Regulations are useless. 
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One of the most aggressive proposed responses to AI proliferation has been an outright ban. But an all-out ban on AI is off the table because the civilian uses, such as for digital and writing assistants like Alexa and Google Smart Compose, are too ubiquitous. Bans on “unacceptable” uses of AI — defined as those “considered a clear threat to the safety, livelihoods and rights of people” — are designed to be more targeted (for example, to address facial recognition technologies) but are vague and therefore unlikely to succeed in stemming the development of AI technologies and their diffusion to nonstate actors.57
Calls for bans on specific applications of AI that might affect nonstate actors have become more common. One of the most visible proposals has been to regulate or ban lethal autonomous weapons; it is presented as the ethical approach for regulating these weapons.58 In 2017, Elon Musk and physicist Stephen Hawking called for a ban on “killer robots,” imploring the United Nations to ban both the development and use of AI-powered weapons.59
Despite the visibility of the proposals, talks at the United Nations have not made meaningful headway, with 28 governments proposing a ban on AI-powered autonomous weapons and the U.S. and Russia blocking legally binding agreements.60 Even if an agreement were obtained, it would probably involve actors less likely to be responsible for lethal autonomous weapons, rendering the agreement relatively ineffective. For example, while Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi has cautioned against the “weaponization of AI by nonstate actors,” he has also stressed the need to continue developing AI and he clearly seeks to make India a global AI hub.61 Modi’s position on the issue reflects the contradiction inherent in many countries: they each desire to maintain these technologies while keeping them out of the hands of others, especially nonstate actors. Agreeing to a ban is something of a prisoner’s dilemma. While all countries might benefit from a ban on the disruptive applications of autonomy, unless all countries agree to abide by it, there might be incentives to develop and use the technology first and not commit to a ban.
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