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Abstract: This paper aims to investigate how
creative symbiosis between humans and
artificial intelligence leads to redefining the
artist in visual contemporary art, from the
perspective of recent theories and practices.

I will examine how the context of integration
of Al into visual creation has normalized the
concept of human-machine co-creation. The
notion of creative symbiosis will be explored,
highlighting how the artistic authorship is
distributed between human and non-human
actors. Traditional notions such as originality,
intentionality and artistic genius are also being
challenged. In addition, my investigation
addresses aesthetic, ethical and practical
considerations of these developments, outlining
the posthuman artist as a hybrid agent,
augmented by co-intelligence with machines.
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Fast development of generative artificial
intelligence in the last decade has pro-
duced profound changes in contemporary
visual art. Machine learning algorithms can
generate images and other art forms using
large amount of data as learning source,
giving rise to unprecedented questions
about creativity, authorship and originality.
'The arrival of intuitive tools that generate
images based on simple text inputs has de-
mocratized the creative act, enabling peo-
ple without professional artistic training to
produce impressive visual results’. The use
of these tools by artists and designers has
created a new type of creative relationship
between humans and machines, where the
algorithm has become a partner, a collabo-
rator of some sort, with a certain degree of
aesthetic autonomy”.

These technological advancements
have sparked both excitement and con-
troversy. The sale of an algorithm-generat-
ed portrait® in 2018 marked the entry of
Al-generated art into the art mainstream
scene. Some art critics have accused these
systems of imitating, plagiarizing even,
previous human artists’ creations, argu-
ing that neural networks are trained on
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existing images and “the technology cop-
ies and processes images while violating
copyrights™.

'This attitude which shows concerns
about the loss of authenticity and origi-
nality is opposed by the perspective of new
media art creators, who consider them-
selves full artists even if they use algo-
rithms as creative partners® and who see Al
as a powerful tool that can enhance their
creativity while opening up unprecedented
forms of expression®. This dispute poses a
legitimate question: how does the presence
of creative algorithms alter the public’s
perception of the artists and their art?

The Status of the Contemporary
Artist in the Age of Artificial
Intelligence

rom a philosophical perspective, the

Al era contributes to the consolidation
of the idea of the “death of the human” as
the absolute measure of all things’, replac-
ing it with the image of a posthuman, fluid
and interconnected subject. The artist, who
could once be idealized as a solitary creator
infused with divine genius, is now recon-
ceptualized as an agent in a wider network
of entities. Posthumanist philosophy urg-
es us to see human identity as something
relational and negotiated with ozherness
(technological, biological etc.). The post-
human artist thus becomes an example of
“hybrid becoming”: a creative cyborg, in
the sense proposed by Donna Haraway?,
that is, a fusion of man and machine in
order to overcome his previous limits. Phi-
losopher Rosi Braidotti observes that, in
posthuman thought, man is no longer seen
as the “measure of all things”, but as part of
an extended ecosystem, in which machines,
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animals, plants and digital entities coexist
and collaborate’. This change of perspec-
tive, from a classical humanist vision to
a posthuman one, is strongly reflected in
contemporary digital art, where identity
becomes fluid, forms become technolog-
ically hybridized, and creation takes on
a collective and distributed character.
In posthuman art, the human body is no
longer necessarily represented in its natu-
ral form; it may appear augmented, fused
with artificial elements, or replaced by the
presence of algorithmic avatars or abstract
generative forms that question the distinc-
tion between natural and artificial’. Oth-
er theorists, such as Eckart Voigts, note
that advances in information science and
digital technologies “cast a shadow on the
idea that we can maintain clearly defined
boundaries between organisms and ma-
chines™? This transformation raises hopes
and concerns alike: on the one hand, the
possibility of a creative human-Al coevo-
lution; on the other hand, the anxiety that
“posthuman machines” could replace hu-
man creativity and even the artist himself™3.

This concept raises a profound ques-
tion: can an algorithm be considered part
of someone’s artistic identity? If an artist
intensively uses a particular AI model in
his creations, a model that in turn bears
the imprint of the programmers and the
data from which it was trained, then that
artist’s work is the result of a subjectivity
extended beyond the boundaries of his
own person. Thus, it can be argued that the
individual’s own artistic self extends to in-
clude technological tools and networks, an
idea close to the “extended mind” theory
in the philosophy of mind, where external
tools become an integral part of cognitive
processes'®. In this sense, some artists have
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begun to explicitly recognize the contribu-
tion of Al as something internal to their
creative process, not external. Such a per-
spective suggests an ontological modesty:
the posthuman artist accepts that he does
not control and does not originate every-
thing, that he works together with forces
outside his consciousness. Moreover, this
posthuman positioning also comes with
an ethical imperative. If man is now only
one of the agents of creation, then ethical
responsibility is also distributed difterent-
ly. The artist becomes an ethical mediator
between society and technology. A posthu-
man artist is called upon to reflect critically
on how the “non-human” in him — that is,
the algorithmic part — influences the world.
This aspect has also been highlighted by
theorists of digital art and culture, such as
Joanna Zylinska, who argues that artists
have a duty to situate Al in a socio-politi-
cal context, to show the public the “pleiade
of non-human agents” that influence our
actions and decisions®.

Zylinska also argues that technology
has always been intertwined with human
creativity, even before the digital age: any
artistic act involves tools, mediations and
technical processes, from the brush and the
camera obscura to the camera or editing
software. The theorist even proposes the
provocative idea that artificial intelligence
is not something totally “alien” to creativity,
but an extension of it — “human creativity
has always been, essentially, technical and
to some extent artificially intelligent™. In
her posthumanist vision, any work of art
is the product of a multitude of non-hu-
man agents acting together with the artist:
from chemicals and tools, to processing
algorithms and cultural networks that in-
fluence creative decisions’.
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The concept of creativity as an exclu-
sively human trait is undermined by current
realities. If we accept that “Al undermines
the idea of creativity as an intrinsically hu-
man trait”® then the status of the artist
needs to be rethought. Some might see this
as a loss of the artist’s special aura — a re-
actionary humanist argument that wants to
defend human exceptionalism at all costs.
A posthumanist perspective interprets this
decline of the human idol rather as an op-
portunity for evolution. The artist is relieved
of the weight of genius, becoming a naviga-
tor in an ecosystem of multiple intelligences.
He loses his demigod status but acquires the
role of coordinator in a very complex world.

This perspective fundamentally chang-
es the way we define art and those who cre-
ate it. If in modernism the artist was often
seen as a solitary demiurge, and in post-
modernism the author was “dead”'’— that is,
the role of the author’s intention was mini-
mized in favor of the viewer’s interpretation
— in posthumanism we witness a “rebirth” of
the author in the form of a collective: man
and machine together. A posthuman artist
becomes, in essence, a designer of creative
processes and relationships, rather than
a craftsman who directly shapes matter.
Instead of directly manipulating the ma-
terials, the posthuman artist can train an
algorithm, then select a data set or adjust
parameters in order to initiate a generative
process. The end result is not only the direct
expression of the human hand or thought,
because it emerged from the interaction of
the human mind with artificial intelligence.
From a philosophical perspective this could
be a type of becoming-machine, in Deleuze’s
terms, where the human-machine bound-
ary is not clear anymore, and the two be-
come partners in a larger whole®.
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As a consequence, the posthuman
artist is conceived as a collective entity, a
man-machine body, able to create together.
'The concept of posthuman artist is not used
to undervalue the human artist, nor to im-
ply its disappearance. It is rather an expan-
sion beyond its own biological and intel-
lectual limits, due to creative integration of
technology. It is a paradigm shift in which
creativity is reconceptualized as an emer-
gent property of networks and interactions,
and not as a strictly individual human es-
sence. This concept is the basis for under-
standing the man—Al creative symbiosis.

Artists and Algorithms

he inclusion of artificial intelligence

in the artistic process has its roots in
the second half of the 20* century, when
artists such as Harold Cohen (with the
AARON program) and Lillian Schwartz
have laid the foundation of algorithmic art
by experimenting with computer-generat-
ed images®'. However, only after the explo-
sive evolution of neural networks in recent
years, particularly the Generative Adver-
sarial Networks (GAN) and text-to-image
diffusers (DALL-E, Midjourney, Stable
Diffusion), the Al has been propelled into
the cultural mainstream and into the gen-
eral public’s attention®.

Since 2021, text-to-image models
have adopted friendly interfaces, drasti-
cally simplifying the interaction with the
creative intelligence, allowing tech-sav-
vy artists and amateurs alike to generate
high quality imagery using simple text
prompts®. The liberalization of access to
such tools has led to a surge in generated
visual content. These developments disrupt
the art ecosystem on many levels. Dejan
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Grba observes four such levels in which art
is impacted by Al: expressive (new themes
or aesthetic forms are introduced), explor-
atory and analytical (cultural studies use Al
to identify patterns and various attributes
in artworks), economic (the ways of art pro-
duction and monetization are reorganized)
and notional (the ideas about the art and
art creators are challenged)*.

The first three levels have already
been analyzed within the new discipline of
critical Al studies applied to art, but the
notional dimension requires a nuanced at-
tention”. Contemporary art is in a phase
of conceptual interrogation: what does it
mean to “be an artist” when part of the
content is generated by neural networks?
How do we define creativity when the al-
gorithm can produce surprising images,
but without intention or consciousness?
It is useful to examine some examples and
distinct roles that Al already has in artistic
practice, in order to understand the extent
of the transformation.

Al as creative tool. Most artists who
use Al consider these systems as advanced
instruments and integrate them in their
technological arsenal. For example, the
artist may use a GAN network to gener-
ate several visual variations which are se-
lected and integrated into the final work.
The human control in this scenario is cen-
tral because the algorithm produces visual
suggestions based on the data set used for
training, but the selection and the interpre-
tation belong to the human creator. Maz-
zone and Elgammal suggest three stages of
the process: pre-curation (the artist chooses
the data set used in training), generation
(the algorithm learns the style and gen-
erates new images) and post-curation (the
artist selects the variations and refines the
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final result)?. The AI becomes a creative
assistant that produces variants, sometimes
surprising even for the artist, but without
any intentionality of its own. Critics point
out that many resulting images are essen-
tially imitative, reproducing patterns from
the training data with small deformations.
For example, the distorted portraits gener-
ated by a GAN trained on paintings may
be reminiscent of Francis Bacon’s compo-
sitions, but essentially different: in Bacon
the deformation was the artist’s conscious
intention, while in the Al network the de-
formation arises from the inability to per-
tectly imitate a human face — a “failure” of
the machine, which can however be aes-
thetically perceived as a visual novelty?.
The attribution of meaning and value to
these “accidents” remains the responsibility
of the viewers and the artist curator.

Al as a creative agent (co-author).
Here, artificial intelligence is not just a
passive tool, but an active partner to the
artist, contributing substantially to the
conception of the work. Thus, co-creation
projects and interactive installations ap-
pear and the algorithm has a certain au-
tonomy of decision in real time. Pamela C.
Scorzin argues that, despite appearances,
“Al alone cannot yet make art”, because
it lacks the consciousness, intention, and
common sense that underpin human cre-
ative act’®. However, once integrated into
human-designed processes, such systems
can function as a robotized teammate, a
creative “co-bot” that stimulates the inspi-
ration of the human artist by generating
ideas, forms or variations. Artistic author-
ship becomes diftuse: the final work is the
result of a collective intelligence and the
traditional concept of a single author is
called into question.
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AI as curator or critic. Artificial intel-
ligence is beginning to be used in the or-
ganization, selection and interpretation
of art. Museums and galleries are exper-
imenting with Al to analyze collections
(identifying styles, unknown authors or
thematic connections) and even to pro-
pose algorithmically curated exhibitions.
Algorithmic curation is not without its
problems. It inherits opacity and optimi-
zation criteria that can narrow the cultural
diversity displayed to the public. Von Da-
vier concludes that a “human-in-the-loop”
is still needed in the automated curatorial
process, to correct distortions between the
public’s perception and the cold “view” of
the machine®. As a consequence, even if
the capabilities of Al to analyze and orga-
nize art are constantly increasing, critical
valuation and contextualization remain the
prerogatives of human sensitivity.

These three positions — Al as a tool,
as a co-creative partner and as a curatori-
al agent — are not mutually exclusive, but
often intertwine in real practice. Artistic
discourse has begun to adapt to this hy-
brid reality. If in the past art was seen as
an expression of the individual subjectivity
of the artist, now there is more and more
talk about collaborative process and about
creative networks that include humans,
Al and distribution systems. The concept
of distributed creativity has been observed
since the 2000s, but only today do we see it
fully manifested in digital art.

The Distribution
of the Artistic Agent
n the romantic and modern aesthetic tra-

dition, the artist was seen as a sovereign
author, endowed with autonomy, individual
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inspiration and full control over the work.
However, collaboration with algorithms
raises the question: can the work still be at-
tributed to a single author? Or must we accept
a shared model, in which the creative agen-
cy is divided between man and machine?

In the current discourse, we identify
several positions. A conservative perspec-
tive states that, in essence, Al is just a tool
lacking originality, so any collaboration
remains subordinate to the human vision.
According to this point of view, creativity
belongs exclusively to man, and the algo-
rithm only extends the arm and mind of
the artist. A second, more radical position
argues that in human-Al collaboration
there is a real distribution of agency: both
the human and the machine interact in
order to shape the creative process. This
approach admits that decisions made by
algorithm have a substantial impact on the
artwork, in ways not anticipated by the art-
ist. Theorists such as Jens Schroter argue
that the author becomes a double, an au-
thor-network, in which human intentional-
ity is intertwined with the machine’s gener-
ative capacity®. The concept of distributed
authorship gains relevance: creation is the
fruit of a network of actors, human and al-
gorithmic, and the notion of singular orig-
inality is replaced by the idea of original-
ity emerging from collaboration. A third,
moderate position admits the influence of
Al in the process, but emphasizes that the
final aesthetic word and artistic responsi-
bility still belong to humans. Philosopher
Sarah Misselhorn notes that although Al
also shapes the course of creation through
its own rules, the human artist retains con-
trol over the final aesthetic decisions and
bears the conceptual responsibility for the
work?.
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Despite these divergent points of view,
what we observe is a shift in the focus of
the discussion: from the question “can Al
be a creator of art on its own?” (and does it
deserve to be called an artist) to the ques-
tion “how do we collaborate with Al in the
creative act and how do we share our roles
and merits”?? Terms such as co-creativity,
co-authorship or human-nonhuman hy-
brid have come into use, reflecting a clear
trend: authorship is becoming increasingly
diffuse. Paul Goodfellow even suggests a
new taxonomy of authorship. He imagines
a continuous spectrum: at one end relies
the human creation, derived from author’s
ideas and emotions, and at the other end
the algorithmic creation, generated with-
out any human assistance®. Between these
extremes lies a range of forms of collabo-
ration and co-evolution: works made with
collective tools and processes, where the
boundary between human and technologi-
cal input becomes fluid**.

Goodfellow points out that we can
no longer isolate the work as the product
of a single author, but as the result of an
entire distributed system involving neural
training networks, datasets, code, distribu-
tion platforms, and, of course, the human
intervention that orchestrates the whole.
This state of shared authorship inevitably
transforms the role of the artist. In his
analysis, Goodfellow states that the art-
ist moves from the traditional position of
creator of objects with aesthetic signifi-
cance to that of “translator and curator”
of objects produced in the network®. The
posthuman artist becomes the one who
translates, selects and guides the partially
autonomous creations of algorithms, giv-
ing them meaning, contextualizing them
and assuming their presentation as art.
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This idea resonates with the intuitions of
media art pioneer Roy Ascott who, since
the 1980s, spoke of a “network conscious-
ness” in art and of an author decentralized
in space and time, in the context of telem-
atic arts®**. When a work is the result of a
complex interaction between several actors
— including non-humans — the creative act
becomes collaborative and negotiated.

In light of these developments, the
term posthuman artist can be understood
as designating precisely this collective
and augmented subject, who creates not
in brilliant isolation, but in partnership
with intelligent systems. The posthuman
artist is a hybrid between the creative hu-
man and the generative machine, a cultur-
al cyborg who amplifies his imagination
through computation and, simultaneously,
humanizes the machine’s output through
its sensitivity and intentionality. Collabo-
ration with Al can be seen as a reflexive
process: the algorithm offers an imperfect
and strange mirror of the artist’s prefer-
ences and perspective, forcing the artist
to a new level of awareness. Mariya Dz-
himova describes the creative process with
Al as a system of iterative feedback loops,
oscillating between order and disorder, be-
tween calculated randomness and control,
which forces the artist to a particular form
of self-reflection and “alienation of one’s
own perspective”. In this way, Dzhimo-
va adds, almost all artistic projects with
Al demonstrate a certain hybridity and
co-dependency, a distribution of agency
between human and non-human, and can
be viewed as network phenomena rather
than individual creations®. Not coinciden-
tally, Dzhimova compares artistic practice
with Al to historical avant-garde exper-
iments that challenged the notion of the
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autonomous artist by introducing either
chance (Dada, Surrealism) or impersonal
rule systems (Minimalism, conceptual art)
into the creative process*’. The main differ-
ence is that along hazard and static rule, Al
adds a dynamic factor, an artificial agent
which learns and makes decisions during
the interaction with the artist. This makes
the act of co-creation more enthusiastic
and unpredictible.

Ethics, Aesthetics and the Future
of the Artist in the Al Era

As artificial intelligence becomes a
creative partner, critical questions
emerge, about originality, responsibility
and value in art. Originality, understood as
radical novelty and creativity unrestricted
by preexisting models, has long been the
cornerstone of artistic value. In the era of
generative Al, the concept of originality
becomes problematic from two opposing
directions. Some critics argue that art gen-
erated by algorithms is not truly original,
because the algorithm does not “imagine”
anything from a vacuum, but rather bases
its production on the redistribution of fea-
tures from the images it has seen during
the training phase. Thus, even if the final
result is new in terms of a combination of
elements, it contains nothing that did not
already exist in one form or another in the
training corpus. Others consider that hu-
man creativity does not operate ex nibilo
either: any artist is influenced by previous
works, visual culture and accumulated ex-
periences, originality actually consisting
in the way they are recombined and re-
contextualized®. Beni B. Issembert argues
that “the pre-training phase of an Al rep-
resents the direct technological equivalent
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of human artistic inspiration, and creativ-
ity itself is best understood as a process of
combinatorial synthesis. [...] both man and
machine rely on a vast corpus of previous
works to synthesize new creations™.

'Thus, the recombination of the exist-
ing is not a unique feature of Al, but of
the human mind as well. The difference lies
in the degree of consciousness and inten-
tion of the process: the human intention
and experience guide the selection of ele-
ments, while Al lacks intrinsic motivation
and recombines based on statistics from
data. Mazzone & Elgammal show that in
order to evaluate the creativity of an im-
age produced with Al, it is not enough to
analyze the statistical novelty of the gen-
erated result, but also the interaction with
the human receptor. A generated image is
considered art if it provokes a valuable aes-
thetic experience and in the same time it is
recognized as such by the viewers and by
the artistic community*.

Another set of challenging questions
is of legal and ethical nature: who owns
the copyright of an Al generated image?
How can we prevent the algorithms which
generate art from propagating injustice or
prejudice? In The AI Dilemma: 7 Principles
Jfor Responsible Technology, Juliette Powell
and Art Kleiner suggest a set of princi-
ples that can conduct the responsible use
of Al. Among these principles are: en-
suring the transparency and explainabil-
ity of Al systems, so that not only engi-
neers, but also users — including artists and
the public — can understand how the Al
makes decisions, protecting personal data
and privacy, and preventing algorithmic
biases®’. In addition, Powell and Kleiner
emphasize the responsibility of organiza-
tions and Al developers to be responsible
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for negative consequences in case of copy-
right infringement or offensive generated
content™. Applied to art, such principles
could require artists and institutions that
use Al in their projects to be transparent
with the public, to mention the use of Al,
briefly explain the process, and to ethical-
ly assume any problems. Serious disputes
ended in several lawsuits filed against Mi-
djourney by groups of artists who accused
the company of copyright infringement®,
signaling the need for regulations to pro-
tect human creators from the “data hunger”
of Ais. If the Al is constantly feeding off
existing art, to the detriment of the origi-
nal creators, the human-Al symbiosis risks
becoming parasitic.

'The influx of Al into creation has given
rise to new aesthetics and changed the cri-
teria by which we evaluate art. Do we value
a work of art the same way knowing that it
was generated by an algorithm? In the ear-
ly decades of photography, painters viewed
photography as a mechanical process, infe-
rior to “real” art. Only with the evolution of
an aesthetic discourse of photography was
it accepted as an autonomous art. Similar-
ly, we can ask whether art generated by Al
will also develop its own aesthetic frame-
work, or will it always remain accompanied
by comparison with human art. Jan-Noél
Thon and Lukas Wilde investigate precise-
ly these issues, trying to determine to what
extent traditional aesthetic criteria such
as originality, complexity and expressive-
ness apply to the generated image*. One
aspect noted by theorists is the tendency
of generative models to produce images
with a certain kitsch flavor or to perpetuate
visual clichés, given that they are trained
on popular images*. Dejan Grba speaks of
the “mutual permeability of art and kitsch
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in digital culture”, suggesting that Al can
lead to an inflation of images that trivializ-
es visual language®.

One of the essential characteristics of
generative art is the emphasis on process
and variability, rather than on the static,
finite object. Traditional aesthetics valued
the “finished” work, with a clearly defined
final form. In contrast, algorithmic aes-
thetics values the ephemeral, the openness
of form, and emergent complexity. An al-
gorithm can produce infinite variations
of an image, which causes the notion of a
singular masterpiece to be replaced by the
notion of a family of works or a creative
flow. Generativity itself becomes an aes-
thetic quality: viewers are invited to con-
template not only a painting, but also the
procedure that generated it, possibly visible
through multiple copies or through time-
lapse animations showing the evolution of
the image®.

At the same time, an aesthetic of am-
biguity between the real and the artificial
is observed. Many Al-generated images
have a particular look: they are realistic at
first glance, but contain something slight-
ly “off” upon closer inspection, bizarre
anatomical details or illegible text. This
“strange familiarity”, sometimes known
as the Uncanny Valley eftect in the context
of generated faces, becomes an aesthetic
element intentionally exploited by some
artists, to create tension between what ap-
pears to be and what is. The fluidity of rep-
resentation is another feature: in digitally
generated posthuman art, forms can flow
into each other, visual identities are unsta-
ble — a human body can be composed of
pixels that metamorphose into a landscape,
a figure can be both male and female, hu-
man and digital. This deliberate ambiguity
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reflects precisely the identity fluidity, in a
philosophical sense, transposed here visu-
ally. We thus see that what is now valued
in digital visual art is the ability to suggest
hybridity and interconnection. A work is
all the more aesthetically interesting to the
extent that it makes us ask: is this the work
of a man, a machine, nature, all of them
together? Going beyond clear categories
becomes a value.

In addition, the concept of “beauty”
in the classical sense is complemented by
the concept of “visual complexity”. Many
Al art creators are fascinated by the vi-
sualization of complexity — for example,
images that incorporate multiple levels of
detail, fractal patterns, high-order sym-
metries combined with random elements.
'This resonates with older interests in gen-
erative art, which dates back to the 1960s
and 1970s, with pioneers such as Vera
Molnar or Harold Cohen, but today the
tools allow for much greater complexities.
Current generative art often amazes the
viewer with an overwhelming richness of
shapes and colors, sometimes bordering
on sensory overload — what Zylinska crit-
icized as “Candy Crush art”, oriented to-
wards easy visual spectacle®®. In opposition
there is a counter-movement: artists who
use Al to create minimalist or conceptu-
al images, where the aesthetic emphasis
is not on visual enchantment, but on idea
and message. The posthuman artist is of-
ten perceived, and perceives himself, as a
pioneer of new aesthetic territory. He nav-
igates between the enthusiasm of defining
new standards in beauty and expressive-
ness, and the risk that his works could be
considered “technological curiosities”, if he
is not able to infuse them with conceptual
substance. The recent inclusion in galleries
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and museum collections of art generated
using artificial intelligence demonstrates
its growing aesthetic legitimacy.

Will AI Replace the Artists
or Will it Enhance Them?

Yassi Moghaddam argues that “ad-
vances in artificial intelligence are
disrupting the way we live and work, and
this phenomenon will create fantastic op-
portunities for economic progress, indi-
vidual prosperity and growth™. Al should
be treated as a complementary technology
since its purpose is to expand human ca-
pacities and resolve repetitive tasks, allow-
ing the artists to focus on the truly creative
parts of their work. A similar message we
receive from Ethan Mollick in his volume
Co-Intelligence: Living and Working with
AI In his words, “we should stop fearing
the Al and start a collaboration with it”,
since the human-machine partnership will
increase the productivity and creativity
in all fields*?. Mollick uses the concept of
“co-intelligence” to describe how humans
and Al can think together by combining
the strengths of each: the intuition, cultur-
al context, and human emotion with the
computational speed, vast memory, and
generative power of the machine®.
Looking into a more distant future we
could anticipate the emergence of an arti-
ficial general intelligence, or a superintelli-
gence, as Nick Bostrom calls it**, that could
surpass human creativity not only quanti-
tatively, but also qualitatively. For now,
such scenarios are more related to specu-
lation and science fiction, but thinkers like
Bostrom or Max Tegmark urge us to reflect
on the implications of such a leap®. If at
some point we had machines with their
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own consciousness and creativity, what
status would they have in art? Would they
compete directly with humans, would they
have copyrights, would they be recognized
as artists with legal personality? The artis-
tic community will perhaps have to answer
these questions too, someday. Until then,
the current reality — confirmed by experts
like Scorzin — is that “Al alone cannot
make art yet”®. It has no motivation, in-
tention or consciousness, and therefore
what we call Al creativity is essentially an
extension of human creativity by algorith-
mic means. For this reason, most informed
voices emphasize the opportunity for col-
laboration, not antagonism.

Conclusions

he creative symbiosis between man

and machine is a palpable reality in
current creative processes. Generative algo-
rithms expand the creative toolkit of artists,
while the fundamental notions of artistic
practice are put under scrutiny. The author
in the Al era is no longer an isolated de-
miurge, but a conductor of an ensemble of
neural networks, data and software tools,
orchestrating the whole process of produc-
ing art. The result is a democratization and
distribution of creative merit. This change
also invites us to accept that artists do not
create in a vacuum, but are in constant di-
alogue with the technologies and context®.

Originality is not dead. It has become
an act of selection and creative synthesis
more than an invention act. Posthuman
artists are original precisely because they
are able to find new combinations among
an infinity of possibilities offered by sys-
tems, and not because they would, some-
how, generate forms ex nihilo. This reflects
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the combinatorial way in which the human
creativity works®. We have seen how artis-
tic control is transformed, from the careful
control over the material to the meta-con-
trol over the process. Instead of being a
simple technology operator, the posthu-
man artist becomes a hybrid, a creative
mediator that combines cold calculations
with warm intuition and sensibility.

A philosophical perspective presents
the posthuman artist as a natural evolution
in the current context, rather than a par-
adox or oxymoron. Traditional humanist
ideologies should be adjusted: creativity
is no longer the exclusive prerogative of
man, but an attribute of man-machine sys-
tems, where non-human agents play their
own role”’. Posthuman artists become, in a
sense, promoters of the whole socio-tech-
nological mechanism, integrating our con-
sciousness into art. From an aesthetic point
of view, we conclude that the Al era has di-
versified the visual language and aesthetic
criteria. The generative processes, fluidity of
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