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Abstract　Reflection on the nature and  
role of Artificial Intelligence (AI) 
technology in the field of literary and 
artistic production can contribute to 
understanding the “subject” issue of AI 
and clarify the ideological origin of the 
AI threat theory. First of all, from the 
perspective of the producers of AI literature 
and art, AI conforms to the characteristics 
of modern “agents” and can constitute the 
“actor-network” in art together with human 
beings. The emergence of AI has become 
a technological opportunity to challenge 
traditional anthropocentrism and subject-
centered thought. Secondly, viewing from 
the production mode of AI literature and 
art, art has entered the era of AI simulation, 
where AI has accelerated the intelligent 
development of the cultural industry, and 
the judgment of “true or false” is the basic 
judgment in AI art. Artificial intelligence 
has put an end to certain art categories 
rather than the whole human art, and we 
should cherish the non-capitalized form 
of art production. Lastly, AI literary and 
artistic production reflects the integration 
of technology into art. AI should be strictly 
limited to the field of production, which 
guards against the capital’s control 
over technology and machinery, 
prevents the abuse and excessive 
autonomy of AI technology,  
and guides the harmonization of 

technology and art with aesthetic reason.

Keywords Artificial Intelligence (AI), 
literary and artistic production, agent, 
simulation, actor-network

In the Economic Manuscripts of 1857-1858,  
K. Marx clearly puts forward the concept 
of “art production” and discusses the 
relationship between artistic production 
and society (Marx and Engels 2009, 34). 
This idea is inherited and developed by 
B. Brecht, W. Benjamin, T. Adorno, T. 
Eagleton, etc. In the essay “The Work of  
Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” 
Benjamin points out that modern art has a 
similarity to mechanical production, that 
is, they are both “reproducible” (Benjamin 
1969). In addition, in the essay “The 
Author as Producer, ” he notes that the 
author is a producer, artistic innovation 
is also an innovation in the means of 
production, and revolutionary artists 
should be concerned with innovation 
in the means of artistic production 
(Benjamin 1970, 4-5). Consequently, art 
is not just a superstructure but in itself a 
practical activity of production. Eagleton 
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 1 It is generally believed that AI falls into the category of weak AI and 
strong AI, but the concept of strong AI already presupposes that 
AI possesses human intelligence, which is an ideal state yet to be 
verified. Therefore, AI in this paper generally refers to weak AI based 
on the existing technology. In philosophical discussions, AI includes 
AI programs and intelligent robots.

also argues that “art is a form of social 
production” and that “literature may be an 
artefact, a product of social consciousness, 
a world vision; but it is also an industry” 
(Eagleton 1989, 55-56). Moreover, Adorno 
distinguishes between authentic literary 
and artistic activities and industrialized 
literary and artistic production, in which 
the latter is also regarded as the “cultural 
industry.” Adorno holds the view that, in 
the cultural industry, literary and artistic 
works are no longer authentic works of 
art with “truth content” (Wahrheitgehalt). 
Instead, they are cultural commodities to  
be exchanged. Furthermore, Marx, 
Benjamin, and Adorno attach vital 
significance to the role of machinery in 
artistic production. Marx regards the 
machinery system as “automation” (Marx 
and Engels 2009, 438). Although he did 
not directly refer to the relationship 
between machinery and the production 
of literature and art, it can be seen from 
the exposition that he may harbor the 
standpoint that machinery and other 
productive technologies play a certain 
role in art (Marx and Engels 2009,  
35). Benjamin believes that mechanical 
reproduction will bring about comprehensive 
changes in art itself, the production mode 
of art, artists, and other aspects (Benjamin 
1991), and the machine industry is the 
productive basis of the cultural industry 
criticized by Adorno.

The emergence of technologies, 
such as AI1 indicates that the 
beginning of the intelligent era in 
the machine industry, when the 
mechanical reproduction of art is 
about to apply the AI simulation 

method, that is, intelligent technologies 
are capable of mass-producing literary 
and artistic works with a certain degree 
of creativity. As a case in point, Microsoft 
Xiaoice writes poems, CAN system 
paints pictures, AI developed by Sony 
composes songs, etc. After marveling 
at and praising it, people can not help 
asking: Will AI replace human beings in 
brain work and artistic creation? When 
AI can generate art as human beings do, 
does not it mean human’s essential abilities,  
such as emotion, creativity, and imagination, 
can also be realized by machines? Then will 
AI actually be able to possess autonomous 
consciousness and become a subject like a 
human? Will AI replace artists? Where is 
the future of human art?

This paper intends to answer these  
questions from two aspects: First, in 
aesthetic and literary and art theory, and 
the context of modern philosophy and 
literary and art theory, will AI become 
a subject like human beings? Second, in 
literary and art production practices, how 
should we guide and limit AI? Explaining 
the production nature of AI literary and art 
is to reveal the essence of AI technology’s 
intervention in the literary and art field, and 
to limit it to the field of production, thus 
clarifying the essence of the AI threat theory 
and providing a feasible path for the future 
development of AI in the literary and artistic  
field.
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1 	 The Position of AI in Literary 
and Artistic Production: 
Subject Versus Agent

First, let us concentrate on the position of 
AI in the field of literary and art production. 
Regarding the possible impacts of AI 
on human beings, currently, there exist 
different viewpoints in academic circles. 
Some hold the belief that AI will replace 
human beings and become the new subject; 
while some think that AI provides a technical 
opportunity to break “anthropocentrism,” 
which will be firstly manifested in dispelling 
the “subject center” of human beings, and 
as to the “subject center,” Adorno thinks 
that anthropocentric thought is inextricably 
linked to the Hegelian centrality of the 
subject (Horkheimer and Adorno 2003, 
215). Thus, the AI issue of the most concern 
in the philosophical domain is the issue of 
whether AI has subjectivity.

The word “subject” can be traced 
back to the ancient Greek word ύποκείμενον 
(hypokeimenon), and according to Aristotle, 
the subject has a double meaning of ontology 
(subject) and logic (grammatical subject), 
the subject can be substance, the soul can 
also be grammatical, etc. (Aristotle 1928a, 
1a25). Aristotle’s ontological and logical 
subjects are interrelated, and the subject 
is determined by the fact that it qualifies 
as a grammatical subject (Aristotle 1928a, 
1028b35). Here, the subject is not limited to 
human beings. In modern philosophy since 
the time of Descartes, however, the subject 
gradually converges with human beings 
or the subjective spirit of human beings. 
Proceeding from the field of cognition, 
I.Kant distinguishes between the empirical 

subject and the a priori subject, with the 
empirical subject being a subject within 
space and time empirical determination, 
and having bodily and psychic states (Kant 
1974, B400, A342), and with the a priori 
subject being the apperception of self and 
a logically pure subject with some a priori 
grounding from logic (Kant 1974, B408). 
Both the subject in the empirical world and 
logic are self-references of human beings. 
The empirical subject requires internal and 
external senses, while the a priori subject 
serves as the logical basis of “I think.” Kant 
develops the subject into the “subjectivity” 
of human beings. Hegel further develops 
subjectivity into an absolute spirit with 
identity. Marx, on the other hand, expounds 
the subject in terms of practice, pointing 
out that the subject is human (Marx and 
Engels 2012, 685) and human is always 
the subject (Marx and Engels 2009, 195-
196), and that the subject is not an abstract 
individual, but is dynamic, practical, and 
social. Hence, from both epistemological 
and practical perspectives, subjectivity is 
set as a characteristic of human beings that 
enables them to distinguish themselves from 
objects at the level of consciousness and 
practice, demonstrating human attributes, 
such as autonomy, the for-itself, agency, 
etc., that remain different from those of 
other in-itself things. Subjectivity embodies 
at least two main connotations: The subject 
of “I think” (including self-consciousness) 
and the subject of sociality and practicality. 
In artistic activities, subjectivity is also 
embodied in human beings as the subject 
of cognition (including emotion and 
imagination) and the subject of practice.

So, is it possible for AI to realize 
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one of them? First of all, can AI possess a 
cognitive and conscious subject? This subject 
can be a logical subject or a subject with 
the nature of real existence. M. Minsky, an 
artificial intelligence scientist, attempts to 
set a multi-level hierarchy for AI to simulate 
complex thinking and consciousness. 
He holds that a top tier could be set up 
for the simulation of self-consciousness, 
similar to S. Freud’s ego. But apparently, 
he also realizes the complexity of human 
self-awareness (Minsky 2006, 160-161). 
As the truth told, his vision has not been 
realized. However, R.Penrose, a physicist, 
directly points out that human thinking 
and consciousness have parts that cannot 
be algorithmized, and therefore artificial 
intelligence cannot fully simulate the 
human brain and consciousness (Penrose 
1989, 407). Since it is impossible to simulate 
consciousness, the subject of consciousness 
is also unlikely to be simulated. Philosopher 
J. Searle proposes that applied programs are 
not sufficient in themselves to constitute 
consciousness and intentionality (Searle 
2008, 72), and this is because machines 
and programs do not have the mental 
intentionality that is peculiar to living beings 
(Searle 2004, 161), nor do they produce 
linguistic intentionality. Many scholars 
have shown criticism toward Searle’s 
argument. For example, D. Dennett argues 
that artifacts can also have an “intentional 
stance” and that “the intentional stance is 
the strategy of interpreting the behavior 
of an entity (person, animal, artifact, 
whatever) by treating it as if it were 
a rational agent” (Dennett 1996, 
27). In my opinion, intentionality 
and transcendence in a strict sense 

are closely related, and an AI program or 
machine cannot possess transcendence, 
i.e., no intentionality, because it has neither 
life nor time dimension. Additionally, 
from a practical standpoint, the current 
AI does not have sociality and practical 
initiative and thus cannot become a 
subject of practice. Artificial intelligence 
has no social attributes,2 and its behavior 
is only the execution of procedures with 
no direct relationship with the outside 
world. Therefore, it cannot consciously 
and dynamically transform the object, 
and it is unreliable to assume that it can 
become a subject of practice like human  
beings. 

With the development of modern 
society and technology, humans’ consciousness  
of subjectivity enhances, which ultimately 
leads to and exacerbates the opposition of 
the subject and the object, and subjectivity 
eventually develops into a subject-centered 
consciousness. M. Heidegger points out that 
when human becomes the primary and true 
subject, this means that he becomes that 
being, that is, all existence is founded on his 
being and his truth (Heidegger 1977, 88). 
The idea of man being the subject center 
encounters challenges and criticism from 
numerous contemporary thinkers. The 
situation is similar in aesthetics and art, and 
philosophers and aestheticians are either 
proposing new concepts, such as the mimic 
subject and the collective subject, directly 
dissolving the concept of human beings 
as the subject, or viewing human beings 

 2 The future AI may develop human-like social structures through 
networks, and the development of Swarm-AI technology may link 
some AI agents together. Nevertheless, at the moment, AI does not 
have social attributes.
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and other things as mutually-affecting 
organizations.

The aesthetician M. Dufrenne has 
established a non-human “quasi subject” 
in the field of art, namely the aesthetic 
object, which not only has an in-itself as a 
substance but also has a for-itself like the 
subject (Dufrenne 1996, 367). Dufrenne 
attempts to find a suitable agent between 
subject, and the object through the quasi 
subject: The art creator and the aesthetic 
audience thus reach the unity of aesthetic 
experience on the same aesthetic object 
(Dufrenne 1985, 53-54). However, the quasi 
subject mentioned above is still based on 
humans as the subject, which requires the 
double subjectivity of both the viewer and 
the creator (Dufrenne 1985, 57), and “the 
aesthetic object is a quasi subject only for the 
authentic subject, that is, for the perceiving 
spectator” (Dufrenne 1996, 367). Broadly 
speaking, as a human work, AI itself can 
be considered an “aesthetic” object, whose 
automatic nature suggests that it excels the 
aesthetic object that serves as an artistic 
enjoyment in terms of practical production. 
Adorno holds that the artist is an agent 
and criticizes an anthropocentric sense of 
life, which he claims is closely related to 
the subject concept (Adorno 1970a, 75). 
Thus, he develops a critical philosophy that 
prioritizes the object and uses the method 
of subject and object each being the other’s 
agent to break subject-centrism. Moreover, 
Adorno believes that language, as the object, 
possesses independence and in-itself, and 
that genuine art should be a translation 
and expression of the language of things, 
serving as an opportunity to liberate things 
from the repression of identity. He also 

thinks there exist two kinds of subject in 
artistic activities, that is, individual artists 
and “overall social subject” (Adorno 1974, 
126), or “collective subject” (Adorno 1970b, 
251). The artist is the actual producer of the 
artwork, while the “collective subject” is the 
people and things that participate together 
in artistic expression in society and history. 
The artist is the “social agent” (Adorno 
1970b, 71), and is the spokesperson and 
vocal instrument of this social subject. In 
Adorno’s context, society, language, and 
other objects enjoy primary importance, 
while the status of the individual subject is 
weakened and becomes the “agent” of the 
object. Since artists are only agents of art, the 
artificial intelligence that possesses certain 
abilities to generate art on its own can be 
deemed the agent of the agents, despite 
the fact that the artwork produced by this 
agent is not genuine art in Adorno’s sense 
and can only be regarded as the production 
of cultural-industry products. Compared 
with Adorno, Barthes appears more radical 
and believes that the “author” serves as 
the embodiment of the subject in the field 
of literature. Therefore, he proposes “the 
death of the author” to dissolve the subject-
centered position of the author in literature. 
For this reason, Barthes argues that “it is 
language which speaks, not the author” 
(Barthes 1977, 143), to place language, as 
the “object,” on a more significant level. 
The author’s subjective intentions are often 
overloaded with moral, value, and political 
dimensions of consideration, and genuine 
writing should be neutral, and if writing is 
truly neutral and if language reaches a state 
of the pure equation, presenting only an 
algebraic connotation in the face of man’s 
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blank existence, then literature is conquered, 
man’s problems are plainly discovered and 
opened up, and the writer becomes an honest 
man forever (Barthes 2008, 49). According 
to this inference, AI should be more honest 
than human beings as well as more suitable 
as neutral writers, and AI language, in the 
form of codes, should only have algebraic 
connotations; Nevertheless, in reality, AI 
language only exists as a kind of internal 
character code without any connection 
with external things. Besides, its artistic 
generation is merely an artistic language 
generated on the program and statistics, 
that is, an artistic language with superficial 
honesty instead of the honesty involving 
the artistic language itself. Taking a step 
forward on Barth’s work, Foucault explicitly 
dissolves a presupposed subject and argues 
that the subject’s application is conditional, 
limited, and there is no absolute subject 
(Foucault 1994, 818). Consequently, he 
replaces “author” with “author-function,” 
thus functionalizing the subject. He 
envisions that discourses and cultures can 
exist independently of the subject and that 
we can envision a culture where discourses 
can be transmitted and received without 
the author-function (Foucault 1994, 811). 
Foucault has a keen understanding of the 
independence of language and culture, 
and in fact, human culture indeed has a 
certain degree of in-itself. After countless 
authors have created these spiritual works, 
their existence has been condensed 
in culture, which, according to 
Foucault’s words, is that “the author 
has disappeared.” When we input 
a considerable amount of human 
work into the machine, we do not 

care who the authors are, and with the 
gradual increase of machine writing and 
texts, the text becomes a self-reproducing 
in-itself-organization whereas the machine 
becomes a kind of “agent.”

As is shown above, most contemporary  
thinkers have tried to cancel or weaken the 
human subject position in literature and art 
to resist the thinking of subject-centrism 
and subject-object opposition. Scholars are, 
not only in literature and art, thinking about 
how to break the human-subject centrism 
in the examination and criticism of the 
system of scientific thought, among which 
“Actor-Network” proposed by B. Latour, 
as a representative of the research school 
of science-technology philosophy, i.e., the 
Paris school, emerges as one of those vital 
attempts. Latour’s “agents”3 , “can be human 
or (like the gun) non-human, and each can 
have goals” (Latour 1999, 180). For Latour, 
the agent is not limited to scientific research. 
Instead, he extends it to human behavior as 
a whole with broader connotations of the 
agent. He also proposes “to call whoever 
and whatever is represented actant” (Latour 
1987, 84). However, the “agent” is bound to 
trigger a change in the state of affairs, which 
is an important part of a certain kind of 
behavior (Latour 2005, 52-53). In addition, 
his ultimate goal points to a critique of 
the subject-object dichotomy, and “these 
examples of actor-actant symmetry force us 
to abandon the subject-object dichotomy” 

 3 Words related to “actor” include actor, agent, and actant. The actor 
mainly refers to human beings, but in fact, for the “actor-network” 
of Latour et al., the actor also includes non-human things, so Latour 
mainly uses the agent to represent all the actors, while the actant is 
the action doers that affect each other in the network. In general, the 
agent includes both the actor and the actant.
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(Latour 1999, 180). Latour’s actors or agents 
are not subjects, for it is impossible to find 
a definite origin of action in an actor-
network (Latour 2005, 46). This actor-
network theory can also be introduced to 
the field of AI literature and art. As for the 
artworks produced by AI, who is the subject 
of the artistic act, the program designer, 
or the original creator of the art sample? 
Is it the program itself, or the audience 
that appreciates the works? In the activity 
of literary and artistic production, all of 
these factors are actors that interact with 
each other rather than one of the subjects 
working. Different from the ordinary agent 
described by Latour, the AI agent has a 
certain degree of autonomy and automation 
and therefore plays a much more dominant 
role in its behavior.

The emergence of AI offers 
technological possibilities for breaking the 
traditional subject-centrism. Guattari notes 
that “the massive development of machinic 
productions of subjectivity” will expand the 
traditional concept of subjectivity (Guattari, 
1-2). According to posthuman thinker R. 
Braidotti, the emergence of “non-human 
agents,” such as artificial intelligence, 
means that “subjectivity is not the exclusive 
prerogative of anthropos” (Braidotti 
2013, 82),  and “the relational capacity of 
the posthuman subject is not confined 
within our species” but includes all “non-
anthropomorphic” parts and technological 
agents are the core (Braidotti, 60, 90). By 
emphasizing the extension of AI beyond 
the traditional concept of subjectivity, 
posthuman thinkers do not attempt to 
endow AI with subjectivity, nor do they 
allow AI to replace human beings as a new 

kind of controlling subject. Rather, they 
hope the emergence of an intelligence agent 
alien to the human being will break the 
human subject-centrism myth. Moreover, 
the current AI technology remains too 
insufficient to show that AI can distinguish 
itself from the object, and that it possesses 
consciousness and practical initiative. We 
cannot say that AI has become a subject 
like human beings; Rather, it stands as an 
agent of action. Next, we will analyze the 
meaning and characteristics of “agent” in 
detail and further examine whether AI has 
the qualifications of an agent.

“Agent,” also translated as “actor” 
and “agency,” can be interpreted as the 
“intelligent agent” in the computer field. 
In the field of philosophy, the traditional 
concept of agency means “intentional 
actions” that are inextricable from the 
actions of reason (Davidson, 43-59). 
Currently, artificial intelligence behavior, 
being neither intentional nor reasonable 
actions, does not meet this traditional 
definition. However, with the emergence 
of automatic machines and programs, 
artificial intelligence, etc., some scholars 
have expanded the definition of agent, as 
evidenced by the definition by some scholars 
that “agency as an autonomous organization 
that adaptively regulates its coupling with its 
environment and contributes to sustaining 
itself as a consequence” (Barandiaran et al. 
2009, 367).

In the field of AI, the term agent also 
witnesses wide application. In The Society 
of Mind, Minsky regards “agent” as the 
core concept of artificial intelligence and 
believes that “minds” can be decomposed 
into many “mental agents,” and the latter 
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can be imitated by machines (Minsky 1988, 
21). These agents have social interactivity 
and negotiation capability to solve complex 
problems, thus becoming a vital concept 
to demonstrate that artificial intelligence 
algorithms are different from traditional 
algorithms, and “we define AI as the study 
of agents that receive percepts from the 
environment and perform actions” (Russell 
and Norvig 2010, viii). With the development 
of artificial intelligence and automation 
technology, people no longer think of 
agents from the perspective of subjective 
intentions but behavior and interaction 
with the environment. Some computer 
scholars, after summarizing a variety of 
authoritative definitions of agents, hold 
the view that the basic characteristics of an 
agent are “reactive,” “autonomous,” “goal-
oriented,” and “temporally continuous,” 
and that not only human beings,  
other creatures, autonomous robots, and 
programs can also be agents as long as 
they satisfy these basic characteristics 
(Franklin and Graesser 1996). According 
to these basic characteristics, we can check 
whether AI in the field of literary and 
artistic production falls into the category 
of agents. First is the response to changes 
in the environment. The environment can 
be the physical world, user interaction, 
the Internet, etc. AI or robots can perceive 
the external environment through sensors 
and respond to the environment through 
corresponding behaviors or outputs 
(Russell and Norvig 2010, 34). 
Second is autonomy which refers 
to the ability of an agent to control 
its behavior without direct human 
intervention, and the current 

unsupervised machine learning could 
achieve this. Thirdly, artificial intelligence 
can have specific goals. Tegmark, a physicist, 
believes that non-living substances, such as 
machines, can also have goals (Tegmark 
2017), and in AI literary and artistic 
production, generating qualified pictures 
becomes its specific goal. As for the last 
“temporally continuous,” it means that the 
agent can continuously run its program, 
which the current artificial intelligence can 
also achieve. Taking the most common 
GAN algorithm4 in AI literary and artistic 
generation as an example, it can be seen that 
it meets all these four characteristics (see 
Table 1). Therefore, the current artificial 
intelligence program meets the standards 
of modern agents and is no longer a simple 
software program or a passive device. In 
fact, in AI humanities, especially in ethics 
and law, most scholars have agreed that AI 
has the status of an agent subject. They also 
believe that AI is no longer a traditional 
tool and should bear ethical responsibility 
and legal consequences. From a legal point 
of view, the status and functions of AI or 
robots are similar to that of ancient labor 
slaves, so they can also be regarded as agents 
with partial powers (Pagallo 2013, 102). 
Ethicist Kaplan harbors the belief that since 
non-human “companies” can be regarded 
as limited liability subjects, i.e., the Artificial 
Person, then AI can also become the subject 
of liabilities, as long as we allow intelligent 

 4 GAN, Generative Adversarial Networks, is the most widely-used 
unsupervised learning method at present. AI artistic production 
generally uses the GAN algorithm or an improved algorithm based 
on it. It is mainly composed of the generator and the discriminator, 
both of which constitute an adversarial mechanism so that the 
generated works can finally couple with the input works.
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agents to possess certain property and it can 
use the property to compensate (Kaplan 
2015, 87-92).

The use of the term “agent” instead  
of “subject” in AI not only affirms 
the interactivity and a certain degree 
of autonomy of AI but also avoids 
presupposing certain subject consciousness 
and subjectivity for it. Artificial intelligence, 
in literary and art production, should also 
be an agent of production rather than a 
subject, the executor of artistic production 
activities rather than the main force that 
determines art itself. For Adorno, Barthes, 
and Foucault, the real leader of literary 
activities is language itself as well as the 
overall social force behind language, 
rather than a genius artist. Furthermore, 
from the AI production behaviors, we can 
clearly see that AI program developers and 
designers determine the program and the 
selected text; the input human text and its 
author are the objects of “learning” for AI 
writing; the AI program itself is merely a 
kind of executor with a certain degree of 
autonomy that can analyze, count, and 
finally combine language texts and even 
literary works through algorithms, such 
as deep learning. These actants together 

constitute the initiative part of artistic 
production activities. AI technology 
intervenes in the field of human literary 
and artistic production and constitutes an 
“actor-network” in the field of literature 
and art together with humans. Hence, 
AI and humans interact and influence 
each other and cannot become separate  
subjects.

The discussion on the subjectivity 
of AI literary and artistic production can 
be extended to the subjectivity of AI as a 
whole. Modern philosophy tries to break 
the traditional subject-object opposition 
and subject-centered thinking. Therefore, 
when we refer to the subject status of 
artificial intelligence, we should no longer 
adopt the subject-object opposition thought 
in previous philosophy, for we do not need 
and should not create a central subject 
again. To delve into the essence of the AI 
threat theory is to worry about the infinite 
expansion of human subjectivity and 
instrumental reason. AI not only results 
from the development of this subjectivity 
and reason but may also develop into 
its opposite; AI can both demonstrate 
the greatness of human technology and 
become an alien force that destroys 

Table 1　AI in the Field of Literary and Artistic Production Falls into the Category of Agents

Property Meaning AI GAN algorithm Meet or not

Reactive Responds in a timely fashion to changes 
in the environment

The evaluator feedback Yes

Autonomous Exercises control over its own actions Unsupervised enhanced learning Yes

Goal-oriented Oriented by specific goals Generate designed works Yes

Temporally 
continuous

Continuously running process Able to continuously run Yes
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human beings. For human beings, AI can 
also serve as an opportunity for the self-
reflection and redemption of humans. We 
can criticize the anthropocentric position 
through observation and reflection on the 
dehumanizing power inherent in artificial 
intelligence. Human beings should not 
impose their subjectivity on machinery in 
an attempt to turn machinery into humans. 
This assumption of machine subjects is 
essentially a further intellectualization of 
human subjectivity and is the act of human 
beings projecting selves onto machines. 
At the same time, we must guard against 
human beings becoming the automation’s 
tool during machine production, against 
humans’ instrumental reason being further 
materialized into “machine ethics” (AI 
ethics), and against humans becoming 
machines in the last. People can create 
an interconnected “actor-network” or a 
“human/non-human continuum” (Braidotti  
2013, 79-80), breaking the framework 
of human subject-centrism and subject-
object binary opposition, and realizing the 
harmonious coexistence of humans and 
non-human beings.

2 	 The Modes of AI Literary 
and Artistic Production: 
Mechanical Reproduction 
Versus AI Simulation

Since we mention that AI has intervened 
in literary and art production, what is the 
difference between AI literary and art 
production and the traditional mode of 
literary and art production? Or rather, has 
AI changed the traditional mode of literary 

and art production? What kind of results 
will this change bring?

Literally speaking, “reproduce” 
means “to reproduce,” and Stiegler 
argues that “reproduction” is the prime 
condition of industrialization (Stiegler 
2011, 190). Benjamin further expounds 
on the significance and value of artwork 
reproduction from the perspective of the 
production of art. According to Benjamin, 
the technology of mechanical reproduction 
has transformed the production of 
literature and art from a craftsman’s mode 
of production to a mechanical mode of 
reproduction, and the spiritual halo and 
wisdom of traditional art, i.e., a vivid sense 
of presence or life experience, have died 
out (Benjamin 1991, 2006). Mechanical 
reproduction has given full play to and 
polarized the ability to “reproduce” in art, 
and reproduction has become a common 
essential feature among machines, art, and 
life, and both human behavior and humans 
are mechanized (Benjamin 1991, 632-636). 
After Benjamin, some scholars saw the 
revolution in art production brought about 
by digital technologies, the network, and 
new media technologies and came up with 
phrases, such as “the work of art in the age 
of digital reproduction” (cf. Davis 1995). 
However, from our point of view, whether 
it is digital reproduction, reorganization, 
or imagination, its technologies all depend 
on the emergence of digital network media, 
which leads to significant changes in the 
method of creation and dissemination of 
human art. This is, however, not the case 
with artificial intelligence, for it enhances 
the degree of automation in the industrial 
production of art, and, to a certain extent, 
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changes the producers and production 
modes of art, thus further expanding the 
boundaries of art.

AI has developed superficial 
reproduction into mechanism reproduction, 
and we may call the latter “simulation,” 
which retains the connotations of 
“production” of reproduction and tries to 
simulate a kind of art production mechanism, 
such as simulating the generation of artistic 
images, the connection of artistic elements, 
the migration of artistic styles, and a series 
of generation and production mechanisms. 
This artistic mechanism simulation is 
possible for the following reasons. First, 
the industrialized production mode of 
artistic production (i.e., what Adorno 
called “cultural industry”) has already 
been formed. Second, artistic production 
has been transformed from a handicraft 
mode to a large industrial production 
mode, where the artist becomes a part of 
the whole assembly line, affiliated to the 
mode of artistic industrial production. 
In the cultural industry, the artist’s 
personality and style are subject to the 
demands of industrial production, and 
can be industrialized and commodified. 
However, the involvement of intelligent 
technology has changed the form of what 
Marx called the “working machine” and 
strengthened the degree of automation 
of machine production. Under such 
circumstances, the machine system 
featuring an “automatic machine” can 
also be realized in art production. When 
the working machine can perform all 
the movements necessary for 
processing the raw material without 
the help of humans, but only needs 

to be tended by humans, then we have an 
automatic system of machines (Marx and 
Engles 2009, 438).

The “Age of AI Simulation” of art 
has arrived, when machines can simulate 
human behavior, produce works of art as 
good as genuine ones, and even simulate 
human emotions, creativity, and style. 
There is a Creative Adversarial Networks 
(CAN)5 drawing program that allows 
the utilization of the “transfer learning” 
technology to do the style-blurring to art, 
and the program’s designer thinks that CAN 
“becomes creative by increasing the arousal 
potential of the generated art by deviating 
from the learned style” (Elgammal 2017, 1). 
The developer of Microsoft’s Xiaoice argues 
that the creation model used by Xiaoice 
is based on an emotional computing 
framework that can be applied to poetry, 
lyrics, and financial commentaries with 
over 83% originality. Artificial intelligence 
technology has undoubtedly changed the 
traditional mode of artistic production, 
with machines being able to replace humans 
in certain artistic production activities, such 
as writing, painting, music, design, etc. 
Machines can even go deep into some of the 
creative mechanisms as well. If mechanical 
reproduction can replace human manual 
labor, artificial intelligence simulation is 
gradually replacing human beings in part 
of mental labor. Stiegler once pointed out 
that the hyper-industrialization of the 
digital would bring about a kind of hyper-
reproduction, which, together with other 
technologies, could realize the reproduction 

 5 CAN, is an improved program based on the GAN algorithm, which 
adds a step of artistic style transferring and identification.
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of knowledge (Stiegler 2011, 199). This kind 
of hyper-reproduction is in fact a highly-
developed simulation accelerated by AI 
technology.

In the age of mechanical reproduction, 
Adorno has revealed the integration of 
industry into the literary and artistic fields. 
Dividing art into works of genuine art and 
products of the “cultural industry,” he 
accurately points out that the products of 
the cultural industry are essentially subject 
to the principles of identity and exchange, 
providing negative entertainment for the 
public and assisting in the management of 
an affirmative society. Entering the age of 
artificial intelligence, this industrialization 
has reached its peak, and even “art 
workers” and general art practitioners 
will be replaced by machines. AI literary 
and artistic production is primarily a 
productive mode of the cultural industry, 
for it is essentially technology-oriented and 
regards the production of commodities 
as its ultimate goal. Since AI technology 
is a product of the development of the 
industrial era developing to a certain extent, 
its advancement itself is capital-driven. It 
is capital that tries to reap greater profits 
in the art market, making it necessary to 
upgrade corresponding technologies. The 
development of AI technology requires a 
significant amount of financial, material, 
and human resources. Currently, only a few 
large high-tech companies have the ability 
to carry out AI technology research and 
development. Most AI applications in art are 
not intended to create artwork but to solve 
the technical problems of machine natural 
language understanding, visual recognition, 
emotional calculation, etc. In this way, most 

of the current AI art generation programs 
are not designed to produce art, let alone 
to create it. As AI artistic production gains 
more popularity with mass production and 
enormous profits, an AI production system 
for the literary and artistic industry will 
gradually be established. In addition to its 
special qualities as a commodity, since the AI 
art generation mechanism is mainly realized 
through calculation, probability, etc., its 
art would become banalized, homogenized, 
and mass-produced. Therefore, a large 
number of AI art will lead to the drowning 
of genuine art, i.e.,  bad money drives out  
good.

Of course, the products of the 
cultural industry are, to some extent, 
of positive significance. According to 
Benjamin, the mechanical reproduction 
of art has its liberating nature. First, 
mechanical reproduction liberates art from 
religious values while providing the public 
with a large number of cheap copies. The 
reproduced art elevates the status of the 
viewer, and the most important is that it can 
welcome the viewer (Benjamin 1991, 476-
477) and allow the public to participate in 
the production process of art. Moreover, 
AI contributes to the overall enhancement 
of the cultural industry, allowing for the 
reproduction and industrialization of ideas 
and styles, providing the public with a more 
diverse and cheaper range of cultural and 
entertainment products, and satisfying 
people’s daily entertainment lives. It also 
introduces the viewer to the formulation 
of artistic standards, breaks the discourse 
power of the artistic elite, and, to a certain 
extent, allows art to return to the soil of the 
public.
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In addition, AI literary and artistic 
production will lead to another change, 
a change in the human experience of art. 
Mechanical reproduction technology has 
not only generated new art forms, such 
as photography, movies, etc., but also 
triggered a new aesthetic experience or 
standard, i.e., a shock (Benjamin 1991, 
631). However, in the age of artificial 
intelligence, all kinds of aesthetic experience 
must be put under a kind of evaluation 
standard, i.e., true or false, which is both 
the production standard of AI literary-
artistic works and the judgment the viewer 
needs to make while appreciating them. 
At the production stage, the discriminator 
in the AI GAN model needs to identify 
which output products are artworks. At 
the appreciation stage, the viewer needs to 
first guess whether the piece is man-made 
or machine-generated. After knowing that 
the piece is machine-generated, one would 
also compare how similar it is to a human 
artwork. At each of the above stages, the 
judgment is based on the subject-object 
conformity theory. In other words, it is 
necessary to preset some aesthetic and 
artistic standards. However, modern 
aesthetics seeks to criticize the notion of 
truth based on subject-object conformity 
theory. According to Heidegger, there 
exists no such thing as a predetermined 
standard of truth, as truth should be 
revealed by itself and poetry (art) is the 
place where truth is revealed (Heidegger 
1977, 25). Adorno also opposes the abstract 
notion of truth, believing that philosophy 
exists neither in the truth of reason (vérités 
de raison) nor in the truth of facts (vérités 
de fait) (Adorno 1970a, 115). Adorno 

holds that truth is concrete and has a socio-
historical dimension, and that the genuine 
art is art with socio-historical truth 
connotations (Adorno 1970b, 194). In AI 
art generation, the AI program essentially 
only utilizes statistics, probability, and 
other computing methods to reorganize 
human language, images, musical notes, 
etc. It does not possess an understanding 
of the meaning of these artistic symbols 
themselves, not to mention dig out the 
relationship between the symbolic world 
and the external world. The symbolic world 
of AI remains purely intrinsic, artificial, 
and instrumental without constructive 
and in-itself nature. Hence, AI art can only 
be used as the commodity of production, 
with reproducibility and exchangeability 
as its essence, and it does not have the 
truthfulness, spirituality, and eternity of 
genuine art.

The strengthening of the position of 
AI in the production of art will also lead to 
another thinking, that is, will art be “ended”? 
Hegel’s “end of art” is often misunderstood. 
In fact, its original meaning is that when 
the form of the absolute idea has matured 
beyond the level of sensibility, art can no 
longer be undertaken the significant task 
of manifesting the absolute idea. If AI 
can simulate certain art, it means that the 
generation mechanism of this kind of art 
has been grasped by human beings and can 
thus be algorithmized and that this art is 
mature enough devoid of pioneering nature 
and expandability. Therefore, it is one 
category of art being “ended.” However, 
the forms of human art are still far from 
being exhausted. With the development of 
technology and concepts, human beings 
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will continuously produce new forms of 
art. From here, we can also find a problem, 
that is, AI can only simulate mature art 
categories and does not have artistic 
pioneering nature and true creativity. In the 
era of mechanical reproduction technology, 
many new art forms, such as photography, 
film, journalism, etc., emerged, while AI 
technology did not generate any new art 
forms. The music, painting, writing, and 
design AI simulates are still traditional 
human art categories, and the artworks 
it produces are not innovative high-level 
artworks. AI artistic production creates a 
crack, that is, AI changes the production 
mode of art but does not change the art 
forms.6 This also demonstrates that AI is not 
as dynamic and creative as humans in art 
production, and that it can only serve as an 
executor and agent of a fixed art production 
process.

Of course, art entering the age of 
intelligent industry does not mean the 
extinction of other modes of art, such as 
handicrafts, and art production includes 
three forms: industrial production (cultural 
industry), handicraft production (high-
level artists and craftsmen), and production 
that does not enter the circulation field 
(self-indulgent, self-expressive art). Capital  
is capable of fully controlling the first 
form, while the second form retains 
the individuality and style of the artists. 
Furthermore, it is difficult for capital 
to fully control the production of the 
third form provided that the artworks 
produced by individuals are only applied 
to self-expression without becoming 
commodities. Besides. in the second 
and third forms, AI can also serve as 

an artist’s tool to assist the artist’s artistic 
activities. Just as Adorno encourages the 
development of “genuine art” to resist 
the culture industry, in AI art, we should 
emphasize the negativist and criticizing 
nature of human art and the function of 
“self-expression” of art. On the one hand, 
we should encourage the development of 
pioneering art or the “genuine art,” and 
welcome artists to explore the boundaries 
of art and the connotations of truth; on 
the other hand, we should let art be truly 
popularized within the reach the public, 
truly realize that “everyone is an artist,” 
and fulfill the freedom of the mind through 
expressing their personal feelings through 
art.

In a nutshell, the AI art simulation 
is actually an elevation of the automatic 
form in the art industry, which has led to 
a new industrial form of culture, that is, 
the intelligent cultural industry, and AI 
has become the agent of capital in machine 
production. When we recognize the nature 
of AI art production, we need to guard 
against this agent becoming a new master 
with a master-slave relationship. As Marx 
pointed out, science, the immense forces 
of nature, and the mass labor of society are 
all embodied in the machine system, and 
together with the machine system, they 
constitute the master power (Marx and 
Engles 2009, 487).

 6 A kind of “machine art” that conforms to the logic of the machine 
itself may appear, but this is beyond the scope of art that humans can 
understand and appreciate.
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3 	 Criticism and Inspiration 
of AI Literary and Artistic 
Production: Fusion or 
Integration of Technology 
and Art

In essence, AI literary and artistic production 
is an advanced stage of cultural industrial 
production, with a closer relationship 
between technology and art. The emergence 
of AI art reflects a new merging of art and 
technology, but is this merging a fusion or 
an integration of technology and art?

At the beginning of human 
civilization, art and technology used to be 
one, i.e. “techne.” According to Aristotle, 
techne (Tekhnē) is the state of being in 
relation to making (Aristotle 1925, 1140a), 
and this kind of making includes practically 
technological making, including handicrafts, 
as well as  poetic art (Poiēsis) (Heidegger 
2000, 35). Different from science, which has 
necessity, Aristotle believes that techne has 
both necessity and contingency, and that the 
generation process of techne is real and the 
things it generates are contingent (Aristotle 
1925, 1140a). Subsequently, this relationship 
between necessity and contingency was 
gradually transformed into a dialectical 
relationship, such as universality and 
individuality, logic and vagueness, reality 
and illusion, rationality and irrationality, 
etc. With the differentiation of social classes 
and the division of labor in society, art 
and technology were gradually separated. 
Technology gradually abandoned these 
contingencies in the pursuit of scientific 
certainty and absolute control and became 
“science and technology,” while art retained its 
dialectics of necessity and contingency. With 

the development of art’s industrialization, 
art, under the influence of science and 
technology, constantly pursues a certain kind 
of necessity. Mechanical reproduction is the 
modern industrialized integration of art into 
technology. According to Benjamin, the art 
of mechanical reproduction, such as taking 
pictures (film, photography), shows the 
interpenetration of art and science and the 
consistency of their applications (Benjamin 
1991, 499). He also states that technology 
moves toward a particular form of art 
(Benjamin 1991, 500). After developing into 
the age of intelligent science and technology, 
AI art production illustrates that technology 
is attempting to fully analyze the mysteries 
of art through science and technology, 
and to transform artistic thinking through 
technological thinking. A new production 
form of cultural industry has arisen. On 
the other hand, some thinkers attach great 
importance to the counteraction of art to 
science and technology. Heidegger thinks that 
the truthfulness of technology is obscured, 
and that the contemplation and reflection on 
technology should take place in the field of 
art (Heidegger 2000, 36). Stiegler views the 
re-fusion of technology and art as the basis 
for resistance to control, and art must once 
again become an ars, what the ancient Greeks 
called tekhnē, which requires the invention 
of an “ars of hyper-control” (Stiegler 2016, 
118) to break the control of automation and 
realize de-automation (Stiegler 2016, 120). 
Althusser argues that, unlike science which 
gives conceptual knowledge of ideology and 
social reality, art is an intuitive experience 
of these, and that art exists within ideology 
while also being able to distance itself from 
it, allowing us to experience ideology directly 
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(Althusser 1971, 222-223). Science and 
technology could be easily exploited as tools 
of capital and ideology, whereas art is self-
negating, which enables it to oppose forces, 
such as capital that act upon it. Adorno, on 
the other hand, believes that art contains a 
simulation-expression dimension and an 
egalitarian element, and that these rational 
factors can develop aesthetic rationality, 
the main purpose of which lies in the 
harmonious coexistence of subject and 
object, and of man and nature (Adorno 
1970b, 59). The rationality in art can become 
a significant driver in correcting scientific and 
technological development. AI technology 
should be limited to some degree and serve 
the enhancement and improvement of 
human life, rather than developing without 
limitations and ultimately leading to the 
phenomenon where people become slaves 
to technology. Instead of AI application 
in weapons, surveillance, data theft, and 
other aspects, it is better to let AI assists in 
enhancing people’s lives and contributing 
to the development of culture and art. From 
this, we see that there is nothing wrong with 
the combination of art and technology, and 
the key lies in whether it is an oppressive 
integration of art into technology, or a 
fusion of art and technology. The former 
is embodied in the new cultural industrial 
system boosted by AI technology, while the 
latter blends reasonable factors in art, such as 
aesthetic rationality, into the development of 
modern science and technology.

Therefore, we should guard against 
the abuse of AI in culture and art, and against 
the formation of a “sea of machine texts.” 
Artificial intelligence, characterized by 
incomparable computating and reproducing 

capabilities, can produce texts quickly. For 
example, Microsoft’s Xiaoice once learned 
all the works of 519 modern Chinese poets 
since the 1920s in 100 hours and wrote over 
200,000 poems in one day. Although AI now 
still learns from human texts, as technology 
constantly updates and the quality of 
machine texts gradually improves, humans 
will become more reliant on machine texts, 
which will lead to a proliferation of machine 
texts and a dilution of original human texts in 
a “sea of machine texts.” As Marx points out, 
artistic products will also affect the subject of 
artistic production (Marx and Engels 2009, 
16), and our language and thinking may be 
altered by machine texts, making human 
beings an “aesthetic supplement” of artificial 
intelligence instead (Žižek 2006, 198).

In fact, with the development of 
artificial intelligence, big data, and other 
intelligent technologies, many human  
research methods, reading habits, and even 
thinkings have been gradually changing. 
Some of them are methodological 
innovations resulting from people’s active 
adaptation to technological innovations, 
such as the research directions of 
philosophy and aesthetics of artificial 
intelligence, information philosophy, digital  
humanities, that advocate studying 
traditional humanities through mathematics,  
algorithms, technology, and other approaches.  
Technological thinking is constantly 
altering traditional modes of thinking, 
which certainly remains of positive 
significance. However, we should also notice  
that some habits of life and modes of 
thinking are quietly changing, or even 
passively adapting to the rhythm of 
modern production. As early as the time of 
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mechanized mass production, Marx points 
out that people will be alienated by the 
machine, and that the purpose of the abuse 
of the machine is to convert the worker 
himself from an early age into one part 
of the partial machine (Marx and Engels 
2009, 486). In addition, Heidegger thinks 
that modern technology prompts man to 
treat all present as technological holdings, 
that machines press nature and man, and 
that machine production is associated 
with governing. The machine is supposed 
to serve as man’s tool but turns out to be 
man’s controller. He refers to the language 
machine (Sprachmaschine), stating that 
the language machine makes language 
work and therefore controls human nature 
(Heidegger 1983, 149). Habermas discusses 
the shift in the relationship between man 
and machine, proposing that at this stage, 
the relationship between man and machine 
appears to be inverted. The leadership of 
the human-machine system is transferred 
to the machine, and man relinquishes his 
role of supervising the use of technological 
means (Habermas 2014, 361-362). Also, 
changes in the way of production and life 
will lead to changes in the way of thinking. 
Benjamin saw the rhythms of people’s lives 
pacing with those of machine production. 
For instance, the rules of game and the 
rules of work are both “weekly,” and the 
rhythms of art and machines are replicable. 
Moreover, Adorno reveals that cultural 
industries, such as cinema and advertising, 
exert a subtle influence on and will 
ultimately control human aesthetics and 
thinking (Horkheimer and Adorno 2003, 
145). Without a doubt, the widespread 
influence of artificial intelligence technology 

in cultural industries will strengthen this 
control and homogenization.

The control of production, life, and 
even thinking will undoubtedly strengthen 
the subject-object opposition and even 
lead to the formation of a new master-slave 
relationship between machine and man. So 
how should we deal with this possibility? 
In my opinion, first of all, the development 
of AI technology and even AI art already 
stands as the prevailing trend. However, we 
can limit AI only to the role of a production 
tool, or at most a production agent. Although 
according to the research mentioned above, 
weak AI cannot develop a consciousness 
and become a subject that distinguishes 
itself from the object, it does not mean that 
future technology cannot develop a human-
like, conscious subject, and intelligent 
technologies, such as cloning technology, 
gene-editing technology, and virtual human  
technology that already contain this 
possibility. Meanwhile, our criticism of 
human subjectivity needs to be applied to the 
development of AI. Strictly controlling AI in 
production means that we should prioritize 
control of the production process to ensure a  
transparent algorithm, trustworthy intelligent 
mechanism, and a controllable production 
process. “The Governance Principles for a 
New Generation of Artificial Intelligence: 
Develop Responsible Artificial Intelligence,” 
whose formulation I have participated in, 
clearly states that AI systems should be 
“safe and controllable.” Besides, we need to 
recognize that all industrial technologies, 
including intelligent technologies, are 
manipulated by an essential force behind 
them, i.e., the capital. As Marx has stated, the 
contradiction and antagonism between the 
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laborer and the machine do not arise from 
the machine itself, but from the capitalist 
application of the machine (Marx and 
Engels 2009, 508), and thus the ownership 
of capital and the means of production 
(intelligent machines) will determine 
whether AI technology’s industrial practice 
and application is reasonable. Liu Fangxi 
believes that in today’s era, intelligent 
automated machines should become the 
property of the united workers in order to 
effectively address the threat posed by the 
development of artificial intelligence (Liu 
2018, 137). Second, the purpose of clarifying 
the status of AI as a productive agent aims 
to prevent it from developing excessive 
“self-regulation.” The goal of artificial 
intelligence is to achieve a high degree of 
automation, which is currently limited to 
the automation of local operations. But if 
we follow the “father of the computer” Von 
Neumann’s vision of automata, AI or robots 
could eventually become self-programmable 
and self-replicating (Von Neumann 1966, 
79). In Guattari’s view, machines also 
have a temporal nature, i.e., “generations,” 
and they, forming an integral whole with 
humans, will become autopoiesis in real 
terms (Guattari 1995, 40). The emergence of 
automatic machines, represented by artificial 
intelligence and robots, further confirms 
Guattari’s statement. Artificial intelligence 
is a kind of artifact that should not be self-
regulating or self-operating. Nevertheless, 
people are trying to make it highly automated, 
and if it eventually breaks away from human 
control and embarks on the “self-regulation” 
away from “other regulations,” its ultimate 
goal is for itself rather than human beings. 
In this case, it will definitely pose threats 

to the safety of human beings. Hence, we 
should guard against the uncontrolled “self-
regulation” of all artifacts, including artificial 
intelligence, and AI technology should be 
limited to the field of material production 
and should not develop the “self-replicating” 
type of artificial intelligence and artificial life.

We can regard the emergence of  
AI as an opportunity to challenge 
“anthropocentrism” and “subject-centrism,” 
but at the same time, we must prevent AI 
from becoming a new kind of oppressive 
subject. Artificial intelligence could become 
an “other self” of human beings, when it 
can candle human history and rationality, 
and when human beings are no longer the 
measure of everything, rather, everything 
(including artificial intelligence and other 
artifacts) becomes the measure of human 
beings. Consequently, human beings should 
learn how to live in harmony with everything 
on earth. It is not artificial intelligence 
that threatens people but human beings 
themselves. The root of preventing artificial 
intelligence from replacing human beings 
and preventing human beings from being 
alienated by machines lies in human beings 
themselves, which requires us to reflect on 
and criticize rationality itself, the subject-
object relationship, and the master-slave 
relationship. Human beings are not tools, 
and the harmonious development of human 
beings and all things in nature is the ultimate 
purpose instead of human beings themselves. 
Under this circumstance, we should attach 
great importance to the reflection and 
development of human rationality, criticize 
instrumental rationality, and develop 
“aesthetic rationality,” i.e., a state of equal 
and free rationality, with close attention to 
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the fusion of subject and object, human and 
nature, the integration of technology and 
art. Furthermore, we should use aesthetic 
rationality to guide the development of 
AI technology and strictly limit artificial 
intelligence to the field of production, 
rather than allowing it to develop without 
limitations: It is only a production tool in 
human production activities and a production 
agent under the supervision of human beings 
at most. This thinking should become a 

reasonable path for us to understand and 
develop artificial intelligence technology. 
When developing AI literary and artistic 
production technology, we should not forget 
the genuine art of human beings, cherish 
human art to a higher degree, and rethink the 
nature of human art and even human beings, 
and under no condition should we let AI 
deprive people of the possibility of achieving 
“free labor” through art.
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