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The concept of the ‘agent’ has profoundly shaped Artificial Intelligence (AI) research, guiding
development from foundational theories to contemporary applications like Large Language Model
(LLM)-based systems. This paper critically re-evaluates the necessity and optimality of this agent-
centric paradigm. We argue that its persistent conceptual ambiguities and inherent anthropocentric
biases may represent a limiting framework. We distinguish between agentic systems (AI inspired by
agency, often semi-autonomous, e.g., LLM-based agents), agential systems (fully autonomous, self-
producing systems, currently only biological), and non-agentic systems (tools without the impression
of agency). Our analysis, based on a systematic review of relevant literature, deconstructs the
agent paradigm across various AI frameworks, highlighting challenges in defining and measuring
properties like autonomy and goal-directedness. We argue that the ‘agentic’ framing of many AI
systems, while heuristically useful, can be misleading and may obscure the underlying computational
mechanisms, particularly in Large Language Models (LLMs). Our quantitative analysis of the field’s
intellectual structure reveals a significant and persistent gap between theoretical/critical discourse
and practical implementation, with the most influential current debates centered on the critique of
anthropocentrism itself. This suggests a paradigm under strain. As an alternative, we propose a
shift in focus towards frameworks grounded in system-level dynamics, world modeling, and material
intelligence. We conclude that investigating non-agentic and systemic frameworks, inspired by
complex systems, biology, and unconventional computing, is essential for advancing towards robust,
scalable, and potentially non-anthropomorphic forms of general intelligence. This requires not only
new architectures but also a fundamental reconsideration of our understanding of intelligence itself,
moving beyond the agent metaphor.

I. INTRODUCTION

The notion of the ‘agent’ has become a cornerstone
of contemporary Artificial Intelligence (AI) research and
development [1–4]. From theoretical frameworks aspir-
ing to capture general principles of intelligent behavior
[5, 6] to practical implementations in diverse domains,
the idea of an autonomous entity pursuing goals within
an environment is pervasive [7–9]. This perspective has
gained substantial traction with the advent of Large
Language Models (LLMs), which have fueled the rapid
growth of ‘Agentic AI’ systems capable of complex task
execution and intricate interactions [10–17]. These sys-
tems typically augment foundation models with external
tools, memory, and sophisticated planning capabilities
[10, 18, 19]. Furthermore, theoretical paradigms such
as Active Inference, rooted in the Free Energy Princi-
ple (FEP), provide a formal description of agents as sys-
tems that engage in self-organization and minimize sur-
prise through continuous action and perception [5, 6, 20–
24]. The widespread interest in, funding for, and ap-
plications of agent-based approaches, from personal as-
sistants to scientific research and robotics, underscore
their perceived value [7, 8, 17, 18, 25, 26]. Despite
the notable advancements attributed to agent-based ap-
proaches [14, 17, 26], the ambitious goal of Artificial

General Intelligence (AGI) remains largely elusive [27–
29]. This persistent elusiveness prompts a fundamen-
tal re-examination of the dominant conceptual frame-
works guiding AI research. Is the ‘agent’ a necessary
construct, or a convenient yet potentially restrictive ab-
straction? This paper examines the hypothesis that the
agent-centric paradigm, potentially influenced by anthro-
pocentric assumptions [30–35], might represent a lim-
iting framework. The reliance on human intuition and
folk psychology [36] in defining agentic properties, cou-
pled with a focus on achieving ‘human-level’ performance
[26, 37], risks inadvertently constraining the exploration
of truly novel forms of artificial intelligence and leading
to less efficient or robust solutions compared to system-
level alternatives [38]. To clarify this discussion, we dis-
tinguish three key concepts:

• Agentic systems are AI systems inspired by true
agency, exhibiting features that give the impres-
sion of autonomous, goal-directed behavior, often
through complex programming or the capabilities
of LLMs. They are typically semi-autonomous and
lack the deep functional autonomy of living organ-
isms.

• Agential systems are fully autonomous, self-
producing, and self-maintaining systems. Cur-
rently, this category is arguably populated only by
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biological organisms, whose agency is intrinsic and
grounded in their autopoietic nature.

• Non-agentic systems are tools or processes pro-
grammed to perform tasks without giving the im-
pression of agency. They operate based on direct
instruction or fixed algorithms.

This paper argues that much of what is termed “Agentic
AI” is a sophisticated facade, and that the uncritical pur-
suit of this framing may obscure more fundamental prin-
ciples of intelligence. Concerns arise as to whether cur-
rent agentic AI, particularly LLM-based systems, exhibit
genuine agency or merely sophisticated mimicry [29, 39].
We raise a pivotal question: could robust intelligence
emerge from frameworks that do not explicitly conceptu-
alize ‘agents’ at all, focusing instead on underlying sys-
tem dynamics and continuous interactions [38, 40]? As
a compelling alternative, the concept of agential systems
and non-agentic intelligence warrants closer examination
[30–33].

This perspective shifts the emphasis to system-level
properties, distributed architectures, self-organization,
and emergent intelligence. Insights from complex sys-
tems theory [41], natural processes [42–45], and non-
classical computational paradigms [38, 41, 46] suggest
that intelligence might not be a monolithic property ex-
clusive to discrete, centrally controlled agents. Instead,
it could emerge from the intricate interactions within dis-
tributed networks [47, 48], the inherent dynamics of phys-
ical systems [38], or unconventional computing substrates
exploiting material properties [41, 49, 50].

This includes principles of embodied cognition [6,
38, 51, 52], where intelligence arises from the contin-
uous interplay and inseparable coupling between per-
ception, action, body, and environment [53–55]. Such
approaches prioritize understanding the material basis
and systemic organization from which intelligent behav-
ior might emerge, potentially leading to more robust and
efficient AI systems [56–59].

The perspective that intelligence can arise from the
physical properties and interactions of matter (Mat-
ter computes [38, 41]) fundamentally challenges agent-
centric views that often implicitly prioritize abstract
software and algorithms over physical embodiment and
substrate-dependent dynamics. Furthermore, scien-
tific knowledge transformed into structured, computable
‘world models’ can be directly navigated and operated
upon by AI systems using abstract mathematical and
learned operations, moving beyond anthropomorphic in-
terfaces and towards computationally grounded forms of
intelligence [60].

Given these persistent conceptual challenges and the
rise of powerful new paradigms, a purely qualitative as-
sessment is no longer sufficient. To objectively map the
state of this intellectual landscape, we conducted a quan-
titative analysis of the field’s structure and evolution. By
constructing a knowledge graph from a systematic re-
view of the literature, we analyzed the influence of core

concepts, their interdisciplinary connections, and their
temporal dynamics. The results, presented in Section V,
provide strong empirical evidence for a structural theory-
practice gap and offer a data-driven roadmap for future
innovation.
AGI, if achievable, might arise from principles funda-

mentally different from those governing individual human
agency. This paper argues that the necessity and opti-
mality of the agent-centric paradigm for developing next-
generation intelligent systems should be critically evalu-
ated. We propose that anthropocentric biases may limit
its scope and that exploring system-level, interaction-
based, and materially grounded frameworks is crucial for
future progress. Therefore, AI research should remain
open to discovering or engineering intelligence wherever
and however it emerges, rather than rigidly limiting itself
to the ’agent’ framework.

II. DECONSTRUCTING THE ‘AGENT’:
VARIANCE, BIAS, AND UTILITY

A. The ‘Agent’ as a Conceptual Tool: Ambiguity
and Operational Limits

The concept of an ‘agent’ is deeply ingrained across
diverse disciplines, including AI [1–4], cognitive science
[27, 61], philosophy [29, 43], and biology [42]. In AI,
agent definitions often coalesce around functional prop-
erties such as autonomy, reactivity, pro-activeness, and
social ability [1, 4, 36]. For instance, Russell and Norvig
define a rational agent as one that selects actions to
maximize a performance measure given its percepts and
knowledge [62]. Others emphasize situatedness and the
pursuit of an ‘agenda’ [2]. Some researchers adopt a
stronger notion, imbuing agents with human-like men-
talistic concepts such as knowledge, belief, desire, and
intention (BDI) [1, 36], often drawing upon Dennett’s in-
tentional stance as an explanatory tool [36, 63]. However,
a systematic review reveals a persistent lack of consensus
and consistency in these definitions [2, 3, 36, 64]. Defini-
tions diverge significantly depending on the research con-
text, disciplinary background, and intended application
[4, 65]. When common characteristics are categorized,
they span a wide spectrum of autonomy (from simple
stimulus-response to complex deliberation), various types
of agency (reactive, proactive, social), diverse goal struc-
tures, implicit or explicit boundaries, and differing re-
quirements for internal models [1, 2]. Attempts to create
broad, formal definitions often lead to counterintuitive
inclusions, such as thermostats or even soap bubbles po-
tentially qualifying under certain criteria [2, 66], under-
scoring the challenge of capturing the intuitive notion
of agency formally and universally. A critical concern
is the low operational measurability of many definitions,
particularly those relying on abstract concepts like auton-
omy, intention, or rationality [30–35, 66]. The objective
measurement of such internal states or human-like cogni-
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tive attributes poses particular difficulties for empirical
verification and comparative evaluation of AI systems.
Underlying these definitions are often implicit assump-
tions such as principles of rational choice (maximizing
utility or performance measures) [61, 63], the necessity
of internal symbolic models for deliberation [27, 36], and
reward-based action selection [21, 67]. These assump-
tions, frequently derived from human economic or cogni-
tive models, are often adopted without sufficient critical
evaluation of their fundamental necessity or their direct
applicability to artificial systems [30–32]. Critics high-
light limitations, such as the problem of logical omni-
science in formal agent theories (where an agent is pre-
sumed to know all logical consequences of its beliefs) [36],
and the unsuitability of applying the intentional stance
to overly simple systems (e.g., thermostats) [36]. The
pervasive focus on human-like rationality has also been
questioned, leading to explorations of bounded rational-
ity that account for computational constraints [38, 68]
and alternative, non-classical reasoning mechanisms [69].
The absence of definitional consensus and the reliance
on potentially anthropocentric, untestable assumptions
raise serious concerns about the ‘agent’ concept’s foun-
dational robustness as a primary tool for AI research aim-
ing for general intelligence [3, 30, 36]. This suggests that
defining ’agents’ might often serve as a convenient human
interpretive framework rather than a rigorously verified
scientific necessity for understanding all forms of intelli-
gence.

A critical consideration is the perceived ‘division’ of
functionality into discrete sensory and perception mod-
ules. The prevalent assumption of such division is rooted
in human conceptual constructs that seek to easily iden-
tify an object that has borders (analogous to the conver-
sation about the necessity of the Markov blanket[70]). It
challenges the notion that partitioning functionality into
separate sensory and perceptual modules is a scientific
necessity for AI design. Instead, it might be an over-
simplification influenced by how humans naturally parse
the world into bounded objects. What are explicitly be-
ing computed in these AI systems are often operations
within intricate, high-dimensional tensor spaces, funda-
mentally abstracting away human attributes with more
specific mathematical definitions [60]. The pervasive use
of intentional language like ‘beliefs’ or ‘planning,’ while
heuristically intuitive, provides no additional mathemat-
ical or mechanistic specificity to these tensor-based com-
putations. Indeed, it can obscure the true nature of the
underlying computational mechanisms and biases the di-
rection of research towards trying to literally engineer
ambiguous mental states rather than optimizing rigor-
ous mathematical operations that govern system dynam-
ics, irrespective of anthropomorphic semantic interpreta-
tions.

The significance of this conceptual ambiguity and its
inherent anthropocentric bias is not merely a philosoph-
ical concern; as our quantitative analysis reveals, it has
become the central organizing tension of the entire field.

Ultimately, the operational core of contemporary AI,
from LLMs to reinforcement learning systems, is math-
ematical: the manipulation of high-dimensional tensors.
These tensors, comprising the weights of neural networks,
serve as the most convenient and efficient representation
for a system’s knowledge base, internal states, and its
learned world model [60]. From this perspective, anthro-
pocentric properties often associated with ‘agents’—such
as ‘beliefs,’ ‘goals,’ or ‘intentions’—are best understood
as high-level, interpretive glosses on these underlying
mathematical operations. While such agentic language
can be a useful heuristic, it risks obscuring the funda-
mental computational nature of these systems and can in-
troduce unnecessary complexity. This tension is evident
in the relationship between Active Inference (AIF) and
more direct forms of model-based reinforcement learning
(RL) like Control as Inference (CAI) [21]. While both
frameworks can be shown to be mathematically related,
with AIF being equivalent to a specific form of RL under
certain assumptions, the practical implementation dif-
fers. AIF’s explicit encoding of ‘beliefs’ and ‘preferences’
as priors within its generative model can be less computa-
tionally efficient than RL approaches that learn a policy
more directly from a world model’s outputs, a point of
significant practical debate for complex engineering ap-
plications [31, 32]. This suggests that stripping away the
rich, human-like cognitive ‘scaffolding’ and focusing on
the core tensor-based world model and policy optimiza-
tion can yield more direct and efficient paths to adaptive
behavior, reinforcing the view that the ‘agent’ metaphor
may not always be the most effective one for engineering
intelligent systems [71, 72].

B. Active Inference as an Agent-Centric
Framework: A Case Study

Active Inference (AIF), building upon the Free En-
ergy Principle (FEP), stands as a prominent theoretical
framework for modeling agents and cognition [5, 6, 20].
It posits that agents, to maintain themselves far from
thermodynamic equilibrium, act and perceive to mini-
mize variational free energy, effectively maximizing evi-
dence for their internal generative models of the world
or minimizing their ‘surprise’ [21, 22]. This framework
offers an elegant and unifying description of perception,
learning, and action under a single inferential objective
[6, 20]. However, applying AIF as a model of agency often
introduces potential anthropocentric biases and concep-
tual limitations. While the FEP formally seeks generality
rooted in physical principles, the framework’s interpreta-
tion frequently employs human-like cognitive language,
such as ‘beliefs,’ ‘preferences,’ ‘curiosity,’ and ‘goals,’
all implicitly or explicitly encoded within the generative
model [5, 21, 23]. Describing systems as if they are lit-
erally performing inference or maximizing evidence [23]
risks falling into the map-territory fallacy. This means
attributing cognitive processes (the ‘map’) to a system’s
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internal dynamics (the ‘territory’) where only complex
statistical or physical mechanisms might exist [23, 31].
For instance, a brain operating as a ‘black box’ could
simply produce actions without needing conscious cal-
culation of value, akin to chaotic systems or the hu-
man intuition’s processing [73]. Moreover, the core con-
cept of the Markov blanket, while formally defining a
statistical boundary (where blanket states render inter-
nal and external states conditionally independent), has
faced criticism regarding its universal applicability to dy-
namic, open systems with transient or porous bound-
aries [24, 70]. Its utility in robustly defining ‘objects’
or ‘agents’ from microscopic dynamics universally, es-
pecially when material flux across these boundaries is
high, remains a subject of ongoing debate [24, 44, 66].
This is related to the common observation that dynamic,
non-equilibrium systems often defy clear borders. Fur-
thermore, the emphasis on minimizing free energy as the
agent’s fundamental drive, while theoretically appealing
and elegant [31], may introduce conceptual constraints
or incur unnecessary computational costs compared to
alternative approaches, such as reinforcement learning
(RL) for achieving specific functionalities [31, 32]. Cri-
tiques suggest that for complex, high-dimensional prob-
lems, the practical efficiency and scalability of AIF re-
main active areas of investigation and potential limita-
tion when compared to established RL methods [31, 32].
While proponents argue for AIF’s potential advantages
in sample efficiency and biological plausibility [20, 22],
the debate continues as to whether the agent-centric,
inference-based framing of AIF is strictly necessary for
achieving adaptive behavior, or if simpler, non-agentic
approaches might suffice or prove more efficient in cer-
tain contexts. For example, some formulations of RL
are primarily input-output functions (policies) where an
agent’s rationality is inferred, rather than being explic-
itly encoded via a generative model [71, 72, 74]. Thus,
the theoretical elegance of AIF may come at the cost
of engineering practicality and computational efficiency
[31]. In the context of bounded rationality (where com-
putation is limited), agents make decisions under con-
straints of limited information, computational resources,
and time. The dependence on continuous optimization
may fail to accurately represent ‘optimal’ behavior. For
instance, models of human decision-making involving la-
tent inference budgets [68] implicitly contrast with purely
‘optimal’ Bayesian inference. Moreover, simplifying as-
sumptions such as linearizing dynamics can severely limit
model applicability, potentially leading to unrealistic or
inaccurate predictions in complex, chaotic systems where
non-linear effects and correlations are crucial [75]. In
such cases, linearizations implicitly ignore crucial feed-
back loops and emergent non-equilibrium properties that
are not at steady state or may exhibit high order vari-
ability [22–24]. Such models only accurately describe
dynamically stable systems where “nothing happens” to
avoid any form of complex, higher order variability such
as chaotic behavior [76]. When certain human behaviors

are caricatured as anthropomorphic traits [51], AI is of-
ten programmed to mimic this biased view which can in
turn encode stereotypes given such linearity and a biased
interpretation of bounded rationality from equations of
information optimization such as KL divergence for neu-
ral networks that is also often used for AI agents to make
certain inferences in uncertain conditions of bounded pa-
rameters [77, 78]. This affects the generalizability of
models that need to compute effectively in physical world
settings where chaotic phenomena, and the resulting fluc-
tuations it is sensitive to; means the system’s optimal
control will fall prey to unintended behaviors if such bi-
ases persist.

C. LLMs as ‘Agents’: Unveiling the Agentic Facade

The meteoric rise of LLMs has profoundly reshaped
AI research, driving the development of ‘agentic’ AI
systems designed to plan, execute, and adapt complex
tasks using tools and interactions with the real world
[8, 10, 11, 16, 17]. Systems like AutoGPT, or frameworks
employing LLMs for automated reasoning and tool-use
[10, 13, 14, 18, 19] are frequently and naturally described
in agentic terms, often using anthropomorphic language
to explain their decision-making or planning capabilities
[15]. However, the very notion of ‘agency’ in these LLM-
based systems remains highly debated. Is it merely a
convenient metaphor, perhaps driven by user interface
design needs and marketing strategies [30–33, 79], or
does it genuinely reflect intrinsic agentic capabilities in
these LLM-based systems? Critics strongly argue that
current LLM-based systems lack true autonomy, intrin-
sic long-term planning, or goal-directedness independent
of the prompts they receive. Instead, their impressive
performance may represent sophisticated “algorithmic
mimicry” or merely be a “simulacra” of agency, rather
than genuine, robust agency [29, 39] derived from vast
implicit ‘world models’ learned during pre-training (e.g.,
through predicting next tokens based on correlations
within massive datasets) [71, 73, 80–83]. Consequently,
attributing qualities such as ‘thinking’ or ‘understand-
ing’ to these systems might promote misleading anthro-
pomorphic interpretations [30–32, 39], obscuring their ac-
tual mechanisms and potentially misdirecting research
efforts [29]. Viewing LLMs simply as powerful pattern-
completion systems, or as modular components within a
larger computational framework [38], could offer a less
anthropocentric and potentially more accurate descrip-
tion. Fundamentally, LLMs are complex neural networks
that operate as sophisticated tensor transformation ma-
chines, processing high-dimensional vector embeddings
of text through layers of matrix multiplications and non-
linear activations [60]. While they demonstrate impres-
sive ‘reasoning’ and ‘planning’ capabilities, these are ef-
fectively emergent properties of pattern recognition and
semantic interpolation within vast tensor spaces. View-
ing them as ‘agents’ rather than advanced mathemati-
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cal instruments for pattern mapping may inadvertently
mask their true mechanistic limitations and biases fu-
ture AI research, diverting attention from the underlying
power and properties of tensor-based computation itself.
In this light, the current wave of ‘Agentic AI’ represents
effective engineering that leverages the immense statisti-
cal capabilities of LLMs to create behaviors that appear
agent-like on discrete, bounded problems, often in virtual
environments (like code generation, data analysis). Their
success is in mimicking intelligence, providing an agentic
facade that users find intuitive, but it does not resolve the
fundamental conceptual ambiguities around true agency.
Critiques often point to how their impressive capabili-
ties still rely on fixed data-manifold environments where
performance metrics remain somewhat simplified [68, 80].
Concerns arise regarding potential harms when anthropo-
morphic framing of AI systems leads to misplaced trust or
ambiguous accountability, especially for increasingly au-
tonomous AI systems [84–89]. If a machine is deemed an
agent, what are the “moral crumple zones” of responsi-
bility if things go wrong [84]? Does optimization (Good-
hart’s Law) or increased efficiency (Jevons Paradox) in-
troduce new problems if systems become too capable in
narrowly defined ‘small worlds’ without holistic ethical
alignment [76, 84]? These systems also raise challenges
in terms of governance due to the complexity of defining
roles and attributing responsibility in situations involv-
ing distributed and opaque interactions [86]. A deeper
concern remains that an exclusive focus on current agen-
tic LLM models, which may exhibit emergent properties
within a textual ‘small world’ [29] but lack real-world
groundedness, might limit exploration of fundamentally
different intelligence paradigms more relevant to true in-
telligence [30–32].

D. Borderline Cases and Distributed
Conceptualizations

The difficulties in definitively bounding and character-
izing ‘agents’ are acutely highlighted by borderline cases
where existing definitions falter. While a thermostat
technically fits some broad definitions based on sensing
and acting [2], applying concepts of intentionality, be-
liefs, or desires feels intuitively inappropriate and ulti-
mately unhelpful [36, 66]. Similarly, biological entities
spanning a vast spectrum, from single-celled bacteria ex-
hibiting chemotaxis [42, 43, 67] to complex multicellular
organisms and their immune systems (where cell-to-cell
negotiations maintain homeostasis across nested ‘selves’
[44]), can be abstractly framed as agents pursuing self-
maintenance and goal-directedness [42, 43, 67]. Yet, di-
rectly attributing human-like agency or rich cognition
to these systems risks conceptual oversimplification and
problematic anthropomorphism [30, 51]. Concepts like
an infant’s developing coordination dynamics hinting at
agency require careful justification beyond simplistic be-
havioral interpretations [55]. Some proposed agent archi-

tectures inherently challenge a monolithic, singular view
of an agent, pushing towards more distributed models
of intelligence. Layered architectures for agents [2, 36]
or systems explicitly composed of sub-agents with spe-
cialized, interacting functions [2, 9] raise questions about
where the ‘agency’ truly resides. Is it a property of the
overall system, or does it belong to the individual com-
ponents, especially if sub-agents have conflicting goals,
bounded autonomy, or operate in parallel, heterogeneous
ways? Marvin Minsky’s seminal “Society of Mind” con-
cept also posits that “mental agents” within the mind
might lack full autonomy, acting as semi-independent
specialized processing units [2]. More radically, frame-
works rooted in “heterarchy” explicitly model control
and decision-making as dynamically distributed across
non-hierarchically organized mechanisms, fundamentally
moving away from a central ‘agent’ or fixed command
structures [42, 47]. These examples suggest that overly
agent-centric views might oversimplify complex systems
where intelligence and goal-directedness are distributed,
emergent, or arise from the fluid interaction between
loosely coupled components, potentially overlooking cru-
cial system-level dynamics and obscuring a deeper under-
standing of underlying intelligence principles [52, 89, 90].
This conceptual shift necessitates a move from analyzing
the isolated properties of an individual ‘agent’ to under-
standing the emergent behavior arising from the complex
organization and continuous interaction within a system
[3, 47]. The debate around how biological brains truly
function also reflects this tension, suggesting that com-
plex behaviors emerge from the dynamic interaction of
various neural mechanisms, from population dynamics
to microscale ion channel plasticity, challenging reduc-
tion to individual agents [91, 92].

III. AGENTIAL SYSTEMS AND SYSTEMIC
INTELLIGENCE: AN ALTERNATIVE FRAMING

A. From Discrete Agents to System-Level
Dynamics

Given the persistent ambiguities and potential an-
thropocentric biases often inherent in the ‘agent’ con-
cept, a fundamental shift towards alternative concep-
tual frameworks is warranted. Establishing clear criteria
for distinguishing agentic and agential conceptualizations
is challenging, but attempts include considering the lo-
cus of control (centralized vs. distributed), the nature
of goals (pre-defined vs. emergent), the primacy of in-
ternal representations (explicit vs. implicit), and the
level of analysis (individual entity vs. system dynam-
ics) [3, 43]. However, empirically operationalizing these
distinctions rigorously remains difficult [63, 66]. The en-
during ambiguity of the term ’agent’ itself, which lacks
a universally accepted definition, compounds the prob-
lem [2, 36], hindering clear scientific communication and
rigorous comparative evaluation [3]. Some researchers
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propose behavioral tests for ‘agenthood’ [3], while oth-
ers seek more formal definitions based on causal influ-
ence [63, 66]. The concept of ‘agential systems,’ while
promising due to its potential to reduce anthropocentric
biases, also faces definitional ambiguities. Are they fun-
damentally distinct from merely scaled-up multi-agent
systems, or is the distinction largely a matter of analyti-
cal focus [30–32]? Frameworks like TAME (Technological
Approach to Mind Everywhere) [67] attempt to bridge
scales of agency (e.g., from cells to organisms), while
others focus on specific functional aspects like attention
[61] or metacognition [93, 94] across different organiza-
tional levels. To achieve genuine conceptual clarity, mov-
ing beyond purely theoretical debate toward empirical in-
vestigation and clearer operational definitions is critical
[14, 25, 63, 82]. A “differentiated theory” approach, ac-
knowledging the complexity and multiple facets of agency
and system behavior across various scales, might be more
productive than striving for a single, monolithic defini-
tion [93]. Ultimately, such clarity necessitates a careful
distinction between descriptive language (which may be
heuristic), theoretical models, and the actual underly-
ing mechanisms and computations at play in both nat-
ural and artificial intelligent systems [23]. We propose
a re-emphasis on ‘agential systems’ as a distinct con-
ceptualization, prioritizing system-level properties and
emergent behavior over strictly individualistic, localized
agency [30–33]. Whereas ‘agents’ are typically conceived
as discrete, bounded entities possessing identifiable goals,
internal models, and explicit action capabilities [1, 2],
the ‘agential systems’ perspective redirects the analyti-
cal focus to the collective dynamics and organizational
principles from which intelligent or agency-like behavior
might spontaneously arise [42, 43, 47]. This perspective
actively resists viewing complex computational processes
or distributed system properties solely through the re-
ductive lens of individual ‘agents’ acting as pre-defined
units within a system. Instead, it embraces the possibil-
ity that intelligence, or even ‘agency’ itself, is an emer-
gent property resulting from the intricate interplay of
numerous components, complex network structures, and
continuous environmental interactions, rather than re-
siding solely within or being exclusively attributable to
discrete agentic units [38, 48, 95]. This approach is con-
gruent with insights from complex systems theory, where
emergent, system-level properties frequently cannot be
linearly reduced to the sum of their individual compo-
nent properties [41]. The distinction is not merely se-
mantic; it signifies a different ontological and epistemo-
logical stance, giving precedence to relational and sys-
temic explanations over individualistic ones [43, 47, 96].
Such an approach often involves analyzing the modular-
ity of sensory perception components, associating pair-
wise compositional couplings of sensor-actuator function-
ality as nodes in a dynamical adaptive network which
challenges prevalent anthropocentric conceptual models
to which human brains would assume such modularity,
but rather focus on its underlying mechanisms in neu-

ral states for sensory processing. This framing encour-
ages looking for dynamic, evolving couplings where sens-
ing and action are fundamentally intertwined rather than
separated. However, this conceptual reorientation does
not come without its own set of challenges, particularly in
defining the boundaries of ‘agential systems’ themselves,
precisely measuring their emergent properties, and at-
tributing functionality when control is highly distributed
[30–32]. The central question remains: do ‘agential sys-
tems’ represent a fundamentally different paradigm, or
simply a scaled-up, more nuanced perspective of multi-
agent systems, acknowledging emergence? This proposed
conceptual shift from ‘agents’ to ‘agential systems’ aligns
with our quantitative findings, which show that concepts
of systemic and emergent intelligence are located at the
most dynamic and interdisciplinary frontiers of current
research.

B. Capturing Agency through System Properties:
Models with Sub-Optimal Agents

The power of a systemic view is particularly evident
when we move beyond the pursuit of individually opti-
mal AI agents. This shift embraces the reality of bounded
rationality, where agents operate with limited computa-
tional resources, incomplete information, or sub-optimal
behavioral rules. Their true power often emerges when
these agents operate en masse, creating complex adap-
tive systems where sophisticated collective intelligence
arises from simple, local interaction rules—rather than
centralized control or explicit global knowledge [97]. This
paradigm, inspired by biological systems like ant colonies
[98] or schooling fish [99–102], allows for the spontaneous
formation of intricate spatial patterns, robust collective
locomotion, and emergent problem-solving capabilities
from components that are individually sub-optimal [103–
105]. For instance, physically embodied micromotors
or robots operating with basic self-propulsion and local
interactions can self-organize into dynamic structures,
achieve collective movement, or adapt to environments
in ways a single, precisely controlled unit might struggle
with [106–111]. Even engineered biological constructs
like Xenobots or Anthrobots, composed of simple cells
following basic biological rules, can collectively exhibit
complex emergent behaviors such as locomotion, object
manipulation, or self-repair [112–115]. This paradigm
shift from focusing on individual perfection to harness-
ing distributed sub-optimality offers a promising avenue
for capturing the inherent non-linearity and adaptability
of complex real-world systems, often exceeding the ca-
pabilities of highly centralized, perfectly rational single-
agent designs [116, 117]. By embracing the notion that
individuals are boundedly rational [68, 69], or even sub-
optimal in their individual behaviors to achieve specific
features for particular functions, such as code genera-
tion validated by human expert-level synthesis, these ap-
proaches pave a middle ground where intelligence, often
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manifesting at the system level, is still constructed from
agents, but acknowledges that optimal system perfor-
mance does not demand optimality from its component
units [116, 117]. Such systems with high-order dimen-
sionality for physical environments, if linearized or under-
modeled by simplified representations for agent behavior,
would struggle and eventually yield results inconsistent
with reality if the measured phenomena do not conform
to the principles of a simplified bounded framework of
operation in natural or artificial intelligence ecosystems
where these complex components and their interactions
may not always be easily measurable with exact numbers,
but within qualitative standards from experts themselves
for which such behavior and emergent qualities are taken
to reflect intelligence [118–122].

IV. RE-FRAMING AI RESEARCH: WORLD
MODELS, INTERACTION, AND MATERIALITY

A. The Primacy of World Models and Continuous
Interaction

A key element often associated with advanced intel-
ligence, whether conceptualized agentically or systemi-
cally, is the possession and utilization of internal world
models. Rather than being an exclusive attribute of dis-
crete agents, such internal representations” can be seen
as implicit in the dynamic structure of the entire system,
learned and refined through ongoing, continuous interac-
tion with its environment [38, 123, 124]. Neural systems,
for example, exhibit hierarchical processing and dynamic
representations that appear to encode and actively man-
age knowledge structures of the external world, such as
seen in human visual cortex processing [57] or in the dy-
namics of recurrent cortical circuits [59, 92, 120, 122], and
the continuous construction of neural representations of
situations and mental states via summation of action af-
fordances [125, 126].

The remarkable performance of LLMs often stems from
the vast, implicit world models encoded in their param-
eters, learned during their training as complex predic-
tion machines [73, 82]. Their apparent ‘agentic’ capabil-
ities can be interpreted as behavior arising from reason-
ing over these internal representations, even if the model
itself is not a traditional agent [71, 80, 81]. A crucial
paradigm shift entails prioritizing research on how sys-
tems learn, represent, and utilize these world models
through continuous, embodied interaction, rather than
exclusively focusing on pre-programmed or agentic goal-
seeking mechanisms that might presuppose such mod-
els. The Discovery Engine (DE) framework[60], for in-
stance, explicitly aims to transform scientific literature
into a structured, computable ‘Conceptual Nexus Model’
(CNM) that serves as a dynamic ‘World Model’ of a scien-
tific domain. This CNM, built from verifiable knowledge
artifacts represented as a high-dimensional Conceptual
Nexus Tensor, enables AI agents to interact directly with

a mathematically grounded representation of knowledge,
allowing for synthesis, gap analysis, and hypothesis gen-
eration beyond superficial semantic understanding [60].
The concept of an internal sensorimotor model, where

feedback loops continually inform and refine represen-
tations, offers a pathway to understanding intelligence
as inherently interactive [54]. Continuous sensorimotor
loops and predictive processing are not merely inputs and
outputs for a central agent, but constitutive elements of
the intelligent process itself [38, 95]. This perspective
challenges traditional AI models that frequently rely on
disembodied reasoning or operate within simplified, pre-
defined, and isolated symbolic worlds. Embracing re-
search into brain-to-text decoding from natural language
conversations [127, 128] or dynamic memory networks
like “Memory Mosaics” that enable compositional and
in-context learning through interactive processes [123]
aligns with this view, suggesting that intelligence emerges
from adaptive knowledge structures developed through
constant real-world engagement [129, 130]. The richness
and inherent unpredictability of real-world interaction,
which necessarily entails dealing with complex tempo-
ral dynamics [53] and adapting to constant ’disruptive
innovations’ in environmental data, might be essential
for driving the development of truly robust, adaptable
world models and sophisticated problem-solving capabil-
ities [25].
Such an emphasis contrasts sharply with overly sim-

plistic RL or agent frameworks that assume clean data
input and a static environment for optimizing bounded
preferences. Instead, learning and behavior become
processes deeply intertwined with the dynamic exter-
nal world through perception-action cycles that avoid
artificial internal-external modular divisions in sensing
[26, 43].

B. Materiality, Scalability, and Unconventional
Computing Beyond Agent Abstraction

The prevailing agent-centric view in AI often implicitly
assumes a substrate-independent, computational per-
spective, aligning with classical functionalism [27, 131].
This overlooks the profound role that the physical sub-
strate or embodiment might play in shaping intelligence
itself. However, emerging perspectives strongly empha-
size the ‘Matter computes’ hypothesis [38, 41, 49], sug-
gesting that intelligent behavior could arise directly from
the specific physical properties and dynamics of the im-
plementing substrate, rather than solely from algorithms
running on generic hardware.
Unconventional computing paradigms, such as reser-

voir computing implemented in physical systems [38, 41],
soft matter-based computation [49], biologically inspired
agential materials [45], or neuromorphic hardware that
closely mimics biological brain structures [46], inherently
challenge the universality of the Turing-Church compu-
tational model often associated with algorithmic agents
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[38]. These approaches highlight that intelligence can
be manifested through diverse physical processes beyond
traditional discrete algorithms.

This renewed focus on materiality questions the neces-
sity and utility of the abstract ‘agent’ concept. If intel-
ligence genuinely emerges from the specific, intricate dy-
namics of a material system, then framing it as a discrete
’agent’ with distinct goals, centralized control, and sym-
bolic internal models might be an inadequate, even mis-
leading, description [29–32]. Such a framing risks impos-
ing characteristics (like discrete boundaries or centralized
control) that the underlying material system may not in-
herently possess, potentially hindering a deeper under-
standing of its true capabilities and limitations [33, 34].

The field of Material Intelligence provides numerous
examples. It aims to create materials where functions
like sensing, memory, learning, and adaptive responses
emerge intrinsically and are distributed throughout the
material, without requiring intricate hierarchical control
or distinct, specialized components [50].

A “systems-first” approach, one that prioritizes the dy-
namic properties and inherent computations of the mate-
rial substrate, might enable a more accurate characteriza-
tion of the system’s behavior, including emergent agency
or intelligence, without pre-imposing an anthropocentric
or discrete agentic structure [38, 42, 66]. This perspec-
tive aligns with arguments that current AI agents, par-
ticularly LLM-based ones, often represent sophisticated
algorithmic mimicry rather than genuine agency or a pro-
found understanding of material interactions [29].

Designing AI systems with a primary focus on desired
system-level dynamics and exploiting the physical prop-
erties of a chosen material substrate, rather than explic-
itly engineering human-like agents, could lead to truly
novel architectures where intelligence emerges organically
and robustly [45, 56]. Furthermore, such materiality-
aware designs inherently consider the scalability of so-
lutions within physical constraints. Challenges like high
computational costs for existing models [132] might be
better addressed by leveraging inherent material prop-
erties and processes than by continuously scaling up
energy-intensive digital circuits. While additively man-
ufactured metamaterials for acoustic absorption [133] or
’geometric structures’ in biological processes [134] may
not immediately appear agential, they exemplify how ex-
ploiting material properties can yield sophisticated func-
tional behavior outside traditional computational agent
models.

Embracing such paradigms could lead to more robust,
energy-efficient, and truly intelligent systems for general
intelligence [128]. However, adopting a system-first ap-
proach that reduces reliance on predefined ‘agent’ roles
and symbolic traceability could also introduce new chal-
lenges in design, evaluation, explainability, and control,
potentially increasing risks if system behavior becomes
less predictable or interpretable than in explicitly de-
signed agent architectures [84].

C. Sustainability, Scalability, and Ethical
Considerations for a System-First Approach

A critical re-evaluation of the agent paradigm must
also confront the practical implications for sustainabil-
ity, scalability, and ethical governance of AI. Currently,
defining ‘agentic systems’ or ‘agential systems’ remains
conceptually ambiguous and challenging to measure rig-
orously [3, 30–32]. The proliferation of LLM-based sys-
tems, while demonstrating remarkable functional capa-
bilities [10, 14, 17], often inherits conceptual limitations
from the underlying models [12, 39]. The rapid scaling of
these models also brings immense energy and resource de-
mands [132, 135], raising questions of sustainability (e.g.,
carbon footprint, hardware availability) that must be in-
tegrated into future AI research and policy design [132].
This ambiguity, particularly when coupled with in-

creasing autonomy and functional integration, poses sig-
nificant ethical risks [84–88]. Anthropomorphic projec-
tions onto ‘agents’ can lead to misplaced trust, unrealis-
tic expectations, and the erosion of human responsibility,
creating a ’moral crumple zone’ where accountability dis-
solves [39, 84, 85, 89].
Designing AI with specific material considerations for

sensing, such as the detailed geometry and dynamic con-
trol observed in biological systems for acoustic absorption
[133], rather than just generic digital processing units;
enables us to understand the potential of efficient energy
and material computation [45, 50] if certain physical con-
ditions are properly calibrated and constrained in such
ways [136].
Furthermore, dilemmas highlighted in complex adap-

tive systems become critical for responsible AI deploy-
ment:

• Goodhart’s Law: When a measure becomes a
target, it ceases to be a good measure. Agentic
systems optimized for specific, quantifiable met-
rics might learn to manipulate those metrics rather
than genuinely achieving the underlying complex or
under-specified human goals, leading to misaligned
outcomes [84, 89]. This is particularly salient with
LLM-based judges evaluating other agents [14].

• Jevons Paradox: Increased efficiency in resource
use (e.g., through agentic optimization of complex
tasks) might paradoxically lead to increased over-
all consumption, posing greater energy or resource
challenges. This might require new frameworks for
bounded rationality in agent design, even beyond a
purely computational budget [68, 69].

• Chesterton’s Fence: Removing or radically al-
tering existing structures (like established agent-
centric design patterns) without fully understand-
ing their implicit purposes or the systemic effects
they produce can lead to unforeseen negative conse-
quences [30–32]. This counsels against prematurely
abandoning agentic frameworks without robust and
thoroughly evaluated system-level alternatives.
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• Ashby’s Law (Requisite Variety): For effective
control of a system, a controller must possess a va-
riety of states and actions at least as great as the
variety of states in the system it controls. Applying
this to agentic AI raises questions about whether
traditional agent-centric designs provide sufficient
(and controllable) variety to navigate and govern
complex environments effectively, or if system-level
approaches might offer a more fundamental basis
for robust control without excessive human-like au-
tonomy [30–32]. This highlights the complex chal-
lenge of how to govern AI systems given the increas-
ing complexity and scale. The participatory turn
in AI design argues for inclusion of human factors
to address ethical and societal problems within the
system [137, 138]. Self-organization, while promis-
ing for emergence, makes attributing cause more
opaque (given human biases and desire to have bor-
ders in definition), posing challenges for traditional
accountability [18, 139].

These interconnected ethical, scalability, and sustain-
ability concerns demand that governance frameworks ad-
dress not only the behavior of individual agents but also
the emergent properties, systemic impacts, and indirect
consequences of large-scale agent deployments [86, 89].
Design choices, particularly the reliance on anthropo-
morphic concepts or the granting of excessive autonomy
without clear accountability mechanisms, can exacerbate
these challenges [86, 87, 140]. Shifting focus to system-
level properties could provide a less anthropocentric and
potentially more manageable framework for governance
by focusing on verifiable mechanisms and predictable
emergent behaviors rather than potentially misleading
assumptions about agent intentions [63].

V. A QUANTITATIVE DIAGNOSIS OF THE
FIELD

To move beyond a purely qualitative assessment,
we constructed and analyzed a knowledge graph de-
rived from the systematic literature review underpinning
this paper. This graph consists of 98 concepts classi-
fied into six categories: Theoretical Concept, Architec-
ture/Model, Entity/System, Method/Technique, Appli-
cation/Domain, and Critique/Challenge. Edges in the
graph represent explicit links made in the source liter-
ature. By analyzing this network’s structure, influence
dynamics, and temporal evolution, we provide a quanti-
tative diagnosis of the field’s current state and trajectory.

A. The Conceptual Landscape: A Field Organized
Around LLMs and Their Critique

The overall structure of the field, visualized as a force-
directed graph in Figure 1, reveals a landscape dominated
by a dense central cluster. At the heart of this cluster are

the concepts of ‘LLM-based Agents,’ ‘Agentic Systems,’
and ‘Agential Systems,’ confirming their contemporary
importance. The size of each node, scaled by its PageR-
ank centrality, highlights the immense influence of LLM-
based Agents (systems that use a Large Language Model
as their core reasoning engine) as the field’s gravitational
center [10, 11].
Crucially, this core is not isolated; it is tightly inter-

woven with a high concentration of ‘Critique/Challenge’
concepts (red) and ‘Application/Domain’ concepts (or-
ange). For instance, the technical development of ‘LLM-
based Agents’ is directly engaged by critiques such as
‘Anthropocentrism in AI’ (the argument that AI is too
often defined in narrow, human-like terms [30, 34]) and
ethical challenges like the ’Moral Crumple Zone’ (where
human operators are unfairly blamed for AI system fail-
ures [84, 86]). Similarly, this core connects to applied
areas like ‘Ethics and Governance of AI’ [87]. This struc-
ture suggests that the discourse is not merely about
building new architectures but is defined by a vibrant
and critical debate surrounding their application and im-
plications. In contrast, many foundational ‘Theoretical
Concept’ nodes (green), such as ‘Bayesian Inference &
Mechanics,’ occupy more peripheral positions, indicating
that the field’s current focus is driven more by practical
implementation and its critique than by the development
of abstract theory.

B. Temporal Evolution: The Sustained Influence of
Systemic and Critical Perspectives

Analyzing the temporal evolution of average category
influence reveals a significant shift in the field’s focus over
the last decade (Figure 2). Before 2015, the discourse was
led by high-level concepts of ‘Entity/System’ (e.g., defin-
ing what an agentic system is) and foundational ‘Cri-
tique/Challenge’ concepts. This reflects an early period
concerned with establishing the fundamental nature and
problems of agentic AI.
In the subsequent periods (2015-2021 and 2022-

Present), while the absolute influence of all categories
has decreased as the field broadens, the relative impor-
tance has shifted. The influence of specific ‘Architec-
ture/Model’ concepts has declined, suggesting a move
away from debating abstract architectures. In contrast,
‘Entity/System’ and ‘Critique/Challenge’ have remained
the two most influential categories. This indicates a
sustained focus on understanding the systemic nature
of agents and grappling with their conceptual and ethi-
cal challenges. For instance, the rise of powerful LLM-
based systems has been met with a proportionate rise in
the influence of critiques like ‘Simulacra of Agency’ [39]
(the idea that LLMs merely produce a copy of agency
without its substance) and ‘Algorithmic Mimicry’ [29]
(the argument that behavior stems from imitation, not
understanding). Foundational ‘Theoretical Concepts’
have remained consistently low in influence throughout
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Figure 1. The Conceptual Landscape of Agentic AI. A force-directed layout of the 98-concept knowledge graph. Node
size is scaled by PageRank (influence), and color indicates category. The central cluster is dominated by ‘Architecture/Model’
(e.g., LLM-based Agents), ‘Entity/System’ (e.g., Agentic Systems), and a high density of ‘Critique/Challenge’ and ‘Applica-
tion/Domain’ concepts, indicating a field driven by the implementation and critical evaluation of new systems.

all periods, reinforcing the observation that the field is
more empirically and critically driven than theoretically
grounded.

C. Innovation Strategies: Mapping the Intellectual
Core and Periphery

To understand the roles different concepts play, we
mapped them by their influence (PageRank) and their
interdisciplinarity, measured as the entropy of their con-
nections to different categories (Figure 3). This reveals
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Figure 2. Temporal Evolution: Average Influence of
Concept Categories. This plot tracks the average PageR-
ank of concepts within each category across three time pe-
riods based on the literature review. The data shows that
‘Entity/System’ and ‘Critique/Challenge’ concepts have re-
mained the most influential categories over time, while the
influence of specific ‘Architecture/Model’ concepts has waned.
This indicates a paradigm shift from debating abstract archi-
tectures to grappling with the systemic and critical implica-
tions of agentic technologies.

four distinct strategic quadrants, each playing a different
role in the field’s evolution.

The field’s engine resides in the top-right quadrant,
Generative Crossroads, of high influence and high
interdisciplinarity. This area is dominated by practical
implementations like ‘LLM-based Agents’ and the core
definitional concepts of ‘Agentic Systems’ (AI systems in-
spired by agency) and ‘Agential Systems’ (systems where
intelligence is an emergent, distributed property [30, 31]).
Alongside them are powerful theoretical frameworks like
‘Active Inference’ (a unifying theory of brain function
[6]) and, critically, the concept of ‘Anthropocentrism
in AI’. The latter, a critique of defining intelligence in
human-like terms [34, 35], acts as a powerful intellectual
bridge, connecting practical implementations and theo-
retical models with the field’s most pressing critiques.

In the top-left, the Bridging Niches quadrant con-
tains concepts like ‘Embodied and Enactive Cognition’
(the theory that intelligence is fundamentally shaped by
the body [38]) and ‘Dynamical Systems Theory’ [53].
These are highly interdisciplinary, connecting disparate
ideas from fields like robotics, cognitive science, and
physics, but have yet to achieve the central influence
of the generative concepts. They represent established
external theories being integrated into the agentic AI de-
bate, acting as sources of novel perspectives.

The bottom-right quadrant, the Established Cores,
holds influential but less interdisciplinary concepts. For
example, the ‘Moral Crumple Zone’ [85] is a highly in-
fluential ethical critique, but its connections are more
focused within ethical and human-computer interaction
domains. Similarly, ‘Symbolic AI / GOFAI’ remains an
influential point of reference and contrast, but its direct

connections to modern methods are less diverse. These
concepts represent focused, impactful ideas that are well-
defined within their specific context.
Finally, the majority of concepts reside in the bottom-

left quadrant, an Isolated Periphery of specialized
or nascent topics with lower influence and fewer cross-
category connections. This includes highly specific meth-
ods like ‘Variational Inference,’ foundational ideas like
‘Bayesian Inference and Mechanics,’ or niche critiques.
These concepts may be vital within their sub-fields but
do not yet drive the broader discourse.

D. The Atlas of Opportunity

Finally, to identify where the most promising avenues
for future research lie, we analyzed the knowledge graph
for ”untapped links.” We computed an evidence score
for every pair of concept categories based on the number
of shared third-party concepts, indicating where strong
potential for a direct link exists but is under-established
in the literature. The resulting heatmap, which we term
the Atlas of Opportunity (Figure 4), serves as a data-
driven guide for future innovation.
The analysis reveals two overwhelmingly strong fron-

tiers where the field is primed for breakthrough research.
The brightest cells, with a total evidence score of 52, rep-
resent the bidirectional links between Method/Technique
and Critique/Challenge. This indicates a major gap and
opportunity: the field is rich with both sophisticated
methods and powerful critiques, but there is a lack of re-
search that explicitly connects them. The most impactful
work in this area will not just identify problems, but will
build new methods to address them and use critiques to
rigorously test existing methods.

• Example 1: From Reinforcement Learn-
ing to Robust Reward Functions. A domi-
nant Method/Technique is Reinforcement Learning
(RL), which trains agents to maximize a reward sig-
nal. A relevant Critique/Challenge is Goodhart’s
Law, which states that “When a measure becomes
a target, it ceases to be a good measure.” [84]
An untapped link would be research that develops
RL algorithms specifically designed to be robust
to this law. For instance, instead of rewarding a
cleaning robot for the amount of dust collected (a
proxy it could game by repeatedly dumping and re-
collecting dust), a new method might involve learn-
ing a complex reward function based on a holistic
assessment of room cleanliness, not just the final
outcome.

• Example 2: Formally Verifying Foundational
Theories. A central Critique/Challenge is the As-
If Fallacy [23], which cautions against confusing a
scientific model with reality (e.g., claiming a sys-
tem is performing Bayesian inference just because
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Figure 3. Innovation Strategies: Influence vs. Interdisciplinarity. Each concept is plotted by its influence (PageRank
centrality) and its interdisciplinarity (Shannon entropy of its connections across the six categories). Bubble size also reflects
influence. The analysis reveals a dynamic core at the top right, where practical implementations (LLM-based Agents) and
conceptual debates (Agentic Systems, Anthropocentrism in AI) intersect and drive the field’s discourse.

it can be modeled as if it were). A powerful but un-
derutilized Method/Technique is Modal Logic and
Formal Methods [1, 141]. A promising research
frontier would be to use these formal methods to
move beyond metaphor. Instead of just modeling
a system “as if” it were inferring, one could at-
tempt to formally prove that a given neural archi-
tecture’s dynamics are computationally equivalent
to a specific inferential algorithm, providing a much
stronger basis for the claims of theories like Active
Inference.

The second-strongest frontier, with a score of 45, is the
link from Application/Domain to Critique/Challenge.
This highlights a pressing need to connect abstract cri-

tiques of agency and AI ethics to concrete, real-world ap-
plication domains, testing where these critiques have the
most bite and where new design principles are needed.

• Example 1: Algorithmic Mimicry in
Robotics. The critique of Algorithmic Mimicry
argues that an AI might learn to produce plausible
outputs by imitating patterns without genuine un-
derstanding of causality or intent [29]. In the Appli-
cation/Domain of Robotics, this is not just a philo-
sophical point but a critical safety issue. A robot
that learns to cross a road by mimicking videos of
people might fail catastrophically with a new con-
figuration of traffic lights or in a country where cars
drive on the other side. Research on this frontier
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would involve developing robotic learning methods
that build robust causal world models (e.g., under-
standing that ‘red light means stop and wait for
cars to pass’) rather than just learning superficial
sensorimotor correlations.

• Example 2: The Validity of LLM-based
Social Simulation. A key emerging Applica-
tion/Domain is Social Simulation, where AI agents
are used to model complex social phenomena. The
Critique/Challenge of Simulacra of Agency sug-
gests that LLM-based agents are not genuine agents
but are merely acting out roles found in their train-
ing data [39]. The untapped research question
is therefore: are these LLM-powered social sim-
ulations valid? Do they model human decision-
making, or do they simply reproduce statistical
patterns of online discourse? A research program
here could test the validity of these simulations by
putting the LLM-agents into novel scenarios not
represented in their training data to see if their be-
havior remains coherent and human-like, thereby
rigorously testing the limits of the simulacra cri-
tique.

Ultimately, the Atlas of Opportunity provides a clear
directive: the most impactful future work will bridge the
gap between practical implementation and critical the-
ory, moving the field from identifying problems to engi-
neering robust and reliable solutions.

VI. CONCLUSION

Our investigation, combining conceptual analysis with
a quantitative network analysis of the field, reveals a
discipline at a critical juncture. The ‘agent’ paradigm,
along the conceptual bedrock of Artificial Intelligence,
is not merely facing philosophical debate; it is undergo-
ing a structural crisis. Our quantitative analysis (Fig.
1 and 3) demonstrates that critiques of the paradigm,
particularly those centered on its inherent anthropocen-
tric biases [3, 29–35], are now more influential and cen-
tral to the scientific conversation than the foundational
agent concept itself. This intellectual shift, catalyzed
by the disruptive capabilities of Large Language Mod-
els, has created a vibrant but insular discourse. Our
temporal analysis (Fig. 2) provides strong evidence of
a persistent and stable gap between this high-level the-
oretical/critical debate and its translation into practical
methods and applications. This quantitative diagnosis
confirms the concerns raised throughout our conceptual
review. The very notion of ‘agency’ in LLM-based sys-
tems remains highly contested, with many arguing it is
sophisticated “algorithmic mimicry” rather than genuine,
robust agency [29, 39]. Similarly, frameworks like Active
Inference, while formally elegant, face interpretational
challenges that risk miss-attributing cognitive properties
to systems [23]. The reliance on human-like attributes

Figure 4. The Atlas of Opportunity: Untapped Inno-
vation Frontiers. This heatmap shows the total evidence
score for potential but currently non-existent links between
concept categories. Brighter cells indicate a higher number
of shared neighbors between nodes of the two categories, sug-
gesting a strong thematic overlap and a promising frontier for
future research. The highest scores (52) appear for links be-
tween Method/Technique and Critique/Challenge, highlight-
ing a major opportunity to connect the field’s critical dis-
course with practical implementation and evaluation.

[51, 61, 93, 131, 140] continues to raise issues of account-
ability and trust, especially as systems become more au-
tonomous [84–89].

However, this analysis also illuminates a clear path for-
ward. Our ‘Atlas of Opportunity’ (Fig. 4) provides a
data-driven roadmap, pinpointing the most fertile and
under-explored frontiers for innovation. It directs us to
connect the field’s powerful critical engine to real-world
applications and to bridge the chasm between abstract
theory and concrete methods. This re-framing prioritizes
research into the core mechanisms that might underpin
intelligence, regardless of whether they fit a preconceived
agentic mold. It calls for a shift in focus towards un-
derstanding and engineering agential systems based on
principles of self-organization and emergence [30–33]; to-
wards developing robust world models grounded in con-
tinuous interaction [38, 40]; and towards exploring the
role of materiality and embodiment as constitutive ele-
ments of intelligence [42–45]. These system-level perspec-
tives, drawing from complex systems theory, biology, and
unconventional computing [41, 49, 50], offer a foundation
for intelligence that is potentially less biased and more
generalizable.

This is not to say that agentic models have no value.
On the contrary, they retain significant heuristic util-
ity for specific applications, particularly in designing
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intuitive human-AI interaction [19, 119] and providing
a structured approach within well-defined domains like
cognitive architectures [27, 69, 142, 143]. However, over-
reliance on this single metaphor may constrain our sci-
entific imagination and engineering capabilities.

Progress towards truly general intelligence might ne-
cessitate discovering principles fundamentally different
from those governing individual human agency [28, 29,
144]. We conclude that efficient, robust, and ethically
sound AGI may arise not from directly engineering agent-
like entities, but from systems where intelligence emerges
organically from interaction, self-organization, and ma-
terial properties. This shift requires not only new archi-
tectures but also a fundamental reconsideration of our
understanding of intelligence itself. Reclaiming AI re-

search from the constraining ‘agent’ metaphor is essential
to foster more diverse, efficient, and robust forms of intel-
ligence. The future of AGI may not be engineered in our
own cognitive image, but discovered in the fundamental
principles of complex adaptive systems.
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[115] R. Solé, N. Conde–Pueyo, J. Pla–Mauri, J. Gar-
cia–Ojalvo, N. Montserrat, and M. Levin, Open prob-
lems in synthetic multicellularity, npj Syst Biol Appl
10, 1 (2024), publisher: Nature Publishing Group.

[116] T. Schmickl, M. Stefanec, and K. Crailsheim, How a
life-like system emerges from a simplistic particle mo-
tion law, Sci Rep 6, 37969 (2016), publisher: Nature
Publishing Group.

[117] T. Zhang, A. Goldstein, and M. Levin, Classical sorting
algorithms as a model of morphogenesis: Self-sorting
arrays reveal unexpected competencies in a minimal
model of basal intelligence, Adaptive Behavior 33, 25
(2025), publisher: SAGE Publications Ltd STM.

[118] J. Lehman, Machine Love (2023), version Number: 2.
[119] M. M. Çelikok, T. Peltola, P. Daee, and S. Kaski, Inter-

active AI with a Theory of Mind (2019).
[120] K. Capouskova, G. Zamora-López, M. L. Kringelbach,
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