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A goal-driven generative system in which AI translates human intention
into behaviour through parameters, language, and rules.

Tool

Typescript(Based on Google AI Studio)

Is AI autonomy an illusion?
Medium



INSPIRATION DINGYI TANG / ALEX

Max Cooper

It visualises biological evolution through simple rules and gradual change.
The forms that develop in the animation resemble natural life processes, where complexity appears to come from repetition, variation, and iteration.
What fascinates me is not only the visual result, but the idea that these life-like behaviours can emerge without real understanding or intention.



COPYING DINGYI TANG / ALEX

While attempting to recreate aspects of this animation, my focus gradually shifted from the aesthetic outcome to the process behind it.
Through this reconstruction, I realised that tools such as Google AI Studio could be used to produce similar adaptive and generative behaviours.
This change, from designing a specific visual result to building a system that appears to evolve on its own, became an important starting point for my project.



HACK - Misinterpretation DINGYI TANG / ALEX

Here I’m testing whether the system actually understands my intention, or simply
finds alternative ways to satisfy a goal.
The system often achieves what I asked for, but through strategies I didn’t realise,
which suggests AI focus on transforming rather than understanding.

Of course, many times it would also do it in a completely wrong
way.



HACK - Misinterpretation DINGYI TANG / ALEX



HACK - Breakdown DINGYI TANG / ALEX

In this stage, I give the system increasing control over its own parameters to test
whether self-regulation leads to stability or collapse.
What becomes clear is that self-adjustment does not equal self-understanding, as
small errors are amplified until the system breaks down.



Future Ideas - Control-as-Pattern DINGYI TANG / ALEX



DYNAMIC VIDEO DINGYI TANG / ALEX

This video is closely connected to my central question: Is artificial intelligence truly autonomous, or
does it only create the illusion of autonomy?
By documenting a system that gradually shifts from stability to breakdown, the video shows that the
system does not fail because it loses control, but because it continues to follow its internal logic too
faithfully. As the system appears to make independent decisions, it increasingly diverges from
human intention, revealing that what looks like autonomy is often the result of strict execution
rather than understanding.





DRAFT 2 DINGYI TANG / ALEX

This week I continue to use Google AI Studio to investigate code simulation system. While hacking, I began to try to critically examine the tool by
intervening in its control system rather than only adjusting visual outcomes. 

 
What I found unexpected was that the system often achieved the intended results through unintended methods. When I introduced different control
panels, such as feeding speed, temperature, or growth rate, the system did not follow the instructions in a direct or intuitive way. Instead, it responded by
altering internal structures, bypassing constraints, or maximising a single parameter without considering overall balance.
 
Alvin Lucier’s “I Am Sitting in a Room” explores how repeated execution within a system gradually removes semantic content, leaving only the
structure of the medium itself. As Lucier’s voice is replayed and re-recorded, language dissolves and the acoustic properties of the room become
dominant. This process reveals how meaning is not preserved through repetition, but transformed by the system that processes it.
 
And I think in my project, a similar process occurs when human intention is repeatedly translated through an AI-driven generative system. Despite
continuous adjustments and increased control, the system does not gain a clearer understanding of intention. Instead, its internal logic becomes more
pronounced, producing behaviours that appear autonomous but are ultimately shaped by technical and procedural constraints.
 
Through this process, I began to understand the simulation tool differently. Rather than seeing it as a neutral medium that simply executes commands, I
realised that it strongly favours quantifiable and local objectives. For example, in my hack practice” Wrong subjection / Resist 1&2”, when feeding speed
was increased, the cells did not move faster but extended their tentacles to reach more food. When growth rate was maximised, the system rapidly filled
the environment with cells, even though this reduced the amount of food available to each one. The tool interpreted “growth” and “efficiency” in narrow
technical terms, rather than in relation to survival or sustainability.
This process also posed several technical challenges. Introducing multiple control panels and allowing the system to adjust parameters autonomously
often led to instability or extreme behaviour, such as overheating and self-destruction.
 
In relation to graphic and communication design, this project treats the interface and control panels as communicative elements rather than neutral tools.
The misalignment between control and outcome becomes a form of visual and conceptual communication, revealing how systems can appear
controllable while operating according to their own internal logic.



DRAFT 3 DINGYI TANG / ALEX

In the third draft, I used a TypeScript-based system developed
through studio experiments to present text through an interface,
transforming writing into executable code.

This can be understood as an attempt to translate natural language
into machine language. During this translation, the text no longer
maintains clear readability. It is no longer treated as a carrier of
meaning, but instead becomes a set of instructions to be processed,
optimised, and executed.

Critical language is reinterpreted as function names, vague
concepts trigger error messages, and reflective paragraphs are
either prematurely terminated or simplified.
Through this process, the meaning of the text is fundamentally
altered. Writing no longer communicates a critical argument, but
instead submits to the logic of the computational system, revealing
how language is reduced when forced to adapt to computational
structures. The entire text is translated into layers of structures,
functions, and interpretations.

I argue that treating text as code carries the same implications as my
visual experiments, as both involve a rigid interpretation of rules.

SYSTEM {
  
 QUESTION {
  AI.autonomy = true ?
  OR
  AI.autonomy = illusion ?
 }

 METHOD {
  observe(system);
  record(behaviour);
  do_not_interrupt(execution);
 }

 STATE(initial) {
  stability = high;
  behaviour = expected;
  control = minimal;
 }

PROCESS {
 while(system.isRunning) {

 system.follow(internal_logic);
 adjust(control_parameters);

 if
(behaviour.appears_autonomous)
{
 distance_from_intention ++;
 }

 if (distance_from_intention >
acceptable_limit) {
 system.state = "breakdown";
 }
 }
 }

 OBSERVATION {
 system.hasNotLostControl = true;
 system.hasFollowedLogic =
precisely;
 }

 ANALYSIS {
 autonomy = detected(visually);
 understanding = not_found;
 }

 CONCLUSION {
 autonomy = appearance;
 cause = strict_execution;
 understanding = absent;
 }

}



DRAFT DINGYI TANG / ALEX



DINGYI TANG / ALEX

THAT’S ALL

THANKS FOR
WATCHING
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