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Abstract

Purpose: Researchers have shown that aesthetic judgments of artworks depend on contexts, such as the 

authenticity of an artwork (Newman & Bloom, 2011) and an artwork’s location of display (Kirk et al., 2009; 

Silveira et al., 2015). The present study aims to examine whether contextual information related to the creator, such 

as whether an artwork was created by a human or artificial intelligence (AI), influences viewers’ preference 

judgments of an artwork. Methods: Images of Impressionist landscape paintings were selected as human-made 

artworks. AI-made artwork stimuli were created using Google’s Deep Dream Generator by mimicking the 

Impressionist style via deep learning algorithms. Participants performed a preference rating task on each of the 108 

artwork stimuli accompanied by one of the two creator labels. After this task, an art experience questionnaire (AEQ) 

was given to participants to examine whether individual differences in art experience influence their preference 

judgments. Results: Setting AEQ scores as a covariate in a two-way ANCOVA analysis, the stimuli with the 

human-made context were preferred over the stimuli with the AI-made context. Regarding the types of stimuli, the 

viewers preferred AI-made stimuli to human-made stimuli. There was no interaction effect between the two factors. 

Conclusion: These results suggest that preferences for visual artworks are influenced by the contextual information 

of the creator when the individual differences in art experience are controlled. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
 1)

Appreciation of an artwork requires a sequence of 

processes ranging from sensory analyses to cognitive 

and affective processes with socio-cultural influences 

(Leder et al., 2004). The model of aesthetic experience 

Leder has proposed (and later updated) provides a 

framework for aesthetic experiences including percep-

tion of visual artworks to aesthetic judgment (Leder et 

al., 2004; Leder & Nadal, 2014). The model begins with 

analyses of a visual artwork in terms of visual features 

such as contrast, complexity, or symmetry. These ana-

lyzed features of the artwork are put together with 

pre-existing memory or personal experience for explicit 

classification of its content and style. The cognitive mas-

tering stage is followed in which the artwork is in-

terpreted as artistic- or self-related meaning. With the 

interpretation, aesthetic judgment and aesthetic emotion 
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are finally derived from the cognitive and affective 

states. 

Another factor Leder’s model pays attention to is the 

context in which an artwork is appreciated. There have 

been a few studies demonstrating that aesthetic judg-

ments vary depending on the contextual information 

such as the authenticity (Huang et al., 2011; Newman 

& Bloom, 2012), the source (Kirk et al., 2009; Silveira 

et al., 2015), or the title of an artwork (Leder et al., 

2006). Another critical contextual information is the in-

formation of the artist who created the artwork. Most 

of us have an experience of viewing an artwork drawn 

with unsophisticated primary colors with basic shapes 

on which our first impression was not very special, yet 

knowing that it is a work of Paul Klee makes the work 

look great. This is an instance where the contextual in-

formation of the creator comes into play in our aesthetic 

judgment of the work.

A series of studies have shown that an artwork la-

belled with ‘created by a famous artist’ is evaluated as 

more creative and valuable compared to ‘created by an 

amateur artist’ (Bernberg, 1953; Gergen & Breger, 

1965). This effect has been called as prestige bias effect. 

In contrast, an opposite effect, dubbed ‘the reversal pres-

tige bias effect’, was observed in a more recent study. 

Isham and colleagues explored this effect that the art-

works assigned to youth artists were evaluated higher 

compared to the ones assigned to famous artists (Isham 

et al., 2010). For the stimuli in the ‘youth artists’ con-

text, the viewers would have more generous criteria of 

aesthetic evaluation.

The choice of the present study concerning the crea-

tor, however, is neither a particular individual such as 

Paul Klee nor depending on the fame. We took AI into 

consideration as a new agent of art creation in the pres-

ent study. Our choice of the AI creator, in comparison 

with a human creator, is not only timely and interesting 

but also has a couple of methodological advantages in 

an investigation into the contextual effect of the creator 

information on aesthetic judgments. First, the in-

formation of the ‘AI creator’ is not limited to viewers’ 

prior understanding of the creator. If a particular human 

artist’s name is given as contextual information accom-

panying an artwork, how much the viewer knows about 

or prefers the artist will affect heavily his/her aesthetic 

judgment. Rather than providing one or two specific hu-

man artists’ names as the creator information, this study 

provides ‘AI-made’ information in contrast to ‘human- 

made’ information. Therefore, the contextual information 

regarding the creator (i.e., ‘human-made’) was not based 

on the prestige bias. Nor is it based on the reversal pres-

tige bias since the AI is not necessarily inferior in mak-

ing art compared to any human being other than pro-

fessional artists. AI can be rather viewed as a novel type 

of art creator irrespective of relative superiority/in-

feriority to human. Another methodological advantage 

of considering the AI creator is that the physical differ-

ences between the AI-made artworks and human-made 

artworks can be minimized (Elgammal et al., 2017), 

which would be expected to maximize the room for the 

aesthetic judgment moderated by the contextual 

information. By utilizing an AI program mimicking the 

style of a given artwork created by a human artist, the 

similarity in terms of the style and quality between the 

AI- and human-made artworks has been secured 

relatively.  

Up to now, there have been only a limited number 

of studies investigating whether information on the attri-

bution of the AI creators can bias viewers’ aesthetic 

evaluations, which demonstrated seemingly inconsistent 

results. In the study of Hong & Curran (2019), in-

formation on the attribution of the creators (i.e., AI or 

human) did not have a significant effect on the apprais-

er's evaluation, whereas in the study of Ragot and col-

leagues (2020), the ‘AI’ creator information induced 

lower aesthetic evaluation compared to the ‘human’ 

information. Furthermore, Gangadharbatla revealed that 

the attribution knowledge – ‘AI-’ or ‘human-made’ – is 

related to the type of a visual artwork (Gangadharbatla, 

2021).
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Such inconsistencies of the previous results might not 

only be related to the characteristics of the stimuli but 

also the characteristics of the beholder. According to the 

model of Leder’s, an individual's previous experience 

and expertise in art are factors that influence the overall 

art appreciation process (Leder et al., 2004; Leder & 

Nadal, 2014). Therefore, in the present study, we sought 

to investigate whether viewers’ aesthetic preference of 

an artwork with contextual information of the creator 

is related to their prior aesthetic experiences. In addition, 

we hypothesized that the impression of the creator con-

text – ‘AI’ or ‘human’ – might be shaped depending 

on viewers’ personality traits (Yoon & Lee, 2016). 

According to the study by Feist & Brady (2004), the 

openness personality trait of the viewer correlated pos-

itively with their preference of abstract over representa-

tional art. Compared to traditional representational art, 

abstract art is a relatively recent and more unfamiliar 

artistic style. Open participants who can accept un-

familiar and novel concepts showed a high preference 

for novel abstract art (Feist & Brady, 2004). In a similar 

vein, breaking away from the traditional way of thinking 

that only humans can create art, the concept of AI crea-

tor is emerging in art. Therefore, it is probable that aes-

thetic evaluation of novel concept is closely related to 

openness. Based on this previous finding, we aimed to 

test whether the viewers of higher openness might prefer 

the artwork labeled as ‘AI-made’ more. 

To sum up, the present study investigated whether the 

contextual information of AI or human creator affects 

viewer’s art appreciation and preference. By utilizing 

Google’s Deep Style program implementing deep learn-

ing algorithms, artwork stimuli were made by AI mim-

icking the style of a human artist’s piece of work. Lastly, 

we examined whether individual differences of art expe-

rience and openness as a primary personality trait affect 

aesthetic preference under the contextual modulation. 

We predicted that the creator information would influ-

ence the viewers’ aesthetic preference, while the actual 

stimulus difference created by AI and human would be 

minimal, and therefore, have little impact on aesthetic 

preference. We also predicted that individual differences 

in art experience and openness would be another im-

portant factor for aesthetic preference. 

2. METHOD

2.1. Participants

A total of 70 individuals participated in the study; 30 

individuals participated in the preliminary experiment 

for stimulus selection (19 females/11 males, 20-28 years 

of age), and 40 individuals participated in the main ex-

periment (18 females/22 males, 20-29 years of age). We 

conducted power analysis with G*Power 3 software 

(Faul et al., 2007) using an alpha of .05, a power of 

.80 and a medium effect size (ηp
2 = .06). The minimum 

sample size required to test was 23 participants. We in-

cluded the even larger number of participants in consid-

eration of individual variances in aesthetic preference 

judgments. All of them were undergraduate or graduate 

students at Korea University or two other local 

universities. All participants had a normal or cor-

rected-to-normal vision. They received no formal train-

ing in art, nor did they hold a degree in an art-related 

major. All of them gave informed consent approved by 

the Korea University Institutional Review Board 

(1040548-KU-IRB-16-199-A-1). 

2.2. Stimuli 

In an attempt to use artwork images as visual stimuli, 

we selected human-made artwork images first and then 

generated AI-made artwork images. To control potential 

differences of preference for representational from abstract 

arts (Flexas et al., 2014; Mastandrea et al., 2009) all 

human-made artwork images were limited to 19th-century 

Impressionist landscape paintings that do not include hu-

man figures. Twenty landscape images were selected from 
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each of the six Impressionist artists including Claude 

Monet, Pierre-Auguste Renoir, Vincent van Gogh, Paul 

Cezanne, Camille Pissarro, and Paul Gauguin 

(http://www.wikiart.org/), resulting in a total of 120 

images. The artist's signature, if included, was removed 

by using Adobe Photoshop software. To generate AI-made 

artwork images, we utilized Google’s Deep Dream 

Generator (https://deepdreamgenerator.com/) including 

the Deep Dream and the Deep Style programs. Deep Dream 

Generator is an implementation of Convolutional Neural 

Network for an artificial system to learn a style of an 

input image via machine learning algorithms (Mordvintsev 

et al., 2015; Szegedy et al., 2015). We specifically used 

the Deep Style program, which is capable of learning 

a style of a given input and using it to convert a new 

image following the style. To run this program, therefore, 

a pair of images – i.e., an input image for style learning 

and another image for conversion – is necessary. The 

Deep Style program was used to generate 120 AI-made 

artwork images by converting 120 landscape photograph 

images into images with the artistic style learned from 

each of the 120 human-made artwork images (Fig. 1). 

As a result, a total of 240 images (120 AI-made and 

120 human-made) were used for the preliminary experi-

ment for stimulus selection.  

Although AI-made painting images generated by Deep 

Style were designed to resemble human-made artwork 

images, there might be some visual characteristics dis-

tinguishing the AI-made painting images from the hu-

man-made artwork images stemming from how Deep 

Style works. In order to maximize the potential con-

textual influence of the creator information on the aes-

thetic preference in the main experiment by minimizing 

the feature differences between the two classes of the 

images, we conducted a preliminary experiment. The ex-

periment was conducted in a dark room where the com-

puter monitor was the only source of illumination. 

Images were presented on a 19-inch CRT monitor (1024 

× 768 resolution, 60-Hz frame rate, 43-cm distance) us-

ing Matlab 9.1 (MathWorks, Inc., MA) with 

Psychophysics Toolbox 3 (Brainard, 1997; Pelli, 1997). 

The size of each image was differentially adjusted for 

its ratio of width and height, and less than or equal to 

a maximum of 17.5° × 15° in visual angle. They were 

presented on a light gray background at the center of 

the monitor. Participants sat in front of the monitor 

while their head positions were stabilized using a head 

and chin rest. Thirty participants were asked to rate each 

of the 240 images based on their degree of confidence 

regarding its creator using a 7-point Likert scale (1: ‘It 

was definitely created by a human artist.’ to 7: ‘It was 

definitely created by an AI creator’, with 4 being ‘not 

sure’ response). To exclude the confounds of fame and 

familiarity for paintings, as well as to maximize the po-

tential contextual influence of the creator information, 

the images with moderate rating scores were selected. 

For instance, the images rated extremely low are likely 

to be familiar Impressionist paintings to the participants, 

whereas the images rated extremely high might have 

some qualities unlikely to be created by human. Based 

on the rating results, we selected the images of which 

mean rating scores ranging between 2.5 and 5.5 with 

standard deviation smaller than the mean standard devia-

tion of the entire images. 

As a result, there were 68 pairs of AI- and hu-

Fig. 1. Sample stimuli and procedure for AI-made 

stimulus generation 
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man-made artwork images, and 20 AI-made and 20 hu-

man-made artwork images that were not matched with 

each other. Therefore, a total of 176 artwork images 

were selected as the stimuli for the main experiment. 

2.3. Procedure 

Among the selected 176 stimuli, 136 stimuli were the 

matched pairs (i.e., AI-made stimuli following the style 

of the corresponding human-made stimuli) and the two 

matched stimuli of a pair retained high similarity. To 

control the amount of exposure to similar stimuli across 

the participants that might influence participants’ aes-

thetic preference (Song et al., 2021) we decided to pres-

ent only a half of the pairs – i.e., 68 paired stimuli 

(34 human-made and 34 AI-made) to one half of the 

participants and the other 68 paired stimuli to the other 

half of the participants. All of the 40 non-matched stim-

uli were presented to the entire participants. Therefore, 

a total of 108 stimuli (54 human-made and 54 AI-made) 

were presented to each of the participants. Among the 

54 human-made stimuli, a half was presented in the 

‘human-made’ context and the other half was presented 

in the ‘AI-made’ context. Likewise, 54 AI-made stimuli 

were presented either in the ‘human-made’ or in the 

‘AI-made’ context.  

A 2 x 2 factorial block design was used where the 

stimulus and the context were systematically manipulated. 

Each block was assigned to one of the four experimental 

conditions: AI-made stimulus with ‘AI-made’ context 

(AA), human-made stimulus with ‘AI-made’ context 

(AH), AI-made stimulus with ‘human- made’ context 

(HA), and human-made stimulus with ‘human-made’ 

context (HH). 

As shown in Fig. 2, each block consisted of three 

trials. On each trial, the creator information (i.e. ‘This 

is an AI-made artwork’ or ‘This is a human made art-

work’) was presented for 2 seconds, and then, the paint-

ing image was presented for 4 seconds. Subsequently, 

participants were asked to rate how much they preferred 

the painting image on a 4-point Likert scale (1: ‘I defi-

nitely do not prefer it’ to 4: ‘I definitely prefer it). 

After the main experiment, two surveys were con-

ducted to assess individual differences among the 

participants. One was the Art Experience Questionnaire 

(AEQ, Chatterjee et al., 2010) that includes the questions 

of the personal history of art education and the time de-

voted to the art-related activities. The AEQ was included 

to examine whether the degree of an individual’s experi-

ence in art affects one’s preference for artworks with 

creator information. The other was the survey items re-

lated to openness to experience sorted from the 

HEXACO-PI (http://hexaco.org, Lee & Ashton, 2004) 

including four sub-scale measures: aesthetic apprecia-

tion, inquisitiveness, creativity, and unconventionality. 

The survey was to take into consideration the possibility 

that the preference for AI-made artworks is related to 

openness to experience among an individual’s person-

ality factors.  It took 5 minutes on average to complete 

the two surveys. 

3. RESULTS

  3.1. Preference ratings 

Fig. 3a shows the mean preference rating scores for 

the four experimental conditions. The mean preference 

rating scores were 2.77 (±1 standard error of the mean; 

1SEM = .06) for AA, 2.42 (1SEM = .06) for AH, 2.81 

(1SEM = .06) for HA, and 2.49 (1SEM = .06) for HH 

conditions, respectively. A two-way repeated measures 

Fig. 2. A schematic illustration of the trial structure 

in the main experiment 
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analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed no statistically 

significant main effect of context (F(1,35) = 1.17, p = 

.30) nor the two-way interaction between context and 

stimulus (F(1,35) = .16, p = .70). In contrast, the main 

effect of stimulus was statistically significant in that the 

mean preference rating score for AI-made stimuli was 

higher than the mean preference rating score for hu-

man-made stimuli (F(1,35) = 79.33, p < .001). 

3.2. Correlations between preference ratings and 

the post-task surveys 

To examine whether individual differences had an 

impact on the preference for the artworks, we conducted 

correlation analyses for the mean preference rating 

scores and post-task questionnaires including the AEQ 

and the openness scores from the HEXACO-PI. Fig. 4a 

shows that individual AEQ scores negatively correlated 

with mean preference scores for the stimuli shown in 

the ‘human-made’ context (Person’s r = -.36, p = .03). 

There was no statistically significant correlation be-

tween AEQ scores and mean preference scores for the 

stimuli shown in the ‘AI-made’ context. Among the 

three subscales of the AEQ, only duration of art activity 

negatively correlated with the mean preference scores 

for the stimuli shown in the ‘human-made’ context 

(Person’s r = -.46, p = .005, shown in Fig. 4b). In con-

trast, individual openness scores from the HEXACO-PI 

survey did not show any statistically significant correla-

tions with the preference rating scores (r = -.29, p = 

.09 for the preference rating scores for stimuli in the 

‘AI-made’ context; r = -.23, p = .18 for the preference 

rating scores for stimuli in the ‘human-made’ context). 

3.3. Preference ratings with individual differences 

factored out

Accordingly, we considered the AEQ score as a fac-

tor affecting the preference of an artwork under a cer-

tain creator context. To examine the effect of contextual 

information of the creator on aesthetic preference of an 

artwork, we factored the AEQ score out as a covariate 

by conducting a two-way analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA) with context and stimulus as the two 

factors. When taking the overall AEQ score out as a 

covariate, the preference rating score for the 

‘human-made’ context tended to be significantly higher 

than in the ‘AI-made’ context (F(1,35) = 3.97, p = .054). 

In the stimulus aspect, AI-made stimuli were sig-

nificantly more preferred to human-made stimuli 

(F(1,35) = 28.46, p < .001). In the aspects of context 

and stimulus, however, there was no significant 

two-way interaction effect (F(1,35) = .08, p = .78). 

When taking durations of art activity out as a covariate, 

both the main effects of context and stimulus were stat-

istically significant (F(1,35) = 8.65, p < .01 for the main 

effect of context; F(1,35) = 44.92, p < .001 for the main 

effect of stimulus, respectively). There was no inter-

action effect between the two factors (F(1, 35) = .18, 

p = .67).  

Fig. 3. Mean preference rating scores across 

the four conditions

Fig. 4. Correlations between Art Experience Questionnaire 

(AEQ) scores with preference rating scores for stimuli in the

‘human-made’ context 
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4. DISCUSSION

Using both AI- and human-made stimuli, the current 

study investigated a factor important for aesthetic prefer-

ence judgment of an artwork – i.e., the contextual in-

formation on the creator. Importantly, the current results 

showed that individual differences in the degree of art 

experience derived by the AEQ moderated preference of 

a visual artwork in the ‘creator’ context. The more expe-

riences a viewer has in art, the less he/she prefers an 

artwork in the ‘human-made’ context. To examine the 

genuine contextual effect without the intervention of in-

dividual differences in art, we took individual’s overall 

AEQ scores out while analyzing the preference rating 

scores under the experimental conditions. The results 

showed that artworks were preferred more in the 

‘human-made’ context than in the ‘AI- made’ context. 

For the stimulus factor, however, human-made stimuli 

were less preferred to AI-made stimuli.

These results are in line with some of our predictions, 

but not all. Unlike our prediction, the openness person-

ality trait did not show any effect on the contextual ef-

fect of the creator information nor aesthetic preference 

of the artworks. However, the current results provided 

supporting evidence for the interplay between the con-

textual effect of creator information on aesthetic prefer-

ence of an artwork and the viewer’s art experience. This 

novel finding might explain the inconsistencies found in 

the limited number of studies regarding the effect of the 

‘AI creator’ information on viewers’ aesthetic evaluations. 

As reviewed in Introduction, Hong & Curran (2019) 

showed no effect of the information of the creators (i.e., 

‘AI’ or ‘human’) on the viewers’ evaluation of the 

artwork. Our results are in line with the results from 

Hong and Curran when the individual differences were 

not considered. In contrast, our results become con-

sistent with the results from Ragot and colleagues (2020) 

when the individual differences in art experience were 

considered; The creator information affected the view-

ers’ aesthetic preference of an artwork. Furthermore, 

viewers gave higher preference ratings for the artworks 

with the ‘human-made’ label than for the artworks with 

the ‘AI-made’ label. Taken together, our results highlight 

the importance of considering the individual differences 

factor of the beholder in the studies of aesthetic 

appreciation. 

Especially, the results of the correlation analyses be-

tween the AEQ scores and the preference ratings in the 

human-made context made us consider the individual 

differences in art experience are important factor in the 

contextual effect on art appreciation. Before factoring 

out the AEQ scores, the main effect of the context was 

not shown, as the preference ratings seemed not to be 

affected by the contextual information - AI made or 

Human-made. After controlling the AEQ scores as the 

covariate variable, however, the preference ratings on 

the context of ‘human-made’ artwork tended to be sig-

nificantly higher than the context of ‘AI-made’ artwork. 

These results suggest that the creator information influ-

ences the viewer's art appreciation, which is highly in-

volved by its previous art experience. It was also noted 

that individual differences of viewers, such as previous 

art experiences, is a convincing factor that should be 

considered in the studies of aesthetic appreciation. A fur-

ther study is needed to scrutinize whether individual 

characteristics mediate the preference of an artwork 

along with its creator information. 

Perhaps the most surprising results from the current 

study contrary to our prediction was the difference in 

preference based on the stimulus difference between AI- 

and human-made artworks. Despite the physical sim-

ilarity between the AI-made and human-made stimuli, 

AI-made stimuli were rated higher in preference judg-

ment task than human-made stimuli. There is no reason 

to take such preference for AI-made artworks as evi-

dence of the participants’ awareness of the actual creator 

or the intrinsic preference for AI-made artworks. Rather, 

it might be related to the way the AI-made artwork im-

ages were created. As explained in the Methods section 

in detail, a landscape photograph was used as an input 
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to the Deep Style program, which was converted mim-

icking the style of a particular human-made landscape 

painting. Therefore, the layout of the scene and the com-

position of the AI-made artwork stimuli retain the typi-

cality and familiarity of the ordinary scene layout of the 

photographs, which might be a reason behind preference 

for those stimuli as both typicality (Boselie, 1991; 

Hekkert & van Wieringen, 1990; Martindale & Moore, 

1988) and familiarity (Berlyne, 1970; Dearden, 1984; 

Song et al., 2021) affect aesthetic judgments.

This last point bears significance in terms of the par-

ticipants in the current study. We recruited individuals 

with no formal training in art, nor a degree in an art-re-

lated major. The preference towards more typical, famil-

iar landscape composition in AI-made artworks might be 

related to the characteristics of those participants. 

Studies have suggested that experts value perceptual 

challenge, ambiguity, and novelty more in appreciation 

of art (Belke et al., 2015; Jakesch & Leder, 2009; Muth 

& Carbon, 2013). Therefore, it will be worth testing art 

experts in a future study to examine whether experts’ 

preference also differ between AI- and human-made art-

works in the same direction of the current, non-experts’ 

results. Testing art experts will also add to the current 

findings demonstrating that individuals with greater art 

experience tend to judge the artworks with the 

‘human-made’ label more negatively compared to those 

with less art experience, although none of them was ex-

perts in art. 

Last but not least, a future study should consider dif-

ferent types of AI-made artwork stimuli. In the current 

study, we intentionally chose Deep Style program to 

mimic particular kinds of styles of the human artists us-

ing landscape photographs as inputs to the AI. We also 

limited our human-made stimuli to the 19th-century 

Impressionist landscape paintings. Though this was on 

purpose to control a potential difference of preference 

for representational from abstract arts (Flexas et al., 

2014; Mastandrea et al., 2009), it might have been one 

of the driving factors of the current findings. The con-

textual information of the AI creator has been shown 

to leave a greater impact on appreciation of abstract than 

representational arts as well (Gangadharbatla, 2021). As 

greater individual variance of preference and contextual 

modulation are expected, employing more abstract, un-

usual, and original artistic creations of AI might general-

ize the current findings. This will also extend our under-

standing and discussion over AI as an agency of art crea-

tion and how viewers embrace AI’s creative outcomes. 

REFERENCES

Brainard, D. H. (1997). The psychophysics toolbox. 

Spatial Vision, 10(4), 433-436. 

Belke, B., Leder, H., & Carbon, C. C. (2015). When 

challenging art gets liked: Evidences for a dual 

preference formation process for fluent and 

non-fluent portraits. PloS one, 10(8), e0131796.

Berlyne, D. E. (1970). Novelty, complexity, and hedonic 

value. Perception & Psychophysics, 8(5-A), 

279-286. 

Bernberg, R. E. (1953). Prestige suggestion in art as 

communication. The Journal of Social Psychology, 

38(1), 23-30. 

Boselie, F. (1991). Against prototypicality as a central 

concept in aesthetics. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 

9(1), 65-73.

Chatterjee A., Widick P., Sternschein R., Smith W. B., 

& Bromberger B. (2010). The assessment of art 

attributes. Empirical Studies of Arts, 28(2), 207-222. 

Dearden, P. (1984). Factors influencing landscape 

preferences: An empirical investigation. Landscape 

Planning, 11(4), 293-306.

Elgammal, A., Liu, B., Elhoseiny, M., & Mazzone, M. 

(2017). Can: Creative adversarial networks, 

generating “art” by learning about styles and 

deviating from style norms. arXiv Preprint arXiv: 

1706.07068.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. 

(2007). G* Power 3: A flexible statistical power 

analysis program for the social, behavioral, and 



The Influence of Creator Information on Preference for Artificial Intelligence- and Human-generated Artworks  115

biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 

39(2), 175-191.

Feist, G. J. & Brady, T. R. (2004). Openness to 

experience, non-conformity, and the preference for 

abstract art. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 22(1), 

77-89. 

Flexas, A., Rosselló, J., de Miguel, P., Nadal, M., & 

Munar, E. (2014). Cognitive control and unusual 

decisions about beauty: An fMRI study. Frontiers 

in Human Neuroscience, 8(520), 1-9.

Gangadharbatla, H. (2021). The role of ai attribution 

knowledge in the evaluation of artwork. Empirical 

Studies of the Arts, 40(2), 125-142.

Gergen, K. J. & Breger, I. (1965). Two forms of inference 

and problems in the assessment of creativity. 

In Proceedings of the Annual Convention of the 

American Psychological Association, 215-216. 

Hekkert, P. & Van Wieringen, P. C. (1990). Complexity 

and prototypicality as determinants of the appraisal 

of cubist paintings. British Journal of Psychology, 81(4), 

483-495.

Hong, J. W. & Curran, N. M. (2019). Artificial intelligence, 

artists, and art: Attitudes toward artwork produced by 

humans vs. artificial intelligence. ACM Transactions 

on Multimedia Computing, Communications, and 

Applications (TOMM), 15(2s), 1-16.

Huang, M., Bridge, H., Kemp, M. J., & Parker, A. J. 

(2011). Human cortical activity evoked by the 

assignment of authenticity when viewing works of 

art. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 5(134), 1-9. 

Isham, E. A., Ekstrom, A. D., & Banks, W. P. (2010). 

Effects of youth authorship on the appraisal of 

paintings. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and 

the Arts, 4(4), 235.

Jakesch, M. & Leder, H. (2009). Finding meaning in art: 

Preferred levels of ambiguity in art appreciation. 

Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 

62(11), 2105-2112.

Kirk, U., Skov, M., Hulme, O., Christensen, M. S., & 

Zeki, S. (2009). Modulation of aesthetic value by 

semantic context: An fMRI study. NeuroImage, 

44(3), 1125-1132.

Leder, H., Belke, B., Oeberst, A., & Augustin, D. (2004). 

A model of aesthetic appreciation and aesthetic 

judgments. British Journal of Psychology, 95(4), 

489-508. 

Leder, H., Carbon, C. C., & Ripsas, A. L. (2006). 

Entitling art: Influence of title information on 

understanding and appreciation of paintings. Acta 

Psychologica, 121(2), 176-198.

Leder, H., & Nadal, M. (2014). Ten years of a model 

of aesthetic appreciation and aesthetic judgments: 

The aesthetic episode - Developments and 

challenges in empirical aesthetics. British Journal 

of Psychology, 105(4), 443-446. 

Lee, K. & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties 

of the HEXACO personality inventory. Multivariate 

Behavioral Research, 39(2), 329-358. 

Martindale, C. & Moore, K. (1988). Priming, prototypicality, 

and preference. Journal of Experimental Psychology: 

Human Perception and Performance,  14(4), 661.

Mastandrea, S., Bartoli, G., & Bove, G. (2009). 

Preferences for ancient and modern art museums: 

Visitor experiences and personality characteristics. 

Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 

3(3), 164-173.

Mordvintsev, A., Olah, C., & Tyka, M. (2015). 

Inceptionism: going deeper into neural networks. 

Retrieved from http://googleresearch.blogspot.com/ 

2015/06/inceptionism-going-deeper-into-neural.html.

Muth, C. & Carbon, C. C. (2013). The aesthetic aha: 

On the pleasure of having insights into Gestalt. Acta 

Psychologica, 144(1), 25-30.

Newman, G. E. & Bloom, P. (2012). Art and authenticity: 

The importance of originals in judgments of value. 

Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 141(3), 

558-569. 

Pelli, D. G. (1997). The VideoToolbox software for 

visual psychophysics. Spatial Vision, 10, 437-442.

Ragot, M., Martin, N., & Cojean, S. (2020). Ai-generated 

vs. human artworks. a perception bias towards 

artificial intelligence? In Extended abstracts of the 

2020 CHI conference on human factors in 

computing systems (pp. 1-10).

Silveira, S., Fehse, K., Vedder, A., Elvers, K., & 

Hennig-Fastm K. (2015). Is it the picture or is it 



116  Seungmin Nam․Jiwon Song․Chai-Youn Kim 

the frame? An fMRI study on the neurobiology of 

framing effects. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 

9, 528. 

Song, J., Kwak, Y., & Kim, C.-Y. (2021). Familiarity 

and novelty in aesthetic preference: The effects of 

the properties of the artwork and the beholder. 

Frontiers in Psychology, 12.

Szegedy, C., Liu, W., Jia, Y., Sermanet, P., Reed, S., 

Anguelov, D., Erhan, D., Vanhoucke, V., & 

Rabinovich A. (2015). Going deeper with convolutions. 

Proceedings of the IEEE Computer Society 

Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern 

Recognition, 1-9.

Yoon, Y. & Lee, S. (2016). Does the preference for 

emotional paintings depends on personality?. Science 

of Emotion and Sensibility, 19(3), 15-26.

Received: 2022.05.26

Revised: 2022.06.27

Accepted: 2022.06.30

ⓒ 2022 (by) the authors. This open access article is distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license 

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided that the original

work is properly cited.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


