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Machine-made 
or 
Human-made?
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§ Low level image properties

§ Rigidity v/s “naturalness”

§ Self-similarity

§ Complexity

§ Heterogeneity

§ Anisotropy (uniform distribution of oriented edges)

Human-made 
or machine-
made?



§ Intentionality

§ Authenticity

§ Effort

§ Contact between art and artist

§ Low level image properties

§ Embodiment

§ Human-made art valued more & preferred more

Aesthetic 
Preference 
vs 
Aesthetic 
Value



§ High level cognitive judgement that computer art is 
less valuable

§ Inherent characteristics of computer generated art 
that are disliked

Explicit or 
Implicit 
Prejudice?



§ “any work of art (either abstract or representational) 
that uses digital technology as an essential part of 
the creative or presentation process.”

§ Between groups (Rate first, Categorise first)

§ Low level image statistics

§ Age and education

§ Art Education

§ Free responses

Study 1: 
Is there an 
aesthetic bias 
against 
computer art?



§ 60 images (30 machine-made, 30 human-made; 
Representational & Abstract)

§ N=65, 20 art-educated, 45 non-art educated

§ N=34 Rate first, N=31 Categorise first

§ Rate: 1-7 (very unattractive to very attractive)

§ Categorise: Computer-generated or man-made?

Study 1: 
Is there an 
aesthetic bias 
against 
computer art?



Categorisation performance



Image properties and choice -> aesthetic ratings



Effects of expertise



Image stats and categorisation



Image stats and categorisation



Thematic analyses of free responses



Discussion
§ Bias against computer-generated art

§ No difference between rate-first and categorise first: 
1) bottom-up aspects of the artwork (e.g. anisotropy)
2) initial, rapid aesthetic response occurred before categorisaton

§ Nature of the bias still unclear? What about the effort heuristic, intentionality, embodiment 
(physical presence)?



Study 2: 
Artistically 
Skilled 
Embodied 
Agents



Stimuli



§ Between-groups: Interactive, Source Info, No Source 
Info

§ Interaction: N=145, 56 art educated, 57 art-interest

§ Source Info: N=97, 20 art educated, 1 art-interest

§ NoSourceInfo: N=107, 18 art-educated, 0 interest

Study 2



Response to robot drawings



Art Education & Art Interest



Interactive condition data



Interactive condition data



Interactive condition data



Discussion
§ Bias against machine-made art: bottom-up & top-down?

§ Embodiment + Effort Heuristic

§ Conceptual dichotomies

§ Aesthetic value v/s aesthetic preference

§ Analysis?

§ Experimental setup?

§ Philosophical: can machine-made art be called “art”?



Thank you


