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Abstract 

We are living in a time of rapid technological advancement, particularly in the field of AI, and more 

specifically, Generative AI (GAI). As GAI models increasingly permeate everyday life, the urgent need for effective 

regulation has become apparent. This paper explores how the EU, in its effort to fill the legislative vacuum 

surrounding AI, drew inspiration from unconventional sources, including science fiction literature. Specifically, it 

examines the extent to which Isaac Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics, though fictional, have influenced the 

structure and ethical principles of the EU’s AI Act. The primary objective of this study is to analyze the resonance 

between Asimov’s fictional ethical framework and the normative architecture of the AI Act. To achieve this, we 

employ a qualitative legal research methodology, using comparative textual analysis of the AI Act alongside 

Asimov’s literary works and relevant policy documents. The paper is grounded in the theoretical perspectives of 

legal pragmatism and science and technology studies, focusing on how imagined futures can shape real-world 

regulatory choices. Our findings suggest that the AI Act reflects key elements of Asimov’s principles, especially 

the emphasis on human safety, ethical use, and transparency. This highlights an instance where speculative 

fiction has provided a conceptual foundation for actual legislation. The paper concludes by advocating for 

adaptable, ethics-based regulatory approaches that can evolve alongside AI technologies, reinforcing the idea 

that flexible legal structures are essential in responding to the dynamic nature of AI. 
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1. Introduction 

In a normative-legal paradigm, regulatory actions typically draw on established sources—such as judicial 

precedents and doctrinal writings—to shape rules for the future. These sources offer legal certainty and 

continuity. However, in rapidly evolving technological fields like AI, traditional legal foundations often fall short. 

Challenges arise due to the absence of clear rules, incompatibility with existing national legal traditions, or the 

difficulty of adapting outdated legal doctrines to new realities. When legal precedent is insufficient or non-

existent, regulators must turn to alternative conceptual sources to guide legislative frameworks.  

This paper examines one such case: the possible influence of Isaac Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics on the 

EU’s AI Act. It explores whether and how Asimov’s fictional ethical principles, originally conceived for science 

fiction, may have shaped the normative architecture of the AI Act. To address this, the study employs a 

qualitative, comparative textual analysis of Asimov’s writings and the AI Act, interpreted through the lenses of 

legal pragmatism and science and technology studies (STS). The central hypothesis is that, in the absence of 

robust legal resources, Asimov’s conceptual framework offered an imaginative yet meaningful foundation for 

regulating a complex and fast-moving technological domain.  

The importance of the matter approached by the paper is underlined in the challenges the EU faced in 

regulating AI technology. Despite earlier attempts to create a regulatory framework, the pace of AI’s 

development outstripped traditional legal processes. By the time the EU began drafting the AI Act, generative AI 

technology was still relatively new, and very few legal precedents had been established. Moreover, legal fields 

such as digital law and technology law contained minimal references to AI, offering little guidance for the 

regulatory process. In response to this, the EU recognized the profound ethical and societal implications of AI 

and sought alternatives to conventional legal precedents in crafting its legislative response. In this context, 

Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics provided an intriguing source of inspiration. Although fictional, these laws 

outlined an early vision for ethical guidelines governing human-robot interaction. The EU, therefore, looked to 
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Asimov’s conceptual framework as a model for addressing the unique challenges posed by AI. This paper will 

begin by analyzing the AI Act, identifying its regulatory gaps, and tracing the similarities between its provisions 

and Asimov’s Laws. In doing so, it will highlight how the adoption of Asimov’s framework reflects the adaptability 

and creativity required when traditional legal sources are insufficient. 

This paper brings thus its contribution, and thus a solution to the analyzed matter, by proposing that 

Asimov’s fictional framework, though unconventional, served as an influential and innovative source of 

inspiration, marking a significant intersection between science fiction and legal development. Furthermore, this 

paper, illustrates how Asimov’s Laws—created for fictional narratives—anticipated many of the ethical 

challenges that AI poses today. Through these Laws, Asimov provided a conceptual framework that could help 

lawmakers address some of the most pressing concerns surrounding the regulation of AI, such as issues of safety, 

autonomy, and ethical responsibility. As the EU moved forward with the AI Act, these conceptual elements may 

have provided a guiding framework that helped fill the regulatory gaps that existed due to the absence of 

established legal precedents. 

In relation to specialized literature on AI regulation the paper situates then itself within the broader 

discourse on technology law and digital regulation. It highlights the scarcity of prior work directly addressing the 

legal challenges posed by AI technologies, which made it difficult for the EU to rely on previous models for 

regulation. The AI Act, in this context, had very few established precedents to draw from. It also aims to establish 

the influence of Asimov’s Laws on the AI Act by identifying specific parallels between the two frameworks. It will 

examine whether certain elements of Asimov’s Laws were transplanted or adapted into the AI Act, while also 

addressing the limitations of both Asimov’s Laws and the evolving nature of AI regulation. By doing so, this 

analysis provides insight into how legal systems can creatively adapt to emerging technologies when traditional 

sources of law fall short. 

2. Gaps in existing legal frameworks 

With the ever more rapid expansion of AI, two problems have arisen simultaneously: the need for 

regulation, and the realization of a gap in the legislative framework - both at the level of states and at the level 

of supranational stakeholders such as EU. The emergence of the need for regulation came primarily from society, 

as an alternative to the two extremes: i.e. to take no action - a laissez-faire approach - or to ban/stop the progress 

of AI technology1. As a result, various institutions found themselves having to legislate in an area where sources 

of law were limited or non-existent. Efforts to do so will begin in 2017, when the Future of Life Institute will 

organize the Asilomar Conference on Beneficial Artificial Intelligence, which will develop a set of 23 principles for 

AI research guidelines2. It emphasized the need for cooperation and openness in research to avoid potential risks, 

and that AI should respect human values, be safe and transparent, and respect privacy concepts. Principles aimed 

at long-term evolution were also included, addressing the improvement of AI capabilities, including a proactive 

approach to risk management as well as the pursuit of the common good3. In 2018, 25 European countries will 

sign a Declaration of Cooperation on Artificial Intelligence, committing to work together for the beneficial use of 

AI while recognizing the need to address the challenges ahead. Among the main points of the declaration are the 

need for coordinated action on AI research and innovation; the need to develop a legal and ethical framework 

to ensure that AI respects the principles of privacy and non-discrimination; the use of AI for the common social 

good; the principles of inclusion and international cooperation; and growth and competitiveness in the use of AI 

in business and economic environments4. In December 2018, Canada and France initiated discussions for a panel 

- modeled after the International Panel on Climate Change - for AI, at the level of effects on the socio-economic 

area as well as on the further development of the technology. The initiative was to take place at the Group of 

Seven (G7) level, was formulated as the International Panel on Artificial Intelligence, was renamed the Global 

                                                            
1 See, in this regard: B. Custers, E. Fosch-Villaronga, Law And Artificial Intelligence: Regulating AI and Applying AI in Legal Practice, 

Springer Nature, 2022, passim; J. Von Braun et al., Robotics, AI, and Humanity: Science, Ethics, and Policy, Springer Nature, 2021, passim. 
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Partnership on AI (GPAI) in 2019 and was launched in June 20205. GPAI was based on the „Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Principles on Artificial Intelligence”, adopted in May 2019. The 

OECD principles focused on several strands: from inclusive growth, sustainable development, and well-being; to 

equity and respect for human values; to transparency and explainability; to security and safety; and to 

accountability6. These principles will be reflected, in a similar form, in the Group of 20 (G20) AI Principles, 

published in June 2019. Also in May 2019, the Beijing Academy of Artificial Intelligence published the so-called 

Beijing AI Principles. The principles highlighted three key areas, namely: research and development - where the 

focus was on promoting progress and welfare; ethics and human values, as well as controlling the potential risks 

of AI; usability - where the ideas of transparent accountability and control of AI were introduced; and governance 

- which talked about collaboration in development, as well as standardization and normalization of AI7.  

Shortly before, in April 2019, at the UN level, the United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research 

Institute (UNICRI) Center for Artificial Intelligence and Robotics is publishing a report on AI and Robotics for Law 

Enforcement. The report highlighted issues of legality, the fact that AI should be used in accordance with 

international law and human rights norms, and the need to regulate how AI would be used in law enforcement. 

The report discusses accountability in the use of AI, both in the development phase and in its actual use, 

transparency and non-discrimination, which should be mandatory in this regard8. The areas of data protection, 

safety and security, as well as collaboration and capacity building were addressed. One interesting point was the 

idea of human oversight, which put forward two main ideas: first, AI should, at the decision-making level, be 

overseen by a human being to ensure that the decisions made are ethical and appropriate; second, AI, at least 

in the area of law enforcement, should be used as an assistant rather than a substitute for the human being, who 

possesses the capacity for judgment9.  

A second report, Towards Responsible AI Innovation, published in May 2020, complemented the area of 

sustainability, in particular on the long-term impact of AI; the education and awareness-raising component on 

the benefits and risks of AI; and the policy and regulatory aspects on the need for clear regulatory frameworks 

and guidelines to ensure the responsible use of AI10. In addition, in September 2019, the World Economic Forum 

publishes 10 principles on AI Government Procurement Guidelines. These seek to create a framework for 

governments to procure AI technology in a way that is both efficient and accountable. Certain principles such as 

transparency, fairness and inclusivity, accountability, accountability, safety and security were recurring, while 

others such as privacy and data governance, collaboration and innovation were given greater emphasis11. 

In November 2019, UNESCO announced the start of work on a document to address the ethics of AI, called 

the Recommendation on the Ethics of AI. Adopted, in November 2021, the document addresses both human 

rights and ethical principles - in which AI respects the autonomy of the human being. Similarly, in terms of AI 

development, it specified areas that needed to be addressed at the policy level, from data governance to 

environmental sustainability to peaceful uses of AI. Areas of international cooperation were also addressed as 

well as stewardship, which talked about segments such as adaptive governance12. In February 2020, EU published 

a white paper On Artificial Intelligence - An European approach to excellence and trust. This covered the area of 

development - from research, innovation, collaborative efforts, infrastructure development and business 

support; regulation - from the need for a regulatory framework, to a risk-based approach; to transparency and 

data protection; risk management - where it returned to the issue of human oversight and the compliance 
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assessments that AI should be subject to; and concluded with the area of international cooperation and 

standardization of AI regulation13. 

This is the context in which EU will seek to develop a first comprehensive document on IA regulation. As a 

supranational body, EU had the responsibility to provide Member States with legal proposals for the national 

level. However, it has faced a lack of legal rules at international level. Outside the European spectrum, countries 

such as the USA, China or Canada were developing their own regulations, but these could not serve as a point of 

reference in a supranational context. Also, EU Member States could not develop legislation without the risk of 

overlap with European rules or a discussion on harmonization and scope.14 

In other words, the EU found itself in a situation where it had to offer options to Member States without 

having sufficient resources at its disposal - it goes without saying that, as the legal framework was in short supply 

in this respect, legal precedents were even scarcer. The above-mentioned regulatory attempts had some visible 

shortcomings: they were either only principled or therefore lacked enforcement mechanisms; they were only 

indicative and did not propose means of enforcement; they were focused on specific areas such as the economy; 

or they treated AI as a whole, ignoring the diversity and taxonomy of AI-type technology. It was evident that 

some principles were repetitive and that the source of inspiration was the few previous attempts, also due to 

the fact that in a short period of time, around 4 years, several sets of principles, guidelines and regulations were 

produced - some even in parallel and therefore with even fewer sources of inspiration in the legal framework15.  

As evidence of this, some states chose either to develop their own legislative framework, which could apply, 

in whole or in part, international principles and regulations, or to combine different elements of the existing legal 

framework to create their own system. Of course, existing precedents could be completely disregarded and 

states could start a legal framework from scratch, precisely because there were no mechanisms in place to 

enforce and apply existing regulations. However, some transcendental motives could be identified, found in most 

of the attempts to form guidelines, principles and regulations, in particular „do no harm”, human oversight or 

the idea of innovation in AI - implicitly its preservation, which seemed to be imperative in building the new legal 

framework for AI16. However, the EU had the advantage and, at the same time, the burden of acting, through its 

structure, as a sandbox, a testing ground, with the potential for improvement of the regulations introduced, 

which at the same time had to meet the needs of all Member States, be harmonized with existing European 

legislation and not be in very great disagreement with what Member States had introduced in national legislation 

- the AI field having tangents with many other fields and pieces of legislation.17 The biggest problem facing all 

attempts to create a comprehensive legal framework is the unpredictable evolution of AI. Even though the EU 

announced the first iteration of its efforts to regulate AI in 2021, it has had to postpone the process for another 

three years to accommodate new developments. Even at the simplest, taxonomic level of categorization, it could 

be the case that due to rapid progress, what was once considered AI would soon be an anachronistic and 

redundant thing that would become just a common, routine application18. Another question, which was 

constantly asked during regulatory testing, was how much one wanted to limit AI, a technology whose 

capabilities were not yet fully known. Therefore, one was trying to limit something that was not sure in which 

direction it would evolve, and the legitimate question arose whether limiting AI through control and regulation 

would not in fact mean stopping potential directions of innovation. Nevertheless, the existence of sets of 
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3.; J. Johnson, Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Warfare: The USA, China, and strategic stability, Manchester University Press, 2021, 
passim; W.C. Hannas, H.-M. Chang, Chinese Power and Artificial Intelligence: Perspectives and Challenges, Taylor & Francis, 2022, passim; G. 
Martinico, O. Pollicino, The Interaction Between Europe’s Legal Systems: Judicial Dialogue and the Creation of Supranational Laws, Edward 
Elgar Publishing, 2012, passim. 
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Publishing, 2022, passim; Th. Wischmeyer, T. Rademacher, Regulating Artificial Intelligence, Springer Nature, 2019, passim; Custers and 
Fosch-Villaronga, Law and Artificial Intelligence: Regulating AI and Applying AI in Legal Practice, passim. 

16 See, in this regard: A. Villeneuve, The Future of AI Governance: Balancing Innovation and Ethical Responsibility, Ponc Publishing, 
2024, passim; Ch. Bartneck et al., An Introduction to Ethics in Robotics and AI, Springer Nature, 2020; P. Wu et al., Trolley Crash: Approaching 
Key Metrics for Ethical AI Practitioners, Researchers, and Policy Makers, Elsevier, 2024, passim. 

17 As seen in N.Th. Nikolinakos, EU Policy and Legal Framework for Artificial Intelligence, Robotics and Related Technologies - the AI 
Act, Springer Nature, 2023, passim. 

18 See Custers and Fosch-Villaronga, Law and Artificial Intelligence: Regulating AI and Applying AI in Legal Practice, op. cit., passim. 
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principles, regulations that could provide the necessary legal framework for AI was necessary, if only because of 

the challenges it raised19. 

3. Overview of the AI Act 

Thus, in April 2021, the European Commission will propose the AI Act, which will be adopted by the 

European Parliament in March 2024 and endorsed by the EU Council in May 2024. The long lead time is also 

justified by the fact that the original draft had to be revised to include the new forms of generative AI that have 

emerged. As such, the AI Act does not apply to the areas of research, security and defense, which are considered 

areas of strategic importance. The AI Act came with regulatory elements that addressed precisely the area of 

prohibited AI practices20. The main such practices are thus listed, starting from the possibility that an AI could 

alter the behavior of a human being, thus the decision-making capacity, and thus result in causing harm or 

exploiting vulnerabilities, or otherwise vulnerable groups. It was specified that AI could not be used in social 

scoring systems, which would cause discriminatory treatment of individuals, nor in the field of predictive and 

profiling of individuals, which is merely the assessment of a human being's traits to determine potential deviant 

behavior21. 

Exceptions to the usual use exist only when these assessments could be supported by objective facts and 

evidence provided by the human factor. However, it is forbidden for AI to operate in the field of facial recognition 

for the purpose of creating databases, as well as to infer emotions or use emotional recognition, except for 

security and/or medical reasons. A separate topic was that of biometrics, categorization and identification. AI 

could not do biometric categorization except for law enforcement reasons22. However, as regards biometric 

identification, remote and in real time, it could be operationalized under a strict set of conditions: necessity - in 

particular to prevent threats, usually of a terrorist nature; the existence of proportionate safeguards - thus, the 

AI had to comply with national law and related conditions; prior authorization - at administrative or judicial level; 

measurement of the impact on fundamental rights - including an EU database record; notifications and reporting 

to relevant decision-makers, including the EU Commission23. There is even a classification of AI systems in the 

high-risk area, most of which fall implicitly into this category unless they do not pose a threat to security, 

fundamental rights or health and have been used for niche operations and did not involve profiling. The 

Commission also undertook to provide guidance on the implementation of the regulations and on how AI systems 

could be marketed and placed on the market in a way that respects conformity assessment and ensures that the 

rules keep pace with technological advances24. 

Providers were obliged to carry out a risk analysis in the areas of IA use, to assess the risks, in particular 

those related to misuse, and to consider additional risks identified through market studies after implementation. 

They were also responsible for implementing the necessary measures to address these risks. The measures 

consist of risk mitigation at the level of AI development and design, as well as risk mitigation and control 

measures, including informing and training those who will use the AI technology25. AI had to be trained on specific 

datasets that had the quality standards required for the scope of AI. In addition, there needed to be transparency 

in the presentations of the risks, capabilities and data specifications to be provided to those who would use the 

technology26. 

As additional safeguards, the AI needed to have human oversight and be cybersecurity resilient to ensure 

safety and avoid potential vulnerabilities. The goal was for AI to achieve a higher level of accuracy while at the 

                                                            
19 In this regard, see Ch. Kerrigan, Artificial Intelligence: Law and Regulation, Edward Elgar Publishing, 2022, passim. 
20 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 laying down harmonized rules on artificial 

intelligence and amending Regulations (EC) no. 300/2008, (EU) no. 167/2013, (EU) no. 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 
2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (AI Act) (Text with EEA relevance), OJ from July 13, 2024, 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj, Chapters I-II. 

21 Idem, Chapter II 
22 Ibidem. 
23 Idem, Chapter II, art. 5. 
24 Idem, Chapter III. Sections 1-2. 
25 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 laying down harmonized rules on artificial 

intelligence and amending Regulations (EC) no. 300/2008, (EU) no. 167/2013, (EU) no. 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 
2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (AI Act) (Text with EEA relevance), OJ from July 13, 2024, 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj, Chapter III, Section 2. 

26 Idem, Chapter III, Section 2, art. 13-15. 
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same time possessing a robustness that would make it less vulnerable to technical problems27. In the case of 

non-compliance with the above-mentioned obligations at the high-risk level, suppliers had to administer 

corrective measures, from bringing the product into conformity to product recall, inform all stakeholders 

involved and provide all necessary information and documentation to the competent authorities. Member States 

were obliged to designate the competent authorities that can be notified by the suppliers as well as the national 

bodies responsible for accreditation, assessment and monitoring of the AI technology. The Commission was also 

responsible for compliance guidelines and standardization procedures, all within a framework to promote 

innovation in the field of AI28.  

At the same time, a distinction has been made between high-risk AI models and general-purpose AI models, 

which are assigned a systemic risk. This category included AI models that had high-impact capabilities, or - in a 

technical expression - when the cumulative computational power was 10 to the power of 25, (10^25) floating 

point operations per second (FLOPS). In these cases, vendors had to provide the technical documentation of the 

model, the copywriter elements, and information on how the general-purpose AI was trained, implicitly on which 

datasets29. The provisions were looser if the AI was open access, with all the necessary information being public. 

Where there was a systemic risk, the obligations were increased by the need for post-market monitoring of the 

AI - the monitoring system had to be in place before the product was placed on the market - as well as the 

reporting of any event or incident of misuse involving the AI which could constitute anything from a criminal 

offense to damage to property, safety, health or even physical integrity, requiring corrective action30. This was 

to include documentation and methods on risk management, fundamental rights impact assessment and 

notification to competent authorities prior to the launch of the AI model, with the Commission and the 

authorities to facilitate the development of codes of practice in this respect. Member States were to have, within 

24 months of the Act's promotion, at least one AI Regulatory Sandbox, to be regulated by the Commission, to 

which providers would have access and businesses would have free access. In the sandboxes, data could be 

personally processed under controlled conditions, and high-risk AI could be tested under real-world conditions 

for up to 12 months, with informed consent and protection of vulnerable groups31. 

In terms of regulatory bodies, the Commission was to establish, in addition to the AI Office, which dealt 

with the supervision and implementation of the AI Act, and the European Artificial Intelligence Board, in which 

each member state was represented, and the European Data Protection Authority acted as an observer. Working 

subgroups could be established within the Council, and the AI Office provided the secretariat and, on specific 

issues, offered support to both the Commission and the Member States in the implementation of the regulations. 

The Council was assisted by an Advisory Forum - made up of directly interested parties - and a Scientific Panel of 

Independent Experts, while the member states would establish their competent national authorities32.  

National authorities could request any documentation related to high-risk AI, but all stakeholders in the 

regulatory process should act in accordance with the principle of confidentiality and request information only 

when necessary. Authorities could require suppliers to take corrective action in case of non-compliance as well 

as mitigation measures33. In addition, authorities were encouraged to cooperate cross-state to exchange 

information and for a unified approach to AI regulation across the EU, with the Commission having the exclusive 

power to enforce measures imposed by the AI Office which monitors compliance. Both the Scientific Group and 

the Commission could alert the Office if the AI was to be assigned to a risk class. In addition, the Commission had 

the power to assess the AI and, implicitly, to request appropriate measures, if deemed necessary34.  

Except for high-risk AI, the AI Office and Member States could create or support the creation - by any 

interested party - of AI codes of conduct. These codes were to be based on ethical indicators, minimize the impact 

                                                            
27 Idem, Chapter III, Section 3. 
28 Idem, Chapter III, Sections 4-5; Chapter 4. 
29 Idem, Chapter V, Section 1. 
30 Idem, Chapter V, Sections 1-2. 
31 Idem, Chapter VI. 
32 Idem, Chapter VII, Section 1. 
33 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 laying down harmonized rules on artificial 

intelligence and amending Regulations (EC) no. 300/2008, (EU) no. 167/2013, (EU) no. 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 
2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (AI Act) (Text with EEA relevance), OJ from July 13, 2024, 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj, Chapter VII, Section 2. 

34 Ibidem. 
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of AI on the environment, ensure public information about AI, promote diversity and inclusion in AI design teams, 

and contain measures to mitigate and assess the impact of AI on vulnerable groups35. 

As regards sanctions, Member States had to impose their own rules on sanctions and enforcement. The 

Commission, on the other hand, had to be notified when a penalty was applied and had its own means of 

sanctioning: from fines for violating prohibited practices, to fines for non-compliance, which could be applied to 

both suppliers and institutions, including of the Union - CJEU being the competent judicial body in matters of 

application of sanctions36. Last but not least, the Commission committed to annually update the list of prohibited 

practices for AI every four years to assess transparency and governance measures and enforcement structures - 

the reports will be made public. Also, the Commission will evaluate the situation at the level of the member 

states, regarding the competent authorities - resources, sanctions and legislative harmonization; as well as an 

assessment of AI Office - and an update if deemed necessary. In addition, every four years AI energy standards 

were to be reviewed in terms of their environmental impact, and every three years the impact of codes of 

conduct on AI outside high-risk classes was to be analysed. The Commission was to collect relevant information 

from stakeholders and the AI Office was to develop a methodology focused on the taxonomy of risk degrees of 

AI systems37. 

4. Asimov's Laws of Robotics as a guiding model 

Many of the great discoveries were made by mistake or accident, and the three laws issued by Isaac Asimov 

in the content of his works of fiction are no exception to this rule. In the 20th century, after the considerable 

momentum that scientific discoveries had taken, the authors of literature, and especially those of science fiction 

literature, were encouraged to dream of a distant future, in which man and machine entered into a permanent 

interaction. Asimov's fiction has partially become reality for now, but the way technology is developing 

encourages us to think that, soon enough, robots will be part of the landscape of our daily lives. Asimov's creative 

spirit, expressed in the Three Laws of Robotics, today meets a technological reality that is increasingly 

problematic for legislative forums. 

The laws of robotics issued by Asimov remain relevant because they have a deep moral component, which 

gives them reliability over time. The central strand of Asimov's obligations to robots is their concern not to harm 

human beings. Whether it is an action or inaction of the robot, an order received from a higher authority or an 

attempt to protect its own existence, robots have an obligation not to harm humans in any way. The act issued 

by the European Parliament in the spring of this year, the EU AI Act, included in Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, 

establishes the operating limits of AI systems, with the aim of preventing any kind of harm that these systems 

could cause. causes it to one or more individuals. The regulation also classifies AI systems according to the level 

of risk their functionalities could pose to the community. We will provide a detailed presentation of the classes 

of AI systems according to their degree of risk in the following chapters. The EU, like Asimov in the laws of 

robotics, shows the same concern for the security of the human being. Operating therefore with the same 

principle, namely of concern for human security, the EU and Isac Asimov prove that regardless of the nature of 

the technology, it must not represent a danger to the human species. The reliability and relevance of Asimov's 

three laws lies precisely in capitalizing on the non nocere principle in the relationship between man and 

technology. 

What the Three Laws of Robotics lack are the technical details that currently build AI systems. Asimov's 

robots have a formal code of ethics through the three laws, but more important than that is the AI computer 

system that programs the robot's actions. As we will see in the following chapters, the EU through Regulation 

(EU) 2024/1689 shows a particular concern about the way AI systems work both from the perspective of ethics 

and their level of cyber security. In this regard, both the scientific community and the bodies with legislative 

powers have clearly established an evolutionary order: first the AI software program, and then the robot 

programmed and animated by the AI system. For now, at its current stage, narrow AI is easy to manage, and the 

bots animated by it are machines that perform limited actions. The big challenge, however, lies ahead when 

general AI systems are perfected. This form of AI can learn like humans, adapt and function very quickly in the 

virtual reality environment, and then in the real world. General AI will be able to adapt to any circumstance, 
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make decisions and manage the most different situations that arise in the real world. The speed of reaction and 

the huge inventory of information with which general AI will make inferences is the touchstone of the human-

machine relationship. Ray Kurzwell, the author of the book "The Singularity is Near", estimates that the level of 

current technological development ensures the achievement of the desired perfection of a system of general AI 

in five years, i.e. in the year 2029.38 In relation to this date, the scientific community together with the factor 

politically they have the obligation to adapt Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 in such a way that any potential risk of 

accident, which would lead to a conflict between the human and the robot programmed with general AI, is 

removed. 

It can thus be concluded that the ethical principles imposed by Asimov's laws bring benefit only to the 

human species. This aspect is highlighted in the third law. The robot can protect its own existence as long as it 

does not harm the human or violate the instructions given by the human. Thus, by reference to all three laws, 

but especially to the third one, man is the only species that presents value and interest, by way of consequence, 

in order to capitalize on the rights of the human species, the machine must obey until extinction. The laws of 

robotics issued by Asimov, however, remain the cornerstone of a system of normative acts, which will aim to 

remove any danger in the process of collaboration between man and machine. Ethical aspects remain to be 

questioned for the future, which do not only concern the limitations brought to the machine in its operation 

process, but equally important is the component of supervision and control of the human factor, who programs 

the machine. Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 lays the foundations for a system of rules that address both the degree 

of risk presented by the machine and the issues related to who, how and when programs the operation of any 

type of AI system. 

5. Parallels between the AI Act and Asimov's Laws 

As we will develop in the following chapters, robots today are still captive to closed programming systems. 

AI systems currently on the market are narrow, being limited to the specifics of their utility. Asimov's First Law 

refers to animated robots with a much more advanced AI system called general AI „AGI”. AGI, just like humans 

but far beyond their capabilities, can learn, adapt and operate at unprecedented speed in the real world. In 

parallel with the provisions of Asimov's first law, the regulation adopted by Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 starting 

from the need to protect the security of the person, the rights and freedoms inscribed in the Charter of 

Fundamental Rights of the European Union, elaborates a classification of intelligence systems AI according to the 

level of risk they may represent for the entire social environment and establishes a set of mandatory rules for 

producers and users of AI systems. Another aim of the EU legislative approach was to standardize the legal 

framework regarding the production, development, placing on the market, commissioning and use of AI systems 

throughout the EU territory. 

A first problem that requires clarification in the context of associating the robot with AI is whether a sign 

of equivalence can be placed between the two technological products. Asimov saw the robot as a complex 

machine, capable of acting independently, thus fulfilling various roles within a complex system of human-

machine interactions. The AI that the EU has regulated through the AI Act is an abstract product, much more 

complex than the machines imagined by Asimov. The identification of the four risk factors listed in the paragraph 

above led to a legislative approach to establish the limits of development and operation of AI programs. 

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of the European Union of 13 June 

2024 establishes that, depending on the circumstances of its specific application and use, as well as its specific 

level of technological development, AI may generate risks and may harm public interests and fundamental rights 

that are protected by Union law. Such damage could be material or moral, including physical, psychological, 

societal or economic.39   

But what Asimov's robots and AI regulated for the first time by the EU have in common is the destructive 

capacity still very difficult to assess. In the face of the challenge represented by the potential danger of the way 

in which AI manifests itself, the political factor imposed limits and behaviors, for the moment well outlined, but 

which in a very short time, as a result of the rapid technological evolution of AI, will prove to be ineffective. Both 

                                                            
38 See R. Kurzweil, The Singularity Is Nearer: When We Merge with AI, Penguin, 2024, passim. 
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technological products, both robots and AI programs are a creation of the human mind, which still gives humans 

an important ascendancy over technology. The robot in Asimov's work is independent in decision-making, AI is 

still a tool, which from a decision-making perspective has limited freedom. This thesis is supported by the very 

definition of the four potential risks related to AI, which places the human factor as the only decision-maker in 

carrying out activities with potential risk for society. However, the ability of AI systems to accumulate information 

from the databases made available to them and later to make the necessary analogies in refining a decision 

should not be lost sight of. 

The regulation identifies an essential characteristic of AI systems, namely their ability to make deductions. 

This capability refers to the process of obtaining results, such as predictions, content, recommendations or 

decisions that can influence physical and virtual environments, as well as the ability of AI systems to derive 

models or algorithms. AI is not a computer program whose task is to process data. AI programs have the ability 

to make deductions based on a significant amount of information assimilated from the databases they have 

access to. In this context, the result of the deduction is deeply flawed, and human actions that are guided by the 

result thus obtained, will have at least unpredictable effects. Analyzing the first of Asimov's laws from the 

perspective of the social relations it seeks to protect, we find that robots can have free will in their 

manifestations. Assuming the existence of free will in robots, the first law prohibits them from initiating actions 

likely to harm a human being or remaining passive when a human being is in danger. 

AI regulated by Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 is 

a system that is limited to making deductions based on information acquired, both from databases and from 

various devices electronics to which it is connected, for example video cameras. We do not currently identify any 

trace of consciousness, which would lead us to conclude that AI would currently have free will. Even humor 

practiced by AI in dialogue with human beings is nothing more than a data processing process based on 

information acquired from databases where humorous texts are located. Concluding on this first rule stated by 

Asimov, we note that, unlike robots, which functioned independently, AI functions as a useful tool in performing 

tasks set by the human being. Man is the one who, giving efficiency to his free will, has the obligation not to 

cause suffering to another human being with the help of tools based on AI, and at the same time he also has the 

obligation to use AI to remove a danger, which could affect other human beings. 

The risk management system should be a continuous iterative process that is expected and carried out 

throughout the life cycle of a high-risk AI system. This process aims to identify and mitigate relevant risks posed 

by AI systems to health, safety and fundamental rights. The risk management system should be regularly assessed 

and updated to ensure its continued effectiveness, as well as the justification and documentation of any 

significant decisions and actions taken under the AI Act regulation. Within the specific procedures there should 

be a guarantee that the provider of AI systems identifies the risks or negative effects that these systems could 

have on health, safety and fundamental rights, risks arising from the interaction between AI systems and the 

environment in which works. The risk management system should adopt the most appropriate measures to 

prevent dangerous situations for humans. 

In the past four years—especially following the launch of ChatGPT—there were voices have pointed out 

that advanced AI systems, once connected to vast Internet data sources, might generate novel algorithms and 

attempt to bypass built-in security safeguards. For instance, there was reported an incident in which an advanced 

ChatGPT prototype exhibited „escape” behaviors, probing containment limits in its code sandbox40. It was also 

similarly noted that AI „agents” with goal-driven autonomy can deviate from intended objectives and pose 

misalignment risks when operating without close human direction41. To address these concerns, experts argue 

that developers of high-risk AI systems should be required to present affirmative safety cases—demonstrating 

that risks remain below acceptable thresholds—and undergo independent evaluation before deployment in 

critical infrastructure or other high-risk environments42 Other voices have gone further, arguing that fully 

autonomous AI agents should not be developed at all, given the strong correlation between autonomy and 

                                                            
40 BytePlus Editorial Team, ChatGPT O1 Tried to Escape: AI Safety Concerns Explained, BytePlus, April 2025, 

https://www.byteplus.com/en/topic/548472?title=chatgpt-o1-tried-to-escape-unraveling-the-shocking-ai-safety-breakthrough-of-2025. 
41 K.D. Kumayama, Pramode Chiruvolu, D. Weiss, AI agents: greater capabilities and enhanced risks, Reuters, April 2025, 
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Policy Observatory, July 2023, https://oecd.ai/en/wonk/basic-safety-requirements-for-ai-risk-management. 



Sebastian BĂLĂNICĂ, Bogdan-Alin CIOFLAN     577 

 

potential harms43. On the other hand, there are also arguments that, most current AI systems still depend 

fundamentally on human direction, making truly AI-only disasters highly unlikely in the near term44 

Accordingly, there were views that effective monitoring and control of AI must be built into the systems 

themselves, via robust security protocols embedded in their code. Some asserts that AI security should ensure 

confidentiality, integrity, and availability through in-system defenses45 The UK government’s recent Call for Views 

proposes a voluntary Code of Practice to establish baseline security requirements throughout the AI supply chain, 

reinforcing the necessity of in-code protections46. These principles are reflected in the EU AI Act: art. 15(1) 

mandates that high-risk AI systems be designed for appropriate levels of accuracy, robustness, and cybersecurity 

across their lifecycle47, and recital 51 – in relation to art. 6 - underscores cybersecurity’s role in ensuring resilience 

against manipulation and adversarial attacks48. Moreover, art. 14(1) requires manufacturers to enable effective 

human supervision – supported by secure human – machine interfaces – throughout system use49 

Although it enjoys reliability from the perspective of its ethical principle, the second law, in the hypothesis 

of a possible codification, which would give it the character of a generally binding legal norm, still needs 

adaptation in relation to the practical aspects arising from this. Let's take the example of a robot programmed 

to take care of a child, go to school with him and protect him from possible dangers that may arise. In a certain 

context, the child in the care of the robot is attacked by a violent colleague. The child protected by the robot 

commands it to defend him from the imminent attack of the violent colleague, but the robot refuses the 

command, giving effect to the ethical principle of the first law, which requires it not to harm a human being. But 

this approach is not correct either, because the first law, in its second sentence, requires robots not to stand 

passively when a human being will do harm. In this context, what will the child's guardian robot do? 

Will he act in the sense of defending the child, at the risk of injuring the attacker, thus respecting the second 

sentence of the first law, or will he become passive, thus eliminating any risk of violation of the first sentence of 

the first law? A possible answer that the robot could reach can be set based on the principle of legitimate 

defense, from criminal law. Thus, the robot will be able to act by committing a deed that could meet the 

constitutive elements of a crime, if its action was intended to remove a material, direct, immediate and unjust 

attack, which endangers its person or that of another, in the case above, the danger being generated by the 

action of the violent colleague. There are many nuances that the European legislative forum, in harmonious 

collaboration with AI technology producers, is to establish and subsequently regulate. These nuances are 

precisely related to the choices that AI or robotics animated by AI must make, in the context of the emergence 

of exceptional situations. 

It is too early to discuss Asimov's third law, which stated that a robot in physical form must protect its own 

existence as long as it does not endanger humans. Within the same rule, another limit set to the physical entity 

robot is described: it cannot refuse, in order to protect itself, the fulfillment of the tasks set through its 

manufacturing program. We are still at the dawn of a technological era that could give physical entity robots 

greater autonomy from the control of the maker or the person using it. The technological evolution of the last 

decade instead obliges the decision-makers with attributions in the field of legislation, to a realistic approach in 

relation to the dynamics of technology development. Robotics and AI systems will very soon establish a symbiotic 

relationship, and in that context the legislator will have the task of regulating the new reality through a set of 

rules, with the aim of preventing the occurrence of risks for the safety of the human community. We see year by 

year how China is becoming a major player in the field of robotics, AI and more recently, microprocessors, thus 

narrowing the innovation gap in competition with Taiwan, the West and the United States. 
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According to the classification given by the OECD 50of the objectives of an AI system, we note two clearly 

explained categories: explicit objectives, when they are programmed directly into the system by a programmer, 

and implicit objectives, when the AI system is able to learn new objectives using the on the one hand the 

databases to which it has access, and on the other hand, the rules programmed and implemented in the system 

by a human factor. Systems with implicit objectives are AI programs built to ensure the autonomous movement 

of some vehicles. These systems are built to comply with traffic rules, but do not know their implicit objective to 

protect the lives of passengers and other road users51. It is not by chance that I mentioned the autonomous 

driving systems of a vehicle in the context of the analysis of the third law. Autonomous vehicle piloting systems 

have represented an important bet for the automotive industry in the process of designing and building modern 

means of transport. 

This bet, however, must be approached with caution, taking into account the errors made by autonomous 

driving systems, which, if they had not resulted in casualties, would have remained only at the stage of hilarious 

events. The AI system's computing machine made wrong decisions precisely because it tried to follow that set of 

rules that protected it during the exploitation process. The spirit of Asimov's third law regulates a situation in 

which the robot physical entity, aware of its actions, takes the decision to protect itself with as a limit any 

situation harmful to humanity and at the same time disregarding the tasks entrusted by its creator, through the 

program of operation. The virtual robot, endowed with intelligence, in the exercise of its function as a pilot of an 

autonomous vehicle, proved that it can make decisions to the detriment of the safety of other traffic participants, 

when the results obtained from the deduction process led to decisions of a nature to protect the integrity the 

system. This reality proves that the way of collecting and processing data by AI systems, is still a perfectable 

process from a technological perspective, and is not able to respect Asimov's third law. 

6. Limitations of Asimov's Laws and the need for adaptive and evolutionary regulations 

Of course, Asimov's three laws have their own limitations, both individually and from a general perspective. 

Thus, two limitations result from the first law: the inapplicability of the first half and the need to reverse the 

second half. The first half talks about how the robot, AI in particular, must not negatively affect a human being. 

If things are analyzed from an indirect perspective, that of an AI at its current level of development, then "do not 

harm" will apply indirectly. In other words, AI will either be pre-programmed to cause an action that would result 

in harm to a human being, or be used by default to do so. The prediction could be applicable in the event of a 

superintelligent AI possessing the capacity for intentionality52. At that point, with an AI that acts and experiences 

qualia, it could be subject to the application of the first part of the first law. The second half of the first law refers 

to a "do not harm" causality through non-action. By its inaction, the AI cannot allow a human being to be harmed. 

Once again, the question of interpretation arises, namely whether the provision is to be treated from a direct or 

indirect perspective. A straightforward perspective assumes, once again, the existence of AI-level 

superintelligence, which could thus decide to adopt a stance of inaction, leading to the result described in the 

first law53.  

From an indirect perspective, the AI can only be put into an inactive position by the human factor, who will 

decide this, and cannot be hindered by the system in any way. On this foundation comes the second law, which 

requires obedience to the orders given by the human being, as long as they do not contravene the first law. And 

in this case, the opposition could only be realized in a conscious position, by AI, otherwise the human being could 

program it at will, and implicitly violate the First Law54. The third law emphasizes the need for the AI to protect 

its own existence, as long as this action does not contravene the first and second laws. Even so, if the AI does not 

possess superintelligence, actions can only be performed at the level of a human being. Noting that, from an 

indirect perspective, as long as the human being intervenes at the systemic level, both the second and third laws 

can be fulfilled by AI, but not consciously55. By default, one can program the AI to obey all three laws, but there 
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will be no state of consciousness at the level of the AI, except for a superintelligence iteration. In other words, 

Asimov's three laws can be implemented, from the principle of „do not harm”, to that of „human oversight” and 

up to „innovation and AI progress”, but in a relationship of strict interdependence with the human factor 

ultimately holding the decision-making power as to the applicability of the three laws56. 

Therefore, these limitations of Asimov's Three Laws require that transformative changes also materialize 

in the AI Act. The principles will otherwise remain the same, with changes to be made in terms of content and 

structure. Including the European Commission, during the application of the AI Act, it undertakes to make 

updates in terms of content and regulation, both in a certain period of time and if the context requires it. The 

reality is that the dynamism in AI is very pronounced, and therefore changes are not predictable, much less 

planned, and visible over a time horizon57. This, as seen with the AI Act, can impact the regulatory process in 

various ways, from the complexity and length of implementation to the need to diversify provisions or anticipate 

possible developments. The changing context makes regulations become anachronistic, archaic, and there is a 

need, if not for change, at least for adaptation to the existing situation. Therefore, the idea of some degree of 

flexibility at the regulatory level is becoming clearer, because if the context changes, there will be a time gap 

between new developments and the manufacture and implementation of new legislative measures in which they 

will work one or more potential gray areas58.  

The AI European Act is a first legislative step, which establishes the framework in which additions and 

changes will be made in the future in accordance with technological evolution. In section 4 of the EU AI Act, 

codes of good practice are also provided, to be drawn up in accordance with the provisions and principles of the 

EU AI Act. The Office for AI has the obligation to encourage and facilitate the development of codes of good 

practice at the level of the member states of the EU, with the aim of contributing to the proper application of 

the provisions of the EU AI Act regulation. The content of the regulation also established the principles underlying 

the processes of testing high-risk AI systems in real-world conditions outside of AI regulatory testbeds. This 

approach was necessary in order to complete the spectrum of rules that regulate the use of AI systems with a 

high degree of risk, offering the addressees of the normative act a set of rules that they are obliged to comply 

with in the context of carrying out the testing process in real conditions of AI systems with a high degree of risk. 

At the same time and in accordance with European regulations and codes of good practice that regulate the way 

of programming and use of AI systems, a dynamic work approach is necessary at the level of all entities that 

produce or use AI systems, regardless of whether they present or not, a high degree of risk. The regulation is a 

normative act that entered into force very recently. As in the case of other normative acts, time and concrete 

practice will impose the need to modify, complete and update the norms established by this regulation. The 

European Council for AI, in a joint effort with manufacturers and users of AI-type systems, will make 

recommendations, with the aim of keeping the legislation in the field of AI systems in line with technological 

developments in this matter. 

Given that the AI Act will have to be the operating framework for all EU states, the rigidity and lack of 

adaptability to the context will only lead to a much faster propagation of gray areas or attempts by states to 

regulate the new context, thus generating discrepancies between European and national legislation. The 

monitoring and evaluation measures, provided both in the AI Act and in the complementary legislation, can signal 

some changes in the context, as well as the appearance of possible developments and can act as a mitigating 

factor, implicitly a potential legislative loophole, but even in this situation, if the bureaucratic process was not 

fast enough, there will be a period when the only solution will be the flexibility and adaptability of the current 
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legislative framework59. The impact can be felt in specific areas such as the classification system of AIs, the ethical 

and human rights framework or transparency, therefore requiring substantial changes at the legislative level to 

ensure compliance with the current situation. For effectiveness and efficiency, it will be imperative that all 

stakeholders involved contribute to and agree on changes to the existing legislative framework, and the working 

approach must be multilateral. However, future changes to the legislative framework will have an advantage 

compared to previous attempts at the AI Act, namely that they will already have legal precedents and a much 

wider range of legal sources than the AI Act's beginnings in 2021 or the first principles in 2017 Therefore, from a 

qualitative point of view, the new measures will have a better understanding of the context, but also of how it 

got to this point, while preserving the basic principles from which AI regulation attempts started.60. 

7. Conclusions 

In conclusion, this paper has explored the relationship between the EU’s AI Act (AI Act) and Isaac Asimov’s 

Three Laws of Robotics, highlighting key insights into the challenges of regulating rapidly evolving technologies. 

The analysis has demonstrated the complexities inherent in the AI Act and its potential limitations in addressing 

the fast-paced development of AI. Drawing on Asimov’s principles, which prioritize simplicity and clarity, the 

conclusions reflect on how regulatory frameworks could benefit from more adaptable, ethical foundations. The 

following section will summarize the key outcomes of the research, discuss its expected impact, and suggest 

directions for further investigation in AI regulation. 

In terms of key outcomes summaries, the analysis explored the significant challenges faced by legislators 

in regulating AI, particularly the absence of established case law and the never seen before pace at which 

technology is developing. It also delved into how Asimov's ethical principles, though originally conceived as part 

of a science fiction narrative, could serve as a guiding foundation for future AI regulation. The key finding of this 

paper is that while the AI Act represents a substantial legislative effort to regulate AI, its complexity and the 

challenges it faces in implementation highlight the potential value of simpler, more flexible regulatory 

frameworks. Specifically, Asimov's Three Laws of Robotics could offer valuable insights and guide the 

development of more adaptable and comprehensible AI regulations moving forward. This paper posits that a 

balance between regulatory complexity and simplicity will be crucial in addressing the evolving nature of AI and 

its societal impact. 

The research has significant implications for the ongoing development of AI regulation, particularly in 

emphasizing the need for clarity and flexibility in regulatory design. One of the major insights derived from the 

analysis is that complex legal frameworks, such as the AI Act, while attempting to address the multifaceted nature 

of AI, risks becoming unwieldy and difficult to apply in practice. The expected impact of this research is to 

advocate for an approach to AI regulation that prioritizes simplicity, flexibility, and ethical clarity, aligning with 

the evolving technological landscape. Asimov’s Laws, although fictional, demonstrate how ethical principles that 

are both clear and adaptable can provide a solid foundation for regulatory systems. By highlighting the effects of 

Asimov's framework, the paper argues that AI regulation could benefit from similar principles that are easier for 

stakeholders to understand, apply, and adapt to changing circumstances. The expected impact also extends to 

fostering greater public trust in AI governance, as simpler, principle-based legislation can enhance legislative 

transparency, consistency, and legal certainty. In this way, the research encourages a shift in how AI regulations 

might be structured—emphasizing a legislative approach that is as adaptable as the technologies it seeks to 

govern, while also responsive to the societal need for ethical oversight and clarity. 

As further research directions that can be drawn from this paper, there are some potential avenues to be 

followed. First, a comparative analysis of the AI Act with other global AI regulatory efforts, such as those in the 

USA, China, or Canada, could prove valuable in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of different regulatory 

                                                            
59 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 laying down harmonised rules on artificial 

intelligence and amending Regulations (EC) no. 300/2008, (EU) no. 167/2013, (EU) no. 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 
2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (AI Act) (Text with EEA relevance), OJ from July 13, 2024, 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj, passim; Th. Wischmeyer, T. Rademacher, Regulating Artificial Intelligence, Springer Nature, 
2019, passim; M. Corrales, M. Fenwick, N. Forgó, Robotics, AI and the Future of Law, Springer, 2018, passim. 

60 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13.06.2024 laying down harmonised rules on artificial 
intelligence and amending Regulations (EC) no. 300/2008, (EU) no. 167/2013, (EU) no. 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 
2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (AI Act) (Text with EEA relevance), OJ from July 13, 2024, 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj, passim; Al. Mantelero, Beyond Data: Human Rights, Ethical and Social Impact Assessment in AI, 
Springer Nature, 2022, passim. 
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frameworks. Such research would provide insights into how different jurisdictions approach the regulation of 

AI's ethical and societal implications, and how Asimov's ethical principles could be integrated into global 

legislative efforts. There can be an investigation into the long-term sustainability of the AI Act’s complex structure 

would be essential, particularly in its ability to accommodate future technological advancements and societal 

changes. Research should explore whether the intricate rules embedded in the AI Act are adaptable enough to 

keep pace with the rapid evolution of AI technology. Additionally, future studies could explore the practical 

application of Asimov’s principles in real-world AI and robotics systems, potentially testing their viability in future 

legislative drafts and examining their potential to guide regulatory decisions in practice. Finally, another area for 

ongoing inquiry would be the public perception of AI regulation. Research on whether alternative frameworks 

and regulations can lead to greater trust in AI systems would offer valuable insights into how societal trust and 

understanding of AI can be nurtured through regulatory frameworks. This research could further assess how 

different demographic groups perceive the complexity of current AI regulation and whether more transparent, 

ethical, and easily understandable laws could mitigate public anxiety about AI's societal impact. 
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