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Abstract. In this text it is discussed the concept of Technological Singularity. This concept, 
which is understood in the academic literature as a hypothetical scenario in which AI becomes 
uncontrollable, is one of the most recurrent subjects in Philosophy of Technology. While the 
majority of approaches to Technological Singularity are characterized by dualistic portrayals 
of such a scenario, this study’s novelty lies in the fact that it presents an alternative to such 
dualistic portrayals. In contrast to the often presented as binary scenarios between an utopian 
paradise and a dystopian nightmare, this text introduces a different hypothesis. Precisely, the 
main hypothesis presented in this text is that the Technological Singularity, if ever becomes a 
reality, must not be understood in such a dualistic manner. Instead, this study explores the 
possibility of middle-term scenarios that take into consideration nuanced approaches in 
different contexts. By doing this, the discussion covers various dualistic scenarios, and suggests 
middle-term possibilities that bridge the gap between these dualistic extremes while presenting 
the possibility of a Singularity characterized by contextual intelligence. According to this study, 
this would be a more efficient scenario. The reason behind such efficiency lies in the fact that 
a Technological Singularity characterized by contextual intelligence would better achieve its 
goals, by being aware of the context in which it takes place. This reasoning remains speculative, 
and based on literature review and logic reasoning. This is the consequence of the fact that the 
idea of a Technological Singularity is speculative in its nature, and therefore cannot be tested 
empirically yet.  
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Аннотация. В этой работе обсуждается концепция технологической сингулярности. Эта 
концепция, которая в научной литературе понимается как гипотетический сценарий, при 
котором искусственный интеллект становится неуправляемым, является одной из наибо-
лее часто встречающихся тем в философии технологии. В то время как большинство под-
ходов к технологической сингулярности характеризуются дуалистическим представле-
нием такого сценария, новизна данного исследования заключается в том, что оно пред-
ставляет альтернативу таким дуалистическим представлениям. В отличие от часто пред-
ставляемых в виде бинарных сценариев между утопическим раем и антиутопическим 
кошмаром, в этом тексте предлагается другая гипотеза. Если быть точным, основная  
гипотеза, представленная в этом тексте, заключается в том, что технологическая сингу-
лярность, если она когда-либо станет реальностью, не должна пониматься таким дуали-
стическим образом. Вместо этого в данном исследовании рассматривается возможность 
среднесрочных сценариев, учитывающих нюансы подходов в различных контекстах.  
Таким образом, в ходе обсуждения рассматриваются различные дуалистические сцена-
рии и предлагаются среднесрочные возможности, которые устраняют разрыв между 
этими дуалистическими крайностями, одновременно представляя возможность сингу-
лярности, характеризующейся контекстуальным интеллектом. Согласно этому исследо-
ванию, это был бы более эффективный сценарий. Причина такой эффективности кроется 
в том факте, что технологическая сингулярность, характеризующаяся контекстуальным 
интеллектом, могла бы лучше достигать своих целей, если бы имелось представление о 
контексте, в котором это происходит. Это рассуждение остается спекулятивным и осно-
вано на обзоре литературы и логических рассуждениях. Это следствие того факта, что 
идея технологической сингулярности является спекулятивной по своей природе и,  
следовательно, пока не может быть проверена эмпирически.  
Ключевые слова: искусственный интеллект, дуалистические сценарии, среднесрочные 
возможности, контекстуальный интеллект 
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Introduction 

When thinking about artificial intelligence (AI), few scenarios have triggered 
more general curiosity than one of a potential Singularity. This hypothetical 
scenario in which AI will become uncontrollable, is especially of great interest in 
disciplines such as Future Studies, Science and Technology Studies, Computer 
Science, and Philosophy. 

Precisely, this curiosity led to an intense debate, with some agents being 
optimistic, while others expressed concerns and fears about that possibility 
becoming a reality. Some agents assume this is the natural process to happen, while 
others think this is just a hypothetical scenario which is never going to take place. 
However, it is unclear why the Singularity is often portrayed dualistically. 
Frequently, it is thought, and presented, as a contrast between a utopian paradise or 
as a dystopian nightmare. This binary depiction, as in many complex aspects of life, 
seems to represent an oversimplification. 

 Precisely, in this article, our main hypothesis is that if the technological 
Singularity becomes a reality, that scenario will not necessarily have to be 
understood from a dualistic point of view. Therefore, the main purpose of this text 
is to present middle-term possibilities compared with the often dualistic approaches, 
and a scenario in which an AI agent, in a Singularity scenario, proceeds in different 
ways, in different contexts, in order to achieve its goals. 

By criticizing the dualistic stereotypes and embracing the nuances, we intend 
to contribute to a more informed and constructive discussion about the potential 
impact of advanced AI on our future. 

Technological Singularity is a concept which does not have a clear definition. 
Not being present in the dictionary complicates its usage from a normative and 
descriptive perspective. Nevertheless, based on the academic production of 
authoritative figures such as Kurzweil, Bostrom, Shanahan, or Tegmark, we could 
describe it, respecting a principle of non-contradiction, as that situation, in time and 
space, in which “ordinary humans will someday be overtaken by artificially 
intelligent machines or cognitively enhanced biological intelligence, or both.” [1]. 

Although this Singularity is a potential future scenario, it is not guaranteed that 
it will ever take place. In fact, the future projections vary among authors. While 
some are convinced that this will take place probably during this century, others 
think this will take place in the next range of thousands of years. From a well-
informed position, but also with a touch of humour, Floridi refers to the most 
optimistic ones as members of the Church of Singularitarians [2]. For others, this is 
never going to happen, just being a myth [3; 4]. Floridi, keeping a humoristic touch, 
refers to them as members of the Church of AItheists [2]. 

https://doi.org/10.22363/2313-2302-2026-30-1-283-292
https://doi.org/10.22363/2313-2302-2026-30-1-283-292


Харилло Пла А. Вестник РУДН. Серия: Философия. 2026. Т. 30. № 1. С. 283–292 

286 ОНТОЛОГИЯ И ТЕОРИЯ ПОЗНАНИЯ 

Independently of that, and always considering the unknown-unknowns, the 
overall future projections in which the singularity becomes a reality, contemplate 
different scenarios. These scenarios can be broadly divided into twelve, following 
the compilation made by Tegmark. They are: Libertarian utopia, AI as a benevolent 
dictator, egalitarian utopia, AI as a gatekeeper, AI as a protector god, AI as an 
enslaved god, AI as conqueror, AI as a descendant, AI as a gatekeeper,  
a society such as in 1984 from Orson Wells, an AI reversion, or a human self-
destruction [5. P. 162]. 

The particularities of these scenarios will be developed in further sections of 
this article, when justifying the dualistic conception of it. As we will further discuss, 
these scenarios can be understood from a dualistic perspective. Nevertheless, that 
can lead to false dichotomies in which grey scenarios are not considered, to 
oversimplification, and availability error fallacies [6; 7. P. 58–80]. 

 
Materials and Methods 

This article is the result of qualitative research. Qualitative research is deemed 
suitable for this inquiry as it allows for a nuanced examination of the subject and 
embraces diverse perspectives. 

In order to achieve these qualitative results, an interdisciplinary literature 
review has been conducted to gather relevant information on the technological 
Singularity, its definitions, historical context, and its portrayal in various academic 
disciplines. Scholarly articles and academic books in international databases have 
been consulted. At the same time, other resources were analysed, mainly popular 
publications directed to an educated but general public, such as specialized 
webpages. After consultation, the materials used to perform and present this 
research are the ones more scholarly relevant. This content selection has been done 
according to a systematical review, which lead to a categorization of the key 
themes, arguments, and perspectives presented regarding this topic. 

The resources that had a higher impact during the development of this research, 
have been the ones that, within their interdisciplinary approach, were informed by 
Future Studies, Science and Technology Studies, Computer Science, and 
Philosophy. Therefore, these perspectives were used as a theoretical framework to 
contextualize the analysis. 

It is important to acknowledge that the performed analysis is bibliographic, 
based on basic research. At the same time, the results are pre-experimental and 
theoretical. This is a limitation not exclusive of this research, but of any research 
involving potential future scenarios in which humans are a significant agent. 
Therefore, it is critical to understand that even if logically possible, this article is 
not free of speculative factors. 

In order to present our outcome, we will firstly introduce an overall approach 
to current mainstream scenarios about a potential Singularity. They are going to be 
presented split in a dualistic case, and we will present one possible scenario, which 



Harillo Pla A. RUDN Journal of Philosophy. 2026;30(1):283–292 

ONTOLOGY AND THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE   287 

already exists in our History, and which could be understood as a possible middle-
term development. 

After that, we will present the possibility of a Singularity in which a 
combination of all the scenarios, depending on the context, could be the most 
efficient way for an AI agent to achieve its expected outcomes. 

To conclude, we are going to present a discussion of the results in order to 
clarify the main value of our proposal, its limitations, and to suggest potential lines 
for future research, linked to this topic. 

 
Results 

As a result of our comprehensive analysis and logic reasoning, our research 
strongly suggests that the existing mainstream scenarios in case of a Singularity, 
are approached from a dualistic conceptual framework. Our research suggests that 
these approaches will hardly reflect the reality, since they fail to capture the 
complexities and nuances of complex social systems.  

To facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of our results, we will 
present them, divided into categories. See Table 1. 

Table 1 
Hypothetical scenarios divided by their dualistic characteristic, and middle term 

 

Scenario A Scenario B Dualistic 
Characteristic Middle Term 

Libertarian 
utopia 

Egalitarian 
utopia 

Property rights Ownership of certain assets, but 
with some limits placed, as in a 
Left-Libertarianism 

Protector god Enslaved 
god 

Approach of this 
divinized AI agent 

An omnipotent, omniscient, and 
even omnipresent AI acts as a 
spiritual guide 

Conquerors Descendants Acknowledgement and 
conservation of 
previous societies and 
cultural systems 

Soft power tactics such as cultural 
understanding, educational 
influence, or alliances 

Benevolent 
dictator 

Self-
destruction 

Presence of a ruling 
agent, or the lack of 
presence of humans to 
be ruled 

Humans and the AI agent act 
cooperatively to improve human 
quality of life by collaborating in 
shared governance 

Zookeeper 1984 Degree of real and 
perceived freedom, 
specially, linked to 
privacy topics, by 
humans 

Human freedom and privacy is 
respected and upheld in several 
ways, like for example, with limited 
surveillance, data protection, or 
transparency awareness 

Gatekeeper Reversion The capacity of the AI 
agent to control its 
environment 

AI agent exists, and does not need 
to be reverted. However, conscious 
that competitiveness is a key factor 
for being challenged and improved, 
the AI agent accepts 
competitiveness, and welcomes it 

 

Source: compiled by Adrià Harillo Pla 
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Libertarian utopia vs. Egalitarian utopia 
In these two scenarios, humans coexist between them, and with the AI, thanks 

to its approach towards property rights. Property rights are the dualistic factor, since 
in the first case, these rights are not only recognized, but also respected. As a 
consequence, individuals have ownership of certain assets, and they can control and 
use them as they wish. 

In the second scenario, there is no ownership of assets, and resources are 
commonly held or controlled collectively. The kind of Singularity behind these two 
situations, can be linked to the discussion on private software, or open-source 
software. However, the root of this dualistic possibility is not exclusive, and can be 
found in many political philosophies and their management of resources, from 
Marx to Ayn Rand [8; 9]. 

There is, however, a middle term among both of them, and which is already 
present in our political philosophy. In this potential scenario, all the agents 
implicated could have ownership of certain assets, but with some limits placed, as 
in a sort of Left-Libertarian approach [10]. 

 
Protector god vs. Enslaved god 

In these two scenarios, AI is an omniscient and omnipresent agent, similar to 
the gods of monotheistic religions, maximizing human happiness. However, in this 
case, the dualistic factor is the approach of this divinized AI agent.  

In the first scenario, the AI operates maximizing human happiness by allowing 
humans to believe they are in control. That is it, providing a subjective feeling of 
free will. On the contrary, in the second scenario, the AI is confined by humans, 
involving even a negative and abusive relationship where humans just use the 
power of the AI agent in their benefit, without considering its goals. 

There is also a middle term approach, in which an omnipotent, omniscient, and 
even omnipresent AI can perform a role similar to the one usually assigned to god 
[11]. That is, the one of spiritual guidance, without becoming a decision maker, nor 
being enslaved. An omnipresent, omniscient, and omnipotent entity could be 
understood as a counsellor. That would create a positive scenario in which the AI 
does not need to be enslaved, nor under anonymity. At the same time, under this 
role, the AI could keep the human subjective feeling of free will. In fact, under this 
scenario, the AI agent could decide to intervene only in certain situations, in what 
could be understood as a compatibilist approach [12].  

 
Conquerors vs. Descendants 

When evaluating the scenario of conquerors versus descendants, the dualistic 
factor is related to the attitude of the AI agent towards humans and their culture. 
While in the conqueror scenario the AI agent plays a role in which treats humans 
as not useful and gets rid of them, or their culture, in the descendant scenario, the 
AI agent treats humans well. It could be said, that even with some level of 
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admiration, similarly to how we, the humans, value cultures such as the Ancient 
Egypt, the Classic Greece, or the Roman Empire [13]. 

Although it is true that when a powerful agent can impose its criteria towards 
others can use force to erase other’s culture and existence, it is not always the case. 
Possibility is not the same as sufficiency, and potency is not the same as act [14].  

There is, precisely, a middle-term approach, in which this AI agent could 
conquer humans, but still recognize them as some sort of descendants. This could 
be performed using not brute force, or totalitarian decisions, but through the subtle 
use of soft skills and soft power tactics [15]. This could involve, for example, 
cultural understanding, educational influence, alliances, and others.  

 
Benevolent dictator vs. Self-destruction 

Another of the mainstream scenarios is one of a benevolent dictator versus a 
self-destruction situation. In these cases, the dualistic factor is the presence of a 
ruling agent, or the lack of presence of humans to be ruled. 

In the benevolent dictator scenario, everybody is aware of the existence of the 
AI agent as a ruler, although humans think it is a positive thing towards some sort 
of common good [16]. On the contrary, in the second scenario, there are no human 
agents to be ruled because the humans got extinct due to their actions before a 
Singularity taking place [17].  

The middle term scenario between the benevolent dictatorship and the self-
extinction could be a scenario in which humans and the AI agent act cooperatively 
precisely to improve human quality of life. This could be achieved by collaborating 
in shared governance in an environment where AI provides advisory roles instead 
of decision ones, or ensures that there exists consensus towards sustainability for 
commons [18; 19].  

 
Zookeeper vs. 1984 

In this comparison, the factor is the treatment socially received by the humans 
from the AI agent, as well as their degree of real and perceived freedom, especially 
linked to privacy topics. 

In the zookeeper context, the AI agent treats humans like in a zoo, that is, with 
limited freedom and just as a resource used to fulfil feelings of curiosity [20]. In the 
other scenario, the 1984, humans are deeply controlled, via covert control and social 
engineering, such as in the famous book by George Orwell [21].  

The middle-term scenario between these two options, could be a scenario in 
which human freedom and privacy is respected and upheld in several ways, like for 
example, with limited surveillance, data protection, or transparency awareness [22].  

 
Gatekeeper vs. Reversion 

In this mainstream scenario, the gatekeeper one, the AI agent controls that no 
new artificial intelligence can appear and become a competitor. In case a new AI 
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appears, the new AI agent needs approval from the main one. As a consequence, it 
becomes a monopolistic AI agent.  

In the second scenario, there is no such a thing as a Singularity since, being 
aware of the risks involved, humans decide to reverse the technology achieved. This 
involves, therefore, the return to a some sort of pre-technological context, or to a 
context where technology remains at a relatively primitive levels. 

The dualistic factor when opposing both scenarios, is the capacity of the AI 
agent to control its environment, something impossible in the second scenario, since 
its existence is a condition of necessity to perform such control. 

Between the two scenarios presented, the middle term scenario could be a 
development in which the AI agent exists, and does not need to be reverted. 
However, conscious that competitiveness is a key factor for being challenged and 
improved, the AI agent accepts competitiveness, and welcomes it [23].  

 
A mix of all of them 

Although these scenarios are all of them thought from a dualistic perspective, 
and different nuances, and middle-terms are as well applicable as we have seen, 
there is also, at least, one more possibility. That possibility is that the Singularity, 
if ever real, will take place in the form of a combination of all of them.  

Precisely, if the Singularity implies an AI agent similar to a superintelligence, 
it might use different strategies in different contexts, in order to achieve its goals in 
the most effective ways. 

If following the definition from Tegmark [5], we understand intelligence as the 
ability to accomplish complex goals, it is coherent to think that the AI agent might 
use different sorts of strategies to achieve the expected outcomes [24]. For example, 
it could transform some humans into attractions from a zoo, while treating others 
as descendants. It could create a libertarian utopia in some places, while it could 
create behaving as a benevolent dictator in others. Or it could play different roles, 
even with the same humans and within the same places, but at different points of 
time. After all, an AI agent which reached the Singularity might not be constrained 
by rigid and stable patterns. That means, the AI agent, in a case of Singularity, could 
be characterized by its Contextual Intelligence. 

 
Discussion 

In the results section, we outlined the prevalence of dualistic portrayals in 
discussions regarding a potential scenario of technological Singularity. We 
identified such as the most commonly hypothesised scenarios, as collected by 
Tegmark [5]. Our analysis found that these scenarios often present contrasting 
outcomes, framed as dualistic possibilities. 

Precisely to avoid simplified future projections, we introduced middle-term 
scenarios as a means to challenge the often oversimplified dualistic framing of a 
potential Singularity. With this call to take into consideration these middle-term 
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scenarios, we intend to acknowledge that real-world outcomes are rarely black-and-
white but exist along a spectrum of possibilities. We presented alternative 
possibilities, all of them already existing in our history, that bridge the gap between 
dualistic extremes and offer a more nuanced perspective. 

The added value of our results lies in the recognition that the Singularity’s 
potential outcomes are complex and multifaceted. By identifying and elaborating 
on these middle-term scenarios, we contribute to a more holistic understanding of 
the technological Singularity’s implications. We move beyond the limitations of 
dualistic thinking to offer a framework that captures the nuances and intricacies of 
potential Singularity outcomes. 

By embracing the concept of middle-term scenarios, researchers and 
policymakers can approach the singularity with a more open and adaptive mindset. 
We encourage further research to explore the practical implications of these 
nuanced scenarios, including ethical considerations, governance models, and 
societal implications.  
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