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From Executing Trajectories to Interpreting Creative Intent

Current paradigm — trajectory as command  →  three systematic gaps  →  future paradigm — trajectory as creative intent.
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The 17 Surveyed Methods at a Glance
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Counts over a representative, influence-based selection, not an exhaustive catalog. The vacancy of Collaborative and Model-initiated agency, however, reflects the field at large.

One Drag, Many Meanings

A single handle-target pair 
admits multiple semantically 

distinct interpretations.

Takeaway:  trajectories should be the starting point of a creative dialogue, not commands to be executed — ambiguity-tolerant, iterative, semantics-aware collaboration 
between user intent and model interpretation.

Images from DragDiffusion (Shi et al., 2024b), DragAnything (Wu et al., 2024), 3DGS-Drag (Dong & Wang, 2025), and TLControl (Wan et al., 2024) 
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✓ Human-driven
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✓ Trajectory treated as a precise specification

2 Systematic gaps

1 Ambiguity is offloaded to the user

One drag, many plausible edits.

✓ ✗

2 Open-loop pipelines

One-way execution without iterative feedback

or course correction.

Model (Executor) ✗

3 Evaluation focuses on geometric accuracy

Matches points or paths but misses semantic plausibility.

Optimized for geometry ✓ Misses semantics ✗

3 Future paradigm:

Trajectory as creative intent
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Image from DragDiffusion (Shi et al., 2024b)
    

    

        

         

(a) Sparse point pairs      
(b) Region-based displacement      
(c) Temporal waypoints

Output Modality  
What is edited: appearance, dynamics, geometry, or kinematics, 
determining which ambiguity the model must resolve.

Trajectory Representation    
How intent is encoded: more constrained representations shift the 
interpretive burden from model to user.

Trajectory Grounding    
The representation level at which the trajectory is interpreted. 
Deeper grounding can absorb more ambiguity.

Human-AI Agency    
Who does the interpretive work. All 17 surveyed methods are 
Human-driven; Collaborative and Model-initiated designs remain 
unexplored.

Technical Gaps and Open Problems

Ambiguity Is Offloaded to the User

One drag admits many semantically distinct edits; methods 
demand extra masks or prompts, or silently execute a single 
interpretation.

Open: models that surface interpretive alternatives and 
disambiguate interactively.

Open-Loop Pipelines

Each edit is independent and final, high latency and no state 
across edits rule out the sketch-observe-refine loop of real 
workflows.

Open: closed-loop editing with state preservation, incremental 
inversion, low latency.

Geometry-Only Evaluation

Handle displacement error ≠ semantic plausibility; degraded 
surroundings and implausible completions are invisible to point 
metrics.

Open: intent-grounded metrics — handle semantics, completion 
plausibility, VLM intent consistency.
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