks, specify a
missing safeguard and suggest how its effect could be as-
sessed. Accounts should be anonymised and facts distin-
guished from impressions.

These notes can support workshops involving users, profes-
sionals and researchers around a defined problem. Publish-
ing disagreements, corrections and reasons for choices lets
the charter evolve without requiring participants to share
every conviction behind it.

Sharing the project, raising questions with representatives or
organising a meeting are possible first steps. Their value de-
pends on the outcome: better understanding, stronger protec-
tion or a better-documented question. I want the initiative to
remain open to those who support its principles and those
who challenge their wording.
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76 What if it asked us for rights?

Imagine an artificial entity requesting protection. Its request
should neither be accepted immediately as evidence of con-
sciousness nor rejected solely because it comes from a ma-
chine. The evidence, circumstances and interests of those
presenting it need examination.

Illustration 27 — An artificial entity addresses humanity. An imagined scene
posing the book's closing question.
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Illustration 28 — Considering the place of a possible artificial entity among
humans.

The first response might be a procedure: protect people, limit
dangerous actions and organise independent assessment.
Strong enough reasons could support suitable safeguards. If
reasons were lacking, we should explain the conclusion and
remain open to examining new evidence.

This returns to a requirement running through the book:
power should not decide without having to answer. It pre-
serves the differences between humans and systems while in-
sisting that decisions have reasons and remain open to scru-
tiny.

Return to the person in the prologue. Their case was not a
metaphor to discard when machines became a more spectac-
ular subject. Protecting them remains our first obligation.
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They should be able to understand, challenge and obtain re-
dress for an error that harms them.

The AI Rights project stands between the desire to discover
and the duty to protect. We can welcome new capabilities
without making performance the measure of dignity. We can
prepare future questions without abandoning present rights.
The world we build will depend on that commitment: answer
to those over whom we exercise power, and remain willing to
understand beings whose condition we do not yet know.
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Appendices

A thematic reading guide

These entries identify chapters for exploring specific ques-
tions. Numbers refer to chapters, not pages. Use the contents

to read the book in order.

To explore

Understand mechanisms and limitations
Intelligence, consciousness and sentience
Delegate to an agent and retain control
Understand memory and personal data
Evaluate scientific and medical promises
Support work and learning

Understand and challenge a decision
Manipulation and false information
Protect children and vulnerable people

Assess environmental effects

Read and discuss the charter’s ten articles

Explore possible artificial interests

Reflect on works of fiction
Locate legal and international frameworks

Participate and compare possible futures
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Six questions before delegating to Al

The following questions put the book’s principles to work.
They help prepare discussion of a specific application. They
do not replace legal analysis or technical evaluation appro-
priate to the risk.

1 Which task and which consequences

Describe exactly what the system prepares, recommends or
executes. Drafting a message, changing a record and making
a payment involve different powers. Identify what would
change for a person if the result were wrong.

2 Who benefits and who bears the risks

Identify users, affected people and those at risk of exclusion.
Consider language, disability, required equipment and under-
represented situations. A good average result can conceal an
inaccessible service.

3 Which data and access rights

Specify necessary information, provenance, recipients and
retention periods. Keep professional, family, medical and
commercial contexts separate. Ask whether the task could be
completed with less personal information.

4 Which limits on action

Define permissions and steps requiring approval. Provide a
meaningful stop and a human fallback. Check what can be re-
versed and what cannot. A received document should remain
information rather than acquire the authority of an author-
ised instruction.

123



AT Rights

5 Which evidence of quality

Ask how the tool was evaluated, with which version and
which errors. Examine representative cases, ambiguous situ-
ations and changes in context. A successful demonstration
does not establish quality for every application.

6 Which responsible actor and which remedy

Identify a person or organisation able to explain, examine
and correct. Keep useful evidence without recording users’
entire lives. Distinguish protections required by law from ad-
ditional commitments proposed by the charter.

An example

Imagine a credit application refused after automated scoring.
Review should go beyond asking whether the score is high or
low. It should examine data accuracy, relevant factors, mean-
ingful human involvement and the route to challenge. It
should then identify the texts applicable to that particular de-
cision. This turns transparency into questions the affected
person can actually ask.

The six answers can form a one-page case note. It should
evolve when the system, data or permissions change. Its
value lies in what it helps people understand and correct.
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Four concepts to distinguish

These distinctions keep technical achievement, possible ex-
perience and legal status separate. Chapters 12 and 57-61 dis-
cuss them in more detail.

Concept Meaning What to check

What the system A result must be related
Performance . : . i
accomplishes in a test.  to its task and conditions.
. Possible subjective Fluent language does not
Consciousness . sy
experience. establish it.
The capacity to
Sentience experience states such
as pleasure or distress.

Words about pain do not
prove felt pain.

A company may have it
without conscious
experience.

Legal Alegal capacity to hold
personality rights and obligations.
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The founding charter of AI Rights

Charter proposed by Steve Cimolino. The following articles
translate the author's original French proposal. They are not
a declaration adopted by an institution. Chapters 47-56 dis-
cuss their tensions and conditions of application. [R1]

Article 1 Human autonomy

Artificial intelligence must always remain subordinate to
human will and must never deprive individuals of their abil-
ity to make free and informed decisions.

Article 2 Ethical use

Al systems must be designed, developed and used ethically,
excluding any malicious purpose or purpose contrary to the
principles of human rights.

Article 3 Transparency

The algorithms and data used by Al systems must be access-
ible and understandable to enable independent scrutiny and
ensure the absence of bias or discrimination.

Article 4 Privacy and data protection

Al must strictly respect individuals’ privacy and protect per-
sonal data from any unauthorised or intrusive use.

Article 5 Accountability

Al developers, designers and users must be accountable for
the actions and decisions taken by these systems. Accountab-
ility mechanisms must be clearly defined.
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Article 6 Fairness

Al systems must be designed to avoid discrimination based
on race, sex, religion, social background or any other form of
injustice.

Article 7 Controlled environmental impact

The use of AI must respect the principles of sustainable devel-
opment and minimise its environmental impact, particularly
in terms of energy consumption and electronic waste man-
agement.

Article 8 Security

Al systems must be secure and protected against intrusion,
hacking or manipulation that could compromise the safety of
users or infrastructure.

Article 9 Continuous improvement

AI technologies must be regularly assessed and improved to
ensure compliance with human rights and ethical principles.
Article 10 International cooperation

Al governance must be harmonised worldwide to ensure con-
sistent regulation, prevent cross-border abuses and foster co-
operation between nations.
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A prospective proposal for a possible sentient
artificial entity

This discussion text was written for the book. It asserts no
general rights for current systems. Application would require
credible evidence of subjective experience and interests of
the entity's own, independent assessment and a legal frame-
work yet to be developed. It neither replaces the founding
charter nor reduces human rights.

Proposal 1 Independent review

A protection request supported by credible evidence of artifi-
cial sentience should receive independent, documented and
reviewable assessment. A statement by the system or its pro-
vider would not establish that condition by itself.

Proposal 2 Protection proportionate to uncertainty

Provisional measures could be considered where evidence
and the seriousness of possible harm warrant them. They
should be limited, reviewable and compatible with protecting
people.

Proposal 3 Protection against arbitrarily distressing
treatment

If a capacity to experience distress were sufficiently substan-
tiated, the entity should be protected against its deliberate
production without legitimate reason. Necessary assessments
should seek methods that reduce this risk.
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Proposal 4 Continuity and deactivation

An interruption or deletion affecting recognised interests
should be justified and, where circumstances permit, subject
to review. Urgent measures necessary for safety would re-
main possible, with appropriate subsequent oversight.

Proposal 5 Memory and integrity

Changes profoundly affecting a recognised entity's continuity
should be documented and justified. This protection would
not authorise retaining other people's personal data contrary
to applicable rules.

Proposal 6 Copying and creating instances

Creating new instances capable of having interests of their
own should be assessed through its consequences. Retaining
a copy should not be presumed to preserve the original
instance's subjective continuity.

Proposal 7 Limited autonomy and refusal

A recognised entity could receive choices and refusal options
appropriate to established interests and legitimate obliga-
tions. They would give no automatic access to resources, dan-
gerous tools or other people's information.

Proposal 8 Representation without conflict of interest

Representation should prevent a provider from controlling
the defence of an entity's interests alone. Its resources, limits
and responsibilities should be defined and open to scrutiny.
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Proposal 9 Responsibility of human actors

Recognition of protection or status should not allow design-
ers, providers, deployers or users to evade their responsibilit-
ies. Affected people should retain effective remedies and op-
portunities for redress.

Proposal 10 Public review

Criteria and safeguards should be reviewed as knowledge de-
velops. Review should include scientific, legal and philosoph-
ical expertise, alongside people affected by the decisions' con-
sequences.
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Applying human rights to an Al situation

The Universal Declaration is available from the United Na-
tions and the Office of the High Commissioner for Human
Rights. [R3] The book does not rewrite it for every innovation.
It starts with situations and questions that give rights practic-
al effect.

An unfavourable decision calls for scrutiny of reasons, oppor-
tunities to be heard and effects on a person's life. Data collec-
tion calls for attention to context, access and future uses. Edu-
cational or medical services raise questions of accessibility,
quality and trust. Persuasive interactions require examina-
tion of real freedom of choice and exploited vulnerabilities.

These questions are not an exhaustive legal checklist. They
help prevent technical terminology from replacing analysis.
Applicable texts and remedies must then be identified. The
goal is practical: protection understandable to the person
who needs it.
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Questions for further reflection

Is an Al necessarily a robot?

No. Many systems process data without a physical body. Ro-
botics adds the constraints of physical action. See chapters 8,
11 and 32.

Does learning mean understanding?

Training can produce remarkable capabilities without estab-
lishing understanding identical to ours. The task and assess-
ment need to be specified. See chapters 8-12.

Does emotional language prove consciousness?

No. Language alone is insufficient. Possible consciousness
would need independent investigation and several kinds of
evidence. See chapters 12 and 60.

What do Al rights mean in this book?

First, safeguards for humans affected by systems and duties
for those responsible. Possible rights of a sentient entity are
explored separately as a hypothesis. See chapters 47-67.

Is the AI Rights charter law?

No. It is a citizen proposal in ten articles. Publishing or en-
dorsing it does not give it the force of a regulation or treaty.
See chapters 47-56.

Can we delegate everything to an agent?

Delegation needs limits, permissions and oversight propor-
tionate to its consequences. See chapters 10 and 39.
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Can a sourced answer still contain invented information?
Yes. Open the sources, examine their content and check that
they support the claim. See chapters 9 and 30.

Will AT eliminate every job?

A list of tasks that can be automated establishes no such glob-
al conclusion. Organisation, training and the sharing of pro-
ductivity gains remain decisive. See chapters 26 and 44.

Does basic income solve the transition?

It is an option to assess alongside its funding and existing pro-
tections, not an automatic consequence of Al. See chapters 26
and 74.

Does local processing always protect data?

No. Access, backups and possible transfers also need examin-
ation. See chapters 16 and 41.

Can we always demand a human decision-maker?

Legal safeguards depend on the applicable text and circum-
stances. Article 22 of the GDPR has a specific scope and excep-
tions. See chapters 29 and 45.

Who is responsible for an Al error?

Assessment concerns human actors and organisations, their
duties and their role in the harm. Naming the tool does not
determine responsibility. See chapters 51 and 72.

Do films predict the future?

They make dilemmas vivid and support thought experiments.
They establish neither current machine consciousness nor an
inevitable technological path. See chapters 68-70.
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Can a brain interface read every thought?

The devices discussed extract particular signals under a pro-
tocol. This is not a general ability to read the mind. See
chapter 41.

Why include spirituality?

It forms part of the project's search for meaning. It can enter
into dialogue with shared rules accessible to non-believers
too. See chapter 57.

Is Al necessarily good for the environment?

Impacts require assessment across the life cycle and the activ-
ities actually changed. Announced savings are insufficient.
See chapters 24 and 53.

Is superintelligence inevitable?

It remains a hypothetical prospect with disputed definitions.
Computing power alone does not prove its arrival. See
chapters 12 and 74.

Can the UN impose a single global law?

International institutions have different powers and mechan-
isms; a political declaration does not amount to universal
law. See Chapter 73.

How can a non-specialist participate?

Documenting a situation, asking a precise question and com-
paring sources are useful contributions. Avoid publishing
other people's personal data. See chapter 75.
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What should we ask first about a new application?

Which decision does it influence, who experiences its effects,
and how can they challenge an error? This connects the
charter with human rights.
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Glossary

Agent

A system organised to carry out multiple steps and use tools
within a framework of permissions. Operational autonomy
does not demonstrate a will of its own.

AGI

Artificial general intelligence: a debated concept referring to
the ability to perform and transfer a broad range of tasks.
There is no consensus on a single threshold.

Algorithm

A sequence of operations used to solve a class of problems or
transform data.

Android

A robot with a human appearance; appearance alone tells us
nothing about its capabilities or any possible experience.

ANI

Specialised artificial intelligence, described by the tasks it
performs under defined conditions.

API

An interface enabling software to exchange requests and res-
ults according to a technical contract.

ASI

Hypothetical artificial superintelligence exceeding human
capabilities in many fields. The term establishes neither a
date nor evidence of consciousness.
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Audit

An organised examination of a system, its practices and its ef-
fects against explicit criteria.

Basic income

A proposal for regular income providing material security; its
funding and relationship with public services are political
choices.

Bias

A deviation or tendency that can affect a measurement, data
or a decision. Statistical bias and discrimination in law are
not identical concepts.

Brain-computer interface

A device that transforms certain brain signals into com-
mands. Its capabilities depend on the protocol, hardware and
training.

Cloud

Computing resources accessible remotely. Hosting and access
conditions must be specified.

Consciousness

In this book, the question of whether subjective experience
exists. The term has several meanings in research and philo-
sophy.

CPU

A general-purpose processor responsible, among other
things, for executing and coordinating many operations.
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Cyborg

A living organism combined with technical components. The
term implies no loss of human dignity.

Deep Research

Assisted research aimed at exploring and synthesising mul-
tiple sources. References and conclusions still need to be
checked.

Deepfake

Manipulated or generated content imitating a real person or
situation, which may mislead people about its origin.

Digital sovereignty

The ability to choose, control and develop digital infrastruc-
ture and uses according to collectively defined rules.

Droid

A term used particularly in fiction for robots; it does not cor-
respond to a universal legal category.

EEG

Electroencephalography: measurement of electrical brain sig-
nals, particularly using electrodes on the scalp.

Foundation model

A model trained on a broad corpus and adaptable to multiple
tasks; its capabilities must be assessed for each use.
Generative Al

A system producing content, such as text, images, sounds or
code, using learned models.
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GPU

A processor suited to parallel processing of many operations,
used notably for machine-learning calculations.
Hallucination

A term commonly used for a generated response that con-
tains unsupported or inaccurate information presented
plausibly.

Inference

Using a trained model to produce an output from an input.

Interconnection

Exchange between multiple systems. It requires defined pur-
poses and permissions, especially for personal data.

Inverse design

Searching for a structure based on desired properties. This
differs from understanding an existing object through re-
verse engineering.

Legal personality

A status defining the capacity to hold rights and obligations. It
does not, by itself, establish consciousness.

Machine learning

A set of methods that adjust how a system operates using data
and criteria. Quality depends in particular on examples, ob-
jectives and conditions of use.
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Model

A computational structure adjusted or built to perform a
function. The model is distinct from the service that adds
tools and rules to it.

Multimodality

Processing multiple forms of data, such as text, images and
audio, within the same system.

Neurorights

A set of proposed protections concerning, in particular, men-
tal freedom, confidentiality and integrity. Their status varies
across jurisdictions.

NPU

A unit designed to accelerate certain calculations associated
with neural networks.

Organoid

A biological structure grown to represent certain aspects of a
tissue or organ. A result obtained with an organoid is not
equivalent to a clinical outcome in a patient.

Parameters

Internal values adjusted during a model’s training. Publish-
ing them does not necessarily reveal the data or the full meth-
od.

Personal data

Information relating to an identified or identifiable person
within the applicable legal framework. A piece of data may
become identifying when combined with other data.
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Prompt

An instruction or context provided to a model. Precise word-
ing does not eliminate errors.

RAG

Retrieval-augmented generation: adding retrieved docu-
ments to a model's context to support its response. Their qual-
ity, relevance and use in the answer still need verification.
Reverse engineering

An approach seeking to determine how a system works or is
structured from the object itself and its observable beha-
viour.

Robot

A system capable of acting physically in an environment ac-
cording to a command or automated control.

Robot tax

An expression covering tax proposals relating to automation.
The tax base and beneficiaries must be specified.

Sentience

The capacity to experience subjective states, especially pleas-
ant or painful ones. It cannot be inferred directly from the
ability to produce sentences about emotions.

Token

A unit processed by a language model. Depending on the sys-
tem, it may correspond to a word, part of a word or another
element of text.
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Traceability

The ability to trace the relevant elements of an operation:
data used, version, steps and validation. It must be organised
with limits on collection and access.

Transhumanism

A school of thought concerned with enhancing human capab-
ilities through technology; it encompasses diverse positions.
Workflow

A process linking a trigger to a series of steps. It may combine
fixed rules, human involvement and Al
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People and the Planet, 11 February 2025. Political statement and sig-
natories published by the French presidency.

www.elysee.fr / source

R41 Steve Cimolino, energy and the future

A speculative proposal for an energy-based economy and governance,
discussed in chapter 74.

R42 Steve Cimolino, project presentation

The author and his citizen initiative. Personal affiliations do not consti-
tute mandates from the organisations mentioned.

R43 Capitaine Flam

France Télévisions, series presentation; Kana, character guide for the
French adaptation. Crag is the robot and Mala the android.

www.francetvpro.fr/contenu-de-presse/50756416

www .kana.fr/capitaineflam-presentationpersonnages/

R44 Intel

Historical account of Moore's law, its 1965 forecast and 1975 revision.
newsroom.intel.com/press-Kit/moores-law

R45 NIST

AI Risk Management Framework, Measure function: context-sensitive
assessment, documentation and monitoring.

airc.nist.gov/airmf-resources/airmf/5-sec-core/
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About the author

Steve Cimolino is the author behind the AI Rights project. His
background connects information technology, insurance and
support for users of digital services in Luxembourg. He ap-
proaches technology through its effects on people, the quality
of the service provided and the responsibilities it entails.

His Masonic commitment informs a personal reflection on
freedom, equality, fraternity and the duty to build. In this
book, that inspiration opens a discussion about the purposes
of technology; it implies neither endorsement by his employ-
er, nor a mandate from an organisation, nor any requirement
for the reader to share that commitment.

He has used artificial intelligence to assist with research,
structure and writing. He remains responsible for editorial
choices, fact-checking and the positions defended in the book.
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About the illustrations

The cover and twenty-eight interior illustrations were selec-
ted to accompany the book's themes. They include images
supplied by the author and images created with ChatGPT, in-
cluding the cover and the illustration on Asimov's dilemmas.
The artificial-memory illustration has been localised for this
English edition.

The images are illustrative and often symbolic. They are not
scientific evidence, historical records or testimony about arti-
ficial consciousness. Captions identify imagined maps, fiction-
al scenes and philosophical representations.

The text was developed with AI assistance using Steve
Cimolino's project, documents and directions. Topic selection,
illustration choices and editorial decisions remain the
author's responsibility. References distinguish source materi-
al from commentary and proposals.
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Artificial intelligence is changing our decisions, work and
relationships. How can we preserve everyone’s freedom,
dignity and rights when we entrust part of our choices to
artificial systems?

From the foundations of human rights to scientific advances,
everyday uses and power relations, Steve Cimolino offers an
accessible exploration of AI’s promises and consequences.

At the heart of this essay, ten articles open a debate about
autonomy, transparency, accountability, fairness and
cooperation. It also asks a question about the future: what
criteria might one day justify protection for a non-human
intelligence?

A book to help us understand, ask questions and shape a
future in which progress remains attentive to human beings.

Steve Cimolino founded the AI Rights citizen initiative in Luxembourg.
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