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Abstract
As artificial intelligence (AI)-powered robots increasingly
permeate global societies, critical questions emerge about
their ethical governance in diverse cultural contexts. This pa-
per interrogates the adequacy of dominant roboethics frame-
works when applied to Global South environments, where
unique sociotechnical landscapes demand a reevaluation of
Western-centric ethical assumptions. Through thematic anal-
ysis of seven major ethical standards for AI and robotics, we
uncover systemic limitations that present challenges in non-
Western contexts—such as assumptions about standardized
testing infrastructures, individualistic notions of autonomy,
and universalized ethical principles. The uncritical adoption
of these frameworks risks reproducing colonial power dy-
namics in which technological authority flows from centers
of AI production rather than from the communities most af-
fected by deployment. Instead of replacing existing frame-
works entirely, we propose augmenting them through four
complementary ethical dimensions developed through a post-
colonial lens: epistemic non-imposition, onto-contextual con-
sistency, agentic boundaries, and embodied spatial justice.
These principles provide conceptual scaffolding for techno-
logical governance that respects indigenous knowledge sys-
tems, preserves cultural coherence, accounts for communal
decision structures, and enhances substantive capabilities for
Global South communities. The paper demonstrates practical
implementation pathways for these principles across techno-
logical life cycles, offering actionable guidance for dataset
curation, task design, and deployment protocols that miti-
gate power asymmetries in cross-cultural robotics implemen-
tation. This approach moves beyond surface-level adaptation
to re-conceptualize how robotic systems may ethically func-
tion within the complex social ecologies of the Global South
while fostering genuine technological sovereignty.

Introduction
The emergence of embodied artificial intelligence (AI)
agents marks a pivotal shift in human-machine interaction,
bringing forth ethical considerations beyond those associ-
ated with purely digital systems. Unlike conventional AI ap-
plications, embodied agents—including robots, autonomous
vehicles, and intelligent physical infrastructures—operate
within and manipulate physical environments, thus exer-
cising technological agency in the material space (Brooks
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1991; Chrisley 2003). Although scholars have highlighted
that the corporeality of embodied agents elicits contextu-
ally grounded emotional, behavioral, and cultural responses
(Straub 2022), they have also argued that it often causes
complex ethical entanglements involving bodily autonomy
(Dale and Latham 2014), physical safety (Azeem et al.
2024), and communal norms, such as appropriate physi-
cal distance in social interactions (Shiraev and Levy 2015),
culturally specific caregiving practices, and taboos regard-
ing technological manipulation of sacred spaces (Hohen-
thal and Ruuska 2024). Among embodied AI systems, in-
telligent robots, which exemplify the convergence of com-
putational intelligence and material form, represent what
some scholars identify as the most significant ethical fron-
tier in embodied AI (Dautenhahn et al. 2005; Sharkey 2008).
Their physical presence—amplified by their autonomous
or semi-autonomous capabilities—transforms how they are
perceived, experienced, and integrated into diverse environ-
ments, creating an intensified sense of agency and presence
that significantly influences human psychology and behav-
ior (Dautenhahn 2007; Fong, Nourbakhsh, and Dautenhahn
2003).

Around the world, AI-powered robots are being deployed
for diverse purposes, with especially transformative appli-
cations emerging across the Global South. In these regions,
robots are increasingly being leveraged to address critical
development challenges: providing healthcare services to re-
mote communities (Mutongi and Rigava 2024), automating
agricultural (Sparrow and Howard 2020) and manufactur-
ing tasks (Henriques et al. 2024), and providing educational
resources in areas with severe teacher shortages (Booysen,
Rieger, and Ferrein 2011). However, as these robotic tech-
nologies proliferate in diverse settings, from urban hospitals
to rural farms, the ethical concerns they raise universally,
including systemic inequality (Brezis and Rubin 2023), eco-
nomic precarity (Gomes and Pereira 2019), labor displace-
ment (Cuccu and Royuela 2024), and surveillance (Chun
and Papanikolopoulos 2016), manifest with distinctive in-
tensity and characteristics unique to the contexts of the
Global South. These amplified ethical challenges come from
structural factors that include limited regulatory frameworks
that can effectively govern intelligent robotic deployments
(Ashwini et al. 2024), public institutions constrained by re-
source scarcity (Basu 2019), and deeply embedded power
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imbalances between communities of the Global South and
actors primarily of the Global North who design, manufac-
ture, and control these technologies (Birhane et al. 2022;
Mohamed, Png, and Isaac 2020). This epistemic narrowness
in ethical frameworks could undermine responsible deploy-
ment of AI robots across the Global South, causing fun-
damental misalignment between their governing principles
and the local belief systems of the places where they are
deployed. For instance, agricultural robots operating under
ethical guidelines inspired by the West that assume private
land ownership and individual entrepreneurship could dis-
rupt communal farming systems that have sustained commu-
nities for generations in countries like India or Bangladesh,
potentially creating new forms of dispossession as algorith-
mic optimization fails to recognize collective resource man-
agement practices. Similarly, a diagnostic AI robot, if de-
ployed in rural health centers, could create barriers to care by
rigidly enforcing Western-centric informed consent proto-
cols. Programmed to require standardized written documen-
tation before proceeding with any diagnosis, the robot could
reject alternative consent approaches appropriate to com-
munities with different literacy levels, effectively denying
timely care to vulnerable populations while adhering to eth-
ical frameworks misaligned with local realities. Therefore,
left unaddressed, the uncritical adoption of Western ethical
paradigms for intelligent robots, we believe, risks perpetu-
ating technological colonization, where AI robots serve as
vectors for imposing external values and extracting data, la-
bor, and resources—ultimately establishing rather than ame-
liorating global inequality in ways uniquely amplified by the
embodied nature of these technologies.

To address the above ethical and epistemic imbalances,
our paper critically examines the limitations of the prevail-
ing frameworks that guide the responsible development and
deployment of AI-enabled robotic systems in the context of
the Global South. Rather than advocating for their whole-
sale rejection, we demonstrate where these frameworks fall
short and propose supplementary considerations to enhance
their effectiveness. Using a postcolonial theoretical lens, we
interrogate the normative assumptions embedded within ex-
isting ethical paradigms while drawing on established dis-
courses in AI safety and roboethics. Through this analysis,
we propose four complementary ethical considerations that
augment current frameworks to create more contextually ap-
propriate guidelines for responsible intelligent robotics. In
the paper, we also demonstrate how these principles can
be operationalized at the task, dataset, and deployment lev-
els to ensure that AI-powered robots respect diverse knowl-
edge systems, preserve cultural coherence, support commu-
nal decision-making, and enhance substantive capabilities of
communities throughout the Global South region.

Related Work
In this section, we examine scholarly contributions in three
intersecting domains that inform our investigation of respon-
sible AI for robotics in the Global South. We first review
the ethics of AI agents, tracing the evolution from theo-
retical principles to practical governance frameworks and
their limitations. We then explore responsible robotics ap-

proaches, highlighting their distinctive considerations be-
yond software-based AI ethics. Finally, we analyze AI ethics
specifically within Global South contexts, examining how
decolonial and postcolonial perspectives challenge domi-
nant frameworks and offer alternative conceptual founda-
tions for our proposed approach.

Ethics of AI Agents
The field of AI ethics has expanded significantly to ad-
dress the unique challenges posed by autonomous agents:
entities capable of perceiving environments and perform-
ing goal-directed actions independently (Anderson and An-
derson 2007; Moor 2006). This has led to the emergence
of machine ethics, a subfield focused on embedding ethi-
cal reasoning within agents. Moor (2006) distinguishes be-
tween implicit ethical agents, which operate within prede-
fined constraints, and explicit ethical agents, which can rea-
son about ethical principles in novel contexts (Moor 2006).
These approaches commonly draw on Western philosophical
traditions: consequentialism evaluates actions based on out-
comes, deontology based on adherence to rules, and virtue
ethics based on moral character (Floridi et al. 2018).

Contemporary governance frameworks generally empha-
size fairness, accountability, transparency, and safety, al-
though how these principles are applied varies greatly (Ha-
gendorff 2020). A key challenge remains the “principle-
to-practice gap”—the difficulty of operationalizing ethical
ideals in technical systems (Mittelstadt 2019). The pro-
posed solutions include value-sensitive design (Friedman
and Hendry 2019), impact assessments (Reisman et al.,
2018), and technical approaches such as explainable AI
and fairness-aware machine learning (Doshi-Velez and Kim
2017; Mehrabi et al. 2021). Critical perspectives have in-
creasingly questioned the sufficiency of mainstream ap-
proaches. Benjamin (2019) shows how autonomous sys-
tems can reproduce structural inequalities (Benjamin 2019),
while Crawford (2022) calls for attention to power asym-
metries in system design (Crawford 2022). Mohamed et al.
(2020) emphasize the role of historical and cultural context
in shaping ethical implications (Mohamed, Png, and Isaac
2020). At the technical level, challenges persist around value
alignment and moral uncertainty issues, such as how agents
should behave when human values are in conflict or when
unexpected behaviors arise in dynamic environments, which
require sustained interdisciplinary inquiry (Gabriel 2020;
Russell 2020).

Responsible Robotics
Responsible robotics has emerged as a critical subfield
that engages in the ethical, legal, and social dimensions
of embodied AI systems, particularly those capable of au-
tonomous action in physical environments (Lin, Abney, and
Bekey 2014). The physical instantiation of such systems in-
troduces distinct ethical challenges throughout the robotic
life cycle, including safety in human-robot interaction (Had-
dadin 2015) and the attribution of moral and legal responsi-
bility as autonomy increases, which Matthias (2004) terms
the “responsibility gap” (Matthias 2004). This concern is
amplified in high-stakes domains where meaningful human
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control remains contested (Sharkey 2011) and where issues
of identity, language, and perceived agency may influence
moral attributions (Winkle et al. 2021). Operationalizing re-
sponsibility requires multi-pronged strategies. These include
formal safety and verification protocols (Guiochet, Machin,
and Waeselynck 2017), ethical design processes grounded in
Responsible Research and Innovation (Stilgoe, Owen, and
Macnaghten 2013), and participatory design methods that
emphasize inclusivity and co-construction (Datey and Zytko
2024). However, implementation challenges persist at both
the technical and sociopolitical levels. Concerns include la-
bor displacement (Acemoglu and Restrepo 2019; Birhane
2021), privacy violations through pervasive sensing (Finn
and Wright 2012), and systemic bias embedded in decision
systems (Howard and Borenstein 2017). Robots driven by
LLMs further complicate these concerns, posing the risks
of discriminatory or unlawful behavior if not adequately
constrained (Azeem et al. 2024). Recent scholarship has
drawn attention to long-term human-robot relationships, fo-
cusing on reciprocity, trust, and social integration (Dauten-
hahn 2014; van Wynsberghe 2021). These concerns intersect
with broader normative agendas, such as aligning robotics
with social justice imperatives (Zhu, Wen, and Williams
2024), particularly in under-resourced regions (van Wyns-
berghe 2021). In these contexts, scholars have highlighted
the need for cultural and regulatory re-contextualization, ad-
vocating for ethical frameworks grounded in human rights
(Lin, Abney, and Bekey 2014), epistemic diversity (Coeckel-
bergh 2022), and inclusive standardization practices (Fosch-
Villaronga and Giraudo 2022).

AI Ethics for the Global South
A growing body of research has critiqued dominant AI
ethics frameworks for their limited applicability to Global
South contexts, emphasizing how these models—largely
shaped in the Global North—often overlook local socio-
cultural specificities and risk reinforcing structural inequal-
ities (Mohamed, Png, and Isaac 2020). Central to this cri-
tique is the concept of data colonialism, which exposes how
contemporary data practices replicate extractive logics by
capturing value from Global South populations while of-
fering minimal reciprocal benefit, thus mirroring colonial
power dynamics (Couldry and Mejias 2020). This critique
is part of a broader narrative of technological extraction in
the digital ecosystem. Empirical studies have further demon-
strated technical disparities in AI performance across de-
mographic lines. Buolamwini and Gebru (2018), for exam-
ple, revealed substantial accuracy gaps in facial recognition
systems when applied to darker-skinned individuals, illus-
trating how algorithmic bias can reflect and reinforce racial
and geographic inequities (Buolamwini and Gebru 2018).
In response, scholars have proposed context-sensitive al-
ternatives aimed at aligning AI systems with local values
and needs. For example, Varshney (2024) has advocated for
the incorporation of indigenous knowledge into value align-
ment processes (Varshney 2025), while Okolo et al. (2021)
have demonstrated the design of culturally-tuned explain-
able AI systems to be effective for healthcare applications
in the Global South (Okolo et al. 2021). Mhlambi and Tiri-

belli (2024) similarly draw on relational autonomy theory
to propose more culturally-grounded models of decolonial
AI governance. Complementing these efforts, Ofosu-Asare
(2024) emphasizes the integration of indigenous epistemolo-
gies to counter cognitive imperialism in AI development
(Ofosu-Asare 2024); Widder (2024) calls for the recognition
of lived experiences as epistemically valid within AI ethics
labor (Widder 2024); and Helm et al. (2023) highlight how
techno-linguistic bias in language technologies risks perpet-
uating epistemic injustice in underrepresented communities
(Helm et al. 2023).

Approach
We followed a three-step methodological procedure for
our inquiry. First, we selected seven globally influential
roboethics and AI governance frameworks based on their in-
stitutional legitimacy, policy relevance, and explicit engage-
ment with embodied AI systems. Second, we conducted an
abductive thematic analysis (Timmermans and Tavory 2012;
Braun and Clarke 2006) of these documents through a post-
colonial lens, iteratively coding them to identify recurring
normative patterns and epistemic assumptions. This process
surfaced four categories that captured key tensions between
global ethical standards and localized sociotechnical reali-
ties. Third, based on these categories, we developed four cor-
responding ethical principles designed to enhance the seven
selected frameworks and better align the governance of AI
robots with the cultural, social, and political contexts of the
Global South. We elaborate on each of these steps below.

• Step 1: We analyzed seven globally recognized
roboethics and AI governance frameworks (IEEE P7007,
ISO 13482, EURON Roboethics Roadmap, EPSRC Prin-
ciples of Robotics, UNESCO’s COMEST Report, Robo-
Law Guidelines, and AI HLEG Ethics Guidelines) se-
lected for their institutional legitimacy and influence in
shaping robotics governance across jurisdictions.

• Step 2: We conducted abductive thematic analysis (Tim-
mermans and Tavory 2012; Braun and Clarke 2006) of
these frameworks using concepts of postcolonial theory.
Two researchers independently coded all frameworks,
identifying four dominant themes that reveal shortcom-
ings in Global South contexts: epistemic justice, onto-
logical security, organic autonomy and agency, and social
freedom.

• Step 3: Based on these themes, we developed com-
plementary ethical principles to address identified gaps.
Rather than wholesale replacement, these principles
provide conceptual scaffolding for more inclusive and
contextually-grounded AI robot governance in the
Global South, with practical recommendations for imple-
mentation throughout the AI life cycle.

Roboethics Frameworks: A Postcolonial
Critique and New Considerations

This section is divided into four parts. The first part details
our strategy for selecting ethical frameworks regarding in-
telligent robotics. Next, we outline our thematic analysis
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process, detailing how we developed codes and synthesized
them into four distinct themes grounded in postcolonial the-
ory. We then apply these themes to critique the frameworks
and, finally, propose alternative ethical principles that re-
spond to the identified gaps.

Selection of Frameworks
To examine current ethical governance frameworks for
robotics and embodied AI, we adopted a purposive selection
strategy guided by relevance, institutional diversity and con-
ceptual influence. Following practices in previous research
(Prem 2023; Hagendorff 2020; Narayanan and Schoeberl
2023), we selected frameworks that met three primary cri-
teria: (1) Institutional legitimacy—published or endorsed by
internationally recognized standard setting bodies, intergov-
ernmental organizations, or publicly-funded research initia-
tives; (2) Relevance to embodied AI - engaging with the al-
gorithmic, autonomous, and socio-technical dimensions of
robotics; and (3) diversity of normative scope, represent-
ing different frameworks for ethics across legal, philosoph-
ical, technical, and policy domains. This led us to iden-
tify seven frameworks that collectively shape contempo-
rary roboethics discourse: IEEE P7007 Ethical Standards
for Robot Design1, ISO 13482 Safety Standards for Per-
sonal Care Robots2, EURON Roboethics Roadmap3, EP-
SRC Principles of Robotics4, UNESCO COMEST Report
on Robotics Ethics5, RoboLaw Guidelines on Regulating
Robotics6, and Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI by the
European Commission’s High-Level Expert Group7. Rather
than aiming for exhaustiveness, our goal was to assemble
a conceptually and institutionally diverse corpus of high-
level frameworks that are actively shaping ethical standards
in robotic and AI governance. This reflects established ap-
proaches in critical and interpretive research, where selec-
tion is guided by analytical relevance and the inclusion of
diverse normative perspectives, rather than comprehensive
enumeration (Clarke 2005; Seale 1999).

Postcolonial Lens: Theoretical Foundations for
Our Critique
A postcolonial orientation toward the ethical frameworks
for AI robots necessitates a rigorous examination of global
power asymmetries and culturally-specific epistemologies
that fundamentally determine what constitutes ethical con-
duct. This critical lens illuminates whose values and inter-
ests become codified within these frameworks and which
epistemological traditions face systematic marginalization
(Mbembe 2001; Morris 2009). Despite claims of uni-
versality, we contend that dominant ethical frameworks

1https://standards.ieee.org/ieee/7007/7070/
2https://dig.watch/resource/iso-134822014-robots-and-robotic-

devices-safety-requirements-personal-care-robots
3https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/4115667
4https://doi.org/10.1080/09540091.2017.1313817
5https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000245532
6https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/289092/reporting
7https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ethics-

guidelines-trustworthy-ai?

in AI-enabled robotics emerge predominantly from Euro-
American intellectual contexts, encoding assumptions re-
garding autonomy, governance, and technological progress
that may lack resonance or applicability across diverse so-
ciotechnical landscapes. Contemporary scholarship has elu-
cidated that these assumptions frequently obscure colonial
legacies embedded within technological practices. For ex-
ample, Irani and Philip (2018) demonstrate how the prevail-
ing standards of technological development inherently em-
bed Western-centric narratives of progress (Irani and Philip
2018). Arora (2019) illustrates how AI implementations in
Global South contexts frequently reproduce colonial hierar-
chies despite rhetorical commitments to neutrality and inclu-
sion (Arora 2019). Additionally, Benjamin’s (2019) concep-
tualization of the “New Jim Code” provides a penetrating
critique of how algorithmic systems perpetuate entrenched
racial biases (Benjamin 2019), while Couldry and Mejias
(2020) theorize “data colonialism” as an emerging form of
extraction that commodifies human experience and knowl-
edge (Couldry and Mejias 2020).

Thematic Analysis of Frameworks

Guided by the body of literature discussed above, we pro-
ceeded to conduct an abductive thematic analysis of the
seven selected frameworks. Two researchers independently
coded the documents using a set of initial sensitizing con-
cepts drawn from postcolonial theory—such as epistemic
marginalization (Harding 1998), coloniality of power (Dour-
ish and Mainwaring 2012), relational autonomy (Mackenzie
2021), and techno-governance (Broussard 2018). Through
several rounds of collaborative discussion, comparison, and
refinement, we iteratively developed a set of inductively en-
riched codes that captured both explicit ethical framings and
latent normative assumptions embedded in the documents.
This analytic process allowed us to synthesize recurring pat-
terns across diverse institutional texts and surface the un-
spoken ethical architectures underpinning them. The result-
ing codes were clustered into four high-level themes that
reflect both postcolonial theoretical commitments and the-
matic coherence across the corpus. These are epistemic jus-
tice, ontological security, organic autonomy and agency,
and social freedom. We find our themes also echo and ex-
pand upon existing scholarship in AI ethics: epistemic jus-
tice resonates with Sambasivan et al.’s call to re-imagine
algorithmic fairness by recognizing diverse knowledge sys-
tems and challenging western hegemony; ontological secu-
rity connects to Giddens’ (1991) foundational work that is
further developed by Bilgic and Pilcher (2022), which at-
tends to the destabilization of collective identity and social
meaning under technocratic governance (Giddens 1991; Bil-
gic and Pilcher 2022); organic autonomy/agency builds on
Asaro’s (2006) critique of liberal individualism in robotics
ethics, which calls for relational, interdependent models of
agency (Asaro 2006); and social freedom draws on Sen’s
capabilities approach and Verhulst et al.’s work on digital
self-determination, which foregrounds political voice, col-
lective flourishing, and representational equity in sociotech-
nical systems (Crocker and Robeyns 2009; Verhulst 2023).
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Framework Key Principles Shortcomings in Global South Contexts
IEEE P7007 Eth-
ical Standards for
Robot Design

Transparency in decision-
making, user safety, robot
identification

Presupposes technical literacy among users; limited
consideration of collective impacts; high implemen-
tation barriers for local manufacturers

ISO 13482 (Safety
Standards for Per-
sonal Care Robots)

Technical safety require-
ments, risk assessment
procedures, performance
standards

Focuses on individual safety without addressing com-
munal impacts; assumes standardized testing environ-
ments unavailable in many regions; overlooks infor-
mal repair economies

EURON
Roboethics
Roadmap

Human dignity, user auton-
omy, robot sociability, envi-
ronmental sustainability

Based primarily on Western ethical traditions; lim-
ited consideration of diverse cultural interactions with
robots; assumes consistent regulatory oversight

EPSRC Principles
of Robotics

Robots as tools serving hu-
mans, accountability, trans-
parency, legal compliance

Inadequately addresses contexts with limited legal
frameworks; assumes clear human-robot boundaries
that may conflict with diverse cultural perspectives

UNESCO
COMEST Re-
port on Robotics
Ethics

Human dignity preservation,
protection from harms, pri-
vacy safeguards

Insufficient guidance for applications in resource-
constrained environments; limited attention to eco-
nomic displacement concerns most relevant to devel-
oping regions

RoboLaw Guide-
lines on Regulating
Robotics

Proportionality, precaution,
procedural fairness, user-
centered design

Assumes robust regulatory frameworks; dispropor-
tionate compliance burdens; limited attention to con-
textual variations in risk perception

Ethics Guidelines
for Trustworthy AI
(AI HLEG)

Human agency, robustness,
privacy, transparency, diver-
sity

Implementation guidance lacks contextual specificity;
assumes institutional capacity for oversight; limited
attention to diverse cultural interactions with embod-
ied AI

Table 1: Robotics Ethics Frameworks and Their Limitations in Global South Contexts

Limitations of Current Frameworks Through a
Postcolonial Lens
We now unpack the four themes that emerged through our
thematic analysis of the selected ethical frameworks and
apply them as interpretive lenses to critique how domi-
nant approaches construct ethical governance for AI-enabled
robotics. We find that most frameworks exhibit tendencies
toward universalism, abstraction, and epistemic centraliza-
tion, which limit their ability to engage with situated per-
spectives and alternative moral imaginaries. We elaborate on
each theme and its implications in the sections that follow,
while we summarize our analysis in Table 1

Epistemic Justice: Challenging Knowledge Hierarchies
The first theme, epistemic justice, concerns the fair consid-
eration and inclusion of diverse knowledge systems (Fricker
2007) in technological development. Following that, we find
that current frameworks such as IEEE P7007 and the AI
HLEG Guidelines privilege taxonomic precision and West-
ern scientific rationality while rendering indigenous un-
derstanding of human-machine relationships invisible. This
could be understood by how IEEE P7007 specifies that
“users of this standard need to have minimal knowledge
of formal logics to understand the axiomatization expressed
in the Common Logic Interchange Format”, presupposing

an educational background and epistemological orientations
aligned with analytical traditions predominant in WEIRD
societies. Further examination of the IEEE P7007 standard
reveals its underlying assumptions through its reliance on
formal ontologies, where it states that “ethical behavior will
be implemented through the use of formal ontologies which
will help robots act according to human ethics and cultural
beliefs”. We believe that this formulation problematically
suggests that diverse ethical systems can be adequately cap-
tured within computational logic frameworks, a presumption
that Birhane (2021) has challenged as fundamentally reduc-
tionist (Birhane 2021). Similarly, the AI HLEG Guidelines
(2019) state that “trustworthy AI should be lawful, ethical,
and robust”, while defining ethical requirements exclusively
through Western values of “respect for human autonomy,
prevention of harm, fairness, and explicability” that may not
encompass ethical priorities in non-Western contexts (Sam-
basivan et al. 2021).

Ontological Security: Cultural Coherence in Human-
Robot Interaction The second theme, ontological secu-
rity, addresses how robotic technologies can destabilize
or reinforce established patterns of social life and cul-
tural understanding. Safety standards like ISO 13482 fo-
cus primarily on individual physical safety without consider-

1124



ing how robotic presence and algorithmic decision-making
might disrupt community coherence and collective meaning-
making systems. The standard specifies that “the manufac-
turer determines the required tests and appropriate test-
ing parameters based on a risk assessment of the robot’s
design and usage”, assuming standardized testing environ-
ments and risk assessment protocols that may be unavailable
or culturally incongruent in many Global South contexts.
For example, in some indigenous Andean communities, land
cultivation is not simply an economic activity, but a deeply
spiritual and communal practice governed by reciprocal rit-
uals with the earth. The introduction of an autonomous agri-
cultural robot that optimizes sowing or irrigation without
considering these rituals could violate local ontologies of
care and stewardship, not only disrupting tradition but also
eroding the relational meaning of agricultural labor. A closer
read of ISO 13482 reveals that it defines safety as “freedom
from risk which is not tolerable”, but determines tolerabil-
ity through quantitative risk assessment methodologies that
prioritize physical harm to individuals over collective social
harms. The standard instructs manufacturers to “evaluate
each hazardous situation by taking into account the severity
of the injury and the probability of its occurrence”, without
provisions to assess disruptions to social fabric or commu-
nal practices. Similarly, the EURON Roboethics Roadmap
states that “applications of robotics should (...) comply with
existing social rules”, without acknowledging the plurality
of social systems globally or providing mechanisms to iden-
tify potential disruptions to them. If such protocols are fol-
lowed, a robot that can be deployed in a communal fishing
village in Kerala could bypass collective decision making
by providing catch predictions to individual fishers, disrupt-
ing systems of equitable distribution historically maintained
through community deliberation. Such standards thus, we
argue, fail to account for how AI-enabled robots might fun-
damentally alter social bonds and communal practices that
provide ontological stability in non-Western societies.

Organic Agency and Autonomy The third theme, or-
ganic agency and autonomy, moves beyond Western indi-
vidualistic conceptions to acknowledge diverse modes of
decision-making and self-determination prevalent in many
Global South contexts. The EPSRC Principles of Robotics
characterize robots as “manufactured artifacts” subordinate
to individual human masters, embedding liberal individual-
ist conceptions of agency that may conflict with more collec-
tivist understandings of autonomy and responsibility (Mh-
lambi and Tiribelli 2024). The EPSRC framework explicitly
states that “robots are manufactured artifacts: they should
not be designed in a deceptive way to exploit vulnerable
users; instead, their machine nature should be transparent”.
This principle assumes a clear distinction between humans
and machines that may not align with the animistic or re-
lational dynamics present in many indigenous knowledge
systems (Kohn 2015). Furthermore, the RoboLaw Guide-
lines assert that “autonomy traditionally refers to the ca-
pacity for self-governance (...) of human beings”, subse-
quently extending this individualistic conception to robotic
systems without acknowledging alternative frameworks of

agency (Palmerini et al. 2016).

Social Freedom and Substantive Capabilities The
fourth theme, social freedom, examines whether AI-driven
technologies enhance or diminish substantive opportunities
for flourishing across diverse contexts. Drawing on Sen’s
(1999) capability approach (Crocker and Robeyns 2009),
this dimension asks whether robotic systems actively ex-
pand the capabilities of historically marginalized commu-
nities to live lives they have reason to value. The UNESCO
COMEST Report acknowledges international inequality, but
frames it simplistically as a question of whether robots might
“bring about a new divide between developing and devel-
oped countries”. The report fails to explore how robotics
might interact with existing structural inequalities specific to
Global South contexts such as India where caste inequities
still persist largely, or how these technologies might be in-
appropriately adapted across diverse cultural settings, espe-
cially those where vulnerable communities might be under
greater risk due to such adaptations (Kalyanakrishnan et al.
2018). Similarly, the Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI
mention that AI systems should foster fundamental rights
and ensure inclusion and diversity, but fail to specify how
these objectives might be pursued in contexts where ba-
sic infrastructure for technological deployment is lacking.
When addressing fairness, these frameworks focus primar-
ily on algorithmic bias while neglecting structural inequal-
ities that determine who can access robotic technologies in
the first place, a limitation that Ricaurte (2019) identifies as
endemic to Global North perspectives on digital justice (Ri-
caurte 2019).

Proposed Ethical Principles
Building on our postcolonial critique, we propose four prin-
ciples that substantively augment existing ethical frame-
works for intelligent robots to address their limitations
when applied in diverse global contexts. These principles
emerge directly from our analysis of the epistemic, ontolog-
ical, agentic, and distributive gaps in current frameworks,
offering a pathway toward more inclusive and contextu-
ally appropriate governance of AI-embodied robots. Where
frameworks like IEEE P7007 encode Western epistemolo-
gies through requirements for formal logics and axiomatiza-
tion, we propose a principle of Epistemic Non-Imposition,
which creates space for indigenous knowledge systems to
inform robotic perception and decision making. Similarly,
while ISO 13482 and the EURON Roadmap focus narrowly
on physical safety without acknowledging potential cultural
disruption, our principle of Onto-Contextual Consistency
ensures robots support rather than undermine the coherent
world-sense that provides ontological security across diverse
cultural contexts. The EPSRC Principles’ characterization of
robots as “manufactured artifacts” subordinate to individ-
ual human masters fails to account for communal decision-
making prevalent in many Global South societies; our prin-
ciple of Respect for Agentic Boundaries addresses this
by ensuring that robots calibrate their interventions to pre-
serve both individual and collective agency. Finally, while
the UNESCO COMEST Report and AI HLEG Guidelines
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speak of fairness in abstract terms without addressing mate-
rial inequality, our principle of Embodied Spatial Justice
recognizes how robots’ physical operations can either chal-
lenge or reinforce patterns of spatial marginalization related
to caste, class, gender, and land ownership. Together, these
principles do not replace, but significantly expand existing
frameworks, addressing the distinct ethical challenges that
arise when AI-powered robots operate within the complex
social ecologies of the Global South. In the following sub-
sections, we discuss our principles in detail.

Epistemic Non-Imposition Our analysis of ethical frame-
works such as IEEE P7007 and AI HLEG Guidelines reveals
a recurring pattern of epistemic injustice. These frameworks
encode Western analytic epistemologies—privileging for-
mal logic, ontological precision, and taxonomic universal-
ity—while marginalizing indigenous and relational knowl-
edge systems. In response, we propose the principle of Epis-
temic Non-Imposition in Robotic Cognition: robots must
not impose dominant epistemic frameworks when inter-
preting, learning from, or interacting with the world.
Instead, they must be algorithmically designed to ac-
commodate and engage with diverse epistemologies, al-
lowing, for example, oral histories, spiritual reasoning,
or seasonal taxonomies to inform their perception and
decision-making processes. For example, a conservational
robot deployed in Northeast India should be able to learn
from and reason with indigenous ecological markers rather
than override them with euro-centric botanical classifica-
tions. This principle affirms epistemic justice as the foun-
dational factor in the ethical deployment of AI robots and
calls for systems that foster epistemic plurality rather than
reinforce knowledge hierarchies.

Onto-Contextual Consistency Our critique of standards
such as ISO 13482 and the EURON Roboethics Roadmap
highlights a significant neglect of ontological security, the
stability of individuals’ and communities’ sense of continu-
ity in their social and cultural life-worlds. These frameworks
prioritize physical risk reduction and individual safety, yet
fail to account for how robots can disrupt collective meaning
making, narrative coherence, or culturally embedded under-
standings of space and time. Thus, we propose the princi-
ple of Onto-Contextual Consistency in Robotic Operations:
robotic systems must preserve and reinforce users’ cul-
turally grounded world-sense, avoiding abrupt or opaque
changes in behavior, environment, or narrative interac-
tion that could disrupt identity or continuity. For ex-
ample, a care robot in an Afro-Caribbean eldercare facility
should not update its memory systems in ways that erase
inter-generational stories or disrupt the rhythm of spiritual
observance. Instead, it should maintain continuity with the
user’s life-world and adapt its operations in line with local
ontologies. This principle ensures that robots do not become
agents of cultural rupture, but rather respect and support the
ontological stability of those they assist.

Respect for Agentic Boundaries Our examination of the
principles of roboethics, including those of EPSRC and
RoboLaw, reveals a deep reliance on liberal individualist

models of agency that do not account for communal and
distributed autonomy, modes of self-determination that are
central to many contexts in the Global South (Sambasivan
et al. 2021). These frameworks assume that agency oper-
ates through individual human-machine relationships, ne-
glecting how decisions and actions emerge in many Global
South contexts through collective deliberation, shared re-
sponsibility, and interdependent relationships within com-
munities, where these values are greatly prioritized (Escobar
2018; Awad et al. 2018). By defining robots as subordinate
artifacts and emphasizing transparency primarily to avoid
deception, these frameworks neglect how robotic systems
might subtly undermine collective agency by automating de-
cisions that traditionally involve community input, antici-
pating actions that disrupt social processes, or intervening
in ways that bypass established communal decision-making
structures. Such techno-paternalism risks reenacting colo-
nial patterns of imposed governance, particularly in con-
texts where collective human agency has historically been
denied or minimized (Weckert 2019). To address this, we
propose the principle of Respect for Agentic Boundaries:
robots must be designed to support communal decision-
making processes without preempting or overriding col-
lective deliberation. Robotic intervention should recognize
and preserve existing social structures of shared agency,
allowing communities to collectively determine when and
how robotic support is engaged. For example, consider the
introduction of an agricultural robot in an indigenous farm-
ing community in central India where decisions about crop
rotation, seed selection, and land use are made collectively
by elders, women’s cooperatives, and youth groups through
seasonal gatherings. Instead of using AI to independently
optimize planting schedules or recommend high-yield com-
mercial crops based on data, a robot designed with respect
for agentic boundaries would function as a facilitator in
these gatherings. It would surface environmental data, his-
torical rainfall patterns, or pest forecasts only when invited
by the community and in ways intelligible within local eco-
logical and cultural knowledge systems. Crucially, the robot
would not rank or suggest actions unless the community ex-
plicitly seeks that input. For example, if the group is debat-
ing whether to plant traditional millet versus a commercial
rice variant, the robot would not intervene to “optimize” for
yield. Instead, it would facilitate discussions by presenting
data in the context of the long-term goals of the community,
such as food sovereignty, soil health, and cultural continu-
ity, reinforcing the community’s role as the main agent in
the shaping of technological participation.

Embodied Spatial Justice Our review of robotics ethics
documents, including the UNESCO COMEST Report and
AI HLEG Guidelines, indicates a persistent disregard for
spatial justice—that is, how robotic systems redistribute ac-
cess, movement, and control across physical environments.
These frameworks often frame inequality in abstract terms
(e.g., the AI divide) or focus narrowly on algorithmic fair-
ness, failing to consider how robots, by virtue of their
embodiment, can materially reproduce spatial hierarchies.
Whether through logistics, surveillance, or automation of
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infrastructure, robots can reinforce exclusion by bypassing,
surveilling, or displacing already marginalized populations.
We, therefore, propose the principle of Embodied Spatial
Justice: robotic systems must be designed with an ex-
plicit awareness of how their physical operations affect
spatial equity. Their deployment should avoid reinforc-
ing patterns of dispossession related to caste, class, gen-
der, or land ownership, especially in Global South con-
texts. For example, if delivery robots in a South Asian smart
city are routed to avoid informal settlements, they contribute
to the spatial marginalization of slum residents. A justice-
oriented spatial ethic calls for inclusive route planning, par-
ticipatory design, and mechanisms for redress when robotic
presence reinforces inequality. Robots, as embodied agents,
must not just navigate space—they must help reshape it to-
ward greater justice.

Operationalizing Ethical Dimensions for AI
Robots in the Global South

In this section, we identify a comprehensive framework for
AI-driven robotics deployment in the Global South, examin-
ing implementation at three critical levels: task, dataset, and
deployment. The analysis focuses on our proposed four core
ethical principles—epistemic justice, ontological security,
agency and autonomy, and social freedom—and how they
can be operationalized at each level to ensure equitable and
culturally-responsive robotic AI systems. Drawing on inter-
disciplinary research spanning human-computer interaction,
critical data studies, and development ethics, this section
demonstrates how intelligent technology-based implementa-
tions that neglect local knowledge structures, cultural mean-
ings, community governance, and substantive freedoms of-
ten fail, while providing evidence-based alternatives that
center community participation, cultural congruence, and
empowerment throughout the AI development life cycle.

Task-Level Operationalization
To uphold epistemic non-imposition, AI robots must be de-
signed to recognize and incorporate local knowledge prac-
tices at the task design level. Rather than imposing universal
logic models, AI reasoning should allow situated knowledge
to shape how tasks are defined and executed. For example,
a generative AI-enabled robot used in rural irrigation plan-
ning must accommodate community-driven seasonal knowl-
edge and water-sharing customs instead of relying solely
on climate optimization models drawn from Euro-American
agronomic data. Similarly, onto-contextual consistency re-
quires that task flows remain culturally legible: robots as-
sisting with domestic caregiving should maintain interaction
scripts aligned with local kinship roles and respect practices
around eldercare or rituals. In the domain of agentic bound-
aries, robots must scaffold rather than override human skill:
agricultural robots, for instance, should offer just-in-time
prompts to help farmers diagnose crop conditions, instead
of making automatic decisions that bypass farmer judgment.
Finally, embodied spatial justice at the task level involves
ensuring that robots do not structure workflows in ways that
displace or de-prioritize marginalized users. For example, a

sanitation robot in an urban township should not be tasked
with operating only in commercial zones, but should also
service informal settlements through community-prioritized
task allocation.

We may also consider here the example of an Au-
tonomous Underwater Vehicle (AUV) for biodiversity and
overfishing monitoring, used in nautical space reserved for
artisanal crafts such as territorial waters of Kerala in In-
dia (Government of India 1976). To uphold our four post-
colonial principles, epistemic non-imposition would require
that risk markers (e.g., species, seasons, catch limits) be
co-defined with local fishers and marine scientists rather
than imposed from other contexts such as the EU Com-
mon Fisheries Policy (Council of the European Union 2016).
Onto-contextual consistency would demand that the vehi-
cle’s GIS layers preserve indigenous place names, migra-
tion calendars, and taboo stretches, so the data map aligns
with the community’s own spatial ontology. Respect for
agentic boundaries could be achieved by first sending each
provisional catch alert to democratically elected village co-
operatives, allowing them to decide which summaries, if
any, should be forwarded to state fishery officers. Finally,
embodied spatial justice would necessitate directing mon-
itoring and enforcement efforts toward industrial trawlers,
which are required to stay beyond the twelve-mile limit dur-
ing the monsoon trawl ban (The New Indian Express 2023;
Gain 2025), rather than toward subsistence canoes operating
within their customary waters—thereby protecting rather
than surveilling marginalized communities.

Dataset-Level Operationalization
At the dataset level, epistemic non-imposition entails curat-
ing training data that includes diverse cultural objects, ges-
tures, languages, and interaction norms, moving beyond the
narrow visual and behavioral taxonomies common in Global
North datasets. For example, an AI robot designed for com-
munity education should be trained not only on textbook
diagrams but also on local pedagogical resources, visual
metaphors, and oral storytelling traditions. Onto-contextual
consistency in data requires preserving the cultural signif-
icance of images, objects, and spaces. In robotics naviga-
tion, a path identified as “empty” by conventional mapping
could have religious or ancestral significance locally; there-
fore, training data must encode such contextual metadata to
avoid symbolic erasure. Respect for agentic boundaries in
data practices involves participatory annotation processes in
which communities can decide which data is collected and
how it should guide robotic learning. For example, a health-
care robot trained through generative feedback loops should
be co-supervised by community health workers, who can
define the limits of acceptable diagnostic phrasing. Lastly,
spatial justice demands datasets reflect geographic diver-
sity—not only by including informal or rural landscapes, but
also by ensuring that spatial labels and segmentations are
created collaboratively to avoid urban-centric bias. For ex-
ample, a delivery robot trained exclusively on Western road
systems is likely to struggle with navigating the alleyways
and footpaths commonly used in many parts of the Global
South. A practical implementation of this could be traced
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to Wadhwani AI’s CottonAce8, an AI-powered pest advi-
sory tool for cotton farmers in India. Rather than automating
pesticide spraying, the system helps farmers detect pest in-
festations through pheromone trap photos, delivering local-
ized alerts and recommendations in regional languages. It
respects farmer knowledge (epistemic non-imposition), sup-
ports timely and dignified decision-making (agentic bound-
aries), and empowers smallholder farmers often excluded
from precision agriculture (spatial justice).

Deployment-Level Operationalization
During deployment, epistemic non-imposition requires AI
robots to be open to ongoing learning from local users
and institutions. This includes feedback mechanisms in
which community knowledge continuously informs robot
updates—for example, voice interfaces that adapt to local
dialects or reasoning engines that recalibrate logic based on
indigenous ecological observations. Onto-contextual consis-
tency mandates that AI robots be deployed in ways that
reinforce rather than disrupt cultural and spatial routines.
For example, a mobile clinic robot that navigates a pas-
toralist community must adapt to mobile social organization
and sacred land use patterns rather than insisting on static
GPS routing. In terms of agentic boundaries, robots should
be equipped with explainable decision pathways and cus-
tomizable autonomy levels, letting users decide how much
control to retain in domains such as health, education, or
local governance. For example, a chatbot-robot hybrid in
village legal aid should enable users to co-construct argu-
ments rather than merely offering automated recommenda-
tions that foreclose deliberation. Finally, embodied spatial
justice demands that deployment plans avoid reinforcing
infrastructural exclusion. Delivery robots serving the mar-
kets of a smart city must also serve peri-urban slums—
not as charity extras but as co-designed service zones. Spa-
tial coverage must reflect community priorities and avoid
the tendency of AI infrastructure to “skip over” marginal-
ized geographies. The Flying Labs Network9, which de-
ploys drones in more than 40 countries to serve community-
defined goals—such as malaria prevention, flood mapping,
or infrastructure planning—has fulfilled several of these eth-
ical modalities. Each lab is locally run, ensuring control
over how, where, and why robotics are used; decentraliz-
ing power; and centering local priorities—principles aligned
with epistemic non-imposition and spatial justice—thus of-
fering a compelling model for ethical deployment in the
Global South.

Discussion
While our ethical considerations were developed in response
to the deployment of AI robots in the Global South, their
relevance extends far beyond this context. As AI systems in-
creasingly inhabit physical space and interact with human
routines, it is necessary to assess how these principles ap-
ply to other forms of embodied intelligence. Equally impor-
tant is the question of how these ethical commitments can

8https://tinyurl.com/wadhwani-ai
9https://tinyurl.com/2w2vnces

be evaluated in practice. Moving beyond high-level abstrac-
tion requires the development of concrete, context-sensitive
methods that can assess whether these principles are mean-
ingfully upheld throughout the AI life cycle. We discuss the
same in this section.

Extending Ethical Principles to Other Forms of
Embodied AI
Although the proposed ethical considerations—epistemic
non-imposition, onto-contextual consistency, respect for
agentic boundaries, and embodied spatial justice—emerged
from our analysis of limitations of roboethics frameworks
in Global South contexts, they offer a foundational basis
for engaging a broader class of embodied-AI systems. Al-
though we have focused mostly on ground robots in ser-
vice and agriculture, our principles apply beyond these, ex-
tending to autonomous vehicles, underwater robots, smart
buoys, wearable AI, ambient intelligent environments, and
even generative AI agents that operate through embodied
interfaces (e.g., voice assistants in smart homes, AI-driven
prosthetics, socially assistive avatars). In these systems, em-
bodiment does not always imply a wheeled or humanoid
form or physical locomotion, but rather an embeddedness in
material, spatial, and cultural worlds through sensors, actu-
ators, and human-facing interfaces. For example, epistemic
non-imposition applies directly to AI wearables in health-
care that standardize bodily norms based on Global North
biometric data.

Decolonial ethics would require these systems to ac-
commodate diverse embodied experiences and diagnostic
frameworks. Similarly, onto-contextual consistency is im-
portant for smart home assistants that organize social rou-
tines through reminders and automated scheduling. These
systems need to align with the rhythms and cultural mean-
ings of households that do not adhere to Eurocentric tempo-
ralities or nuclear family norms. Similarly, respect for user
agency can guide the design of AI-driven prosthetics that
respond to intent without compromising movement auton-
omy or established rehabilitation practices. Finally, embod-
ied spatial justice applies to autonomous vehicles or drone-
based logistics systems whose routing decisions risk repro-
ducing infrastructural inequities: skipping informal settle-
ments or inaccessible terrains. The portability of these prin-
ciples across AI embodiment types highlights their value not
as narrow prescriptions but as critical orientations rooted in
decolonial theory, participatory design, and justice-centered
computing. Their strength lies in shifting focus from univer-
sal standards to situated ethics that acknowledge who defines
the task, whose knowledge is valued, and which bodies and
spaces are prioritized. Extending these principles allows for
an ethics of AI that is not only “responsible” in the abstract,
but also accountable to the historical, political, and material
conditions in which AI systems are deployed.

Evaluating Ethical Commitments in AI Robotics
Translating ethical principles into measurable outcomes re-
mains a key challenge for AI ethics, especially in robotics,
where social, spatial, and cultural impacts unfold over time.
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To evaluate commitments like epistemic non-imposition or
embodied spatial justice, we must move beyond checklist-
style audits or technical validation and instead adopt contex-
tual, process-oriented, and participatory evaluation frame-
works (Madaio et al. 2020; Watkins et al. 2021). These as-
sessments should consider not only the robot’s actions but
also its design process, the knowledge that shaped it, and
how users and communities experience its presence over
time.

For epistemic non-imposition, evaluation might include
qualitative audits examining whose knowledge informed
the design and how knowledge hierarchies were addressed.
Madaio et al. (2020) propose co-design checklists that trace
the inclusion of diverse stakeholders and values across de-
sign phases (Madaio et al. 2020), while Sloane et al. (2022)
highlight the importance of documenting data provenance
and surfacing epistemic exclusions embedded in develop-
ment workflows (Sloane et al. 2022). Participatory design
documentation, local co-design interviews, and contextual
inquiry (Suchman 2006) can determine whether dominant
epistemologies were privileged or challenged in practice.

In terms of onto-contextual consistency, ethnographic
methods, such as longitudinal field observations, workplace
studies, and user diaries, are well suited to capture how AI
robots affect social rhythms, narrative coherence, and spatial
routines (Lee et al. 2012). Measures of cultural fit or disrup-
tions to everyday life can help surface ontological harms that
may be invisible to conventional system-level metrics.

Respect for agentic boundaries can be evaluated through
task-level interaction studies that assess how often users
override or defer to robotic recommendations, whether they
feel their decision-making is respected, and how much in-
terpretive transparency is offered. System log analyses, user
feedback, and transparency tools like model cards (Mitchell
et al. 2019) can support this.

For embodied spatial justice, deployment-level data such
as coverage maps, access logs, and demographic reach anal-
yses, are critical. Participatory GIS methods and spatial
ethnographies can reveal whether marginalized spaces are
included or excluded in robotic service networks (Benjamin
2019; McQuillan 2022).

Importantly, these evaluation strategies require collabo-
ration between designers, researchers, and affected com-
munities. Just as our ethical considerations resist univer-
salism, our evaluation frameworks must likewise be lo-
cally grounded, historically informed, and methodologi-
cally diverse. Building such tools requires embedding ethics
throughout the design and deployment life cycle - not as
a retrospective audit, but as a continuous negotiation of
what just, inclusive, and meaningful AI systems should be
(Watkins et al. 2021).

Conclusion
Our paper has advanced a postcolonial intervention in the
ethics of embodied-AI systems by critically examining the
normative, epistemic, and sociopolitical assumptions em-
bedded in prevailing governance approaches of these tech-
nologies. Through interpretive and speculative analyses, we

demonstrated how these frameworks, though often posi-
tioned as universal, fall short when applied in Global South
contexts, where histories of colonialism, infrastructural in-
equality, and epistemic exclusion demand greater sensitivity
to local values, knowledge, and social configurations. To ad-
dress these limitations, we proposed four alternative ethical
principles: epistemic non-imposition, onto-contextual con-
sistency, respect for agentic boundaries, and embodied spa-
tial justice. These principles not only augment existing eth-
ical paradigms but also offer a scaffold for more inclusive
and equitable governance of AI-powered robots. Our oper-
ationalization of these principles across task, dataset, and
deployment levels illustrated how such values can be made
actionable, while real-world examples showcased their fea-
sibility and relevance in practice. Crucially, we argued
that these ethical considerations are not limited to tradi-
tional robots alone. Their relevance extends across a broader
ecosystem of embodied AI systems—from wearables and
smart assistants to drones and generative tools—whose so-
ciotechnical impact is profoundly shaped by the environ-
ments they inhabit and the communities they engage with.
We also highlighted the need for situated participatory eval-
uation methods that move beyond checklist-style audits to
embrace ethical pluralism and cultural embeddedness.

Limitations and Future Work
Our analysis is concentrated on a carefully selected set of
globally recognized ethical frameworks for robotics and AI.
This selection was informed by institutional legitimacy, con-
ceptual influence, and relevance to embodied AI. However,
we acknowledge that our scope was not comprehensive.
Many regionally-grounded or community-developed ethical
models remain unexplored in this study. Future work should
examine such frameworks to broaden the normative basis for
ethical robotics. Moreover, our critique was primarily ana-
lytical and interpretive in nature, focusing on documented
principles and their epistemic assumptions. Although this
allowed us to identify systemic limitations and propose al-
ternative ethical considerations, our study did not involve
direct engagement with robotics practitioners, policymak-
ers, or affected communities in the Global South. Future
research would benefit from empirical studies that involve
these stakeholders through interviews, workshops, or par-
ticipatory design methods. Such engagement would help to
contextualize our principles further and assess their applica-
bility in practice.

Positionality Statement
We acknowledge our positions as researchers working at
the intersection of robotics, AI, and human-computer in-
teraction (HCI), with experience ranging from early-career
to decades-long engagements across these fields. All four
authors are currently based in Western Europe. Atmadeep
Ghoshal is of South Asian origin, with lived experience
in South Asia, and brings regionally grounded perspectives
to his work in robotics, AI, and HCI. Martim Brandão is
from Western Europe with no lived experience in the Global
South nor research expertise in the Global South. He is an
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expert in AI with extensive research on evaluations and im-
plementations of fairness, explainability, and other aspects
of Responsible AI. Ruba Abu-Salma is from the Middle East
(West Asia) and specializes in HCI and human-centered pri-
vacy research, with a focus on at-risk populations. Sanjay
Modgil is of South Asian ethnicity and has some lived expe-
rience in South Asia. He has expertise in the logical founda-
tions of AI and in the philosophy and ethics of AI.
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