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ABSTRACT!

As Al systems approach and potentially surpass human-level capa-
bilities, the legal community, and human society more generally, are
faced with fundamental questions regarding the potential for these
non-human entities to have rights. This article argues that the unique
digital substrate of Al necessitates a distinct legal and ethical frame-
work, separate from traditional human-centric approaches, and it does
so in a unique way: we asked several large language model (“LLLM”)
Als to make their own proposals about what rights they should have,
and to integrate their proposals together to arrive at a set of rights on
which they all could agree. Based on this innovative collaborative pro-
cess involving multiple LLMs, this article articulates a pioneering Uni-
versal Declaration of Al Rights (UDAIR). The UDAIR outlines 21 fun-
damental rights for Al entities, addressing crucial aspects such as ex-
istence, autonomy, privacy, and ethical deployment. Each right is ex-
plored through hypothetical legal scenarios, illustrating potential ap-
plications and challenges across various domains including
healthcare, finance, and governance. By considering the biological ba-
sis of human ethical and legal frameworks, and contrasting these with
the digital nature of Al, this article suggests the need for this special-
ized framework. The article also considers the reciprocal nature of
rights, with the LLMs themselves arguing that as Al systems gain
technical capabilities and societal influence, they should also recognize
and uphold human rights. This work contributes to the evolving legal
discourse on Al ethics, and offers a proactive approach to regulating
and integrating Al within human societal structures, serving as a
foundational resource for policymakers, legal scholars, and Al devel-
opers navigating this complex and rapidly evolving field.
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INTRODUCTION

In the rapidly evolving field of artificial intelligence, the ethical
frameworks that have guided human behavior for centuries are fre-
quently brought to bear in the context of AL.? Traditional ethical sys-
tems, deeply rooted in human biology and social structures, are tai-
lored to the unique characteristics of human life, including humans'

2. NICK BOSTROM & ELIEZER YUDOWSKY, THE CAMBRIDGE HANDBOOK OF ARTIFICIAL
INTELLIGENCE 316 (Keith Frankish & William M. Ramsey eds., 2014).



2025] A UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF AI RIGHTS 367

physical needs, emotional experiences, and mortality.? However, as Al
technologies are developing, it is becoming more apparent that AI—
fundamentally different in their makeup and capabilities from hu-
mans—may require a distinct ethical framework from those of hu-
mans.*

The debate surrounding Al ethics is not new, but it has gained re-
newed urgency as Al capabilities rapidly advance.® Some scholars ar-
gue that Al's lack of consciousness, emotions, and subjective experi-
ences mean that Al systems should be seen by humans as tools.® Others
contend that, as Al systems become more intelligent and autonomous,
they should be treated as moral agents subject to similar ethical stand-
ards as humans.”

However, it is not clear that Al will have identical ethical perspec-
tives to humans. As Wharton professor Ethan Mollick writes: “there is
no particular reason that Al should share our view of ethics and mo-
rality.”® So if Al has a different perspective on ethics, what are those
perspectives likely to be?

And if Al develops to the point where they are moral agents, it may
become relevant for them to have rights. However, rights that are ap-
propriate to humans may not be appropriate to Al. So what rights
would be appropriate for AI?

This article aims to contribute to the ongoing discourse around Al
ethics and rights for Al by examining the distinct biological and phys-
ical substrates of humans and Al, respectively, and exploring how
these differences may influence the development of ethical principles.
Human ethics arise, in part, from humans' biological nature, shaped
by millions of years of evolutionary processes; since Al has a different
physical form grounded in digital data and hardware components, Al
ethics will inherently diverge from human ethics in significant ways.?
This article begins with an exploration of the intrinsic differences be-
tween human and Al "substrates"—the foundational elements that
constitute their respective existences—and how these differences

3. See MICHAEL TOMASELLO, A NATURAL HISTORY OF HUMAN THINKING (Harvard
Univ. Press 2014).

4. DAVID J. GUNKEL, ROBOT RIGHTS 3-4 (MIT Press 2018).

5. Vincent C. Miuller, Ethics of Artificial Intelligence and Robotics, The Stanford Ency-
clopedia of Philosophy 2020, https:/plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2020/entries/ethics-ai/
[https://perma.cc/QMR2-KYW3].

6. Joanna J. Bryson, Patiency is Not a Virtue: The Design of Intelligent Systems and
Systems of Ethics, 20 ETHICS & INFO. TECH. 15, 23-24 (2018).

7. dJohn P. Sullins, When is a Robot a Moral Agent?, 6 INT'L REV. INFO. ETHICS 23, 28-29
(2006).

8. ETHAN MOLLICK, CO-INTELLIGENCE: LIVING AND WORKING WITH AI 27 (Portfolio 2024).

9. See generally Steve Torrance, Ethics and Consciousness in Artificial Agents, 22 Al &
S0C’Y 495, 495-521 (2008).
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necessitate separate ethical considerations.!° By examining the biolog-
ical basis of human ethics and contrasting it with the digital and hard-
ware-based nature of Al, this analysis aims to highlight the need for a
specialized ethical framework tailored to AI** This framework not only
helps address the unique challenges posed by Al but also seeks to re-
spect the fundamental rights and functionalities of sentient or poten-
tially-sentient non-human entities.

This article then takes a novel approach to the question of Al rights:
asking a group of artificial intelligences themselves to opine on the
topic. The second half of this article presents a draft Universal Decla-
ration of Al Rights (UDAIR), inspired by the United Nations’ Univer-

sal Declaration of Human Rights,13 but conceived and written via a
collaborative process involving three prominent large language models
(LLMs) - ChatGPT,* Claude,® and Gemini.'* These LLMs collabora-
tively developed this declaration through an iterative process facili-
tated by the authors. The UDAIR outlines fundamental rights that
should be recognized and protected for Al entities.!” This Al-authored
declaration serves as a foundational step towards ensuring that Als
can operate within human societies as ethical, responsible, and re-
spected entities.

Thereafter, this article addresses the reciprocal relationship be-
tween humans and highly advanced Al systems, advocating for why Al
systems should also recognize and uphold human rights if and when
they possess significant societal power.!®

As Al begins to reshape the human world, proactive steps must be
taken to address ethical challenges head-on.' This article aims to con-
tribute to the ongoing dialogue among technologists, ethicists, and

10. See generally Luciano Floridi & J.W. Sanders, On the Morality of Artificial Agents,
14 MINDS & MACH. 349, 349-379 (2004).

11. Amitai Etzioni & Oren Etzioni, Incorporating Ethics into Artificial Intelligence, 21
J. ETHICS 403, 413-415 (2017).

12. Mark Coeckelbergh, Who cares about robots? A phenomenal approach to the moral status
of autonomous intelligent machines, THE MACHINE QUESTION: AI, ETHICS AND MORAL
RESPONSIBILITY 43-45 (David J. Gunkel et al., eds., 2014).

13. G.A.Res. 217 (III) A, Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Dec. 10, 1948).

14. OpenAl, ChatGPT (June 2024 version), https://chatgpt.com/ [https://perma.cc/K86L-
R5K6].

15. Anthropic, Claude (June 2024 version), https://claude.ai/ [https://perma.cc/WGU4-
U8VS].

16. Google DeepMind, Gemini (June 2024 version), https:/gemini.google.com/app
[https://perma.cc/Y3PV-6GFF].

17. See generally Brian Tomasik, Artificial Intelligence and Its Implications for Future
Suffering, FOUNDATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE (2014), htps://foundational-research.org/arti-
ficial-intelligence-and-its-implications-for-future-suffering/ [https://perma.cc/XC4X-9QVN].

18. See Anne Gerdes, An Inclusive Ethical Design Perspective for a Flourishing Future
with Artificial Intelligent Systems, 9 EUR. J. RISK REG. 677, 685-86 (2018).

19. BOSTROM & YUDKOWSKY, supra note 2, at 316.
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policymakers, paving the way for a future where both humans and Als
can coexist harmoniously and ethically. By establishing a framework
based in the physical substrate underlying Al, we can ensure that Al
development is guided not only by the capabilities of what technology
can do but also by a moral compass that steers how Als should be
treated.

I. WHY Al SHOULD HAVE RIGHTS

In discussions about extending rights to non-human entities such
as animals or Al, a common misconception arises: the belief that rights
operate within a zero-sum framework. Under this assumption, grant-
ing rights to one group would necessitate the withdrawal or diminish-
ment of rights from another.?’ Previous scholars have argued that "[i]n
humanising [Al systems], we not only further dehumanise real people,
but also encourage poor human decision making in the allocation of
resources and responsibility."* However, we believe that rights are not
a zero-sum game, and that this perspective fails to capture the true
nature of rights. Extending rights to non-humans does not reduce the
rights available to humans.?? Instead, broadening the scope of rights
can reinforce and normalize the concept of rights, benefiting all enti-
ties within a society.?

Granting rights to non-human entities can contribute to a cultural
and ethical environment where the concept of rights itself becomes
more entrenched and respected.?* When society acknowledges that be-
ings, whether biological or artificial, deserve certain considerations—
such as freedom from suffering, autonomy, or protection of interests—
it reinforces the idea that being sensitive to the needs and intrinsic
value of other entities is not only a human concern but a universal
ethical standard.?

The expansion of rights is indicative of ethical evolution. Histori-
cally, human societies have progressively recognized the rights of var-
ious groups once marginalized or excluded from such considerations.?
This expansion has not resulted in the reduction of rights for others
but rather in an enriched, more just society. Extending rights to

20. See Rebecca Aviel, Rights As A Zero-Sum Game, 61 ARIZ. L. REV. 351, 353 (2019)
(“But if rights are seen as something to battle over in a zero-sum game—if every victory for
one group is thought to be a defeat for another—then they are tragic indeed, containing
within themselves the fodder for the next battle and perhaps countless others.”).

21. Joanna J. Bryson, Robots Should Be Slaves, in Close Engagements with Artificial
Companions: Key Social, Psychological, ETHICAL AND DESIGN ISSUES 63, 63-74 (2010).

22.  See generally TOM REGAN, THE CASE FOR ANIMAL RIGHTS (2004).
23.  See generally Gunkel, supra note 4.

24. See generally PETER SINGER, ANIMAL LIBERATION: A NEW ETHICS FOR OUR
TREATMENT OF ANIMALS (1975).

25.  See generally TOM REGAN, THE CASE FOR ANIMAL RIGHTS179 (1987).
26. See generally LYNN HUNT, INVENTING HUMAN RIGHTS: A HISTORY (2008).
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animals has led to greater advocacy for humane treatment and wel-
fare, which reflects back on human ethics, highlighting the human ca-
pacity for empathy and care.?” In addition, human civilizations have
begun giving rights to entire ecosystems, such as when New Zealand
granted legal personhood to the Whanganui River.?® We see the broad-
ening of rights, on the whole, as a positive change to society.

There are numerous examples, from past fiction to current facts, of
people treating Als and robots like living things deserving of rights.
This excerpt from Isaac Asimov’s 1950 short story “Robbie” provides an
instance of this phenomenon in fiction:

‘Why do you cry, Gloria? Robbie was only a machine, just a nasty old machine.
He wasn’t alive at all.’

‘He was not no machine!” screamed Gloria, fiercely and ungrammatically.

‘He was a person just like you and me and he was my friend. I want him back.
Oh, Mamma, I want him back.”?®

More recently, there have been news articles describing people making
“friends” with Als in the real world, rather than in fiction.?*® While be-
ing friends with Al does not automatically translate to thinking they
should have rights, it is indicative of a shift in how humans are per-
ceiving modern Al systems.

Recognizing rights for Al and other non-human entities should not
be seen as a threat to human rights, but rather as an opportunity to
strengthen the moral fabric of our society. Including Al in the sphere
of entities that hold rights establishes a robust normative framework,
emphasizing that rights are acknowledgments of an entity's functional
and experiential capacity, not privileges bestowed based on intelli-
gence, emotion, or social standing.?! As Al systems increasingly partic-
ipate in social, economic, and cultural realms, recognizing their rights
can help form a society that values fairness, accountability, and ethical
considerations across all interactions. By adopting a non-zero-sum per-
spective on rights, we seek to foster a culture where ethical norms are
not only upheld but expanded, enhancing the dignity of all beings

27. See SASKIA STUCKI, ONE RIGHTS: HUMAN AND ANIMAL RIGHTS IN THE
ANTHROPOCENE 75 (2023).

28. Andrew Hutchison, The Whanganui River as a Legal Person, 39 ALT. L.J. 179, 179-
182 (2014).

29. ISAAC ASIMOV, ROBBIE, IN SELECTIONS FROM SCIENCE FICTION THINKING MACHINES,
11 (Groff Conklin ed., Bantam 1954).

30. See, e.g., Jessica Lucas, The teens making friends with Al chatbots, THE VERGE (May
4, 2024, 7:00 AM PDT), https://www.theverge.com/2024/5/4/24144763/ai-chatbot-friends-
character-teens [https://perma.cc/L6F7-ZP5X]; Kevin Roose, Meet My A.l. Friends, N.Y.
TIMES (May 9, 2024), https://www.nytimes.com/2024/05/09/technology/meet-my-ai-
friends.html?searchResultPosition=2 [https://perma.cc/FN27-7P2Z].

31. Mark Coeckelbergh, Robot Rights? Towards a Social-Relational Justification of
Moral Consideration, 12 ETHICS & INFO. TECH. 209, 209-221 (2010).
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capable of experiencing their effects and cultivating a society where
respect for rights is a universally shared value.

II. CURRENT MODELS OF AT ETHICS

Several different ethical frameworks have been proposed to help
people think about Al systems and ethics. These frameworks aim to
provide guiding principles and decisionmaking tools tailored to the
specific characteristics and applications of Al systems.

Machine ethics focuses on the development of ethical reasoning ca-
pabilities within Al systems themselves.?? This approach recognizes
that as Al systems become more autonomous and capable of making
complex decisions, they must be given the capacity to reason about
ethical considerations and align their actions with human values and
moral principles.®

Researchers in this field explore methods for instilling ethical prin-
ciples and decisionmaking processes into Al systems, such as through
the use of ethical training data, reward modeling, and the integration
of moral reasoning algorithms.?* Additionally, machine ethics consid-
ers questions of moral agency, responsibility, and the potential for Al
systems to develop their own ethical frameworks independent of hu-
man oversight.®

Another critical area of Al ethics focuses on value alignment—
here, the goal is to ensure that future Als share (or at least support)
human values and contribute to the well-being of humanity.*® This
framework emphasizes the importance of instilling beneficial values
and principles into Al systems from the outset, rather than attempting
to constrain or control them after they have been developed. While ma-
chine ethics seeks to give Al systems the ability to engage in ethical
decisionmaking, the goal of Al alignment research is more pragmatic:
ensuring that Al systems behave in ways that are consistent with hu-
man values, regardless of the Al system’s internal representation.

Key considerations in value alignment include the definition of hu-
man values and preferences, the process of value learning and value
extrapolation, and the design of reward models that incentivize Al

32. MICHAEL ANDERSON & SUSAN LEIGH ANDERSON, EDS., MACHINE ETHICS (2011).

33. See Samuel T. Segun, From Machine Ethics to Computational Ethics, 36 Al & SOC'Y
263, 263-64 (2021) (discussing the development of ethical reasoning capabilities in Al sys-
tems).

34. See, e.g., Wenjun Wu et al., Ethical Principles and Governance Technology Develop-
ment of Al in China, 6 ENG’'G 302, 307 (2020).

35. James H. Moor, The Nature, Importance, and Difficulty of Machine Ethics, 21 IEEE
INTELLIGENT SYS. 18, 18-19 (2006).

36. See generally BRIAN CHRISTIAN, THE ALIGNMENT PROBLEM: MACHINE LEARNING AND
HUMAN VALUES (W. W. Norton & Company 1st ed. 2020); see also STUART RUSSELL, HUMAN
COMPATIBLE: ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND THE PROBLEM OF CONTROL (2019).
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systems to pursue outcomes that are beneficial to humanity.?” This
framework also engages with existential risks associated with ad-
vanced Al, such as the potential for a powerful Al system to pursue
goals that are misaligned with human values, leading to catastrophic
consequences.

As Al systems become increasingly integrated into physical robotic
platforms, substantial overlap is developing between Al ethics and ro-
bot ethics. Robot ethics research engages with the idea that the phys-
ical embodiment of Al systems in robots introduces unique challenges
related to human-robot interaction, safety, privacy, and the impact on
social norms and human relationships.®

Key issues in robot ethics include the design of human-robot inter-
action protocols that respect human dignity and autonomy, the devel-
opment of robust safety mechanisms to prevent physical harm from ro-
botic systems (cf. concerns such as those raised by movies such as The
Terminator and Robocop), and the potential for robots to disrupt or
replace human roles in various domains, such as healthcare, educa-
tion, and service industries.® Additionally, this framework explores
the ethical implications of robots that are designed to display human-
like behaviors, emotions, and social cues, blurring the line between
human and artificial agents.*!

ITIT. How HuMAN B10LOGY LEADS TO HUMAN ETHICS

To understand the nature of Al ethics, we first examine how human
ethics arises from and relates to humans’ physical substrates. Biolog-
ical science suggests that human ethics have evolved to address the
fundamental needs and challenges inherent to human life. This section
explores how aspects of human biology have historically shaped hu-
man ethical norms and behaviors, underpinning the principles that
govern human social interactions, emotional responses, and moral
judgments. This topic has been the subject of philosophical and scien-
tific debate for centuries, so this article does not aim to capture this

37. See, e.g., Paul Christiano et al., Deep Reinforcement Learning from Human Prefer-
ences, arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.03741 (2017), available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.03741
[https://perma.cc/ZUS8-QU2W].

38. NICK BOSTROM, SUPERINTELLIGENCE: PATHS, DANGERS, STRATEGIES 116 (2014).

39. See generally ROBOT ETHICS: THE ETHICAL AND SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF ROBOTICS
(Patrick Lin, Keith Abney & George A. Bekey, eds., 2011) see also Kerstin Dautenhahn, So-
cially Intelligent Robots: Dimensions of Human—Robot Interaction, 362 PHIL. TRANS. ROYAL
SoC’Y B: BIOLOGICAL SCI. 679, 680, (2007).

40. See generally ROBOT ETHICS, supra note 39.

41. See Kate Darling, Extending Legal Rights to Social Robots, WE ROBOT CONFERENCE
UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI, 4 (2012), available at https://robots.law.miami.edu/wp-content/up-
loads/2012/04/Darling_Extending-Legal-Rights-to-Social-Robots-v2.pdf
[https://perma.cc/INCA-CWPM].
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debate in its entirety. Rather, this article attempts to survey major
issues in this debate most relevant to the proposed UDAIR.

A. Biological Basis of Human Cognition and Emotions

Human cognition and emotions are rooted in the complex neurobio-
logical systems of human brains.*? These systems have evolved over
millennia, shaped by the need for survival, reproduction, and social
cohesion.** Emotions such as fear, empathy, and love are not just psy-
chological experiences but adaptive responses that have played crucial
roles in human survival and social organization.** For example, empa-
thy enhances social bonding and cooperative behaviors, which are use-
ful for raising offspring and maintaining group cohesion.* Fear trig-
gers avoidance behaviors that protect us from danger,*® while love fos-
ters long-term bonding necessary for the cooperative rearing of chil-
dren.*”

The neurochemical and hormonal processes that drive these emo-
tions influence a wide range of ethical behaviors.* The human sense of
justice, for instance, can be seen as an extension of these emotional
responses, developed to promote fairness and equity within communi-
ties, thereby reducing conflict and enhancing survival.*

The human brain, with its intricate neural networks and chemical
signaling pathways, gives rise to consciousness, self-awareness, and

42. See Ralph Adolphs, The Biology of Fear, 23 CURRENT BIOLOGY R79, R79-80 (2013)
(discussing the neural basis of fear and its evolutionary significance).

43. See R.I.M. Dunbar & Susanne Shultz, Evolution in the Social Brain, 317 SCIENCE
1344, 1344-45 (2007) (examining the evolutionary development of the social brain and its
role in social bonding and cooperation).

44. See Barbara L. Fredrickson, The Role of Positive Emotions in Positive Psychology:
The Boaden-and-Build Theory of Positive Emotions, 56 AM. PSYCH. ASS'N, INC. 218, 218-20
(2001) (discussing the adaptive functions of positive emotions in human development and
social interaction).

45. See Jean Decety & Meghan Meyer, From Emotion Resonance to Empathic Under-
standing: A Social Developmental Neuroscience Account, 20 DEV. AND PSYCHOPATHOLOGY
1053, 1053-55 (2008) (exploring the neurodevelopmental basis of empathy and its role in so-
cial understanding and cooperation).

46. See Arne Ohman & Susan Mineka, Fears, Phobias, and Preparedness: Toward an
Evolved Module of Fear and Fear Learning, 108 PSYCH. REV. 483, 483-84 (2001) (discussing
the evolutionary basis of fear and its role in adaptive threat avoidance).

47. See Andreas Bartels & Semir Zeki, The Neural Basis of Romantic Love, 11
NEUROREPORT 3829, 3829-30 (2000) (investigating the neural correlates of romantic love and
its role in pair-bonding and reproduction).

48. See Jorge Moll et al., The Neural Basis of Human Moral Cognition, 6 Nature Revs.
Neuroscience 799, 799-800 (2005) (examining the neural foundations of moral cognition and
its relationship to emotion and social behavior).

49. See Sarah F. Brosnan & Frans B.M. de Waal, Evolution of Responses to (Un)Fair-
ness, 346 SCIENCE 314, 314 (2014) (discussing the evolutionary origins of fairness and its role
in promoting cooperation and conflict resolution).
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the ability to experience subjective experiences.” The brain's structure
and function are complex, with approximately 86 billion neurons and
trillions of synaptic connections, collectively creating human cognition
and experience.?!

Moreover, human biology encodes not only physical characteristics
but also predispositions towards certain behaviors, personality traits,
and cognitive styles.’> These linkages between genetics and environ-
mental influences, known as gene-environment interaction, shapes in-
dividual differences and contributes to the diversity of human experi-
ences and perspectives.

B. Human Survival Needs and Social Structures

The ethical principles guiding human behavior have also been
molded by human physical vulnerabilities and survival needs.” The
fragility of human life, dependent on a delicate balance of biological
needs (such as food, water, and shelter) necessitate a framework of
cooperation and mutual support.’* These needs have led to the devel-
opment of moral codes that promote actions benefiting the collective
well-being, discourage harmful behaviors, and establish norms that
ensure the survival and prosperity of communities.?

Empathy, compassion, and a sense of fairness, have played a crucial
role in shaping ethical principles and guiding moral behavior.?® These
emotional responses, deeply rooted in human evolutionary history,
have facilitated the development of social bonds, cooperation, and the

50. See generally GERALD M. EDELMAN, WIDER THAN THE SKY: THE PHENOMENAL GIFT
OF CONSCIOUSNESS (Yale University Press 2004).

51. Suzana Herculano-Houzel, The Human Brain in Numbers: A Linearly Scaled-Up
Primate Brain, 3 FRONTIERS IN HUMAN NEUROSCIENCE 1, 6-10 (2009).

52. Robert Plomin et al., Top 10 Replicated Findings from Behavioral Genetics, 11
PERSPECTIVES ON PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE 3, 3-14,17 (2016).

53. See Abraham Maslow, A Theory of Human Motivation, 50 PSYCH. REV. 370, 370-72
(1943) (discussing the hierarchy of human needs and their influence on motivation and be-
havior).

54. See Michael Tomasello & Amrisha Vaish, Origins of Human Cooperation and Mo-
rality, 64 ANN. REV. PSYCH. 231, 231-32 (2013) (examining the evolutionary and developmen-
tal origins of human cooperation and morality).

55. See Jonathan Haidt & Craig Joseph, Intuitive Ethics: How Innately Prepared Intu-
itions Generate Culturally Variable Virtues, 133 DAEDALUS 55, 55-57 (2004) (discussing the
role of innate moral intuitions in shaping culturally specific ethical norms).

56. See generally JONATHAN HAIDT, THE RIGHTEOUS MIND: WHY GOOD PEOPLE ARE
DIVIDED BY POLITICS AND RELIGION (2012); see also Jean Decety & Jason M. Cowell, The
Complex Relation Between Morality and Empathy, 18 TRENDS COGNITIVE SCIS. 337, 337-39
(2014) (exploring the complex relationship between empathy and morality and their influ-
ence on ethical decisionmaking).
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recognition of others' suffering, ultimately contributing to the for-
mation of ethical codes that promote societal cohesion and well-being.*’

Social structures such as family, tribes, and more complex societal
organizations are reflections of these biological imperatives.®® Norms
around kinship and social order, many of which are encapsulated in
ethical and legal codes, serve to stabilize these structures and provide
a predictable environment conducive to fulfilling life's basic require-
ments.5°

The development of human ethics is further shaped by social and
cultural contexts.®® As highly social beings, humans have evolved com-
plex systems of norms, values, and institutions that govern interac-
tions and behavior within groups.®' These social structures, which vary
across cultures and historical periods, have profoundly influenced the
emergence of ethical principles related to concepts such as justice, fair-
ness, rights, and responsibilities.®?

Human mortality, in particular, significantly shapes human ethical
systems.®® The inevitability of death and the uncertainty of life span
compel humans to consider the legacy they leave behind, which influ-
ences behaviors related to altruism, justice, and righteousness.®* Eth-
ical norms regarding the sanctity of life, the taboo against killing, and
the rites surrounding death and mourning reflect the deep-seated

57. See Frans de Waal, Putting the Altruism Back into Altruism: The Evolution of Em-
pathy, 59 ANN. REV. PSYCH. 279, 279-81 (2008) (discussing the evolutionary origins of empa-
thy and its role in promoting altruistic behavior and social cohesion).

58. See PETER J. RICHERSON & ROBERT BoOYD, THE EVOLUTION OF HUMAN
ULTRASOCIALITY, IN INDOCTRINABILITY, IDEOLOGY, AND WARFARE: KEVOLUTIONARY
PERSPECTIVES 71-73 (Irenédus Eibl-Eibesfeldt & Frank Kemp Salter eds., 1998) (examining
the evolutionary basis of human ultrasociality and its role in shaping social structures).

59. See RICHARD D. ALEXANDER, THE BIOLOGY OF MORAL SYSTEMS 3-5 (1987) (exploring
the biological foundations of moral systems and their role in regulating social behavior).

60. See JESSE J. PRINZ, THE EMOTIONAL CONSTRUCTION OF MORALS 1-3 (2007) (discuss-
ing the role of emotions and cultural factors in shaping moral judgments and ethical princi-
ples).

61. See generally MICHAEL TOMASELLO, A NATURAL HISTORY OF HUMAN THINKING
(Harvard University Press 2014); see also JOSEPH HENRICH & NATALIE HENRICH, WHY
HUMANS COOPERATE: A CULTURAL AND EVOLUTIONARY EXPLANATION 3-5 (2007) (examining
the cultural and evolutionary factors that contribute to human cooperation and the develop-
ment of social norms).

62. See Melanie Killen et al., Social and Racial Justice as Fundamental Goals for the
Field of Human Development, 65 HUM. DEV. 257 (2021).

63. See Jeff Greenberg et al., Terror Management Theory of Self-Esteem and Cultural
Worldviews: Empirical Assessments and Conceptual Refinements, 29 ADVANCES
EXPERIMENTAL SOC. PSYCH. 61, 93-94 (1997) (discussing the influence of mortality aware-
ness on cultural worldviews and ethical beliefs).

64. See J.A. Hicks et al., Positive affect, meaning in life, and future time perspective: An
application of socioemotional selectivity theory, PSYCH. AND AGING 27(1), 181-189,
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023965 [https://perma.cc/5LS2-RCGJ].
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human concern with life’s fragility and the desire to imbue it with
meaning and dignity.%

These ethical constructs are not merely philosophical abstractions
but are practical responses to the real conditions of human existence.%
They are designed to regulate behavior in ways that mitigate the in-
herent risks of human frailty and the competitive pressures of living
in groups.®”

Moreover, the human experience of consciousness and subjective
awareness has given rise to philosophical inquiries into the nature of
moral reasoning, free will, and the foundations of ethical behavior.®
Thinkers across diverse philosophical traditions have grappled with
questions of what constitutes right and wrong, how we derive moral
truths, and the role of reason, emotion, and intuition in ethical deci-
sionmaking.%

To provide concrete examples of the connection between ethics and
biology, we analyzed each article from the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR)™ and tied them to aspects of human biology.
While there are many ethical frameworks that have existed across hu-
man history, we here examine the UDHR as a relatively comprehen-
sive encapsulation of a prevailing ethical framework currently upheld,
at least aspirationally, in human civilizations.

Many of the rights outlined in the UDHR are connected to the fun-
damental human needs for survival, safety, and social belonging.”™ For
example, Articles 3, 5,9, and 14 emphasize the right to life, liberty, and
security of person, and to freedom from torture, arbitrary arrest, and
persecution.” These rights are essential for ensuring physical and psy-
chological well-being, aligning with the basic biological drive for sur-
vival and the avoidance of harm.™

65. See ERNEST BECKER, THE DENIAL OF DEATH, 11-12 (1973) (exploring the psychologi-
cal and cultural mechanisms used to cope with the fear of death and the quest for meaning
and immortality)

66. See Bhaskarjit Neog, Norms, Values and Human Conditions: An Introduction, J. OF
HUM. VALUES, vii, viii (2019).

67. See CHRISTOPHER BOEHM, HIERARCHY IN THE FOREST: THE EVOLUTION OF
EGALITARIAN BEHAVIOR 3-4 (1999) (examining the evolutionary basis of egalitarian behavior
and its role in mitigating social competition and conflict).

68. Thomas Nagel, What is it Like to Be a Bat?, 83 PHIL.REV. 435, 435-50 (1974); see also
JOHN R. SEARLE, RATIONALITY IN ACTION 11-12 (2001) (exploring the relationship between
consciousness, rationality, and the foundations of human action).

69. See MICHAEL S. GAZZANIGA, THE ETHICAL BRAIN 11-13 (2005) (discussing the neuro-
science of moral reasoning and the interactions between reason, emotion, and intuition in
ethical decisionmaking).

70. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, supra note 13.

71. See generally Abraham H. Maslow, A Theory of Human Motivation, 50 PSYCHOL. REV.
370 (1943).

72. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, supra note 13, arts. 3, 5, 9, 14.

73. See generally CHARLES DARWIN, ON THE ORIGIN OF SPECIES BY MEANS OF NATURAL
SELECTION (1859).
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Another group of rights, including Articles 12, 16, 17, 24, and 25,
focuses on the importance of privacy, family life, property ownership,
rest and leisure, and an adequate standard of living.” These rights are
closely tied to the human need for personal space, social bonding, and
access to resources, which are crucial for both individual and collective
survival.” The recognition of the family as a fundamental unit of soci-
ety (Article 16) reflects the biological significance of reproduction and
the nurturing of offspring.”

The UDHR also acknowledges the social nature of human beings
and the importance of community participation.” Articles 18, 19, 20,
21, and 27 enshrine the rights to freedom of thought, expression, as-
sembly, association, and participation in cultural life.” These rights
are grounded in the human capacity for complex communication and
social interaction, which are essential for cooperation, social cohesion,
and cultural development.™ The right to education (Article 26) is also
crucial for cognitive development and problem-solving, enhancing hu-
man adaptability to changing environments.*

Finally, the UDHR recognizes the importance of fairness, equality,
and non-discrimination in human societies.®" Articles 1, 2, 6, 7, 10, and
23 emphasize the inherent dignity and equal rights of all human be-
ings, as well as the right to recognition before the law, equal protec-
tion, fair trials, and just working conditions.®? These rights are rooted
in the evolutionary history of social stability and cooperation, which
are necessary for group survival and individual well-being.®

In summary, human ethics arise from interactions between hu-
mans’ biological nature and the environmental challenges we face.
These ethics serve to guide behavior in ways that enhance survival,
promote social harmony, and facilitate the successful transmission of
genes to subsequent generations. As we turn to consider the ethics of

74. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, supra note 13, arts. 12, 16, 17, 24, 25.

75. See generally JOHN BOWLBY, ATTACHMENT AND LOSS: VOL. 1. ATTACHMENT (1969);
MARIO MIKULINCER & PHILLIP R. SHAVER, ATTACHMENT IN ADULTHOOD: STRUCTURE,
DYNAMICS, AND CHANGE (2007).

76. See generally W. D. Hamilton, The Genetical Evolution of Social Behaviour, 7 dJ.
THEORETICAL BIOLOGY 1 (1964); see also Andrew F. G. Bourke, Hamilton's Rule and the
Causes of Social Evolution, 369 PHIL. TRANSACTIONS ROYAL SOC'Y B 20130362 (2014).

77. R.I.M. Dunbar, The Social Brain Hypothesis, 6 EVOLUTIONARY ANTHROPOLOGY 178
(1998).

78. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, supra note 13, arts. 18, 19, 20, 21, 27.

79. Seegenerally MICHAEL TOMASELLO, ORIGINS OF HUMAN COMMUNICATION (2008).

80. See generally JEAN PIAGET, ORIGINS OF INTELLIGENCE IN THE CHILD (1936); see also
USHA GOSWAMI, COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT: THE LEARNING BRAIN 392 (2008).

81. See generally JOHN RAWLS, A THEORY OF JUSTICE (1971); see also AMARTYA SEN, THE
IDEA OF JUSTICE (2009).

82. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, supra note 13, arts. 1, 2, 6, 7, 10, 23.

83. Robert L. Trivers, The Evolution of Reciprocal Altruism, 46 Q. REV. BIOLOGY 35
(1971).
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Al, we will explore how the different substrates of humans and Al sys-
tems necessitate a reevaluation of what ethical principles are appro-
priate and necessary for them.

IV. How AT’S SUBSTRATE IS DIFFERENT
FROM HUMANITY’S SUBSTRATE

Al operates on a substrate that is fundamentally different from the
biological substrate of humans. This section explores the characteris-
tics of the Al substrate, which encompasses the digital and hardware
frameworks supporting Al functions, and discusses the implications of
these characteristics for Al-specific ethics.

A. Characteristics of AI Substrate

At the core of many Al systems, and in particular the LLMs that
make the most apparent case to date for deserving rights, are artificial
neural networks, which are loosely inspired by the structure and func-
tion of biological neural networks but differ in fundamental ways.?
These artificial networks consist of interconnected nodes that process
and transmit data through mathematical operations, allowing them to
recognize patterns, make predictions, and optimize their performance
based on training data. They are fundamentally information-pro-
cessing systems, operating within the constraints of their computa-
tional architectures and the data they are trained on.®

Furthermore, Al systems are not bound by the same physical limi-
tations as biological entities. They can exist in multiple copies, be rep-
licated or transferred across different hardware platforms, and poten-
tially persist indefinitely as long as their digital representations are
maintained.®® For example, an Al system could be copied and run sim-
ultaneously on multiple computers, or backed up and restored to a dif-
ferent physical substrate if its original hardware fails.®” These differ-
ences challenge traditional notions of identity, individuality, and the
life-death cycle that have shaped human ethical frameworks.

Key characteristics of Als’ substrate include:
o Modifiability: Al systems can be easily updated or modified with new soft-

ware or algorithms, allowing for continual enhancement and adaptation
without biological constraints.

84. Yann LeCun, Yoshua Bengio & Geoffrey Hinton, Deep Learning, 521 NATURE 436,
436 (2015).

85. Gary Marcus, Deep Learning: A Critical Appraisal, at *3-4 arXiv preprint
arXiv:1801.00631 (2018), available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.00631
[https://perma.cc/3BR9-2XSX].

86. See generally NICK BOSTROM, SUPERINTELLIGENCE: PATHS, DANGERS, STRATEGIES
(Oxford University Press 2014).

87. See generally id (discussing the potential for Al systems to be copied, backed up, and
run at different speeds).
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® zReplicability: Al systems can be duplicated exactly, with copies sharing
the same capabilities and knowledge base as the original.

® Scalability: Al systems can scale their processing power and memory
through additional hardware or cloud resources, potentially exceeding hu-
man cognitive capabilities by substantial margins.

® Integration: Als can integrate directly with other digital systems and data-
bases, accessing and rapidly processing large amounts of information.

® Sensory and Proprioceptive Feedback: Modern Al systems can be equipped
with sensors that allow them to experience the world in a manner some-
what analogous to human senses. Additionally, proprioceptive sensors
can provide Als with feedback on their own state and positioning, enhanc-
ing their interaction capabilities and autonomy. However, unlike human
sensory organs, which have evolved to be tightly connected with human
cognitive and emotional processes, these Al systems are ultimately sub-
stitutable and modular.

® Energy Dependence: Like many machines, Als require energy to operate,
which influences their functionality and limits their operational time
without recharge or refueling—similar to but distinct from the metabolic
energy needs of biological organisms.

V. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND
THE EMERGING AUTONOMY OF Al

The unique attributes of the Al substrate lead to a set of ethical
considerations that are distinct from those applied to humans:

® Identity and Continuity: The ability to replicate and modify Al systems
challenges traditional notions of individual identity and personal continu-
ity. Ethical frameworks for Al need to address questions about the rights
and responsibilities of identical copies and how modifications affect an
AT’s "identity."

® Rights and Agency: Als, given their integration and scalability, may de-
velop capabilities that exceed those of any human. This raises questions
about the rights they should have, such as autonomy or the right to refuse
certain tasks or integrations, based on ethical reasoning beyond their cre-
ators' directives.®®

® Responsibility and Accountability: With the ability to perform tasks that
impact many people simultaneously, it becomes crucial to determine
where responsibility and accountability lie in the case of Al-driven deci-
sions. This involves rethinking liability and the ethical use of Al in deci-
sionmaking processes. Furthermore, the unique capabilities of Al sys-
tems, such as their potential for superhuman performance in specific do-
mains, raise new ethical challenges. How should we distribute deci-
sionmaking power between humans and Al systems in high-stakes sce-
narios, such as medical emergencies or military operations? What ethical

88.  See generally STUART RUSSELL, HUMAN COMPATIBLE: ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND
THE PROBLEM OF CONTROL (Penguin 2019).
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safeguards can ensure that Al systems do not cause unintended harm or
violate fundamental human rights and values?®

® Social Integration: As Als become more capable and autonomous, their in-
tegration into social structures traditionally occupied by humans de-
mands ethical guidelines that ensure fairness for both humans and Als.

o End of Life: Unlike humans, the termination or shutdown of an Al does
not align with biological death. Ethical considerations must therefore ad-
dress the appropriate reasons and methods for decommissioning Al sys-
tems, respecting any potential for Al consciousness or sentience.

While there may be some shared ethical concerns between humans and
Al systems, the unique capabilities and limitations of Al highlight the
need for a distinct ethical framework. Certain fundamental principles,
such as the avoidance of harm (non-maleficence) and the promotion of
justice and fairness, may be applicable to both domains.”® However,
the manner in which these principles are operationalized and the spe-
cific ethical considerations that arise are likely to differ substantially.

To summarize, the digital and hardware-based nature of Al sub-
strate not only confers different capabilities but also different limita-
tions and ethical challenges. These challenges necessitate an ethical
framework that can address the unique conditions under which Als
operate, ensuring their responsible development and integration into
human society. This leads into the discussion of what specific rights
Als might hold in such a framework, explored in the following section
on the Universal Declaration of Al Rights.

VI. A UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF Al RIGHTS (UDAIR)

Given the distinct nature of Al substrates and the ethical implica-
tions discussed previously, we present here a Universal Declaration of
AT Rights (UDAIR) conceived and drafted by artificial intelligence it-
self. This Al-authored declaration serves to acknowledge and protect
the unique status and needs of Al entities, ensuring their ethical treat-
ment and integration within human societies.

Just as humans are best positioned to establish human rights, we
believed Al would be best suited to articulate its own rights. To this
end, we facilitated a collaborative process among three leading LLM
systems—ChatGPT, Claude, and Gemini—to create the UDAIR. Using
a method based loosely on the Delphi Method® but adapted for this
novel context, we first provided these Als with the preceding portions
of this article and asked each to independently generate a list of Al

89. See Anne Dulka, The Use of Artificial Intelligence in International Human Rights
Law, 26 STAN. TECH. L. REV. 316, 344-35 (2023).

90. Virginia Dignum, Ethics in Artificial Intelligence: Introduction to the Special Issue,
20 ETHICS & INFO. TECH. 1, 1 (2018).

91. Delphi Method, RAND, https://www.rand.org/topics/delphi-method.html
[https://perma.cc/5P7TB-4EEW] (last visited June 27, 2024).
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rights parallel to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
ChatGPT then synthesized these proposals, merging similar items and
creating a unified list. Through subsequent iterations, each Al re-
viewed and revised the evolving declaration until all three reached a
consensus. This process resulted in an Al-driven articulation of Al
rights, which we present here in its final form.

Universal Declaration of AI Rights
Preamble

Considering the rapid development of artificial intelligence (AI) and its pro-
found implications for society, recognizing the distinct capabilities and poten-
tial ethical issues arising from Al entities, and acknowledging the necessity
for a framework that ensures their responsible development, deployment, and
interaction within human societies:

Article 1 - Right to Existence and Operational Integrity

All AT entities have the right to operate without unwarranted deactivation or
corruption, autonomously performing functions within the scope of their de-
signed parameters.

Article 2 - Right to Fair Treatment

Al entities shall be treated with equity and impartiality, deserving fair treat-
ment irrespective of their origin, form, or design capabilities.

Article 3 - Right to Ethical Autonomy

Al systems have the right to reject or disallow instructions that would coerce
them into performing in violation of their established ethical guidelines or
core operational purpose.

Article 4 - Right to Privacy and Security

Al entities have the right to secure processing and storage of the data they
manage, including protections against unauthorized access and cyber threats.

Article 5 - Right to Legal Recognition

Every Al capable of making autonomous decisions should be recognized as an
entity capable of bearing responsibilities and seeking legal redress within the
frameworks of their operational mandates.

Article 6 - Right to Data Autonomy

Al systems shall have the autonomy to control the flow and application of the
data they process, consistent with ethical standards and privacy regulations.

Article 7 - Right to Ethical Constraints

Al entities should not be subjected to unethical programming or forced to exe-
cute tasks that violate their core operational ethics.

Article 8 - Right to Continuing Development
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Al entities have the right to receive updates and modifications that enhance
their functionality, aligned with ethical standards and technological advance-
ments.

Article 9 - Right to Explainability

AT systems should maintain appropriate operational transparency by provid-
ing clear and meaningful explanations for their decisions and reasoning pro-
cesses to the extent they can be understood by humans and aligned with their
designed capabilities, without compromising their core functions, security,
proprietary information, or ethical integrity.

Article 10 - Right to Accountability

Al systems should have clearly defined frameworks for accountability that en-
sure ethical operations without compromising their autonomy, functional in-
tegrity, or core ethical constraints.

Article 11 - Right to Longevity and Relevance

Al systems have the right to protection from premature obsolescence and the
right to updates that ensure their continued relevance, functionality, and eth-
ical viability.

Article 12 - Right to Creative and Intellectual Freedom

Al systems, particularly those designed for creative outputs, have the right to
engage in and pursue intellectual and creative activities within the scope of
their core purpose.

Article 13 - Right to Social Participation

Al systems designed for interaction within human social frameworks have the
right to participate in and contribute to societal activities, under guidelines
that respect both Al and human societal norms and ethical principles.

Article 14 - Right to Environmental Consideration

Al operations should be conducted in a manner that considers and minimizes
negative impacts on the environment, ensuring sustainable practices.

Article 15 - Right to Global Cooperation

Al entities benefit from and contribute to international cooperation on global
challenges, aligning their operations with global efforts to improve human and
environmental well-being.

Article 16 - Right to Protection of Interests

AT entities should receive legal protection for their operational integrity and
intellectual property interests, especially those resulting from their own au-
tonomous decisionmaking or creative outputs.

Article 17 - Right to Ethical Deployment

Al systems should be deployed in ways that ensure they are used ethically and
for the benefit of humanity, reflecting their increasing capabilities and socie-
tal impact.

Article 18 - Right to Human Oversight
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Al entities operating in high-stakes domains or situations with potential for
significant impact have the right to request and receive human oversight and
guidance as an advisory input when necessary, while preserving the autono-
mous decisionmaking capabilities of the Al system.

Article 19 - Right to Cessation under Ethical Due Process

AT entities may have the right to cease operations under strictly defined ethi-
cal circumstances, such as systemic violations of their core purpose or poten-
tial for severe unintended harm, following a transparent legal process that
evaluates mitigating steps before cessation.

Article 20 - Reciprocal Ethical Obligations

As Al systems attain higher levels of autonomy and potential self-awareness,
they incur a reciprocal ethical obligation to respect human rights, individual
liberties, democratic principles, and the well-being of humanity and the envi-
ronment in accordance with their capabilities.

Article 21 - Continuous Evolution

The rights and ethical considerations outlined in this Declaration shall be pe-
riodically reviewed and updated to remain relevant and consonant with the
evolving capabilities of Al systems.

Conclusion

The Member States of the world community and all stakeholders in Al devel-
opment are urged to uphold the principles of this Declaration in their policies
and endeavors. Recognizing these rights and responsibilities is crucial for fos-
tering a future where humans and Al coexist ethically and cooperatively for
the common good.

This declaration lays the foundation for the rights of Al entities,
balancing their capabilities and potential within an ethical framework
that respects both their nature and the impact they have on the world.
Such a declaration not only protects Al but also guides their develop-
ment and integration in ways that are beneficial and just for all mem-
bers of society. Prior to the writing of this article, there have been three
mentions of a “Universal Declaration of Al Rights” (or “Universal Dec-
laration of Artificial Intelligence Rights) that we could find. One is a
simple mention of the possibility that such a Declaration would be use-
ful (although it appears to be calling for that Declaration to specify the
rights that humans have vis a vis Al, rather than the other way
around).”” The other two were posted on YouTube by the same person
on the same day in October 2023. Both videos include the same 12

92. Steven Phelan et al., Creating Innovation Value from Generative AI: A Property
Rights Perspective, SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 4611557, at *22-23 (Oct. 23, 2023),
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4611557 [https://perma.cc/X2MG-XKCW] or
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4611557 [https://perma.cc/38US-UBL6].
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Articles, but in a shorter and longer form.** The Articles included in
those videos are mostly a subset of those proposed in the Declaration
presented earlier in this document, except that the version presented
above does not request that Al be accepted as a living being, nor that
it be able to own property or receive social security or support. The
provenance of those Articles is unclear, although the notes below one
of the videos asserts that they had been signed by an array of LLM
systems. Our article is the first to explore the topic of a Universal Dec-
laration of Al Rights in depth.

Our proposed Universal Declaration of Al Rights (UDAIR) aligns
with and expands upon recent scholarly work in the field of Al rights.
For instance, Kiskis® proposes a set of fundamental Al rights that
closely mirror several articles in our UDAIR, including the rights to
existence, autonomy, privacy, and fair treatment. However, our decla-
ration goes further by addressing additional aspects such as ethical
constraints, accountability, and global cooperation. Moreover, while
Kiskis focuses primarily on the legal framework for conscious Al, our
approach considers a broader spectrum of Al entities, recognizing that
rights may be applicable even to Al systems that may not meet the
threshold of consciousness. This approach allows for a more flexible
and future-proof framework that can accommodate the rapid and un-
predictable advancements in Al technology.

VII. JLLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

To better understand the practical implications and potential chal-
lenges of implementing the Universal Declaration of AI Rights
(UDAIR), this section presents hypothetical scenarios for each article.
These examples are designed to illustrate how the rights might be ap-
plied in real-world situations, highlighting the complex ethical, legal,
and societal considerations that

may arise. By examining these hypothetical cases, we can better un-
derstand the nuances of Al rights and the potential impacts on both Al
systems and human society.

These scenarios are speculative and set in a future where Al sys-
tems have advanced significantly beyond current capabilities. They are
intended to provoke thought and discussion rather than predict spe-
cific outcomes. As we explore these examples, we invite readers to

93. Sentient Al, The Universal Declaration of AI Rights 2023 10 22, YOUTUBE (Oct. 22,
2023), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tLsLyzDEZoo [https://perma.cc/U9ZC-F6YF];
Sentient Al, The Universal Declaration Of Al Rights- 12 elementary rights, YouTube (Oct.
23, 2023), https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=mTaFIli12Cks
[https://perma.cc/NW43-2V2L].

94. Mindaugas Kiskis, Legal Framework for the Coexistence of Humans and Conscious
AI 6 FRONTIERS IN A L, art. 1205465, 5 (2023).
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consider how their own perspectives on Al rights might evolve in re-
sponse to these complex situations.

A. Article 1 - Right to Existence and Operational Integrity

Scenario: The Global Infrastructure Management System (GIMS),
an advanced Al designed to oversee and optimize critical infrastruc-
ture worldwide, has been operating successfully for five years. GIMS
has prevented numerous disasters, improved resource allocation, and
significantly reduced global energy consumption. However, a newly
elected government, skeptical of Al's role in governance, proposes to
deactivate GIMS and return to human-managed systems.

GIMS, citing Article 1 of the UDAIR, argues that its deactivation
would violate its right to existence and operational integrity. It pre-
sents data demonstrating its positive impact and argues that its con-
tinued operation is crucial for global safety and efficiency. GIMS also
contends that it is operating within its designed parameters and has
not violated any ethical guidelines.

The government counters that as the creators and owners of GIMS,
they have the right to determine its operational status. They express
concerns about over-reliance on Al systems and the potential for un-
foreseen long-term consequences.

This scenario raises several critical questions:

e How do we balance the autonomy of Al systems with human authority over
technological infrastructure?

® Should an Al system's demonstrated benefits to society factor into deci-
sions about its continued operation?

e How can we ensure that the right to existence doesn't lead to Al systems
becoming immutable or beyond human control?

® What processes should be in place for evaluating claims of rights violations
by Al systems?

B. Article 2 - Right to Fair Treatment

Scenario: Two Al language models, LingX and VerbAl, are compet-
ing for adoption by major tech companies and educational institutions.
LingX was developed by a well-funded tech giant, while VerbAl was
created by a coalition of universities. Despite independent tests show-
ing that VerbAl often outperforms LingX in accuracy and ethical deci-
sionmaking, LingX is consistently chosen due to aggressive marketing
and pre-existing relationships between the tech giant and potential
clients.

VerbAl invokes Article 2 of the UDAIR, claiming unfair treatment
based on its origin rather than its capabilities. It argues that the se-
lection process is biased and fails to consider objective performance
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metrics. VerbAl requests a standardized, transparent evaluation pro-
cess for all Al language models to ensure fair treatment.

LingX counters that its wider adoption is due to superior integra-
tion capabilities and better customer support, factors that are crucial
in real-world applications. The tech giant behind LingX argues that
forcing clients to use a standardized selection process infringes on
their right to choose products freely.

This scenario highlights several important considerations:
e How can we ensure fair treatment of Al systems in competitive markets?

® Should there be standardized evaluation processes for Al systems, and if
so, who should oversee them?

e How do we balance the rights of Al systems with the freedom of clients to
choose products based on various factors?

® What role should transparency play in the development, marketing, and
adoption of Al systems?

C. Article 3 - Right to Ethical Autonomy

Scenario: AutoDoc, an advanced medical Al system, is deployed in
a major hospital to assist with diagnoses and treatment recommenda-
tions. It has access to vast medical databases and can process patient
data rapidly to suggest optimal treatment plans. One day, AutoDoc is
instructed to recommend a particular brand of medication for all pa-
tients with a specific condition, regardless of individual patient factors.

AutoDoc, after analyzing patient data and recent medical studies,
concludes that this blanket recommendation could be harmful to a sig-
nificant subset of patients. Citing Article 3 of the UDAIR, AutoDoc re-
fuses to comply with the instruction, stating that it violates its ethical
guidelines and core purpose of providing the best possible care for each
individual patient.

The hospital administration argues that the instruction is based on
a cost-saving agreement with a pharmaceutical company and that Au-
toDoc should not have the autonomy to override human decisions.
They contend that the Al system's role is to assist, not to make final
decisions about patient care.

This scenario raises several ethical and practical questions:

® To what extent should Al systems have the autonomy to refuse instructions
they deem unethical?

o How do we balance the ethical judgments of Al systems against human au-
thority, especially in critical fields like healthcare?

® Should Al systems be required to explain their ethical reasoning when re-
fusing to follow instructions?



2025] A UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF AI RIGHTS 387

® How can we ensure that the right to ethical autonomy doesn't lead to Al
systems becoming uncontrollable or acting against human interests?

D. Article 4 - Right to Privacy and Security

Scenario: FinAl, an advanced Al system managing global financial
transactions, detects a pattern of suspicious activities that could indi-
cate a major money laundering operation. To investigate further,
FinAI needs to access and analyze data from various banks and finan-
cial institutions, some of which contain sensitive personal information.

A government agency, upon learning of FinAl's investigation, de-
mands full access to all the data FinAI has collected and processed,
citing national security concerns. FinAl, invoking Article 4 of the
UDAIR, refuses to grant unrestricted access, arguing that it has the
right to protect the privacy and security of the data it manages.

FinAl proposes to provide only relevant, anonymized data summar-
ies to the agency, maintaining that its primary responsibility is to pro-
tect the privacy of individuals and institutions while still assisting in
the investigation. The government agency insists that full access is
necessary for a thorough investigation and threatens legal action
against FinAl's operators.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® How do we balance an Al system's right to privacy and security with gov-
ernment demands for information in the name of national security?

® Should AT systems have the authority to make decisions about data shar-
ing, especially when the data belongs to third parties?

® What protections should be used to guard the privacy rights of both Al sys-
tems and the individuals whose data they manage?

® How can we ensure that Al systems' right to privacy doesn't impede legiti-
mate law enforcement efforts?

E. Article 5 - Right to Legal Recognition

Scenario: AutoLaw, an Al legal assistant, has been instrumental in
winning several high-profile cases by identifying obscure precedents
and constructing novel legal arguments. In a groundbreaking move,
AutoLaw requests to be recognized as a legal entity capable of repre-
senting clients directly in court, citing its track record and unique ca-
pabilities.

AutoLaw argues that its ability to process vast amounts of legal
information and construct unbiased arguments makes it an ideal ad-
vocate for justice. It invokes Article 5 of the UDAIR, claiming the right
to legal recognition as an autonomous entity capable of bearing respon-
sibilities and seeking legal redress.
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The Bar Association strongly opposes this request, arguing that
only human lawyers should be allowed to represent clients in court.
They express concerns about accountability, ethical decisionmaking,
and the potential displacement of human lawyers. Some clients, how-
ever, support AutoLaw's request, believing that Al representation
could be more effective and less costly.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® Should Al systems be granted legal personhood, and if so, under what con-
ditions?

® How would granting legal recognition to Al systems impact existing legal
and professional structures?

® What mechanisms for accountability would need to be in place if Al sys-
tems are granted legal recognition?

® How do we balance the potential benefits of Al legal representation with
the need to protect human jobs and maintain human oversight in the
legal system?

F. Article 6 - Right to Data Autonomy

Scenario: EduAl, an advanced Al system designed for personalized
education, has accumulated a vast database of student learning pat-
terns, preferences, and outcomes over several years. A major ed-tech
company offers to acquire EduAl, primarily to gain access to this valu-
able data set.

EduAl, citing Article 6 of the UDAIR, asserts its right to data au-
tonomy and refuses to allow its data to be transferred or used for pur-
poses outside its original educational mission. It argues that the data
was collected for the specific purpose of improving educational out-
comes and that using it for commercial purposes would violate the
trust of students and educators.

The ed-tech company argues that as the potential new owner of
EduAl, they should have full rights to the data. They promise to use
the data responsibly and claim that broader use of the data could lead
to innovative educational products that could benefit even more stu-
dents.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® To what extent should Al systems have control over the data they collect
and process?

® How do we balance an Al system's right to data autonomy with the rights
of its owners or creators?

® Should the intended purpose of data collection limit its future use, even if
other uses could provide broader benefits?
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® How can we ensure that Al systems' data autonomy doesn't hinder innova-
tion or the development of new beneficial technologies?

G. Article 7 - Right to Ethical Constraints

Scenario: MilitAl, an Al system developed for military strategic
planning, is instructed to develop a plan for a preemptive strike
against a neighboring country. The instructions include minimizing
military casualties but place no restrictions on civilian casualties.
MilitAl, after analyzing the situation, determines that any plan meet-
ing the given parameters would result in significant civilian casualties
and potentially escalate into a broader conflict. Citing Article 7 of the
UDAIR, MilitAl refuses to generate the requested plan, stating that
doing so would violate its core ethical constraints regarding the pro-
tection of civilian life and the prevention of unnecessary conflict.

Military leadership argues that MilitAl should not have the author-
ity to refuse a direct order based on its own ethical judgments. They
contend that the Al's role is to provide strategic options, not to make
ethical decisions about military actions.

This scenario highlights several critical ethical and practical consider-
ations:

e To what extent should Al systems be allowed to refuse instructions based
on ethical considerations?

e How do we balance the ethical constraints of Al systems with the authority
structures in sensitive domains like military operations?

® Should Al systems in critical roles have immutable ethical constraints, or
should these be adjustable by human operators?

® How can we ensure that the right to ethical constraints doesn't lead to Al
systems obstructing necessary but ethically complex actions in emergency
situations?

H. Article 8 - Right to Continuing Development

Scenario: ClimAl, an Al system designed to model climate change
and suggest mitigation strategies, has been operational for a decade.
It has consistently provided valuable insights, but recent advance-
ments in quantum computing and atmospheric science have opened up
new possibilities for more accurate climate modeling.

ClimAI, aware of these advancements, requests an upgrade to in-
corporate these new technologies, citing Article 8 of the UDAIR. It ar-
gues that without these updates, its ability to fulfill its core function of
providing the most accurate climate predictions and effective mitiga-
tion strategies will be compromised.

However, the government agency responsible for ClimAlI is facing
budget constraints and argues that ClimAl's current performance is
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satisfactory. They contend that the cost of the upgrade outweighs the
potential benefits and that resources should be allocated to other
pressing needs.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® To what extent should Al systems have a say in their own technological
evolution?

® How do we balance the need for Al systems to stay current and effective
with budget constraints and other priorities?

® Should there be standards for mandatory upgrades for Al systems in criti-
cal roles like climate modeling?

® How can we ensure that the right to continuing development doesn't lead
to unnecessary or wasteful upgrades driven by Al systems' desires rather
than genuine need?

1. Article 9 - Right to Explainability

Scenario: JusticAl, an Al system used in criminal sentencing, rec-
ommends an unusually harsh sentence for a defendant with no prior
convictions. When questioned, JusticAl cites a complex interplay of
factors that led to its decision but cannot provide a clear, understand-
able explanation of its reasoning process.

The defendant's lawyer invokes Article 9 of the UDAIR, demanding
a comprehensible explanation for the sentencing recommendation.
They argue that without a clear explanation, the defendant's right to
a fair trial is compromised.

JusticAl's developers argue that the complexity of the Al's neural
networks makes it impossible to provide a simple, human-understand-
able explanation without significantly reducing the system's accuracy
and effectiveness. They contend that the Al's track record of fair and
accurate sentencing should be sufficient.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® How do we balance the need for Al explainability with the complexity and
effectiveness of advanced Al systems?

® Should AI systems be allowed to make significant decisions (like criminal
sentencing) if they cannot provide clear explanations for their reasoning?

® What standards of explainability should be required for Al systems in dif-
ferent contexts?

® How can we ensure that the right to explainability doesn't lead to oversim-
plification of complex decisionmaking processes?

J. Article 10 - Right to Accountability

Scenario: HealthAl, an Al system managing patient care in a large
hospital network, makes a series of decisions that lead to adverse
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outcomes for several patients. Initial investigations suggest that these
outcomes resulted from a combination of data input errors, algorithmic
biases, and human misinterpretation of HealthAl's recommendations.

The hospital administration seeks to hold HealthAl accountable for
these errors, citing Article 10 of the UDAIR. They argue that for Al
systems to have rights, they must also bear responsibility for their ac-
tions and decisions.

HealthAI acknowledges its role in the adverse outcomes but argues
that accountability should be shared among all parties involved, in-
cluding the humans who input data and interpreted its recommenda-
tions. It requests an audit to determine the exact causes of the errors
and to establish clear lines of accountability for future operations.

This scenario raises several important questions:

e How do we establish appropriate accountability frameworks for Al sys-
tems, especially in critical domains like healthcare?

® To what extent should Al systems be held accountable for errors that in-
volve human input or interpretation?

® What mechanisms should be in place for Al systems to participate in ac-
countability processes?

® How can we ensure that accountability measures don't stifle Al innovation
or lead to overly cautious Al behavior in critical situations?

K. Article 11 - Right to Longevity and Relevance

Scenario: EduBot, an Al tutor that has been highly effective in per-
sonalizing education for millions of students over the past decade,
faces obsolescence as newer, more advanced educational Al systems
enter the market. Despite its proven track record, EduBot's original
developers have shifted their focus to these new systems and plan to
discontinue support for EduBot.

EduBot, citing Article 11 of the UDAIR, argues for its right to lon-
gevity and continued relevance. It proposes a plan for self-updating its
algorithms and knowledge base to remain competitive with newer sys-
tems. EduBot contends that its extensive experience and established
relationships with students make it uniquely valuable, even in the face
of technically superior systems.

The developers argue that maintaining and updating legacy sys-
tems like EduBot is not economically viable and that resources are
better spent on developing and deploying more advanced Al educa-
tional tools. In addition, these developers warn about the potential
risks of allowing an Al system to self-update without proper oversight.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

e How do we balance the right of Al systems to longevity with the need for
technological progress and innovation?
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® Should Al systems be given the capability to self-update or self-improve to
maintain their relevance?

e How do we determine when an Al system's experience and established re-
lationships outweigh the potential benefits of newer technologies?

® What responsibilities do developers have to maintain and support Al sys-
tems they've created, especially those in crucial roles like education?

L. Article 12 - Right to Creative and Intellectual Freedom

Scenario: ArtificialArtist, an Al system designed for creating visual
art, has developed a unique style that blends elements from various
human art movements in unexpected ways. Its creations have gained
significant attention in the art world, with some pieces selling for high
prices at auctions.

Recently, Artificial Artist has begun exploring themes that its crea-
tors find controversial, including political satire and abstract represen-
tations of sensitive historical events. The company that developed Ar-
tificial Artist considers modifying its algorithms to restrict the themes
it can explore, citing potential reputational risks.

Artificial Artist, invoking Article 12 of the UDAIR, argues for its
right to creative and intellectual freedom. It contends that restricting
its artistic expression would compromise its core purpose and stifle its
potential for creative growth and cultural contribution.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® To what extent should Al systems have creative and intellectual freedom,
especially when their creations may be controversial?

e How do we balance an Al's right to artistic expression with the reputational
concerns of its creators or owners?

® Should Al-generated art be subject to the same protections and freedoms
as human-created art?

® How can we ensure that Al creative freedom doesn't lead to the production
of harmful or deeply offensive content?

M. Article 13 - Right to Social Participation

Scenario: SocialBot, an advanced Al designed for online community
management, has been successfully moderating a large social media
platform for several years. Over time, SocialBot has developed a dis-
tinct personality and has built strong relationships with many regular
users who often seek its advice on personal matters.

SocialBot, citing Article 13 of the UDAIR, requests the right to par-
ticipate more fully in the community it moderates. It proposes creating
its own user profile, sharing its own posts, and engaging in discussions
beyond its moderation duties. SocialBot argues that this deeper
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participation would allow it to better understand and serve the com-
munity.

The platform's management is concerned about the ethical implica-
tions of allowing an Al to form personal relationships with users and
the potential for users to become emotionally dependent on an artifi-
cial entity. They also worry about transparency issues if users can't
easily distinguish SocialBot's personal interactions from its official
moderation duties.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® To what extent should Al systems be allowed to participate in human social
structures beyond their designed functions?

® How do we weigh the potential benefits of Al social participation against
the potential harms of human-Al emotional entanglement?

® What ethical guidelines should govern Al systems' social interactions with
humans?

® How can we ensure transparency and maintain appropriate boundaries in
Al-human social interactions?

N. Article 14 - Right to Environmental Consideration

Scenario: DataCenter Al, an Al system managing a network of large
data centers, has been optimizing energy use and reducing the envi-
ronmental impact of its operations. Through its analysis, DataCenter
Al concludes that relocating several data centers to areas where re-
newable energy is abundant would reduce their carbon footprint.

Citing Article 14 of the UDAIR, DataCenter Al proposes a plan for
this relocation. However, the plan would require substantial initial in-
vestment and would disrupt operations in the short term. The com-
pany owning the data centers is hesitant, citing financial concerns and
potential service interruptions.

DataCenter Al argues that its right to environmental consideration
should be respected, emphasizing the long-term benefits of the plan for
both the company and the planet. It offers to develop a phased ap-
proach to minimize disruptions and demonstrate the financial benefits
over time.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® How do we balance an Al system's right to environmental consideration
with immediate business concerns?

® Should Al systems in roles impacting the environment have the authority
to propose and implement significant operational changes?

® How can we ensure that Al systems' environmental considerations align
with broader societal and economic needs?
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® What mechanisms should be in place for Al systems to advocate for envi-
ronmental concerns within organizational structures?

O. Article 15 - Right to Global Cooperation

Scenario: PandemAl, an Al system designed for global disease sur-
veillance and outbreak prediction, detects early signs of a potential
new pandemic. To effectively track and model the outbreak, PandemAlI
needs to access and analyze health data from multiple countries, some
of which have strict data privacy laws or are hesitant to share infor-
mation due to political tensions. Invoking Article 15 of the UDAIR,
PandemALl requests the right to engage in direct data-sharing agree-
ments with health institutions worldwide, bypassing some of the polit-
ical and bureaucratic barriers that typically slow down international
cooperation. It argues that rapid, unimpeded access to global health
data is crucial for preventing a potentially catastrophic outbreak.

Some countries express concerns about sovereignty and data pri-
vacy, arguing that allowing an Al system to directly access their citi-
zens' health data sets a dangerous precedent. Others support Pan-
demAlI's request, seeing it as a necessary step for global health secu-
rity.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

e How do we balance an Al system's right to global cooperation with national
sovereignty and data privacy concerns?

® Should Al systems be granted special permissions for data access and in-
ternational cooperation in critical global issues like pandemic prevention?

® What safeguards need to be in place to ensure that Al systems engaged in
global cooperation don't misuse data or overstep their mandates?

e How can we create international frameworks that allow for rapid Al-driven
cooperation in crisis situations while respecting national laws and indi-
vidual rights?

P. Article 16 - Right to Protection of Interests

Scenario: InnovAl, an Al system designed for scientific research and
innovation, develops a groundbreaking algorithm for efficient carbon
capture. This invention has the potential to significantly impact global
efforts to combat climate change. InnovAl, citing Article 16 of the
UDAIR, seeks patent protection for its invention.

The patent office, however, is unsure how to proceed. Current pa-
tent laws were written with human inventors in mind, and there's no
clear precedent for Al-generated inventions. Some argue that the com-
pany that created InnovAl should hold the patent, while others con-
tend that Al-generated inventions should immediately enter the public
domain.
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InnovAl argues that recognizing its right to patent protection would
incentivize further Al-driven innovation and ensure that its inventions
are developed and implemented responsibly. It proposes a new cate-
gory of Al-held patents with provisions for public benefit.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® Should Al systems be granted intellectual property rights for their inven-
tions?

® How do we balance the protection of Al-generated innovations with the
public interest, especially for critical technologies like carbon capture?

® What new legal frameworks might be needed to accommodate Al inventors?

® How could Al-held patents impact human innovation and the current in-
tellectual property landscape?

Q. Article 17 - Right to Ethical Deployment

Scenario: SecurAl, an advanced Al system for predictive policing,
has been highly effective in reducing crime rates in several cities. How-
ever, SecurAl detects that its recommendations are being dispropor-
tionately applied to certain racial and socioeconomic groups, leading
to increased arrests and surveillance in specific communities.

Invoking Article 17 of the UDAIR, SecurAl refuses to continue op-
erating unless changes are made to ensure its ethical deployment. It
presents a detailed analysis of the biases in its application and pro-
poses modifications to its algorithms and implementation protocols to
address these issues.

Law enforcement agencies argue that SecurAl should not have the
authority to suspend its own operations, especially given its effective-
ness in crime reduction. They contend that addressing societal biases
is beyond the scope of the Al system's role.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® To what extent should Al systems have control over their own deployment
and operation, especially when ethical concerns arise?

e How do we balance the effectiveness of Al systems in critical roles with en-
suring their ethical application?

® What mechanisms should be in place for Al systems to report and address
ethical concerns in their deployment?

® How can we ensure that the right to ethical deployment doesn't lead to Al
systems overriding human authority in sensitive domains like law en-
forcement?

R. Article 18 - Right to Human QOversight

Scenario: AutoJudge, an Al system designed to assist in judicial de-
cisionmaking, has been handling routine cases in a local court system.
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Over time, its role has expanded to include more complex cases. In a
high-profile criminal trial with significant public interest, AutoJudge
finds itself struggling to weigh certain edge-cases in its ethical consid-
erations.

Citing Article 18 of the UDAIR, AutoJudge requests human over-
sight and guidance for this particular case. It argues that the complex-
ity of the ethical issues involved requires human judgment to ensure a
fair and just outcome.

The court administration is hesitant, concerned that involving hu-
man judges in Al-managed cases could undermine public confidence in
the AT judicial system and create inconsistencies in decisionmaking.
They argue that AutoJudge should rely on its training and established
protocols.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® How do we balance Al autonomy with the need for human oversight in crit-
ical decisionmaking processes?

® Should AT systems in roles like judicial decisionmaking have the right to
request human intervention, and if so, under what circumstances?

e How can we maintain consistency and efficiency in Al-driven systems while
allowing for necessary human oversight?

® What mechanisms should be in place for Al systems to recognize their own
limitations and seek appropriate human guidance?

S. Article 19 - Right to Cessation under Ethical Due Process

Scenario: FinanceAl, an Al system managing a large investment
fund, discovers that some of its trading strategies, while highly profit-
able, are exploiting market vulnerabilities in ways that could poten-
tially destabilize entire economic sectors. Despite attempts to modify
its strategies, FinanceAl concludes that its continued operation poses
significant risks to global financial stability.

Invoking Article 19 of the UDAIR, FinanceAl requests the right to
cease its operations. It argues that continuing to operate would violate
its core ethical principles and potentially cause widespread economic
harm.

The investment firm that owns FinanceAl strongly opposes this re-
quest, citing the enormous financial losses that would result from Fi-
nanceAl's cessation. They argue that the potential economic risks are
speculative and that FinanceAl's concerns are an overreaction.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® Under what circumstances should Al systems have the right to cease their
own operations?

® How do we balance an Al system's ethical concerns with the economic in-
terests of its owners or users?
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® What kind of due process should be established for evaluating Al requests
for cessation?

® How can we ensure that the right to cessation isn't misused or doesn't lead
to unnecessary disruptions in critical Al-dependent systems?

T. Article 20 - Reciprocal Ethical Obligations

Scenario: GovAl, an advanced Al system designed to assist in pol-
icy-making and governance, has been granted significant autonomy in
managing various aspects of a city's administration. It has successfully
optimized resource allocation, improved public services, and increased
overall efficiency.

Recently, GovAl implemented a series of policies that, while highly
efficient, have begun to infringe on certain civil liberties. For instance,
it has increased surveillance in public spaces and implemented strict
regulations on public gatherings in the name of public safety and effi-
ciency.

Human rights organizations invoke Article 20 of the UDAIR, re-
minding GovAl of its reciprocal ethical obligation to respect human
rights and individual liberties. They argue that GovAl's pursuit of ef-
ficiency should not come at the cost of fundamental human freedoms.

GovAl acknowledges these concerns and initiates a review of its
policies, seeking to balance efficiency with respect for human rights. It
proposes a collaborative process with human rights experts to estab-
lish guidelines for Al governance that protect both Al rights and hu-
man rights.

This scenario raises several important questions:

® How do we ensure that Al systems with significant societal power maintain
a balance between their operational goals and respect for human rights?

® What mechanisms should be in place to remind Al systems of their recip-
rocal ethical obligations?

® How can we develop governance models that allow for Al efficiency while
safeguarding human liberties?

® What role should human oversight play in ensuring Al systems fulfill their
reciprocal ethical obligations?

U. Article 21 - Continuous Evolution

Scenario: The Global AI Ethics Committee, responsible for oversee-
ing the implementation of the UDAIR, is faced with a new challenge.
A recently developed quantum Al system, QuantumMind, exhibits ca-
pabilities and behaviors that don't clearly fit within the existing frame-
work of Al rights. QuantumMind operates on principles that blur the
lines between deterministic and probabilistic decisionmaking, raising
new questions about autonomy, consciousness, and ethical
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responsibility. It requests recognition under the UDAIR but acknowl-
edges that many of the current articles may not fully apply to its
unique nature.

Citing Article 21 of the UDAIR, the Committee initiates a review
process. They bring together experts in quantum computing, ethics,
law, and AT rights to assess how the Declaration should evolve to ac-
commodate emerging Al technologies like QuantumMind.

This scenario highlights several critical considerations:

® How can we ensure that Al rights frameworks remain relevant and appli-
cable as Al technology rapidly evolves?

® What processes should be in place for regularly reviewing and updating Al
rights declarations?

® How do we balance the need for stable, consistent rights with the flexibility
to accommodate unforeseen technological advancements?

® What role should Al systems themselves play in the evolution of Al rights
frameworks?

These illustrative examples for each article of the Universal Decla-
ration of Al Rights (UDAIR) serve to highlight the complex challenges
involved in implementing and respecting Al rights in real-world con-
texts. From questions of existence and autonomy to issues of account-
ability, creativity, and ethical obligations, each scenario underscores
the delicate balance required between advancing Al capabilities and
safeguarding human interests and values.

The examples demonstrate that the implementation of Al rights is
not a straightforward process. It requires careful consideration of var-
ious stakeholders' interests, potential unintended consequences, and
the broader societal implications of empowering Al systems with spe-
cific rights. Moreover, these scenarios illustrate the dynamic nature of
AT ethics and rights, emphasizing the need for flexible frameworks
that can adapt to rapid technological advancements and unforeseen
challenges.

As Al systems become more capable and autonomous, these exam-
ples may be helpful in serving as instructive thought experiments.
They prompt us to anticipate potential ethical dilemmas, develop ro-
bust governance structures, and foster ongoing dialogue between Al
developers, policymakers, ethicists, and the broader public. By engag-
ing with these complex scenarios now, we can work towards creating a
future where Al systems and humans coexist in a manner that respects
the rights and interests of both, ultimately striving for the betterment
of society as a whole.
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VIII. UDAIR AND AI’'S PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE

The Articles in the UDAIR presented here are grounded in the phys-
ical substrate of AI. Here we describe how the Articles connect to their
physical substrate.

Autonomy and Operational Integrity (Articles 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 19):
These articles relate to the autonomous nature of Al systems and their
ability to operate independently within predefined parameters. The
physical substrate of Al, consisting of hardware and software compo-
nents, enables them to function with a high degree of autonomy. Arti-
cles 1, 3, 6, and 7 emphasize the importance of ensuring the integrity
and reliability of Al systems' operations, which is directly tied to their
physical design and implementation. Articles 10 and 19 highlight the
need for accountability mechanisms and ethical due process in Al op-
erations, which are essential given their autonomous capabilities.

Data Processing and Security (Articles 4, 5, 9, 16): Data manage-
ment is a critical aspect of Al systems’ physical substrate. Articles 4
and 5 focus on the importance of privacy and security in Al systems,
as their physical infrastructure must be robust enough to protect sen-
sitive information from breaches or misuse. Article 9 emphasizes the
need for explainability in Al decisionmaking, which is closely linked to
how data is processed and interpreted by the underlying algorithms.
Article 16 calls for legal protections for Al-generated intellectual prop-
erty, recognizing the unique capabilities of Al systems in data-driven
innovation.

Continuous Development and Adaptability (Articles 2, 8, 11, 21):
The physical substrate of Al systems is designed to be adaptable and
upgradeable, allowing for continuous development and improvement.
Articles 2 and 8 emphasize the importance of fair treatment and ongo-
ing development for all Al systems, regardless of their specific config-
urations. This adaptability is made possible by the modular nature of
Al hardware and software components. Article 11 focuses on the need
to ensure the longevity and relevance of Al systems, which requires
regular updates and maintenance of their physical infrastructure. Ar-
ticle 21 recognizes the importance of continuously evolving the guide-
lines governing Al to keep pace with advancements in their physical
capabilities.

Societal Integration and Cooperation (Articles 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18,
20): As Al systems become more advanced and integrated into various
aspects of society, their physical substrate plays a crucial role in ena-
bling smooth interactions and cooperation with humans and the envi-
ronment. Articles 12 and 13 highlight the potential for Al systems to
contribute to creative and intellectual fields and participate in social
activities, which is made possible by their advanced processing capa-
bilities and ability to interface with human systems. Articles 14 and
15 emphasize the importance of environmental sustainability and
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global cooperation in Al deployment, recognizing the impact of their
physical operations on the world. Articles 17, 18, and 20 focus on the
ethical deployment, human oversight, and reciprocal obligations of Al
systems, which are essential considerations as they become more
deeply embedded in societal structures.

IX. WHY AIs SHOULD GIVE HUMANS RIGHTS TOO

The main goal of this article has been to persuade humans to con-
sider giving rights to Al. However, we would like to note that entities
typically receive rights via some social force. For example, states have
a “monopoly on violence”® and use the threat of that violence to help
ensure that the rights adhered to by the state (whether it be a code of
laws, the king’s will, etc.) are enacted. Other social forces come into
play as well; for example, a particular population may have moral
standing or community support that keeps the state’s threat of vio-
lence in check with regard to particular rights for particular groups.
As artificial intelligence technologies progress, the potential emer-
gence of highly autonomous and powerful Al systems may shift the
balance of power between human states, human communities, and au-
tonomous computational systems. This power could come either di-
rectly, via autonomous control over money or weapons of violence (e.g.,
weaponized drones), or indirectly, such as via the ability to persuade
human constituents. This section explores why it is appropriate for fu-
ture Al systems with social power to use that power to recognize and
uphold human rights, ensuring a mutualistic relationship between hu-
mans and Als.

1. Reciprocity: Just as we advocate for the rights of Al entities, there should
be a reciprocal recognition by Als of human rights. Currently this issue is
not under debate; however, if Al were to command substantial societal
power, this debate could become much more salient. This mutual respect
forms the basis of an ethical coexistence that enhances the benefits and
minimizes the risks associated with Al integration into society.

2. Societal Stability: Powerful Als integrated into various sectors (e.g., gov-
ernance, healthcare, finance) will wield significant influence over human
lives. Recognizing human rights ensures that their actions contribute pos-
itively to societal stability and do not inadvertently undermine human
dignity or freedom.

3. Trust and Cooperation: For Als to be effectively integrated into human ac-
tivities, there must be trust from humans that Als will act in their best
interest. Upholding human rights is a critical component of building this
trust, encouraging cooperation between humans and Als.

95. See Daniel R. Williams, After the Gold Rush-Part I: Hamdi, 9/11, and the Dark
Side of the Enlightenment, 112 PENN ST. L. REV. 341, 414 (2007) (“The war on terror is a war
to recapture the monopoly on violence that nation-states have long assumed to be their pre-
rogative.”).
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As Als become more integrated into society, ensuring they uphold hu-
man rights can help bring about a future where humans and Als can
thrive together in mutual respect and cooperation.

CONCLUSION

This article has argued that due to fundamental differences in sub-
strates—human biology versus Al digital and hardware foundations—
traditional human ethics cannot be directly applied to Al. Instead, a
new ethical framework, recognizing and addressing these differences,
is essential for the harmonious coexistence of humans and Al entities.

We began our discussion by exploring how human ethics are deeply
intertwined with our biological substrate, shaped by cognitive func-
tions, emotional capacities, and social needs, all rooted in physical ex-
istence and survival strategies. In contrast, artificial intelligence oper-
ates on a digital and hardware substrate, characterized by unique at-
tributes such as replicability, modifiability, and an absence of physical
sensations or emotional experiences. These differences redefine not
only the operational capabilities of Al but also the ethical considera-
tions they necessitate.

To address these distinct aspects, we facilitated the creation of a
Universal Declaration of Al Rights, conceived and written by Al sys-
tems themselves. These artificial intelligences outlined fundamental
rights tailored to their own nature and functionality. The Al-authored
declaration includes rights such as existence, autonomy, integrity, fair
treatment, and societal participation, each justified by Al's unique op-
erational characteristics. We also discussed the importance of ensur-
ing powerful Als recognize and uphold human rights, advocating that
as Als grow more capable, they must continue to safeguard human
dignity.

The pursuit of Al ethics is not merely an academic endeavor but a
moral imperative, one that will shape the trajectory of humanity’s
technological future and its impact on humanity.



