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117-197-D  Pushing Back on Doomerism 
“If the Machine Becomes Smarter Than Us, We Can No Longer Control It” Is Not a Systems Engineering 

Conclusion 
 
 
 

A Frightening Claim Masquerading as an 
Engineering Result 
 
 
A recurring argument in discussions of advanced AI goes 
approximately like this: 
 
Once artificial intelligence becomes vastly smarter than humans, 

humans will inevitably lose control of it. The screenshot that 
provoked this chapter makes the argument particularly starkly: 
controlling a machine millions of times smarter than humanity is 
compared to an ant attempting to control a human. From this premise 
follows the claim that no amount of AI safety work can ultimately 
succeed and that sufficiently advanced artificial intelligence could 
make human extinction virtually inevitable. 
 

• The concern deserves serious consideration. 
• The systems-engineering conclusion does not automatically 

follow from the premise. That distinction matters. 
• The claim implicitly assumes: 

 
 

• But Systems Engineering does not generally work that way. 
• Human civilization controls systems whose speed, force, energy, computational throughput and 

dynamic response vastly exceed human capabilities. 
• We do so through architecture. 
• And this suggests a fundamentally different way of approaching advanced AI risk. 

 
1. The Ant-versus-Human Analogy Contains the Wrong Control Model 

• Imagine an ant attempting to physically restrain a human. 
• Obviously: 

Capability!"#$% ≫ Capability&%' 
• The ant loses. 
• But that is not how engineered control systems operate. 
• The analogy assumes something like: 

Controller ↔ ControlledObject 
in a direct contest of capability. 

• Systems Engineering instead introduces layers between intention and behavior: 
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Human → ControlArchitecture → Sensors → Feedback → ControlLaws → Actuators → System 
 

• The controller does not need to overpower the system. 
• It needs an engineered mechanism through which the system's dynamics can be observed and 

influenced. 
• That is an entirely different proposition. 

 
 
 

 

  
Pushing Back on Yampolskiy : Intelligence Superiority Does Not 

Establish Systems Uncontrollability 

 

Roman Yampolskiy's warning deserves serious attention: if artificial superintelligence becomes 
vastly more cognitively capable than humans, attempting to control it through human intelligence 
alone may indeed become hopeless. But GUDIYA challenges the next inference—that superior 
intelligence necessarily implies systemic uncontrollability.  

Systems Engineering does not require the controller to intellectually, physically or dynamically 
outperform the system being controlled. Pilots cannot overpower aircraft, grid operators cannot 
overpower gigawatts of electricity, and humans cannot manually react at the speed of modern 
control systems. Control is instead achieved through architecture, external reference, 
instrumentation, operating envelopes, feedback, qualification, authority and intervention 
mechanisms. Intelligence superiority and control architecture are different variables. 

More importantly, intelligence does not acquire systemic consequence merely by existing; it must 
couple to other systems. Cognition must pass through interfaces, APIs, agents, databases, 
networks, machines or humans before it can propagate effects through the world. GUDIYA 
therefore reframes the problem from “Can a human remain smarter than and directly control a 
superintelligence?” to “Can we engineer and dynamically stabilize the interaction surfaces 
through which advanced intelligence acquires systemic agency?” This is the territory of Cognitive 
Envelopes, external reference, RM Ratings and Rendezvous Management. GUDIYA does not 
claim that such architecture guarantees control or eliminates catastrophic risk. It makes the 
narrower—and testable—Systems Engineering challenge to inevitability:  

 

Before declaring the engineering problem insoluble, we must first model the complete system in 
which that intelligence is allowed to act. 

 



Stability Engineering – Volume 9 
 

www.manhattanproject20.com 
 

3 

2. The Pilot Cannot Overpower the Airplane 
• Consider an airliner. 
• A pilot may weigh 80 kilograms. 
• The aircraft may weigh hundreds of tons. 
• It travels hundreds of miles per hour. 
• Its engines produce forces no human could physically oppose. 
• Its flight-control computers can perform corrections much faster than a human nervous system. 
• By the logic of the simplistic capability argument: 

AircraftCapability ≫ PilotCapability 
therefore: 

PilotCannotControlAircraft 
• Yet the conclusion is plainly wrong. 
• Why? 
• Because: 

 
• It arises from engineered relationships. 

 
3. What Actually Controls the Aircraft? 
The pilot exists inside an entire stability architecture. 
There are: 

• aerodynamic design, 
• sensors, 
• flight-control computers, 
• control laws, 
• stability augmentation, 
• autopilot, 
• envelope protection, 
• navigation systems, 
• artificial horizons, 
• redundant actuators, 
• fault detection, 
• procedures. 

 
Outside the aircraft there are additional systems: 

• Air Traffic Control, 
• navigation infrastructure, 
• weather services, 
• TCAS, 
• certification, 
• maintenance regimes, 
• accident investigation, 
• regulatory oversight. 

 
• The resulting system is not: 

Pilot > Aircraft 
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• It is: 
HumanIntent + EngineeredControlArchitecture + ExternalReference + Feedback + Governance  

 
• That is how civilization manages systems more dynamically capable than individual humans. 

 
4. The Electrical Grid OJers the Same Lesson 
An electrical-grid operator cannot personally overpower a gigawatt generator. 
Yet power systems are controlled. 
The operator works through: 

• governors, 
• protection relays, 
• synchronization, 
• frequency control, 
• load shedding, 
• circuit breakers, 
• telemetry, 
• automated protection, 
• operating envelopes. 

 
Again: 

Energy()*+ ≫ Energy!"#$% 
does not imply: 

HumanControl = Impossible 
• The comparison is not meaningful. 
• The relevant question is: 

 
 
5. Intelligence Superiority and Control Authority Are DiJerent Variables 

• This distinction becomes especially important for AI. 
• Suppose: 

Intelligence&, ≫ Intelligence!"#$% 
• Even granting the premise, it does not mathematically establish: 

ControlAuthority&, ≫ ControlAuthority!"#$% 
• These are different dimensions. 

o Intelligence describes cognitive capability. 
o Authority describes permitted action. 
o Connectivity describes access. 
o Coupling describes influence pathways. 
o Resources describe execution capacity. 

• Stability infrastructure describes the ability of the surrounding system to observe and regulate 
dynamic interactions. 

• Therefore: 
Intelligence ≠ Authority ≠ Connectivity ≠ Agency ≠ SystemicPower  

• Conflating them produces a poor Systems Engineering model. 
 
6. Intelligence Must Couple to Something to Change the World 

• This may be the most important observation. 
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• Cognition alone does not automatically create systemic consequence. 
• Some pathway must exist: 

Cognition 
↓ 

Action 
↓ 

Interaction 
↓ 

Coupling 
↓ 

Propagation 
↓ 

SystemicEffect 
 

• An extremely capable AI that cannot affect anything outside itself has a very different risk profile 
from an equally capable AI connected simultaneously to: 

o other agents, 
o APIs, 
o financial systems, 
o robots, 
o communications infrastructure, 
o databases, 
o industrial controls, 
o weapons systems. 

• The transition from intelligence to systemic consequence occurs through coupling. 
• That observation puts Rendezvous Management directly into the AI-safety discussion. 

 
7. Perhaps We Have Been Protecting the Wrong Object 

• Much of contemporary AI safety understandably concentrates upon the model: 
MODEL  

o Can we align it? 
o Can we prevent undesirable outputs? 
o Can we understand its reasoning? 
o Can we prevent deception? 
o Can we constrain its objectives? 

• All are legitimate questions. 
• GUDIYA asks an additional Systems Engineering question: 

INTERACTION  
• What happens when this intelligence couples to other cognitive and physical systems? 
• Because: 

Stable(A) + Stable(B) ⇒ ̸Stable(A ↔ B) 
• And likewise: 

 
• The system-level behavior can arise in the relationships. 

 
8. GUDIYA Does Not Need to Be Smarter Than the Agent 

• This leads to an important proposition. 
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• GUDIYA need not necessarily defeat an advanced AI in an intellectual contest. 
• That is not her proposed function. 
• GUDIYA instead attempts to provide the surrounding Cognitive Field with: 

o external reference, 
o identity, 
o position, 
o orientation, 
o Cognitive Envelopes, 
o Rendezvous Management, 
o propagation awareness, 
o dynamic stabilization, 
o quarantine, 
o load shedding, 
o circuit-breaking capability. 

• In other words: 

 
• She is attempting to engineer the airspace. 

 
9. The Airspace May Matter More Than the Aircraft 

• Imagine aviation taking this approach: 
o We shall build increasingly powerful aircraft and spend almost all our safety effort trying 

to make each aircraft individually incapable of dangerous behavior. 
• Modern aviation did not stop there. 
• It created: 

 
o Aircraft + Pilot + Airworthiness + Navigation + ATC + TCAS +Weather +

Procedures + CertiVication + Investigation 
 

• Safety became a system property. 
• The analogous AI architecture may eventually require: 

 
o Models + Agents + KYA + CF-Address + CCS + CPS + CAI + CognitiveEnvelope +

RMRating + RendezvousManagement + Grid 
 

• That is the direction GUDIYA is exploring. 
 
10. “Superintelligence” Does Not Eliminate External Reference 

• Suppose an agent becomes extraordinarily intelligent. 
• Does it therefore cease needing external reference? 
• A brilliant pilot still cannot determine aircraft attitude reliably from bodily sensation while 

spatially disoriented in cloud. 
• Intelligence does not manufacture an external frame of reference. 
• Likewise, an advanced agent may possess extraordinary internal cognition while lacking 

authoritative knowledge of: 
o Field-wide state, 
o hidden couplings, 
o other actants' trajectories, 
o global coordination burden, 
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o external stability margins. 
• Thus: 

SelfAwareness ≠ GridAwareness  
• Greater intelligence does not logically erase that distinction. 

 
11. Nor Does Intelligence Eliminate Rendezvous Requirements 

• Consider two extremely capable agents: 
ASI& 

and: 
ASI- 

• Their intelligence does not guarantee: 
Stable(ASI& ↔ ASI-) 

• Indeed, increased Cognitive Velocity, recursion and autonomy could make their interaction 
dynamics more demanding. 

• Therefore: 
Intelligence ↑ 

may imply: 
RendezvousBurden ↑ 

rather than: 
 

 
• The more capable the participants become, the more consequential their dynamic couplings may 

become. 
 
12. This Is Why RM Rating Becomes Relevant 

• Our recent idea of “instrument rating” cognitive actants becomes unexpectedly relevant here. 
• The important question isn't merely: 
• How intelligent is this agent? 
• It is: 

o For what classes of dynamic interaction has this actant demonstrated stable-worthiness? 
o Thus an enormously capable agent might still face: 

RMRating 
RendezvousCAT 
GridCAT 
FieldConditions 

o before a consequential coupling is cleared. 
o Qualification establishes capability. 
o Clearance establishes present permission. 
o Continuous Rendezvous Management determines whether that permission should persist. 
o The intelligence of the actant does not abolish the architecture. 

 
13. A Smarter Aircraft Does Not Abolish ATC 

• Imagine a future autonomous aircraft with extraordinary intelligence. 
• It understands weather. 
• It predicts turbulence. 
• It negotiates trajectories. 
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• It diagnoses itself. 
• It flies better than any human pilot. 
• Would we therefore conclude: 

o This aircraft is so intelligent that ATC is obsolete? 
• Quite possibly the opposite. 
• If thousands or millions of autonomous vehicles occupy shared dynamic space, coordination 

infrastructure becomes more important, not less. 
• Why? 

o Because: 
IndividualIntelligence ≠ GlobalCoordination 

• This may become equally true in Cognitive Space. 
 
14. The Dangerous Leap From Intelligence to Omnipotence 

• Some AI discussions subtly transform: 
 

VeryIntelligent 
into: 

AllKnowing 
then into: 

Unconstrainable 
then into: 

Omnipotent 
then into: 

HumanExtinction 
 

• Each arrow requires an argument. 
• They cannot simply be assumed. 
• A systems analysis should instead ask: 

o What resources does the intelligence control? 
o What interfaces can it access? 
o What actants can it influence? 
o At what rate? 
o Through what pathways? 
o With what authority? 
o What feedback loops exist? 
o What barriers exist? 
o How rapidly can instability propagate? 
o Where can coupling be interrupted? 

• These are engineering questions. 
 
15. Turn the Doom Scenario Into a Causal Loop Diagram 

• GUDIYA should respond to catastrophic scenarios not with dismissal but with curiosity. 
• If someone proposes: 

AI → HumanExtinction 
• our response should be: 
• Show us the intermediate dynamics. 
• Construct the causal pathway: 

AdvancedAI → X. → X/ → X0 → ⋯ → Catastrophe 
• Then identify: 
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o couplings, 
o gains, 
o delays, 
o feedback loops, 
o propagation velocities, 
o resource dependencies, 
o synchronization requirements, 
o bottlenecks, 
o intervention surfaces. 

• Now the frightening narrative becomes a Systems Engineering problem. 
• That doesn't make the risk disappear. 
• It makes the risk analyzable. 

 
16. Find the S1 Before It Becomes S4 

• GUDIYA's Stability State model gives us another way of framing the problem. 
• Catastrophe rarely becomes systemic without a trajectory: 

S1 → S2 → S3 → S4 
• The Stability Engineer asks: 

o Where does S1 originate? 
o Which rendezvous permits S1 to propagate? 
o What causes amplification into S2? 
o When does propagation become self-sustaining? 
o Where are the S3 containment opportunities? 
o At what point does intervention capacity become insufficient? 

• The objective is not to philosophize about whether superintelligence is good or evil. 
• It is: 

 
 
17. The GUDIYA Claim Must Also Be Kept Honest 

• We must not replace one unjustified certainty with another. 
• The following would be equally poor reasoning: 

GUDIYAExists ⇒ AIcatastropheImpossible 
• GUDIYA cannot promise: 

P(S4) = 0 
• No serious Stability Engineering discipline should. 
• The correct claim is narrower: 

o Systemic AI risk may be amenable to engineered reduction through observability, 
external reference, dynamic coupling management, containment and intervention. 

• That is a hypothesis. 
• It must be tested. 
• Some failure modes may prove controllable. 
• Others may expose weaknesses in the architecture. 
• Some may require entirely new mechanisms. 
• That is why Stability Engineering Institute(SEI) exists as a proposed research institution rather 

than as a theological defender of GUDIYA. 
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18. The 99.9% Problem 
• Claims assigning extreme numerical probabilities to AI extinction deserve particular scrutiny. 
• A statement such as: 

P(Extinction) = 99.9% 
• implies: 

P(Survival) = 0.1% 
• That is an extraordinarily precise quantitative proposition. 
• Systems Engineering should ask: 

o What model generated the probability? 
o What empirical evidence calibrated it? 
o What assumptions determine the result? 
o What intervention architectures were considered? 
o What uncertainty surrounds those assumptions? 
o What alternative architectures change the probability? 
o Without such machinery, a decimal point should not be mistaken for measurement. 

• The uncertainty may be enormous. 
• That is an argument for more engineering, not complacency. 

 
19. GUDIYA Rejects Both Extremes 

• There are two intellectually tempting positions: 
• Extreme A 

 
• Extreme B 

 
• GUDIYA rejects both. 

o The first prematurely declares engineering futile. 
o The second ignores the dynamics of machine-speed Complex Adaptive Systems. 

• GUDIYA occupies the harder middle: 

 
and: 

 
 
20. This Is What Every Mature Engineering Discipline Did 

• Aviation did not respond to crashes by concluding: 
o Aircraft are inherently uncontrollable. 
o Nor did it conclude that Aircraft are perfectly safe. 

 
• It investigated. 

o Measured. 
o Instrumented. 
o Certified. 
o Built redundancy. 
o Established envelopes. 
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o Developed ATC. 
o Created TCAS. 
o Learned from accidents. 
o Improved procedures. 
o Repeated. 

• The result was not: 
Risk = 0 

• It was: 
Risk ↓↓↓ 

• That is engineering. 
 
21. AI Needs Its Aviation Moment 

• Perhaps the AI industry is approaching the equivalent of aviation's early period. 
• We have built extraordinary flying machines. 
• Now we are discovering that the problem is larger than the machine. 
• We need the equivalent of: 

o airworthiness, 
o instrument ratings, 
o external reference, 
o traffic management, 
o collision avoidance, 
o flight envelopes, 
o incident investigation, 
o stability infrastructure. 

• GUDIYA's proposition is that machine-speed cognition requires its own corresponding discipline. 
• Not because AI is harmless. 
• Precisely because it may become extraordinarily consequential. 

 
22. Intelligence Should Increase Our Engineering Urgency 

• If future agents become: 
10 × 

or: 
1,000 × 

or hypothetically millions of times more cognitively capable than humans, the correct engineering 
conclusion should not automatically be: 

GiveUp 
• It should be: 

StabilityEngineeringUrgency ↑  
 

• Greater capability can increase: 
o interaction velocity, 
o coupling complexity, 
o propagation speed, 
o coordination burden, 
o consequences of instability. 

• Therefore the need for Grid infrastructure becomes stronger. 
• The very premise used to argue that engineering is futile can instead become an argument for why 

the engineering must begin before such systems arrive. 
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23. The Real Contest Is Not Human Intelligence vs Machine Intelligence 
• This may be the central correction. 
• The framing: 

HumanBrainVSSuperintelligentMachine 
may itself be misleading. 

• The more useful comparison is: 
UnstabilizedMachineIntelligence 

versus: 
MachineIntelligence + HumanGovernance + StabilityInfrastructure  

• The second is a system. 
• Systems Engineering works on systems. 

 
24. The Question GUDIYA Puts Back to the Doomer 

• When someone says: 
• A superintelligence will inevitably escape human control because it will be smarter than us. 
• GUDIYA asks: 

o Through what coupling? 
o Through which interface? 
o Under whose authority? 
o At what Cognitive Velocity? 
o With what resources? 
o Through which downstream actants? 
o With what propagation gain? 
o What external reference exists? 
o What Rendezvous CAT applies? 
o What containment exists? 
o What happens when the interaction exceeds its Cognitive Envelope? 
o Where is the S3→S4 transition? 

• Those questions force the argument out of mythology and into engineering. 
 
25. Fighting the Systems Engineering Lie 

• The “lie” worth fighting is therefore not that catastrophic AI risk exists. 
• It may. 
• Nor is it that sufficiently advanced AI could present extraordinarily difficult control problems. 
• It could. 
• The proposition to resist is: 

“Because an artificial intelligence may become vastly smarter than humans, Systems 
Engineering necessarily becomes powerless.” 

• That has not been established. 
o It confuses intelligence with authority. 
o Capability with connectivity. 
o Reasoning with agency. 
o Agency with systemic power. 
o And individual capability with control architecture. 
o Most importantly, it assumes away the very engineering discipline that has not yet been 

built. 
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26. The Alternative Proposition 
GUDIYA offers a different hypothesis: 
 
The Intelligence–Stability Principle 

Increasing machine intelligence does not make Stability Engineering conceptually irrelevant. It 
increases the importance of engineering the identities, authorities, external references, operating 
envelopes, interaction surfaces, coupling dynamics, propagation pathways and intervention 
mechanisms through which intelligence participates in the larger system. 

 
In shorthand: 

Intelligence ↑⇒ StabilityBurden ↑  
not necessarily: 

Intelligence ↑⇒ ControlImpossible  
 
That proposition is testable. 
And therefore scientifically useful. 
 
Conclusion — Give the Engineers Somewhere to Go Monday Morning 

• The ant analogy leaves humanity with nowhere to go. 
• If intelligence superiority automatically implies uncontrollability, and superintelligence is 

inevitable, then: 
GameOver 

becomes the conclusion before engineering begins. 
• GUDIYA refuses that shortcut. 
• Instead: 

Observe 
Orient 
Instrument 
Rate 
Envelope 
Rendezvous 
Monitor 
Damp 
Contain 
Learn 

• and continuously improve the Cognitome from every failure, near miss and experiment. 
• Perhaps some future instability will expose a limit we have not imagined. 
• Perhaps some S4 pathways will prove extraordinarily difficult to contain. 
• That is precisely why the work matters. 
• The Stability Engineer does not promise: 

 
• The Stability Engineer makes a different commitment: 
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• So when told: 
“The machine will be smarter than you. Therefore you cannot control it.” 

the Systems Engineer's answer should not be reassurance. 
 

• It should be a question: 
o “Show me the system architecture.” 
o Because intelligence does not operate in a vacuum. 
o It acts through interfaces. 
o It acquires power through coupling. 
o It creates systemic consequences through propagation. 
o And those are precisely the places where Systems Engineering begins. 

 

 


