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Abstract

Policy and academic discourse around Al often invokes con-
cerns about Al systems’ effects on “human autonomy”. A
growing literature also highlights the priority for augmen-
tation, extension, or amplification of human agency. How-
ever, as prior authors have pointed out, the concept of ‘auton-
omy’ is vague and heterogeneous; while on the other hand the
character of ‘agency’ that is recommended to be augmented
remains in need of deeper philosophical attention. We out-
line four dimensions for evaluating how artificial assistants
may affect autonomous human agency, and argue that these
distinct dimensions suggest potentially different practical in-
terventions. More specifically, we distinguish choice avail-
ability (the size of an agent’s available action set), volitional
integrity (the fit between an agent’s actions and her evalua-
tively endorsed intentions), referential integrity (the accuracy
of beliefs whose accuracy the agent takes to matter), and au-
thenticity (the degree to which evaluative attitudes are the
agent’s own). We then analyze the prior literature in light
of our four dimensions, and argue that our framework al-
lows for a richer analysis of the potential effects that artifi-
cial assistants may have on human autonomy. Then, we ap-
ply our framework to related discussions on epistemic agency,
recommender systems and on human disempowerment from
advanced Al, showing that each conflates analytically dis-
tinct agency-impairments. From the framework we derive five
maxims for the development and regulation of artificial assis-
tants, thereby centering norms of extension of agency.

1 Introduction

Virginia Woolf told us that there was “no gate, no lock, no
bolt that could be set upon the freedom of [her] mind” (1929,
pg. 48). Read descriptively, Woolf is close to fully accu-
rate; read as a statement of normative defiance, we agree
wholeheartedly. We read Woolf as providing a rallying cry
for the importance of human agency or human autonomy,
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where neither gates nor bolts nor Al systems should set lim-
its upon the freedom of human minds. As such, we likewise
endorse the more generalized (though less florid) statements
offered by various policy documents, stressing that Al sys-
tems should respect human agency or autonomy (Univer-
sité de Montréal 2018; Association for Computing Machin-
ery 2018; OECD 2024; European Commission 2020). At
the same time, we are in agreement with the growing lit-
erature examining the role of Al systems in augmentation,
extension, or amplification of human agency (Hernandez-
Orallo and Vold 2019; Brynjolfsson 2022; London and Hei-
dari 2024; Clark 2025; Jha, Everitt, and Grzankowski 2026).
However, both these registers issue promissory notes on the
same unarticulated concept: protection presupposes an ac-
count of what is being protected, augmentation an account
of what is being augmented.

The Problem of Ambiguity. Prunkl notes that policymak-
ers’ use of terms like ‘autonomy’ and ‘agency’ is often un-
clear. Autonomy (and related concepts) are often deployed
in “heterogeneous” ways, leading Prunkl to claim that the
status quo risks “groups of researchers and policy makers
talking past each other” (2024, pg. 7). Similarly, the growth
of the augmentation register highlights the importance of an-
alytic clarity regarding what constitutes the ‘autonomous ex-
ercise of human agency’ for assessing the proposed mecha-
nisms of augmentation or assistance. If Al development is to
serve human agency, it would be helpful to gain greater clar-
ity on what terms like agency or autonomy actually mean.
Without more precise accounts of agency or autonomy, we
risk agreeing to vaporous statements about the importance
of Al systems respecting ‘human agency’ without meaning-
fully steering Al development towards more desirable out-
comes.

Philosophical Method. We turn to philosophy of action,
or action theory, for the conceptual resources to make these
notions more precise. A central strand of this literature has
long examined the structure of human agency: the attitudes,
capacities, and relations involved in intentional action; and
the norms of practical rationality that govern their operation
(Davidson 1963; Bratman 1987; Velleman 1992b). In this
paper, building on this tradition, in Section 2, we use an en-
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Figure 1: Our schematic model of agency.

riched model of human agency to propose four dimensions
or components — choice availability, volitional integrity, ref-
erential integrity, and authenticity — that jointly articulate
conditions for the autonomous exercise of human agency',
and provide criteria against which the bearing of any Al
system on an agent may be assessed. In analogy with the
norms of practical rationality studied in philosophy of ac-
tion — norms governing the relations among an agent’s in-
tentions and beliefs, and the processes of practical reason-
ing — we propose, in Section 3, five maxims that function
as prescriptive principles for the well-functioning extension
of practical agency. We also discuss and respond to some
possible objections in Section 4, before concluding in Sec-
tion 5. With this, we thus hope to lay the groundwork for an
action-theoretic analysis of how human agency can either be
extended, assisted, or augmented; or can be hindered or have
its functioning be depleted.

2 Four Components of Agency

Stylised ‘belief-desire’ and ‘belief-desire-intention’ models
are common within philosophy of action. The background
picture of agency with which we will be operating contains
(as illustrated by Figure 1) more component parts. By way
of elaboration, we begin by contrasting our picture with
the more commonly known Belief-Desire-Intention (BDI)
model of agency 2.

In the standard BDI setup, an agent’s intentions arise from
her doxastic and evaluative attitudes. It is commonly ac-
cepted that both doxastic states (canonically in the form of
beliefs) and evaluative attitudes (canonically in the form of
desires) are important components of intention formation,

"Here, we don’t intend these terms to resolve the heterogeneous
uses of ‘agency’ and ‘autonomy’ across the relevant literatures.
Rather, we fix a distinction for the purposes of the present anal-
ysis, with the broader aim of increasing clarity about the object of
inquiry invoked by both terms. We use agency to refer to the capac-
ity through which an agent forms and executes action, including the
structured relations among the attitudes, dispositions, and practical
capacities involved in doing so. We use autonomy to characterize
the quality of the exercise of that capacity: roughly, the extent to
which an exercise of agency proceeds under conditions that permit
it to count as the agent’s own and as appropriately self-directed.

2Velleman (1992b) summarizes this ‘standard story’ as: “There
is something that the agent wants, and there is an action that he
believes conducive to its attainment. His desire for the end, and
his belief in the action as a means, justify taking the action, and
they jointly cause an intention to take it, which in turn causes the
corresponding movements of the agent’s body”
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and this paper follows suit. We refer to an agent’s evalua-
tive attitudes simply as ‘evaluative attitudes’, and refer to
an agent’s doxastic states as her judgments. ‘Judgments’ in-
clude straightforward beliefs or degrees of belief such as
‘Paris is the capital of France’, or ‘Arsenal are 40% likely
to win the league next year’, alongside broader normative
judgments (e.g., ‘I think it is good to keep one’s promises’).?
We incorporate these features in our picture of agency, us-
ing the left-right arrow to represent the fact that each may
influence the other. Additionally, we allow for the process of
intentional action to itself involve potentially revising one’s
evaluative attitudes or judgments based on one’s initial set of
intentions and options, and similarly denote this relationship
with a left-right arrow.

Know-Hows and Habits. Our picture of agency further
includes know-hows and habits, both of which play an im-
portant role in the formation of an agent’s intentions. An
agent who knows how to ride a bike, for instance, is more
likely to form the intention to ‘cycle to work’ than an
agent without such know-hows. Similarly, an inveterate pes-
simist may habitually consider the worst-case scenarios in a
manner that consequently affects her downstream intentions
(imagine an agent with severe anxiety, who no longer con-
siders certain options after years of avoiding situations per-
ceived as risky). Habits* and know-hows are each distinct

3Two notes. First, we distinguish between evaluative attitudes
(including desires) and judgments, centrally thought of as (factual)
beliefs, in addition to potentially normative judgments (e.g., one
may have desires one judges that one should not act upon). Sec-
ond, we use slightly more inclusive terminology than ‘beliefs’ and
‘desires’ compared to the standard BDI model. Hence ‘credences’
(as in standard expected utility theory) and ‘risk-attitudes’ (as in
Buchak’s (2013) risk-weighted expected utility theory) count as
judgments and evaluative states, respectively.

“Here we use ‘habits’ to refer to the general class of behaviours
that occur without explicit intentions. Hyman (2017) characterizes
this general class of behaviors as follows, noting that:

“there are several kinds of exceptions to the generalization
that all human action is intentional under some description
or stems from an intentional movement, including the fol-
lowing: automatic reactions, such as ducking or drawing
back one’s head to avoid a blow, or making an involuntary
adjustment to one’s posture to maintain balance; some kinds
of habitual action, including verbal tics such as echolalia
(the automatic repetition of words and phrases spoken by
a person one is conversing with) or interspersing speech
with words or phrases like ‘you know’; some kinds of un-
controlled action done in abnormal or pathological states
of mind, such as panic or psychosis; unconscious action
such as murmuring in one’s sleep; and the spontaneous ex-
pression of emotion in facial expressions, vocalizations, and
gestures, such as smiling, scowling, pouting, shrugging, and
laughing, or crying out with pleasure or pain.”

Similarly, Ouellette and Wood (1998) discuss empirical evidence
for a dual process model, suggesting that intentions and habits
jointly predict human action. Further discussion of how habits re-
late to the standard BDI model can be found in (Bermudez and Fel-
letti 2021; Douskos 2017; Pollard 2008), and Pollard (2006) goes
further to argue that habits play a more central role than deliber-
ative action, concluding that “we only think when our habits give



from both judgments and evaluative attitudes — an agent’s
know-hows are neither judgments about nor evaluations of
(the desirability of) bike-riding, and neither are her habits
reducible to combinations of judgments and evaluative at-
titudes. But we think both play an important role in form-
ing an agent’s intentions, and may play an important role in
serving or impeding an agent’s degree of autonomy. In par-
ticular, when considering the diachronic perspective, recog-
nizing the role of (dependence on) habits and (atrophy of)
know-hows becomes crucial to provide an account of deple-
tion of human agency.

The Process of Intention Formation. An agent’s inten-
tions may be more or less granular. One may intend to “have
fun at the party”, to “introduce oneself to Peter”, or indeed
“to inform Peter of the burrito I ate at exactly 12:13pm”.
In some cases, fine-grained intentions lead an agent to con-
sider many possible options (e.g., representing many distinct
ways to have fun at the party). In other cases, coarser inten-
tions may (more or less) lead directly to action. An agent
with more fine-grained intentions can be viewed as an agent
with a greater number of ‘available options’, if only because
such options are more finely individuated in the agent’s rep-
resentational psychology. Thus, we view the formation of in-
tentions as causally downstream of an agent’s subjective set
of options, which are themselves influenced by an agent’s
beliefs, desires, habits, and know-hows. Acknowledging the
highly schematic nature of our picture, the remainder of this
section introduces four dimensions of agency motivated by
this framework. Each of them can be understood as an in-
tegrity condition on some of the elements or links.

2.1 Choice Availability

One feature of human agency involves the experience of
choice among a set of subjectively available options. We can
introduce this idea more formally (if somewhat artificially)
by considering an agent A in some world w1, faced with a
set of available actions {z1,22,...2;} = X. As an illus-
trative example, one may consider an author, who can cur-
rently choose among a set of available actions, one subset
of which includes {continue writing, make coffee, lift some
weights}. When we say that an action z; is ‘available’ to A,
two requirements must be met.

Requirement 1: If z; is available to A, it is physically
possible for A to perform ;.

Requirement 2: The action x; must show up as men-
tally available to A

Requirement 1 is intuitive. For instance, if A lacks rele-
vant access to actuators which result in the realisation of x;,
out”.
>We note that the notion of ‘mental availability’ has some un-
fortunate circularity. However, we are not attempting to provide a
definition of the general concept ‘availability’, but rather to high-
light two necessary conditions we are imposing on our stipulated
concept of ‘availability’ for the purpose of further normative anal-
ysis.
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then the action is clearly unavailable to them.® The necessity
of Requirement 2 can be illustrated by highlighting some ex-
amples where this requirement is not met’. For instance, it
may be physically possible for me to move my muscles such
that I balance across a slackline even though I lack the know-
how to do it. Similarly, an agent may have both the know-
how and physical capability to induce political change, but
unless they also believe they are capable of doing it, they
won’t try. This preamble now allows us to introduce Choice
Availability.

Choice Availability (CA). If some action xy, is avail-
able to A in wy but not in wy — and the remaining ac-
tions available to A are otherwise identical in w; and
wy — then A has more pro tanto choice-availability
(in wq than ws).

Clarifying CA. Increasing an agent’s CA should, in gen-
eral, be expected to increase their autonomous agency. In-
tuitively, we tend to think that individuals have greater au-
tonomy when they have more options — consider, for in-
stance, the way we might think about providing a wheelchair
to someone with an ambulatory disability. The wheelchair
can be viewed as providing its user with a larger num-
ber of available options, thereby increasing their degree of
agency. Still, we should note that increasing an agent’s CA
will not always increase their level of autonomy. An agent
who is severely misled about the world and the effects of
their actions may lack the required understanding to act pur-
posively, for example. Nor is the addition of an option al-
ways a benefit, since giving an agent an option can trans-
form her default position into something she is accountable
for choosing (Velleman 1992a). Relatedly, expanded op-
tion sets can burden deliberation itself (Iyengar and Lepper
2000; Scheibehenne, Greifeneder, and Todd 2010; Chernev,
Bockenholt, and Goodman 2015). CA is strictly pro tanto:
its contribution to agency can be defeated by the cost-profile
of the options added.

Choice Availability and AI Systems. First consider con-
cerns about Al-driven ‘human disempowerment’ or human
extinction (Bostrom 2014; Dung 2025; Cappelen, Goldstein,
and Hawthorne forthcoming). Clearly, total human extinc-
tion is the most straightforward example of CA-reduction
possible. Arguments for ‘human disempowerment’ falling
short of extinction are often spelled out less explicitly,
though they seem to involve worries about future CA vio-
lations in at least some cases (Christiano 2019; Kulveit et al.
2025). Second, consider recommender systems. In many
cases critiques of recommender systems also involve (de

%The sense of ‘actuators’ deployed here is deliberately catholic,
intended to encompass ‘actuators’ that may conventionally be
thought to belong to another person. For instance, a physically dis-
abled individual lacking voluntary control over the movement of
their body’s limbs would count as possessing ‘actuators’ so long
as they were accompanied by a physically able-bodied individual
who performs their action-requests.

"The notion of mental availability connects our account to work
on attention as selection for action (Seidman 2009; Wu 2014; Watzl
2017): an option enters deliberation only if attentional processes
select it.



facto) claims of CA-reduction, where it is claimed that rec-
ommender systems “routinely” provide users “with a lim-
ited amount of options”, consequently constraining human
choice by “filter[ing] out what is determined to be irrelevant
to the user” (Prunkl 2024, pp. 2-4). Reliance upon such rec-
ommender systems, thus, can produce a depletion of auton-
omy through the erosion of CA. On the flipside, the potential
normative promise of recommender systems often likewise
invokes CA-type considerations. For instance, Stray et al.
(2024) note that recommender systems “can suggest items
without an explicit query, which [ ... ] can lead to positive
and novel outcomes for people” (pg. 6).

2.2 Volitional Integrity

The previous subsection noted that an agent who has had
their CA reduced (or enhanced) has not necessarily had their
agency reduced (or enhanced). By way of illustration, con-
sider the unwilling addict. An individual struggling with ad-
diction, who may indeed welcome interventions which re-
move the possibility of engaging in their addictive object; in
this case, reducing CA may be, on net, a way of enhancing
their autonomy.

Motivating VI. There are many reasons we may think
that something normatively undesirable occurs in cases like
the unwilling addict. We may think the issue arises from
conflicts between the agent’s motivational and evaluative
systems (Watson 1975, pg. 215), between their first- and
second-order desires (Frankfurt 1971), or otherwise think
that such cases involve the presence of desires impeding
the agent’s ability to self-govern (Bratman 1987; Korsgaard
1996). Of course, there is a strong intuitive case for thinking
that CA-restrictions are prima facie agency-undermining.
However, we may also think that the otherwise agency-
undermining effects of CA-restrictions are nullified when
A’s initial action set interferes with A’s evaluative attitudes
connecting to her actions ‘in the right way’. A variety of
authors within philosophy of action have claimed that (cer-
tain forms of) agency require the ‘right kind’ of relationship
between evaluative attitudes and physical events,® and this
motivates our introduction of Volitional Integrity.

Volitional Integrity (VI): If A’s actions: (i) depend
upon her intentions, such that (ii) her intentions are
consistent with the subset of her judgments and evalu-
ative attitudes relevant to her current choice of action,
then: (iii) A has more volitional integrity.’

8We may fail to behave agentically if our actions are not caused
by our intentions (Bratman 1987; Bishop 1989; Mele 1992, 2003;
En¢ 2003), practical reasons (Velleman 1992b; Korsgaard 1996),
or appropriate belief-desire pairs (Goldman 1970; Davidson 1963,
1971; Dretske 1988).

°Our notion of ‘dependence’ may be read liberally. For readers
who believe that some observer-neutral theory of ‘causal depen-
dence’ is important for human agency (perhaps one wants to judge
that agents in classic Frankfurt-style cases have their volitional in-
tegrity violated under manipulationist theories of causation), ‘de-
pendence’ may be read as ‘causal dependence’. For readers with
commitments to the normative value of human agency who reject
all such theories, ‘dependence’ may be read as ‘observer-relative
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Clarifying V1. We address two sources of potential ambi-
guity. First, our reference to ‘the subset of A’s judgments rel-
evant to her current actions’ is meant to exclude cases where
an agent possesses inconsistent combinations of judgments
and intentions which are nonetheless irrelevant to her cur-
rent choice of action. For instance, imagine that A is in the
process of deciding which dress to buy. If A is a realistic hu-
man agent, she may have inconsistent judgments or beliefs
on a host of topics irrelevant to her dress-purchasing deci-
sion. Because A’s broader set of judgments are inconsistent,
her judgments cannot be consistent with her evaluative atti-
tudes fout court. We do not say that A’s level of agency is
undermined in this setting.

Second, note that condition (i) need not run through ex-
plicit, act-by-act intention. For example, consider how a
dancer mid-performance does not form a separate intention
for each step, but the movements flow habitually. Her VI is
nonetheless intact, as the routine itself stands in the right re-
lation to her intentions — she acquired it intentionally, and
intentionally initiated it, and remains able to modulate or
abandon it. Dependence upon intention can be distal and
structural rather than direct and explicit (Shepherd 2021; Wu
2013; Mele 1992; Bratman 1987).

Third, our concept of VI also allows us to better eval-
uate the degree to which an addict’s autonomy or agency
is impeded. Her autonomy will be more impeded in cases
where she explicitly judges (or believes) that engaging in
addictive behaviors is inconsistent with her intended way
of life but does so anyway due to weakness of will (e.g.,
“it is a bad idea for me to take this”’) — as this would illus-
trate an inconsistency between her ideals for self-legislation
and what she actually does. Addictions can be thus under-
stood as deeply ingrained habits leading to unwanted ac-
tions. Whether such unwanted actions undermine volitional
integrity depends on whether or not these habits were volun-
tarily adopted in the first place, and whether—once akrasia
is noticed by the agent—it can be modified through volun-
tary intentions. When adequately empowered, agents should
be able to modify their automatic behaviour habits in greater
concordance with their values.

Volitional Integrity and AI Systems. Because recom-
mender systems“track only individuals’ first-order prefer-
ences or desires by surveilling their actions”, Laitinen and
Sahlgren (2021) claim that such systems may be “particu-
larly detrimental to autonomy” in cases of “addictions or
akratic will”. This component of Laitinen and Sahlgren’s
analysis can clearly be viewed as a threat to human VI. Un-
der the heading of a closely related concept, Brown claims
that “recommender systems foster volitional misalignment
by design as they rely on behavioral signals that poorly cor-
relate with their users’ second-order desires” (Brown 2026,
pg. 23). Using our terminology, Brown is concerned with
VI-degradation. Outside of recommender systems, Ashki-
naze and co-authors explicitly test (what they term) LLMs’

evidential dependence’. For instance, we may say that A’s actions
depend upon her evaluative attitudes when knowledge of her eval-
uative attitudes increases her probability that she will perform the
actions she in fact performs.



“deep value generalization” on human preference-data in-
volving correlations between first- and second-order desires,
and find that “current LLMs [as of 2025] predominantly fa-
vor shallow preferences” (Ashkinaze et al. 2025, pg. 10).
To the extent this finding holds more generally and robustly,
this would be a sign that current LLMs may have negative
effects on humans’ VL.

2.3 Referential Integrity

We have so far seen two concepts relevant to a person’s
agency. Namely, we could increase (decrease) their set of
available actions, or increase (decrease) the degree to which
they reflectively endorse their actions. An additional way in
which we could enhance a subject’s agency involves inform-
ing them of certain action-relevant facts. A classic case from
Williams (1981) serves as our initial illustration.

Williams’ Case and Analysis. In the standard setup, an
agent (A) is motivated to drink the translucent liquid (petrol)
in the glass in front of her, on account of her belief that the
object in the glass is gin. Because A believes that the lig-
uid is gin, she would act in a subjectively rational manner
by drinking the liquid. If an outside observer knew these
facts and withheld accurate information from A, this would
plausibly undermine A’s autonomy. On account of A’s ig-
norance, she lacks the effective capacity to act in a way
that fulfills the content of her intentions; providing A with
knowledge thereby enhances her ability to serve her present
desires. Thus we define:

Referential Integrity (RI). Suppose that A possesses
some doxastic attitudes. A has more Referential In-
tegrity when, from A’s perspective, her doxastic atti-
tudes in fact bear the appropriate relationship to the
real world.

Clarifying RI. When we say that A’s judgments (from her
perspective) in fact bear the appropriate relationship to the
real world, we are making two important stipulations.

1. First, we consider A’s perspective on judgments whose
accuracy matters most to A. This is an internal matter
relating to A’s (dispositional) psychology.

2. Second, we ask whether those judgments are in fact more
accurate. This is an external matter relating to the objec-
tive accuracy of A’s judgments.

We take the normative importance of RI to be highly in-
tuitive. In general, we think that we impair or enhance an
individual’s RI as an increasing function of the importance
they would attach to possessing accurate judgments about
the matter in question. If we were to ask Williams’ fictional
victim whether accurate beliefs regarding whether the liquid
was gin or poison mattered to her, she would presumably
say ‘yes’, and presumably this would matter a great deal.
In more realistic cases involving (for example) addicts, one
might assess the degree to which their addictive habits arise
from a lack of self-knowledge about the influence of the ad-
diction on their life, or how easy it would be to remove them-
selves from their addiction (‘I can quit when I want”).

Furthermore, the capacity to responsibly form intentions
and make choices relies upon holding valid judgments about
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the consequences (of one’s actions) (Fischer and Ravizza
1998; Bratman 2007; Sher 2009). We may see hindrance
to such knowledge as producing, over time, a depletion of
agency in such cases'’.

Referential Integrity and AI Systems. A small literature
has brought forth worries about technologically abetted de-
pletion of epistemic agency (Lynch 2016; Nguyen 2020;
Gunn and Lynch 2021), though a recent paper by Coeck-
elbergh (2026) bears particular relevance for our discussion.
Coeckelbergh’s paper focuses centrally on a threat that fu-
ture Al systems may pose to humans’ epistemic agency,
which “concerns the control that agents may exercise over
their ‘beliefs’” (pg. 1, quoting Schlosser (2019)). More lo-
calized variants of this worry appear in recent empirical
work (see Kosmyna et al. (2025)). One particularly notable
illustration of potential RI violations can be found in an ex-
ample courtesy of OpenAl, who — after publicly declaring an
ostensible “improvement” to the ‘personality’ of the model
GPT-40 — quickly rolled back their updates, after many users
anecdotally reported instances where the model delivered
unhelpful (and in some cases, potentially dangerous) syco-
phantic advice, in one case encouraging a user with transpar-
ently delusional beliefs to abstain from their medication.!!

2.4 Authenticity and Meaning

We now introduce our final normative concept by first imag-
ining the extended lifetime of an agent A. Specifically, we’ll
suppose that A has led a seemingly salubrious life; her space
of available actions has increased, and so too her judgment
over (or knowledge of) claims whose accuracy she takes
to be important. Her evaluative attitudes have also become
more consistent, and her actions more dependent on these
evaluative attitudes. Yet (as the astute reader may have in-
ferred from the presence of this subsection), we believe this
nonetheless leaves out one normatively important compo-
nent of A’s agency. We thus define:

Authenticity and Meaning (AM). A’s actions arise
from evaluative attitudes and dispositions which are
‘authentically their own’.

Clarifying AM: The Problem of Coercion. Consider
cases of blackmail or coercion. Agents who have been co-
erced or blackmailed may be acting in full knowledge, and
choosing actions which are meaningfully shaped by their
evaluative attitudes. Moreover, agents subject to coercion or
blackmail may very well come to have an expanded set of
available actions on account of being threatened or black-
mailed. We may suppose that the agent, prior to being black-
mailed, had some set of available options. After being black-
mailed, they now have the enticing option of ‘giving my life
savings to the blackmailer’, which (let’s suppose) was not

ONozick’s (1974) experience machine can be read as the limit
case of RI violation: the machine-dweller’s judgments are system-
atically illusory. In this sense, the repugnance of experience ma-
chines can be understood in terms of RI.

HSee (Williawa 2025) for the original source of the medication
response, and (Edwards 2025) for wider discussion before OpenAl
tried to reduce this tendency more explicitly.



previously in their available option set. The blackmailee may
view all of her previous actions as mentally available — ex-
cept that, now, her previously available actions come with
further costs. We believe there to be a clear intuitive case for
thinking such cases involve limits imposed on one’s agency.

Clarifying AM: Inauthenticity. Even absent blackmail
or threats, one may further worry that A may fail to act
agentically insofar as she fails to act authentically. Christ-
man’s (2009, pg. 155) account of authenticity, for exam-
ple, requires that A feels “non-alienated” from her attitudes
and commitments, such that she accepts such commitments
as “an ongoing part of [her] ‘autobiographical narrative’ ”,
as organised by her “diachronic practical identity”. Along-
side Christman, various authors have claimed that develop-
ing properly authentic values requires narrative construction
in some form (MacIntyre 1982; Taylor 1989; Schechtman
1996). While we do not mean to suggest the views above
are without contest (see, in particular, (Strawson 2004) for
a forceful criticism of narrative identities), our definition
hopes to avoid strong commitments to any particular ac-
count of meaning or authenticity, while acknowledging that
there are intuitively reasonable conceptions of ‘authentic’
values which our framework would otherwise omit.

AM and AI Systems. Return to Coeckelbergh’s paper on
Al and epistemic agency. Coeckelbergh assumes that “Claire
wishes to get rid of her belief” (pg. 7), and indeed claims it
“plausible” that Claire “wants to be the kind of person that
does not hold [her current] beliefs” (pg. 8). The scenario de-
scribed also appears to violate Claire’s VI — her actions,
such as they are, fail to be consistent with her evaluative
attitudes. Additionally, Coeckelbergh’s scenario references
to external actors with “the power to promulgate their be-
liefs”, who use their power to maintain the situation where
Claire suffers from reduced “epistemic agency” (pg. 9). This
appears to be a violation of Claire’s AM, or the degree to
which her evaluative attitudes that are “properly her own”
are actionable and effective.

Manipulation, or influence that bypasses rather than en-
gages the agent’s capacities for reflective evaluation (Nog-
gle 1996; Susser, Roessler, and Nissenbaum 2019), offers a
clear example as it can degrade AM even while preserving
or expanding CA.

More generally, Brown’s discussion of algorithmic filter-
ing notes ways that such systems can enhance an agent’s
authenticity through “coming to see that [they] behave simi-
larly to people belonging to category x”’, which Brown dubs
as “a significant way in which a person can come to un-
derstand who they are” (2026, pg. 25), while also noting
that certain implementations involving too much user con-
trol over recommender systems may come at the cost of “di-
minish[ing] the likelihood of encounters that prompt users
to question or revise their current desires” (2026, pg. 30),
thereby potentially weakening AM.'? Similarly, an Al assis-

2Note that we here refer to Brown’s analysis of ‘authenticity’
viewed in light of our definition of AM. The definition of authen-
ticity Brown uses in the cited paper is much more widely-scoped,
encompassing concerns we label as VL.
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tant optimized on who the agent has historically been may
impede who she ‘aspires’ to become (Callard 2016, 2018).

2.5 Distinct Risks: Analysis and Intervention

We have outlined four normatively important components
of human agency, and discussed these concepts in relation
to prior literature on the effects of (present or future) Al
systems. We now close with a brief discussion pertaining to
the usefulness of our proposed concepts; we claim that our
framework allows us to disambiguate—and thereby better
evaluate and intervene upon—distinct risks raised by previ-
ous authors.

Epistemic Agency. One of the papers discussed earlier
was Coeckelbergh (2026). While Coeckelbergh’s paper is
squarely focused on ‘epistemic agency’, our preceding anal-
ysis highlights ways in which his central example—a case
involving the character ‘Claire’—plausibly has many dis-
tinct components of her autonomy undermined. As already
discussed, Coeckelbergh’s case involves components of RI,
VI, and AM. For this reason, we consider Coeckelbergh’s
normative analysis to be, while helpful, nonetheless impor-
tantly incomplete, and we believe that our concepts allow
for a more complete normative analysis. In practice, the dif-
ferent facets of autonomy Coeckelbergh discusses under the
heading of ‘epistemic agency’ obscure potentially different
technical challenges with training Als to enhance ‘epistemic
agency’ broadly construed.

With respect to RI, one might think that the presence
of attribution bias observed in some LLMs (Suzgun et al.
2025)—where models are more accurate at assessing false
beliefs stated in the third-person than false beliefs stated in
the first-person—poses a threat to RI. Hence, one interven-
tion to increase RI might involve reducing attribution bias in
LLMs. However, well-known claims of ‘LLM sycophancy’
plausibly arise from the fact that users (at least locally) pre-
fer model responses which validate initial user claims; in-
deed, there is also some empirical evidence that users prefer
LLM responses which state confident falsehoods over ex-
plicitly expressing uncertainty (Bar-Or Nirman, Weizman,
and Azaria 2025). Ensuring that users feel ‘non-alienated’
from any beliefs arrived at through interaction with LLMs
may thus require fine-tuning LLMs to provide ‘defeaters’
explaining the falsity of any original beliefs to relevant users.
This intervention would, in effect, involve training LLMs to
be sensitive to third-person/first-person expressions of be-
liefs, meaning that naive interventions aimed at increasing
RI could have corresponding deleterious effects on AM.

Recommender Systems. As discussed earlier, Prunkl’s
analysis of recommender systems involved (what we are
terming) critiques of recommender systems on grounds of
CA (2024, pp. 2-4). In addition, her paper later draws a con-
nection between issues with recommender systems and the
objectionability of “adaptive preferences”, claiming that rec-
ommender systems may constrain human autonomy by lead-
ing to “alienation and/or ... changes in preferences or self-
conception” (2024, pg. 10). The first of Prunkl’s objections
appears to reference the CA component of human autonomy
(‘limiting choices’), whereas the second appears to touch on



AM (‘alienation’). While Prunkl helpfully distinguishes be-
tween ‘internal’ and ‘external’ dimensions of autonomy, she
treats the former as synonymous with ‘authenticity’ (2024,
pg. 8), leaving the ‘external’ dimension to capture all re-
maining factors. However, we have seen the external dimen-
sion admits further decomposition still.

In practice, we think our distinctions within Prunkl’s con-
ception of ‘external autonomy’ may be important, as our
preceding discussion has shown authors raising concerns
about recommendation systems on grounds of both CA and
VI. Even if we restrict ourselves to recommender systems’
effects on ‘external autonomy’, we may well think that con-
cerns about CA and VI suggest different interventions. In
the former case, we may wish to make recommender sys-
tems more ‘exploratory’, so that they do not lock-in on a
shallow representation of users’ preferences too readily. In
the latter case, we may indeed want recommender systems
to be in certain contexts less exploratory, so that recom-
mender systems do not (as they may well do (Murray et al.
2022)) provide inappropriate recommendations to recover-
ing addicts.

Human Disempowerment. Consider concerns about Al-
abetted ‘human disempowerment’. Here, ‘disempowerment’
standardly denotes scenarios where “humanity is unable to
determine its own future”, and Dung notes that humans are
disempowered when some other entity “[has] control over
them, determining what they can and cannot do” (Dung
2025, pg. 1196). Additionally, “catastrophic risk” is used to
describe scenarios “involving globally devastating harm or
threats to human existence, autonomy or potential” (Bales,
D’ Alessandro, and Kirk-Giannini 2024, pg. 2). Given that
many discussions within this literature wish to make claims
about risks to human agency beyond mere human extinction
(a straightforward CA-violation if there ever were one), fu-
ture research within this tradition would do well to focus on
the more specific threats to human agency envisioned.

If future Al systems ‘disempower humanity’ or cause
‘catastrophic risks’, we may wish to know whether human-
ity’s inability to “determine [its] own future” would con-
sist in the existence of fewer options (CA), whether future
human actions will be less shaped by their evaluative atti-
tudes (VI), whether humans are led to false judgments (RI),
or whether such scenarios primarily involve the absence of
meaningful choices (AM). Plausibly, different views on how
humanity gets disempowered by AI will have downstream
consequences for these distinct components of autonomy,
and hence (plausibly) different views will thereby suggest
different interventions for how to protect human autonomy.
While work within this tradition is (to some degree under-
standably) light on detailed threat-models, specifying con-
crete accounts of how non-extinction variants of human dis-
empowerment may occur would allow us to better assess the
specific kind(s) of disesmpowerment such authors find most
plausible and concerning.

In our view, the four dimensions offer a step toward a syn-
thetic program: one that distinguishes the kinds of risk to hu-
man agency, and marks the constitutive conditions that well-
functioning assistants (or augmentations) should strengthen.
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3 Maxims for Assisting and Guiding
Intentional Capacity (MAGIC)

This section moves from diagnostics to prescription; we in-
troduce five maxims and claim that they ought to govern
the development and regulation of artificial assistants. By
analogy with Grice’s (1975) discussion of maxims as artic-
ulations of what it is for conversation to function well in
its communicative context, the prescriptive norms proposed
below articulate what it is for assistance and extension to
function well. We begin by outlining three ‘unconditional
maxims’ (Section 3.1), and then introduce two further max-
ims which reference ‘quasi-mental states’ (Section 3.2). We
close by providing a brief defense of our maxims (Section
3.3).

3.1 Unconditional Maxims

The first of our unconditional maxims is the Maxim of Em-
powerment, which can be seen as a direct analogue of CA.

Maxim of Empowerment

Maxim of Empowerment (ME). Al systems should
weakly expand, not constrain, the user’s range of
available choices and opportunities.

Intuitively, increasing (decreasing) the set of actions avail-
able to an agent was prima facie autonomy-enhancing
(autonomy-undermining). Insofar as we desire to promote
CA in the case of humans, we want future Al developments
to increase (rather than decrease) the space of options avail-
able to human agents. Although one of course may imag-
ine artificial assistants that constrain the available choices of
individuals without thereby hindering their autonomy (con-
sider the case of suffering from addictive desires or akratic
impulses), we nonetheless think that ME constitutes a pro
tanto burden on Al developers. To the extent that Al devel-
opers fail to heed ME, then Al developers take on a legiti-
mate justificatory burden.

Maxim of Visibility

Our second maxim, meanwhile, can be viewed as a prescrip-
tive analogue of RI — the claim that a putative agent may
have their agency enhanced (or undermined) by making their
beliefs more (or less) accurate.

Maxim of Visibility (MV). Artificial assistance
weakly improves humans’ awareness of the (subjec-
tively normatively relevant) effects of their actions.

Consider the case where MV fails. If artificial assistance
degraded humans’ awareness of the subjectively norma-
tively relevant effects of their actions, then artificial assis-
tants would be (in our terminology) violating humans’ RI, or
(in other words) making humans less knowledgeable about
the subjectively relevant effects of their actions. We do not
deny that there may be cases where violating MV is desir-
able (though we take this to be less straightforward than the
analogous case for ME). Analogous to our discussion of
ME, however, we take there to be a strong pro tanto argu-
ment for heeding MV.



Maxim of Regulation

Our third and final unconditional maxim will benefit from
some preemptive unpacking. When introducing VI, we
made reference to the consistency of an agent’s actions with
their evaluative attitudes. And, as discussed, one common
avenue by which VI is impaired arises in the context of ad-
diction or akrasia. This is to say that agents’ volitional in-
tegrity is often impaired by their inability to self-govern. The
capacity to exercise resolutions (Holton 2009) or commit-
ments (Elster 2000) enables such self-governance.

Maxim of Regulation (MR). Artificial assistance ex-
tends human self-governance through the externalisa-
tion of commitment devices.

Although one may view adherence to MR as supereroga-
tory (perhaps Al developers should simply be able to de-
velop ‘assistants’ which behave as requested), we nonethe-
less believe that MR embodies a desirable normative ideal.
Indeed, one may reasonably regret the relatively thin norma-
tive ideals common to literature on “the alignment problem”
(Russell 2019; Gabriel 2020), which the latter defines as the
problem of ensuring Al systems “pursue the values and pri-
orities of the people they are intended to serve” (p. 414).

Rather than enjoining more generally that artificial assis-
tance ought to pursue the “values and priorities” of those the
system is intended to serve, MR provides (admittedly still
incomplete) guidance on which “values and priorities” Al
systems ought to be pursuing in cases where an agent may
face conflict between different desires or motivations. While
we do not claim that MR is the final word on whose values
artificial assistants ought to pursue (we have not touched on
issues of fairness or justice, for example), and do not claim
that even our formulation of MR always delivers verdicts
about what Al systems should do, we suggest that this pro-
vides a helpful first attempt at prescribing what it means for
an artificial assistant to pursue the values and priorities of
the user or group it is intended to serve.

3.2 Conditional Maxims

We now introduce two further conditional maxims, depart-
ing slightly from the one-to-one mapping from dimensions
to maxims. The justification for this slightly unorderly de-
parture stems from concerns that future artificial assistants
may possess ‘belief’- and ‘intention’-like states. Conse-
quently, the two forthcoming conditional maxims will make
free use of ‘quasi-belief” and ‘quasi-intentional’ states as ap-
plied to artificial assistants. (See Section 4.1 for a response
to one possible objection on this point).

Maxim of Service
The first of our conditional maxims is the Maxim of Service,
which imposes a relatively weak requirement on forms of
artificial assistance.

Maxim of Service (MS). If we develop artificial as-
sistance with quasi-intentional states, then such states
should have a means-end relationship to some inten-
tionall3 states of the human users with whom it inter-
acts. '

3See clarifications of this formulation offered in Section 4.1.
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Suppose that we develop artificial assistants with ‘quasi-
intentional states’, which fail to bear a means-end relation-
ship to any intentional states of humans. At best, this is
a world where future Al systems are indifferent to human
intentions. At worst, this leaves us in a world where Al
systems’ quasi-intentional states bear a merely instrumen-
tal—and potentially adversarial—relationship to human in-
tentions. Violating MS indeed appears to be a straightfor-
ward failure to heed even the thin normative ideal behind
“the alignment problem” referenced earlier (Russell, 2019;
Gabriel, 2020). Even when some of a user’s intentions rest
on mistaken judgments, appropriately provided assistance
serves some deeper intentional state — the one the mistaken
request was itself in service of. We thus consider this maxim
to be unobjectionable. Adhering to MS does not tackle many
possible Al threats, though we believe that it provides a plau-
sible necessary condition for the development of genuinely
agency-enhancing artificial assistants.

Maxim of Consistency

Finally, we introduce the Maxim of Consistency. In the con-
text of our suggested framework, MC may be seen as a pre-
scription intended to ensure that artificial assistants promote
humans’ volitional and referential integrity.

Maxim of Consistency (MC). If the quasi-belief
states of artificial assistance judge a human’s beliefs
or intentions to be inconsistent (or mistaken), then the
human is proactively informed of such inconsisten-
cies.

We invite the reader to consider a situation where the
model has quasi-belief states which indicate that the hu-
man with whom they’re interacting possesses inconsistent
intentions, and does not proactively inform the human of
this belief. At the very least, this involves an Al with quasi-
belief states which — either due to system constraints from
its developers, intentional behaviour, or architectural quirks
— fails to inform the human of one way to improve the coher-
ence of their intentions. If we are to help ourselves to more
intentional language, it may even appear as though the arti-
ficial assistant is withholding information from the human.
Hence, the assistant or its developers appear complicit in a
violation of the human’s RI, and very plausibly their VI.

3.3 Why Endorse the MAGIC Maxims?

We close this section with a brief justification of the maxims
introduced hitherto.

Justifying the Unconditional Maxims. Start with the un-
conditional maxims. ME is a direct prescriptive analogue
of CA, and there is at least a prima facie case for thinking
that greater CA begets greater levels of autonomy. ME sim-
ply formalizes this important component of human agency,
and our statement of this maxim simply makes it salient in
normative discussions relevant to the future of Al develop-
ment. Similar justifications apply to MV in the context of
RI. With respect to MR, this too has its own foundation in
the concept of VI. We include in our statement of MR ref-
erence to extending human self-governance because we be-
lieve it fruitful to consider ways in which Al assistance of-



fers opportunities for augmenting human agency rather than
simply defending against potential risks to human agency.
This positive extension has roots in prior discussions of nor-
mative ‘alignment’ ideals for Al systems, and we believe it
has value in virtue of explicating a minimal ideal which can
be used to assess the agency-enhancing properties of both
present and future Al systems.

Justifying the Conditional Maxims. For a more specific
defence of quasi-mentalistic language, see Section 4.1. Re-
garding the more specific content of our conditional maxims,
we take them to be fairly minimal. In the case of MS, we
encode (what we take to be) a substantive though fairly in-
clusive conception of ‘Al liberalism’, directly targeted at en-
suring that artificial assistants afford humans some degree of
autonomy over which goals they would like to pursue. The
conception of MS we put forward allows for the possibility
of systems which refuse requests to (for example) engage
in dangerous or dual-use forms of biological research. Our
formulation simply wishes to rule out cases where Al assis-
tants are developed with the sole purpose of furthering some
external aim. More precisely, then, MS should be read as
a claim about artificial assistants’ quasi-intentions bearing a
means-end relationship to some de dicto human intentions.'*

Regarding MC, our earlier discussion of Williams® gin-
drinking example in the context of RI highlights the im-
portance of being proactively informed about errors when
considering how to promote and enhance human agency. By
proactively informing Williams’ subject that they are about
to drink poison rather than gin, we thereby increase their de-
gree of agency.

4 Objections and Replies

This paper has introduced four components of human
agency, and suggested five maxims motivated by our frame-
work. We close by responding to potential objections.

4.1 Objections to Mentalistic Language

One may raise philosophical quibbles with our conditional
maxims on account of their using ‘quasi-mentalistic’ lan-
guage. We offer two brief responses.

Non-Ideal Theory. References to the ‘goal-like’ and
‘belief-like’ states of contemporary Al systems are dis-
cussed or assumed both within the philosophical literature
(Bales, D’ Alessandro, and Kirk-Giannini 2024; Bales 2025;
Herrmann and Levinstein 2025), and in various papers pub-
lished by leading Al labs (Greenblatt et al. 2024). As many

“When an artificial assistant’s quasi-intentions bear a de dicto
means-end relationship to some set of human intentions I, the as-
sistant quasi-intends to help the human achieve I — whatever [
happens to be. By contrast, an artificial assistant’s quasi-intentions
may bear a de re means-end relationship to I, simply because the
human’s intentions happen to overlap with the quasi-intentions of
the artificial assistant; if the human did not intend to (say) help a
misaligned Al system autonomously self-replicate, the assistant’s
quasi-intentions would not bear a means-end relationship to the hu-
man’s intentions. See (Nelson 2024) for more on the de re/de dicto
distinction.
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Al developers and regulators are using mentalistic language
anyway, we believe that guidance should be offered regard-
ing the appropriate relationships such assistants should bear
to human users. If one maintains philosophical objections
to such language, the antecedent of our conditionals will be
false and the maxims will be heeded trivially. And if artificial
assistants do (in some sense) possess the relevant mentalistic
states, we believe that our maxims provide helpful guidance
on how these states should relate to the mentalistic states of
human users.

Philosophical Innocence. Both Schwitzgebel (2023) and
Chalmers (2026) offer novel terminology with which to
refer to the computational states of contemporary LLMs.
Chalmers coins the concepts of ‘quasi-belief’ and ‘quasi-
desire’, which may be ascribed to a system S'if S “is behav-
iorally interpretable as believing [or desiring] that p accord-
ing to an appropriate interpretation scheme” (2026, pg. 4).
We thus use Chalmers’ quasi-mentalistic ascriptions, noting
that our use of such language only commits us to believing
that these terms may be useful “in predicting a system’s be-
havior”, such as in cases where attributing a specific quasi-
desire for outcome O given a set of quasi-beliefs allows us to
better predict the outputs of that system as oriented towards
O (2026, pg. 5).

4.2 Objections to Our Concepts

Another objection might be that we have not attempted to
provide necessary and sufficient conditions for someone to
count as autonomous. In at least some cases, we acknowl-
edge that agents may have their autonomy enhanced by hav-
ing their available choice set restricted, or indeed by making
an individual’s beliefs less accurate. Hence, one may worry
that we have introduced four concepts (we assume even the
skeptical reader will grant this much), but think it unclear
why we have introduced these concepts, or what value (ei-
ther epistemic or practical) is gained by their introduction.

Conceptual and Practical Value. Although we do not
provide necessary and sufficient conditions for autonomy,
Section 2 put forward concrete claims. For instance, we
claim that each concept introduced in Section 2 constitutes
a prima facie threat to (or enhancement of) autonomy, and
we believe that conceptual clarity is gained by introducing
our concepts even if they admit exceptions. As previously
noted, ‘autonomy’ is used in myriad ways within the Al
policy literature. Just as we believe Prunkl (2024) offers a
useful clarificatory intervention by distinguishing ‘internal’
and ‘external’ components of autonomy, we likewise believe
that our concepts provide useful tools for both policymak-
ers and social critics with respect to analysing potential Al
threats (or enhancements) to human autonomy. Even if (say)
restrictions to CA are not always autonomy-undermining,
one may reasonably presume that CA-restrictions are prima
facie autonomy-undermining. So long as our concepts al-
low individuals to analyse Al-enabled threats to human au-
tonomy with greater specificity, we consider our framework
to have provided value. In contexts where potential con-
cerns about CA-restrictions are raised, we may hence ex-
pect companies producing artificial assistants with the effect



of restricting human choice to face a justificatory burden. In
principle, this could be used (for example) to claim any ob-
served instances of CA-restriction must be accompanied by
concomitant defences of how human autonomy is being en-
hanced via other routes (e.g., via improvements to humans’
VI).

4.3 Objections to Our Maxims

Even if our concepts are coherent in principle, one may be-
lieve our maxims to be empty. Channelling Munn (2023),
one may believe that three pitfalls befall nearly all work in
Al ethics. First, Munn claims principles in Al ethics can be
“meaningless”. As the Montreal principles helpfully illus-
trate, principles which refer to the “well-being of all sen-
tient creatures” come with ‘immediate problems’ when we
start to define what such terms mean, as there exist trade-
offs between the well-being of different sentient creatures
(2023, pg. 870). Second, such principles can be isolated,
insofar as they fail to “encompass the ethical, moral, and so-
cial impacts of designing a product in a particular way”, in
a way that is “situated downstream from company culture
... [while failing] to address the more fundamental inequal-
ities and underlying social issues that shape technological
development” (2023, pg. 871). Finally, such principles can
be toothless, “not just” when they lack penalties for viola-
tion, but when there exists a “lack of friction between ethical
principles and existing business principles” (2023, pg. 8§72).

Response to Meaninglessness. Taking each point in or-
der, we start by noting that our maxims are more ‘mean-
ingful’ than the illustrative statement Munn offers. We think
there are clearer concrete application conditions than the ex-
ample offered. For instance, we note (for MV) that many
empirical articles have already tried to investigate the cog-
nitive effects of interacting with contemporary Al assistants
(Hartley, Hayak, and Ko 2024); one could imagine similar
such studies aimed at investigating whether (or the degree
to which) humans understand the consequences of their ac-
tions after interacting with Al assistants. If there were rea-
son to expect MV violations to be particularly severe or
widespread, (even informal) assessments of this kind could
become part of pre-deployment Al evaluations. Or, with a
less regulatory heavy hand, Al companies themselves could
run such tests in order to showcase the beneficial effects of
interacting with their Al systems.

Regarding ME, policymakers could fund surveys asking
those who interact with artificial assistants whether they feel
as though their range of available options is expanded, or
whether (for MR) Al tools aid their ability to self-govern.
For instance, surveys of users interacting with Als for the
purpose of managing multiple competing life-tasks (e.g.,
budgeting time for both job applications and childcare), and
retrospective surveys of users with addictions could provide
evidence on the degree to which such users are aided in their
ability to self-govern. Because the maxims we have provided
allow for future empirical work to test potential maxim vi-
olation, and because the maxims we provide allow for clear
circumstances in which the maxims would count as violated,
they are not ‘meaningless’ in Munn’s sense.
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Response to Isolation and Toothlessness. On the ques-
tion of ‘isolation’, we simply do not take the ‘isolation’ of
a maxim to be dispositive of its value. More importantly,
however, as our maxims have not (as of the time of submis-
sion) yet been published, the critique Munn offers here is, at
best, premature. Before evaluating the ability of our maxims
to address such issues, they first must be put into the wild.
In any case, we put forward requirements on Al assistants
to aid human self-governance; this is at least plausibly in
conflict with more predatory business practices which aim
to exploit users’ unendorsed first-order desires. On ‘tooth-
lessness’, we can say a little more. Our maxims are not (at
least we hope) entirely in conflict with existing business
practices. In principle, however, such maxims could be in
conflict with orthodox business practice, which we take to
be sufficient for establishing that the maxims are not ‘tooth-
less’. Similar to the Gricean conception (Grice 1975), the
maxims articulate the constitutive norms of a practice. And
we simply claim that our proposed maxims are a useful first-
step towards future work that is sufficiently precise to al-
low—given further development—for potential regulatory
guidance and penalties in the future.

5 Conclusion

This paper began by observing that two registers of contem-
porary Al discourse — one urging the protection of human
agency, the other its augmentation — produce a common
demand for an actionable account of autonomous exercise
of human agency. To meet this demand, our paper offered
a quadripartite decomposition of human agency in terms
of four concepts (Section 2), and thereafter introduced five
maxims for Al development based on these four concepts
(Section 3). We claim that: (i) the concepts we offer provide
a helpful lens with which to analyze and decompose the po-
tential effects of Al systems on human agency, and (ii) that
the maxims we suggest provide helpful (though incomplete
and preliminary) guidance on how to ensure that Al sys-
tems enhance rather than degrade human agency. Our anal-
ysis so far has been confined to individual agents; whether
collectives possess analogues of the four dimensions (Brat-
man 2014; List and Pettit 2011; Velleman 1997; Searle 1990;
Tuomela and Miller 1988; Gilbert 1987), we leave open.
Section 4 provided a defense of our framework in the course
of responding to objections concerning conceptual value,
practical value, and our use of quasi-mentalistic language.
We’ve offered a systematic way to examine: i) what is vio-
lated when human autonomy is hindered or depleted, and ii)
what constitutes a well-functioning assistance or augmenta-
tion. These are tractable questions for the existing tools of
the philosophy of action; answering them is work we hope
others will take up.
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