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Abstract 
It is interesting how ongoing technological evolution alters human reality and the future of 

our species. This thesis discusses human creativity in the augmented age by recourse to the 

book Are we human?: Notes on an archelogy of design by Beatriz Colomina and Mark 

Wigley. They describe how humans create problem-solving tools that change the world 

and how human lives and the notion of the ‘human’ changes with every technological 

innovation and revolution. Furthermore, they consider how design alters human societies, 

environments and everyday life. They ask if such impacts are being monitored, regulated 

or studied, where accountability lies and what the agency of design might be across 

history. The insights offered by Colomina and Wigley are important for understanding the 

remarcable advances being made in machine augmentation and artificial intelligence (AI), 

topics that are at stake in the artistic practice of Maurice Conti and Sougwen Chung. 

Designer Maurice Conti has researched the augmentation of both humans and machines, 

exploring their partnership for the future while artist Sougwen Chung studies the 

interactions between humans and machines, as well as the marks made by them. These 

examples are followed by a discussion about the entanglement and interaction of humans 

and augmented machines, guided by the question: If smart machine automation 

relinquishes humans from the most repetitive and arbitrary jobs, even creative ones, what 

will humans do then? 

  

Keywords: Agency, AI, artificial intelligence, augmentation, creativity, design, 
entanglement, future, human, intra-action, machine, machine learning, technology. 
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Introduction 

For little over one million years the human made stone axe hardly evolved at all. The 

functional design of it remained crude, poorly devised and with limited development. The 

main difference in their design progress, oddly enough, was not in their function, but in its 

appearance. Therefor the development of the teardrop shaped axe, seemed to be completely 

decorative, to primarily serve as an ornament to advertise the owner’s genetic quality. This 

ornamental refinement went on for more than a million years, passing between generations 

yet without any major adjustments. This happened across Africa, Asia, Europe and the 

Middle East until the formation of a series of more complex tools. These events are 

considered to mark the beginning of creative thinking and the reinvention of the human. Or 

as the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek phrases it, “the very birth of humanity out of 

design.”1 

 In the book Are we human?: Notes on an archelogy of design, Beatriz Colomina 

and Mark Wigley explore the concept of the human and its relationship with the idea of 

design.2 There is a fundamental thread throughout the book that the concept of the human 

evolves in chase of technology. Hence the term human has always found itself evolving 

through technological advances. As the human species creates tools that solve problems, 

they change the world, then the notion of the human adjusts to that new world and is 

changed forever. 3 

 With each technological revolution the world has changed drastically, with human 

lives transformed and the idea of the human evolves. High impact events such as human 

agriculture, industrialization and recently the information revolution create different 

settings. Now at the beginning of the 21st century humans are in the midst of yet another 

revolution, one that is different than any other one before it. This environment is that of 

advancing technological augmentation, machine learning algorithms and future artificial 

intelligence. The name given to this era is the fourth industrial revolution. Exactly how this 

period will alter human lives is an ongoing discussion although many theories have been 

put forward. 

                                                
1  Beatriz Colomina and Mark Wigley, Are we human?: Notes on archaelogy of design (Zurich, Lars Muller 

2016), 68. 
2  Ibid., 9. 
3  Ibid. 
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 What is of interest to me is how the ongoing technological evolution alters our 

reality, the future of our species, these tools and how they will evolve in junction with the 

concept of the ‘human’. In this thesis, these topics are explored alongside two examples of 

artist working within these parameters of the human and emerging technologies. 

 

Theories: Are We Human? 

The term ‘human’ is highly relative, nevertheless commonly used. It is often applied as a 

description for a behaviour, a demeanour that is considered fixed or an inherent trade. 

According to the Oxford dictionary, human nature is defined as: “The general 

psychological characteristics, feelings, and behavioural traits of humankind, regarded as 

shared by all humans.”4 How this term has and will evolve is of interest, especially in 

relation to design since it plays a key role in toolmaking, problem solving and reshaping 

the human environments. In the book Are We Human?: notes on an archelogy of design, 

Beatriz Colomina and Mark Wigley explore the concept of the human and its relationship 

with the idea of design.5 

 One of the key arguments of this book is the idea of the human evolving as a 

response to technology. The term human is presently being redesigned and has in fact 

always been evolving through evolution. Humans create ideas and tools with the aim of 

service or support in mind. Yet through design, humans remake and transform the reality 

they live in, with the result, that they themselves need to adapt to the new reality of their 

own making, which adds a new definition of the human.6 This poses the question of how 

this dialectics between the “being human” and technology effects the development of the 

human as a species and shapes its evolutionary path? The status of the species ‘human’ is 

consequently directly linked to the evolution of design. The ever-evolving idea of the 

human is a history of design.7 Therefor adapting to new environments, shaped by 

technology, might be considered as one of the fundamental factors of the human 

experience. Like a thought experiment, design projects realities, invents things, shapes us 

                                                
4  Oxford advanced learner‘s dictionaries, s.v. “Human nature”. 
5  Colomina and Wigley, Are We Human?, 9. 
6  Ibid.  
7  Ibid. 
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and our existence instead of perceiving it. This is a unique human talent; the aptitude of 

constant outcome postulation and revision.8 A big part of human activity is inseparable 

from design and that is self-monitoring.9 We might ask if the human evolution is being 

designed by our ability to adapt to new technologies? So then, design without a designer 

might be considered as “natural selection” or the next logical step of the evolution of the 

interconnection of the human and technology.10  

 The French archaeologist Andre Leroi Gourhan said: “The human hand is human 

because of what it makes, not of what it is.”11 When human beings explore the history of 

the human, there are endless aligned questions. What is this history? What does it mean? 

When did it start? Is it ongoing? Was it ever real? And is it here yet? The idea of the 

human and nonhuman is a vague concept. Even more so when the human is perhaps the 

sole species that actually asks this question. By observing itself within the material it 

creates the human became aware of itself and its possibilities. Accordingly, tools play a 

key role in inventing the human, not only the other way around. Humans and tools invent 

one another.12 Might this ability to constantly reflect on its existence be at the core of the 

human, its most valuable attribute? By expanding the human notion, and therefore its 

reach, these tools participate in making the human what it is.13 

 To the point of failure, humans constantly re-imagine things even in equal context. 

Our species is the only one that makes tools that do not work. The irony lies in that being 

the source of its genius, according to Colomina and Wigley. This urge to repeat things in 

diverse ways, could simply be the definition of design.14 The Austrian designer Victor 

Papanek said: “All that we do, almost all the time, is design, for design is basic to all 

human activity.”15 According to the Oxford dictionary a “design is a produced plan or 

drawing to show the look, function or workings of an object before it is made.” Is design 

accordingly a driving force in all of human everyday functions? A tool of problem solving? 

Innate in all humans? And with each problem solved, do new technologies arise that 

                                                
8  Ibid., 10. 
9  Ibid., 17. 
10  Ibid., 34. 
11  Ibid., 48. 
12  Ibid., 51. 
13  Ibid., 52. 
14  Ibid., 54. 
15  Victor Papanek, Design for the real world: Human ecology and social change (Chicago: Academy 

Chicago Publishers, 2005), 3.  
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evolve the idea of the human? The French philosopher Jean Francois Lyotard stated: 

"Technology wasn't invented by humans. Rather the other way around."16 

 The human is an ambiguous concept. Is it then a misleading goal to design for 

humans? A fairly relative idea with various hidden/unconscious factors and a high risk of 

conflicting results? What is the ultimate goal of design; designing for the human? Or for a 

more post-human future, where the human is not at the centre of things. Perhaps a more 

holistic systems approach? Factoring in more diverse concepts such as environments, 

species and the intra-actions of participants? The philosopher Karen Barad describes: 

“Intra-action understands agency as not an inherent property of an individual or human to 

be exercised, but as a dynamism of forces.”17 

 In 1926 Adolf Behne, a Berliner critic, strongly emphasized that designers, who 

merely consider the technical reasoning of function as well as striving to create buildings 

as tools, eventually find themselves with anthropomorphic architecture. The act of 

dehumanizing their work, is what causes anthropomorphism. The same is true about the 

opposite; the designers who argue that they design for the human, end up creating 

unsympathetic uniform structures.18 

 Behne claims that since humans first made tools and refuge, the constructions were 

constantly a mixture of function and play. The ancient human was not only practical but 

additionally had an intuition for play, including in his instruments that are decorated 

further than needed. Could the act of play be an important factor in creativity and problem 

solving, that a certain pressure is forfeited, in the act of play and ideas flow more freely? 

Can humans form significant progress, by not being serious, both conceptually and 

practically? Might a playful process generate more ideas? Are those ideas more likely to be 

useable or not? Bad or good ideas? When are ideas good and when are they bad? And 

could the contrast between these good and bad ideas be a creative source of its own? As 

Behne notes, this also raises the question, if there is a distinction between function and 

decoration? Between an instrument and a toy? Behne even suggests that it is the play that 

primarily generates the form. He argues that function alone is incapable of stimulating 

human concern and that an effort to divide function and play is nonsensical. He debates 

                                                
16  Colomina and Wigley, Are we human?, 73. 
17  Karen Barad, Meeting the universe halfway: Quantum physics and the entanglement of matter and 

meaning (Durham: Duke University Press, 2007), 141. 
18  Colomina, Wigley, Are we human?, 82. 
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that those who strive for function are in fact more concerned with reshaping the human 

than the concepts of function.19 

 Contemporary design continues to assert its fidelity to the human, but keeps  

jumping between disregarding the human and inventing a different one.20 How do these 

shifts between neglecting and re-inventing the human translate into the everyday life of the 

human, its societies, its developments and the environment? What are the negative impacts 

of design? With whom does the accountability lie and how can design work towards more 

sustainable systems? Design seems to be continually regarded as a positive thing. The 

power of design strengthens the thought that quality concepts and industry produces good 

individuals. This idea has been marketed in such an effective way that the public appears to 

think that all design is considered quality design. The term “good” is no longer needed, the 

phrase design is now synonymous with quality. Ironically, these same concepts are needed 

in the making of weaponry, monitoring systems, military assaults, policing, nationalism 

and terrorism.21 Why are these phenomena not mentioned when design is discussed? When 

results do not meet this standard of quality of “good” design, is it possible these outcomes 

are disregarded? Are solely projects that give “the correct” results characterized as such in 

order to strengthen the image of design? What is bad design? When it comes to design, 

humans might be highly susceptible to confirmation biases. Where humans project certain 

ideas out into the world to either strengthen certain beliefs or discard them, depending on 

the desired outcome. The ambiguity of the human is exactly the context of design, not at all 

a tool of fulfilment. It is only when something has been achieved that in retrospect a 

deception of intention is applied. If the concept of human was clearly defined, then the idea 

of design would be non-existing.22 

 Might there be a pursuit of perfection established in humans? A misleading 

misconception of precision? Where humans fear failure? To the extent that people fear 

trying? Design can be considered to be a tool for problem solving, while the work of artist 

should present questions, to urge the observer to re-examine or re-think the world. Why 

should the role of design not be the same? To ask questions? To take risks? Design that 

creates stir in the human perceptions of both its surroundings and everyday routines. 

                                                
19  Ibid. 
20  Ibid., 83. 
21  Ibid., 58. 
22  Ibid., 103. 
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Design that compels people to think and urges them to reassess what humans as a species 

have become.23 

 With the advance of computing technology in recent decades, ever increasing 

autonomous machines become part of daily human activities. This technology has now the 

ability to master many of the repetitive processes, including strategic gaming, by trial and 

error at incredible speeds. Subsequently becoming masters of their skills over a short 

period of time. In the past this would have required a lot of man-power over a certain 

amount of time. With time, this technology is expected to match human intellect and 

eventually surpass it. As this state of the art, brand new technology evolves, it is exciting to 

wonder how the concept human will evolve beside this man-made tool. What do we 

humans have to offer in the creative and advancing process that machines cannot? What 

questions can humans ask when such technology becomes readily available? This 

evolution of technology might be a new “mirror” of human self-exploration. 

Examples 

2.1 Morice Conti and the Age of Augmentation 
 

Maurice Conti is the Chief Innovation Officer at Telefónica’s Alpha, a European 

“moon-shot” company. Moon-shot thinking is the idea that striving to make 

something 10 times better is actually easier than making something 10 percent 

better.24 His role there is to create innovative ideas alongside his team and 

prototyping the proposals they come up with. Subsequently these ideas advance to be 

full scale moon-shot projects that can achieve huge improvements on millions of 

people’s lives. Formerly, he led Autodesk's Applied Research Lab where he and his 

teams worked on projects relating to generative softwares.25  

 In 2016 Conti held an intriguing lecture at TEDx Portland where he discussed his 

work at Autodesk, generative design and his visions for a future complemented with this 

kind of technology.26 In the lecture, he starts by emphasizing his ideas on the coming 

                                                
23  Ibid., 162. 
24  Astro Teller, “Google X head on moonshots: 10X is easier than 10 percent,” Wired, Condé Nast, 

February 2013, wired.com/2013/02/moonshots-matter-heres-how-to-make-them-happen/#. 
25  Maurice Conti, “mauriceconti,” accessed October 2019 at mauriceconti.com. 
26  Maurice Conti, “The incredible inventions of intuitive AI,” April 2016, Ted video, 15:16, 

ted.com/talks/maurice_conti_the_incredible_inventions_of_intuitive_ai. 
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changes within the creative and productive sectors of the world. According to Conti in the 

coming decades, more is about to transform within the human work processes than over 

the last two millennia. This step in human history he sees as a “dawn of a new age”.27 Conti 

retells the last four crucial evolutional periods for humans. He mentions how the age of “hunter 

gatherers” lasted millions of years. “The agricultural age”, however lasted some thousands of 

years. “The industrial age” only lasted for a few hundred years and finally the “Information age” 

has only lasted some decades. According to Conti the “Information Age” is already over and a 

new period has already started for our species. This current era Conti calls “The augmented age”, 

where human abilities will be augmented and expanded by computer systems. These systems 

will help humans to process ideas, create from concepts and connect humans beyond their 

organic senses via digital nervous systems. When detailing this future vision, he starts by 

describing cognitive augmentation, that is by definition: 

 

Augmented intelligence is an alternative conceptualization of artificial 

intelligence that focuses on AI's assistive role, emphasizing the fact that cognitive 

technology is designed to enhance human intelligence rather than replace it.28 

 

This description helps us to imagine what kind of cooperative future Conti might be visualising. 

“I want to have a conversation with a computer”, Conti explains, “I want to say, computer, lets 

design a car”.29 He then goes on explaining how the computer suggests a variety of cars with 

different sets of attributes. Theoretically, Conti could then choose one car to develop further, 

perhaps by simple instructions like asking the computer to make it more “fast looking”. The next 

set of cars might then be more aerodynamic, lightweight and powerful. 

 

Tools are making this leap from being passive to being generative. Generative design 

tools use a computer and algorithms to synthesize geometry to come up with new 

designs all by themselves. All it needs are your goals and your constraints.30 

 

                                                
27  Ibid. 
28  Margaret Rouse, “augmented intelligence,” whatis.com, TechTarget, Accessed Oktober 2019 at 

whatis.techtarget.com/definition/augmented-intelligence. 
29  Maurice Conti, “The incredible inventions of intuitive AI”. 
30  Ibid. 
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Here we see a glimpse of how Conti imagines a dialog between the software and the user, a back 

and forth conversation that influences not only the process of the machine, with each inputted 

instruction, but as well how the user proceeds from the new set of the software’s outputs. 

 One of the project Conti mentions being developed in this way, was the design of an 

aerial drone chassis. He explains how in the beginning the software is only informed that there 

are four propellers, that it needs to be as light as possible and have efficient aviation properties. 

What happens next in the software, Conti explains, is that it traverses the entire possible design 

outcomes: “every single possibility that solves and meets your criteria, millions of them”.31 

What this means is that the user can specify certain parameters and choose from all the possible 

optimizations that satisfy those initial inputs. When a certain outcome has been selected, different 

conditions can be added as inputs to receive again a set of possibilities. This way the design 

process is evolving into a cooperation between man and machine. A dialogue with a human in 

the real world, specifying a problem within certain conditions, being assisted by a software and 

its immense computational powers to be shown possibilities to then design further. 

 Depending on the scale of the project, these calculations may require some powerful 

computers. Nevertheless, Autodesk has begun to offer software with this kind of processes to 

clients, called Fusion 360.32 Conti adds that these types of solutions are something we humans 

would never have designed by ourselves. The computer is presenting these options as solutions 

and the user never has to make a drawing at all. Conti also mentions that it is no coincident that 

the drone chassis looks like a flying squirrels pelvis, the algorithms in the software are designed 

to operate in a similar manner as evolution.33 

 

 
Figure 1: The drone chassis resembling a squirrel pelvis. 

 

                                                
31  Ibid. 
32  Autodesk, “Fusion 360,” Autodesk, Autodesk Inc, accessed Oktober 2019 at 

autodesk.com/products/fusion-360/overview#banner. 
33  Maurice Conti, “The incredible inventions of intuitive AI”. 
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 Another project Conti mentions, done for a client, was a collaboration with Airbus on a 

cabin partition. With a generative design software, the team created a panel stronger than the 

original, of less weight and was implemented in the Airbus A320 in late 2016. The fact that this 

kind of technology has begun to surface in the real world is something Conti finds exciting. He 

also points out that he and teams at Autodesk have been in cooperation with Airbus to design a 

future airplane although still in the early stages.34 

 Conti points out that at the moment, computers can generate a set of results from a 

user’s specific inputs, but what is missing in them is the inherent. The software does not 

learn from experience, it has no intuition, it can only process data for specific tasks and 

each time, the software starts with a blank sheet. This is something Conti believes will 

change fast considering the speed at which computers have evolved already. Conti has 

realized that many are in fear of robots making certain human professions obsolete and that 

it is true in some sectors. However, he finds the idea of a human and computer cooperation 

interesting and believes that they augment each other. That way, a new expanse can be 

reached, and he wonders how this technology will enhance humans.35 

 Conti considers the possibilities to perceive and manoeuvre this technology, since 

computers will augment human ability to envision, create and construct new ideas. He 

suggests a nervous system for the objects we create. A nervous system similar to a human 

one, that informs us about what occurs around us. At the moment these kinds of systems 

are elementary. Examples of this kind of technology might consists in cars informing cities 

about road quality or a building that measures the experience of humans that enter it. If 

designers know what aspires, concerning the designs in the physical world, they can use 

that information to create better encounters for end users. Conti points out that this is what 

is missing. A nervous system that links designers to all of their constructions and 

information flows from the physical world. Conti, as well as teams at his former employer 

Autodesk, are developing systems like this; digital nervous systems that make these 

connections. One such project is a cooperation with a Los Angeles based media company 

called the Bandito Brothers, where they build a racing car and implement it with a digital 

nervous system. With a racing car frame the teams implemented dozens of sensors with 

expert drivers driving the car in a desert for a week. During these test drives the sensors 

secured the inputs from the digital nervous system, capturing about four billion data inputs, 

all forces effecting the chassis. After the weeklong test drives and gathering data, the 

                                                
34  Ibid.  
35  Ibid.  
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Autodesk team used a generative design software they call “Dreamcatcher”. The results 

are something like the drone chassis, an organic looking car frame specifically designed 

from the data points collected. Conti goes on explaining that this is something a human 

would never have designed, yet a human did design this, augmented by a digital nervous 

system, generative software and production robotics. This is what Conti sees as the 

Augmented Age, the future, humans augmented cognitively, substantially and intuitively. 

He also imagines how this new future will look like, how will it operate? Things might 

move from fabrication to farming, from separation to association and move away from 

removal to accumulation. Additionally, Conti imagines that humans will move away from 

demanding compliance to appreciate autonomy. He envisions a more versatile and 

sustainable future, with the cooperation of humans, nature and technology.36 

 

 
Figure 2: An illustration of the racecar chassis from the Bandido Brothers cooperation.  

 

 

2.2 Sougwen Chung: Mark Made by Hand and Mark Made by Machine 

 

As a process towards understanding the complicated vitality of systems and humans, 

including the relationship joining person-to-person and person-to-machine contact, artist 

Sougwen Chung considers the “mark-made-by-hand” and “the mark-made-by-machine” 

through using hand-drawn and machine-reproduced marks. Chung, a Chinese-Canadian, 

has pioneered this new field of human-machine cooperation for about 5 years now, starting 

                                                
36 Ibid. 
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in her studies at the MIT´s Media Lab. She has exhibited in various galleries and museums 

with performances, installations and drawings; the artists practice being both speculative 

and critical. She is at this time an “Artist in Residence” at Bell Labs and New Museum of 

Contemporary Art in New York37 

 At her talk at Googles I/O 2019 convention, Chung starts off with a question: “if 

technology is the answer, what is the question?”38 In exploring the domain of computers 

and human, Chung's work emerges in various phases and generations, with three apparent 

ones to discuss. Mimicry is the first entailment, memory the second and multiplicity the 

third in a multi-agent body partnership. Chung describes how this process began fairly 

straightforward, as she has experience in performance. In the past she claims to have 

applied a great deal of thought to gestures and how that can refer to perception and 

improvisation, which has constantly been at the centre of the projects. In her first 

generation of augmented machines she found the work to project an intriguing emphasis on 

the participants ability to act and engage, which brought on increasing creative inspiration. 

 Chung explored three generations of these kind of robots where she applied many 

different digital methods and where mimicry was emphasized in the first generation. There, 

Chung programmed an electronic arm to emulate her motion in real time by use of a simple 

digital sight application. She discovered a truly fascinating act of mutual construct between 

human and computer, which is what she has been researching ever since. After this first 

generation of mimicry, Chung found herself greatly fascinated by exploring new varieties 

of machine performances. Instead of plainly transforming the inputted data of the robot’s 

status, she now found herself exploring an inventive impulse for her own sketching 

approach. This second generation of the work continues with added depth by implementing 

machine learning. Training the neural network by repetition of her own drawing style as an 

effort to theorize on the computers adaptation and advances. Chung also describes how this 

research relates to language, how humans perceive these systems, what words they use to 

describe them and how they end up forming our thoughts about them. As a Chinese-

Canadian she uses examples from English and Chinese for the meaning of the word 

computer. In English the word means a system meant to generate automation. Whereas the 

meaning of the Chinese word for computer is electric brain. With that in mind, Chung 

imagines the potential and expectations and what path this conversation might be on.  

                                                
37  Sougwen Chung, “Info,” and “Speaking”, Sougwen, accessed October 2019 at sougwen.com/info and 

sougwen.com/speaking. 
38  Sougwen Chung, “Making art with artificial intelligence: Artists in conversation (Google I/O'19).” 
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Figure 3: First generation machine mimics the drawing of Chung. 

 
Figure 4: Second generation discovers drawing with Chung by machine learning. 

 

 

 In March of 2016 a machine learning program by DeepMind Technologies, called 

AlphaGo beat a high ranking professional Go player named Lee Sedol. A year later, 

AlphaGo beat the No.1 ranking player in the world at the time. Go is a highly abstract 

board game, where players strategically try to necessitate and enclose territory. It is 

considered to be one of the most complex games in the world. These events were some of 

the more influential on Chung's following projects. She recalls an interview after the 

defeat, where Sedol describes an important moment in the game. He stated that he had 

witnessed the program implement a “non-human move that he deemed impossibly 

beautiful.”39 These impossibly beautiful non-human moves are exactly what Chung is in 

search of in her work. 

                                                
39 Ibid. 
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 The concept of “cosmotechnics” is a term created by Yuk Hui, one of the leading 

modern speculators on digital technology. The term refers to the pursuit of the restoration 

of technology´s significance and possibility’s. Either in the impersonal environment of 

application coding or by the cosmological knowledge of technology through Chinese and 

European cultures. This is a speculation of how humans can impact this kind of restoration 

inside some bio-technical surroundings that is international in measure, nevertheless 

divided by cultural substance.40  

 As part of Chungs ongoing research she finds herself engaged in the idea of 

cosmotechnics, the source of these devices and how the two might communicate on the 

path forward. When researching the ancient Chinese text of translations, I Ching, she finds 

the resemblance between the table of hexagrams and that of a machine learning system.41 

She attributes this connection to the idea of mixed vision, how humans observe the world 

in their personal scope while also within the systems humans work across. This is 

something that Chung finds interesting as it introduces characteristics and proclivities, as 

well as the idea that each artist approach is in a way a visual bias. How each machine 

learning system is given input and trained is highly subjective to bias, what the artist 

perceives to be the important data. 

 Chungs third project is an intriguing work called “Omnia per Omnia”. There the 

artist created a multiple robotic system that was joined to a city’s flow. That flow, as the 

artist puts it, is the publicly available surveillance data of New York City. The motion of 

the robots is trained with this information. Chung reflects how a human might interpret this 

flow of information as opposed to a machine learning system and how that might translate 

into a human-machine cooperation of interpretation in real time. The artist places the 

robots in her surroundings and then they cooperate in a drawing performance. This project 

was also inspired by the works of Japanese artist Akira Kanayama, who in the 1960´s was 

part of an artist group called the Gutai collective. The group reflected on the notion of 

cooperation, an idea that humans are all within a greater inventive natural system.42  

 

                                                
40 Giovanni Menegelle, “A thousand cosmotechnics”, tankmagazine, Tank Publications Ltd, accessed 

Oktober 2019 at tankmagazine.com/issue-74/features/yuk-hui/. 
41 Sougwen Chung, “Making Art with Artificial Intelligence: Artists in Conversation (Google I/O'19).” 
42 Ibid. 
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Figure 5: The I Ching table of hexagrams that Chung finds resembling a machine learning systems diagram. 

 

Discussion 

 

With the evolution of machine learning, the possible predecessors to the futures AI, an 

increasing number of tasks and therefore jobs might no longer be done by humans. 

Automations have been introduced before, for example in the industrial revolution and the 

computer revolution, while humans adapt. This technological revolution is fundamentally 

different. The emerging technology is both evolving at an unprecedented speed, adapting 

to ever increasing amounts of complex tasks and can have the ability to create its own 

successors without any human intervene. Repetitive tasks are the first to be replaced with 

this new technology since machine learning algorithms are highly adaptable to such work. 

This could be data analysis, visual image processing, online security, accounting, financial 

review and more. 

 In regards to creativity, these machine learning algorithms are still limited.  

This is the case even though they can create many interesting images, texts and perform 

optimization tasks at incredible speeds. Creativity depends greatly on context, culture, 

circumstances and zeitgeists of each given moment. Sometimes it means creating new 

ideas, altering existing ones or it could also consist in connecting seemingly unrelated 

concepts to form something completely new. On top of that one needs to consider the 

relevance of a project. Relevant to whom? Only humans? Solely to particular areas or 

uniquely relevant to a certain time period?  

 In his lecture, Conti talks about how human made tools are moving from being 

passive to being generative. In other words, from only compliant to being capable of 
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production or reproduction. With a generative tool, the creative process appears to move 

closer to a dialog. Furthermore, as computer technology advances closer towards artificial 

intelligence, an actual dialog or a cooperation in the creative process might become a 

reality. This partnership could also be part of a more practical system. Businesses could be 

augmented, both to gather important relevant data and to process the huge amounts of it. A 

business could be described as a machine, with processing systems and inputs. The wider 

the sensory network, the more data is gathered. An artificial intelligence system could 

process the data, make numerous important decisions, yet at the end, a human would most 

probably make the final ruling based on context of the material. 

 In an IBM promotional video, Conti talks about the main two trends at the moment. 

How humans are and have been gathering immense amounts of data and how the 

technology to process it has been evolving at ever increasing speeds. By applying this new 

technology to these tremendous amounts of data we can start to gain insight. The more 

connections a computer system has to the outside world, the more data it can process and 

the partnership of human and technology starts to gain understanding into the many facets 

of society.43  

 The Oxford Dictionary defines “holistic” as characterized by the belief that the parts 

of something are intimately interconnected and explicable only by reference to the 

whole.”44 Simply put, it refers to thinking about an overall structure. In that very same 

dictionary “agency” is defined as “a thing or person that acts to produce a particular 

effect.”45 These enhanced computer systems might gather data, analyse it and then share 

the information with other actors. How will their agencies evolve? Their ability to act? The 

intra-actions of all actors involved in these holistic systems might be the very thing that 

creates the new reality of the human and subsequently plays a key role in its adaptation. As 

stated in Are we human, the human adapts to technology. What kind of human will emerge 

from this technological revolution? This complex augmented and interwoven system of 

humans and machines? By the intra-action of all participating parties?  

 If the human hand is human because of what it makes, then what kind of human is to 

be produced from an augmented tool? The creative cooperation of humans and machines? 

                                                
43 Maurice Conti, “The Promise of Man + Machine,” September 2018, WP BrandStudio, 02:43, 

youtube.com/watch?v=Wtz5CvY4xg8&t=15s. 
44 Oxford advanced learner‘s dictionaries, s.v. “Holistic”. 
45 Oxford advanced learner‘s dictionaries, s.v. “Agency”. 
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What new creative paths could this collaboration lead to? What key role does the AI play 

in designing the future human?  

 Could design be considered as a defence mechanism, coping with the new reality 

that was created to solve a problem? The human is reflected in the technology that it 

makes, how will human perceive themselves in this new technology? Will this self-

reflection result in positive alterations to the human? By creating intelligent machines, the 

human is forced to ask difficult questions, to self-reflect and once again ask what it means 

to be human. Additionally, if tools and humans invent each other, it will be an interesting 

shared journey for humans and machines to co-design each other. 

 If the term human is created as a response to technology; an adaptation to a changed 

world, where will our ability to adapt lead us within this new technological revolution?  

 As mentioned in chapter one, humans are the only species that make tools that do 

not work. A species that rethinks the same thing over and over again, even to the point of 

failure. This behaviour has its benefits and its flaws. Humans can demand perfection, even 

though the term itself is highly relative. Obsessions can lead to great achievements or huge 

failures. 

 How might the average human use this kind of AI technology in the future, in its 

everyday life? If we imagine that people no longer need to work for a living and can do 

what they want with their time. How might people work with this kind of technology to 

find purpose in life or meaning in their everyday lives? Might this technology analyse 

people’s data and suggest interest and hobbies? Schedule their days? Propose their dietary 

needs and exercises? When to visit relatives and friends? What new media programs, 

movies and art they might like? Not all humans are interested in creative activities, but for 

those who are, what kind of dialog might we expect with an artificial intelligence? Will the 

computer still be a tool controlled by humans? Is the software able to understand context? 

Will it be an advisor to humans or a partner? Can creativity be quantifiable? Is that 

possible without the results being highly relative or objective? 

 In her work Chung’s approach to human and machine influences makes for an 

interesting reflection. Her work explores the human-machine partnership both on each 

other and their environments. How do humans make their mark on the world and why? 

Solely to the benefit of themselves? 

 When we look at Chung´s work it is interesting to see her exploration into the 

marks made by humans and machines, both separately and in cooperation. This creates an 

interesting setting to contemplate and imagine the broader perspective of those concepts 
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and the relationships and impacts of them. Is this cooperation beneficial to both 

participants or solely to one? Do they work better together or separately? Has the process 

of machine development moved from mimicry to learning? Can this training then be 

connected to computer networks, thus creating a more insightful machine? How will 

machines perceive humans after processing vast amounts of data mostly concealed to 

humans. Will these machines know more about humans than people do? And how will that 

affect the way they interact? 

 Might the role of the human in dialog with an AI increasingly be about the “right” 

questions in the near future? The questions to push forward a project, in the right direction, 

keeping it on track, in context with and relevant to the general public or a certain group? In 

chaos theory, if initial parameters are slightly changed, final results can vary drastically.46 

Perhaps the process described in chaos theory might very well be a good metaphor for the 

creative relationship between humans and AI. The human gives the AI certain inputs and 

the software races on with a process. 

 Could there be a need for new perspectives in how humans address design and 

technology? A less anthropomorphic view of the world, less human centred? Humans often 

have the inclination while solving a problem such that many other arise. This can have 

drastic effects on the environment, different species and other humans. 

 In her Ted talk, research scientist Janelle Shane describes her work with artificial 

intelligence and explains how, even though AI is known for disrupting all kinds of 

industries, these AI´s computing powers are only approximately that of an earthworm. 

Through a series of tests, the algorithms constantly create more problems in solving set 

tasks. Their methods range from problematic to peculiar and without any understanding of 

consequences. Two of the main factors in understanding these problems appear to be 

context and communication; to learn how to communicate with them. The AI can create 

more problems by taking instructions too literally, without context. As Shane describes it: 

“the danger of AI is not that it is going to rebel against us, it is that it's going to do exactly 

what we ask it to do.”47  

 If a machine has all the behavioural characteristics of a human, e.g. all the small 

nuances, humans might not realize they are interacting with a machine. Whether it is a 

phone call or a physical interaction. When might these machines start to behave in a 

                                                
46 Oxford advanced learner‘s dictionaries, s.v. “Chaos theory”. 
47 Janelle Shane, “The danger of AI is weirder than you think,” April 2019, Ted video, 10:22, 

ted.com/talks/janelle_shane_the_danger_of_ai_is_weirder_than_you_think/transcript. 
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conscious way? Would that be “true” consciousness? What is true consciousness? And if 

humans can’t tell the difference, does it matter? Will we know the difference, will we 

make the intelligent machines mimic us? Is that what we want? The replication of human 

attributes? To make the intelligent machines be like humans? The humanistic structuring of 

something that could be “more”, go beyond its creators, or find its own path? How do we 

approach the evolution of artificial intelligence in a post-human way? 

 Perhaps a better approach to this technical revolution is cooperation, like Conti 

mentions; a partnership. Neither resistance nor competition, but the augmented existence 

of both humans and machines. Machines augmenting humans and humans augmenting the 

machines. Both parties have something to offer the other, both have skills the others do 

not, both exist in realities the other cannot completely comprehend. Perhaps the most 

successful businesses and creative projects will be those who explore and master these 

partnerships.  

 On the other hand, we can imagine how this technology will continue to improve as 

well as all the endless possibilities. Is it hard to believe that artificial intelligence will 

surpass humans in every possible way? What then will humans have to offer the machines? 

Why would AI need humans in a partnership?   

 No matter how the future turns out, perhaps this new augmentation can be seen as 

merely another embodiment of the absurdity of human existence. No matter how far 

humans will go in altering their existence, the concept of the human may always be 

around. Possibly in an unrecognizable form to humans in the beginning of the 21st century, 

yet in some kind of future version of the human. Perhaps still adjusting and adapting to 

new tools? 
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Final Remarks  
 

Current design remains its assertion of fidelity to the human yet continues leaping between 

neglecting the human and devising a contrary one.48 How might this fluidity of support and 

neglect of the human alter its societies, environments, development and everyday life? Are 

these impacts being monitored? Regulated? Studied? With whom does the accountability 

lie and what is the agency of design within this context? 

 The boundary of the physical human being, much like the concept of the human, is 

a blurred line. At the micro level, inside each body there is an abundant of different species 

cooperating to a common goal. At the macro level, similar concepts apply. Humans are 

living in a complicated closed system, with multiple entangled ecosystems and limited 

resources.  

 The Austrian-American designer Victor Papanek stated that “the only important 

thing about design is how it relates to people”. Is there a problematic duality in this 

sentence? Does it imply the whole context of humans and its surroundings, or is it possibly 

too human centred? The anthropomorphic advances of design throughout human history 

appear to have run its course with immense repercussions. Now there are urgent matters 

that might need a more post-human approach, as well as technological advances that force 

humans to firmly and consciously self-reflect. 

 If the smart machine automation relinquishes humans from most repetitive and 

arbitrary jobs, what then will humans do? Can the same technology assist people to find 

their interests? Their passion in life? The 20th century designer Charles Eames said: “My 

dream is to have people working on useless projects. These have the germ of new 

concepts.” Perhaps this transition of the fourth industrial revolution emancipates humans 

from the pressure of productivity? What do humans have to offer that the machines do not? 

Possibly, humanity might emphasise more on divergent thinking, a thought process applied 

to make creative concepts by considering multiple results. Could this be what is needed for 

a thriving post-human partnership with machines? To ensure positive advancements and 

vibrant sustainable ecosystems on this planet? “Useless projects” by content humans in 

cooperation with highly autonomous, augmented, reliable and productive intelligent 

machines?  

                                                
48 Colomina, Wigley, Are We Human?, p. 83. 
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