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ABSTRACT
The emergence of Generative Artificial Intelligence (G-AI) has
changed the landscape of creative arts with its power to compose
novel artwork and thus brought ethical concerns. Despite the ef-
forts by prior works to address these concerns from technical and
societal perspectives, there exists little discussion on this topic from
an HCI point of view, considering the artists as human factors. We
sought to investigate the impact of G-AI on artists, understanding
the relationship between artists and G-AI, in order to motivate the
underlying HCI research. We conducted semi-structured interviews
with artists (𝑁 = 25) from diverse artistic disciplines involved with
G-AI in their artistic creation. We found (1) a dilemma among the
artists, (2) a disparity in the understanding of G-AI between the
artists and the AI developers(3) a tendency to oppose G-AI among
the artists. We discuss the future opportunities of HCI research to
tackle the problems identified from the interviews.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computer systems organization → Embedded systems; Re-
dundancy; Robotics; • Networks→ Network reliability.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The emergence of Generative Artificial Intelligence (henceforth,
G-AI) has changed the landscape of the realm of creative arts [78],
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encompassing fields like literature [67, 82], music [66, 114], paint-
ing [21, 62], among others. G-AI has democratized the creative
process by empowering individuals, regardless of their artistic pro-
ficiency, to engage in diverse forms of creative art without the
need for extensive training or skill acquisition, as was previously
required. For instance, individuals can now effortlessly transfer the
styles of recognized painters to their own artwork [62], generate
an artistic picture with simply a piece of textual description [90], or
interactively write fiction with a chat-bot [22]. Such accessibility
has opened up novel avenues for designing, creating, and refining
artwork across various domains.

However, this proliferation of generative power in artwork has
unwittingly opened Pandora’s box, as G-AI rapidly surpassed hu-
man capabilities [40, 50, 107] and raised ethical dilemmas. Partic-
ularly, oppositions criticize the usage of G-AI for its invasion of
originality, creativity, and copyrights of human art creators [30, 38,
71, 80]. This is no novel topic for the AI community, where debates
on the ethics of AI have endured for decades. Nevertheless, the
ascendancy of G-AI is factually more powerful than any AI system
before, and therefore breaches a line beyond societal acceptance,
resulting in escalated and unprecedented discussions [93, 108].

Under this context, prior works put efforts into locating, justify-
ing, or questioning this breached line from diverse perspectives [20].
To leverage the negative impact of G-AI, many have proposed, view-
ing from the technical side, e.g. reducing the use of human-original
content as training data for AIs [9, 81]. Alternatively, some elucidate
the mechanism of G-AI and consequently conclude practical bound-
aries between plagiarism and legitimate reproduction [97, 100]. Be-
sides the technical discussions, other researchers approach from the
societal aspect, revealing the exploitation of the artists [47], which
is not only posed by G-AI itself but also induced by its owners or
users. The community realized that the deployment of G-AI is far
from a mature and harmonious symbiosis between artists and G-AI.
More efforts are expected to shift G-AI technically, societally, and
philosophically [18] towards an accommodating integration [11].

Despite the technical and societal progression, little prior work
approaches from the artists’ perspective. We are shown how human
factors are still indispensable [29, 72] and preferred [16, 89] in
the context of art. To motivate the community towards a Human-
GAI symbiosis, we directed our research towards a critical aspect
overlooked in the discourse: the artists, who constitute a crucial
human factor and potential victims of this revolution. We aim to
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derive insights on future research opportunities and challenges
regarding the interactions between artists and GAI, by investigating
the subjective answers to the following questions:

• How are artists’ careers changed by G-AI?
• What are artists’ perspectives on G-AI?
• How do we bridge artists’ perspectives with future re-
search on G-AI?

To this end, we undertake a series of in-depth interviews with
artists representing various disciplines. We conduct qualitative
analyses of these interviews, which elicit the following key insights:

(1) Artists (or art creators) are forced into anN-Person Prisoner’s
Dilemma [52], where they feel compelled to use G-AI to
enhance efficiency, refine ideation, adapt styles, etc., in or-
der to survive in the competition amidst their peers.
This invasive deployment of G-AI leads to its widespread
adoption among artists. Under this circumstance, all sur-
viving artists resort to the use of G-AI, with or without
awareness of the potential leak of their work, regardless of
the user-friendliness of the GAI systems. We identify this
compromising usage of GAI as a negative factor blocking
possible improvement in the integration of GAI.

(2) The Rashomon Effect [55] under the topic of G-AI in art re-
mains unaddressed. Despite the efforts put into elucidating
the nature of the G-AI algorithms and dispelling concerns
of intrusiveness and understanding of art akin to humans,
artists are unable and unwilling to comprehend the
technical perspective, regardless of how straightforward
the underlying math and equations are presented. On the
other side of the coin, current AI research overlooks the
artists’ perspectives and how they should handle the inte-
gration with G-AI without any technical knowledge of the
mechanism of G-AI. Deep research is anticipated to take
both perspectives into consideration and bring about the
symbiosis between G-AI and artists.

(3) A tendency to oppose G-AI has grown among artists. Such
opposition is to some extent misled.While a few comprehend
the notion of profit shifting [47] and how their earnings are
appropriated by the commercial owners and developers of
G-AI,many direct their blame toward the technology
itself. This aversion towards the technology, rather than its
utilization, may bring both sides to a negative confrontation
and will eventually result in a lose-lose situation.

Inspired by the findings, we further discuss future research on
Human-G-AI symbiosis. We conclude with opportunities and chal-
lenges from both G-AI and artists’ perspectives around (1) attri-
bution of credit in creativity, originality, and copyright, (2) rules,
regulations, and consensus of using G-AI among the artist com-
munity, (3) novice-friendly education toward G-AI for artists to
understand G-AI mechanism, and (4) technical methodologies for
prior-plagiarism and post-plagiarism solutions.

2 BACKGROUND
In this section, we will first go through the technical development
of G-AI and shed light on how technical development has changed
the game and atmosphere in modern creative art. Subsequently,

we will reveal the impact of G-AI on the art community, start-
ing from the ethical concerns addressed by society and academia.
We then traverse through prior works focusing on Human-G-AI
symbiosis, approaching either the technical solutions or societal
concerns. Finally, we conclude the motivations and perspectives of
our interviews from the overall landscape of G-AI.

2.1 Development in Generative AI for Art
Generative Art is by no means a novel concept [18]. It thrives on the
concept of algorithmic creativity, wherein artists collaboratewith
computer algorithms to create artistic work. Owing to its rapid
development in the last decade, G-AI has become the mainstream
tool for generative art. Our focus here is confined to the recent
surge in G-AI advancements, which have resulted in transformative
changes in the field.

The introduction of Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [49]
has had a profound impact on the field of generative AI and thus
the field of generative art. It enables users to create images based
on the training data they input. With efforts in stabilized [85, 96]
and enhanced [61] quality of GANs, the successors of GAN open a
broader vision of applications of G-AI in generative art. Conditional
GANs [77], extend the GAN framework with conditional embed-
ding, allowing the generation of specific output based on
conditioning information, leading to foundational applications
like image-to-image [113], text-to-image generation [70], audio-to-
image [105] translation, etc. Based on the foundational applications,
later works enable more customizable and realistic outputs for spe-
cific tasks such as style transfer and fusion [62], super-resolution im-
age generation [21], video generation [106], etc. Applications have
been introduced into the realm of art, such as photography [60],
painting [46], graphic design [65], music [64, 66, 114], etc.

Recent development in Natural Language Processing (NLP), par-
ticularly the research in Large LanguageModels (LLMs), has changed
the game in literature arts [110]. Models such as Generative Pre-
trained Transformer (GPT) and its successors [22, 63, 86, 87], and
T5 [88], and BERT [36] prowess in a wide array of language
tasks such as text generation, writing assistance, translation, dia-
logue development, narrative design, etc. The utilization of large
models (also known as foundation models) soon extended into
the vision community. OpenAI [4] bridged between image em-
bedding with LLMs and released Contrastive Language-Image Pre-
Training (CLIP) [84], which can perform visual analogies and knowl-
edge transferring among modalities. CLIP opens a bi-directional
avenue between text and image and thus empowers the creation of
literature and visual arts. Subsequently, follow-up research based
on foundation models including Imagen [94], DALL.E [90, 91], and
Midjourney [3], further showcases the continued abilities of G-AI
in the realm of artwork. The powerful applications of large models
opened up by large companies created user-friendly, easily ac-
cessible, and scalable tools for assistance, collaboration, and
end-to-end creation of most forms of artwork. Besides, in the
wake of the concept of Diffusion Model [99], Diffusion-based con-
tent generation [57, 79, 92, 95] came to the topic. Diffusion models
grant the users generated artwork with content superior to their
predecessors [37]. By such development in G-AI, it is concluded
that artwork is revolutionarily democratized [78].
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2.2 AI Ethics in Arts
The realm of AI ethics [69] has been a subject of prolonged and
extensive discussion, covering the fields of AI fairness and bias [53,
73, 98], AI trustworthiness [23, 24], and AI privacy [13, 34], among
others. Within this domain, the impact on art by G-AI has brought
new and heated discussion from diverse perspectives.

Given G-AI’s inherent generative capabilities, its creativity has
been questioned and even opposed by part of the artist commu-
nity. Oppositions are voiced in the forms of manifestos against
the widespread of G-AI for art [5], public inquisitions [35] into or
accusations [26] of potential plagiarism by G-AI to the artists, and
heated debates over the essence of creativity by G-AI [15]. As a
result, research has focused on this phenomenon, seeking to find
the root of this controversy. In this regard, we identify and elaborate
on two major concerns that motivate prior works: G-AI plagiarism
and G-AI’s impact on the art market.

2.2.1 G-AI Plagiarism. The concern of plagiarism by or via G-AI
appeared not only in creative art but also in the fields of educa-
tion [44] or academia [38]. Researchers have proposed various
approaches to defining plagiarism by G-AI, drawing from notions
of intellectual property [80], copyrights [30], and the very essence
of creativity [71, 97].

A prevailing belief posits that G-AI does not truly learn or com-
prehend art in the way humans do, but rather operates within
high-dimensional spaces by manipulating parameters [25, 109, 115].
As an illustrative analogy, G-AI is likened to Candy Crush, wherein
it engages in projections, combinations, and permutations of high-
dimensional vectors [115]. Consequently, some argue that G-AI’s
capacity to summarize and reorganize pre-existing materials re-
sults in a denial of genuine artistic creation or innovation [15]. It
is also shown by some work that current G-AI cannot replace hu-
man creativity and engagement in artwork [16]. According to this
perspective, G-AI-generated artworks cannot be considered plagia-
rized if they or their users do not intentionally replicate existing
works to appear novel.

The opposite voice has it that based on established aesthetic
criteria [76] or the crowd concept of art [74], G-AI can in principle
create arts [27, 75] It is argued by [71] that the definition of cre-
ativity in AI does not have to be dominated by humans and that
AI has its unique definition of originality. The possibility of G-AI
generating novel artistic pieces raises concerns that artists may
face challenges in asserting their originality. Derived from research
in literary criticism, the history of art, and copyright law, recent
arguments by Advait Sarkar [97] emphasize that creativity and
originality should be regarded as attributes of a process, an author,
or a viewer rather than mere notations. We conclude from above
that the ongoing debates on the definition of AI plagiarism can be
essentially traced back to the diverse perspectives that shape the
definition of creativity in the context of G-AI’s impact on art.

2.2.2 G-AI’s impact on the art market. The changes in the art mar-
ket brought by G-AI have resulted in fear that G-AI may gradually
take away artists’ markets and jobs. Recent studies [14] show that
users of G-AI identify the risk of job replacement in general. With
AI-generated content (AIGC) showing up in the art market and

gaining increasing recognition and acceptance [28, 50], some be-
lieve that jobs involving a substantial element of design or writing
are at risk [108, 111]. While negative voices towards G-AI taking
away the artists’ market are heard, some researchers [41, 111] see
the threat of job replacement in short terms but the enabling new
forms of creative labor and reconfiguration of the art economy as
the ultimate result.

Researches also shed light on how G-AI is been used as a tool
to transfer the profit from the artists to the owners of G-AI [47].
Put on a larger scope, the concern of the transferred profit may
be taken advantage of by incumbents that control key inputs or
adjacent markets towards unfair methods of competition [31], the
concentration of power [19], where all resources are controlled by
the owners of G-AI. It is also pointed out that the missing regula-
tion in the market of GAI is also worsening the threats to the art
market [103]. It remains uncertain how to tackle the revolution in
the art market brought by G-AI in a nuanced approach that recog-
nizes the reaction of artists and enables the capability of G-AI at
the maximum in this domain.

2.2.3 Related Prior Works. Gaining insights from the ongoing de-
bates, researchers established outlooks on the future progression
addressing the concerns aforementioned [25]. Efforts have been
made from the technical side, tweaking the structures, components,
or data of AI to mitigate its threats to the art community. In order to
prevent possible breaches of intellectual property, one can train the
G-AI models without the use of artists’ data [9]. Solutions are also
given to address AI plagiarism by classifying instances of infringe-
ment [8, 32, 39, 45] and remedy upon detection by removing the
learned content [81]. Moreover, to foster acceptance of G-AI among
artists, many advocates to raise awareness of the G-AI mechanism,
process, and usage [56, 58, 59, 104, 116] among the crowd of artists.

Besides, the research has recognized the necessity of studying the
social impact of G-AI in the context of arts [43, 47, 68]. Recent works
delve into the negative societal implications of G-AI [17, 42, 47]and
subsequently address the integrity of G-AI product [8, 101], suggest
practices of using G-AI [54, 59], and propose dedicated laws and
regulations [51, 112].

Despite the endeavors to tweak and regulate G-AI for the art soci-
ety or educate the artists on what G-AI is and how to use it, limited
research examines the perspective of artists themselves. Evidence
has demonstrated G-AI’s poor performance in attaining the creation
of art on its own [12, 72] and reaffirmed the irreplaceable [29, 72]
and preferred [16, 89] human factors in artworks. Human factors
are still indispensable for art, at least at the current stage of G-AI
development.

To shed light on the emergent landscape of G-AI with human
factors in art, Jane Adams [10] shares a unique piece of reflection on
the matter, as both an artist and a computer scientist. Research by
Patti Pente [83] also discusses the emergence of G-AI and art from
the views of two artists. Both pieces of research highlight that this
human-GAI encounter challenges both artists and G-AI researchers
to reach a level of emergence or symbiosis where the creativity
and power of humans and G-AI both get to remain. We propose
to pose this symbiosis of G-AI and artists as an HCI problem and
identify a missing piece in current research on the interactions and
relationships between artists and G-AI. To this end, we conduct
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Figure 1: Examples of G-AI Plagiarisms of Illustrations from Human Artists. (a,b,c,d-1) are from human artists, and (a,b,c,d-2)
are from G-AI generation. Obvious style and content transferring can be identified from (a,b,c) [1, 6]. Identical content and
style plagiarising can be observed from (d) [2, 7]. All pictures and comparisons are from the artists’ social media posts.

an interview with artists across diverse disciplines to gain insights
into existing challenges in Human-GAI interactions and to develop
a comprehensive understanding of the role of human factors in the
envisioned symbiosis.

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Pilot Study
To ground our research in the interviews, we conducted a pilot in-
terview study with four artists (𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡1 to 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡4), two specializing in
comics, one in music production, and one in essay writing, respec-
tively. The pilot interviews are conducted in the form of free talks
on the topic of G-AI. Each interviewee is asked to talk freely about
anything related to G-AI they have in mind. This pilot interview
aims to examine the fundamental aspects of artists’ understanding
of G-AI, explore concerning topics in the context of artist-G-AI in-
teractions, and provide insights into designing a series of in-depth
interview questions.

All pilot users report that there have been major changes in their
creation process due to the burst of G-AI development, addressing
the need for a thorough analysis of how the emergence of G-AI
plays a role in the changes. We also see differences in user experi-
ence among the domains from the pilot answers, specifically, their
distinctive usage of G-AI such as ideation assistance (𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡3), draft
generation (𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡1 and 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡2), variation application (𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡4), among
others. The usage is a critical part of interactions between G-AI and
artists as its users, we target the user experience of artists as one
aspect of our interview. Moreover, we identify a strong tendency
of the pilot users to express their subjective opinions on G-AI. All
pilot users express their attitudes towards the current deployment
of G-AI in art, either positive:

"In one of my recent projects, I used a generative AI
model to draw the fur of a red panda. The texture it
generated was so good. I would have drawn this way if
I had known how." - 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡1

or negative:
"Some collectors and galleries seem to be more intrigued
by the novelty of AI-generated pieces. They think AI
can replace painters and overlook the efforts and skill[s]
[required for classical art]. This has made it increas-
ingly difficult for me and others to gain recognition and
sustain our careers." - 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡2

Pilot users also show a diverse extent of expectations of future
use of G-AI, either optimistic:

"It is already powerful enough. I can’t even imagine
it being stronger. I am looking forward to seeing what
more it can help me with." - 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡1

permissive:
"Well, if it keeps learning and stealing our work and
style, it will get bigger. That might kill us [metaphori-
cally in the market] though."- 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡2

or observational:
"I don’t know, man. I don’t really think it is that helpful
now. It might change soon." - 𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑡4

.
To this end, we see the significance of artists’ subjective opinions

on and expectations of G-AI in this research.
Based on the responses, we refined our interview questions.

We focus on conversations with the artists to elaborate on their
thoughts regarding how their artistic creation process and thus
their career have been changed by G-AI, what their opinions on
and expectations of G-AI are, and what they would like the G-AI
developers to acknowledge. Meanwhile, we designated follow-up
questions that can elaborate on the previous questions to dig deeper
into individual contexts. We end up with four sections of ques-
tions: experience, understanding, opinion, and expectation.
We make sure the story flow is consistent in each interview by
arranging the questions in an incremental and deepening tune.
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3.2 Participants
We recruited artists who claim to have used G-AI or been affected
by G-AI across multiple domains including visual arts, studio arts,
and literature. Specifically, our initial recruitment targets include
university students from related departments, freelance artists from
the online job markets, artists from well-recognized online commu-
nities, and referrals from other participants. We eventually found 25
(P1-P25) participants from five countries agreeing to the interview.
The demographics of the participants are listed in Table 1

3.3 Data Collection and Analysis
We conducted our semi-structured interviews with the participants
on Zoom, with each interview done individually in approximately
50 minutes. Prior to the formulated questions from the pilot study,
we asked the participants about their background in art, their high-
level understanding of their specialization in art, and their broader
experience through their careers in art. After the formulated ques-
tions, we motivated the participants to give a free talk about G-AI
as we did in the pilot study.

Interviews were recorded and transcribed automatically and
then corrected manually. We analyze the data following the con-
stant comparative method [48] with triangulation [102]. three re-
searchers who have partly designed and conducted the interviews
went through the following analysis process, identically but sepa-
rately. First, they familiarized themselves by reviewing the record-
ings and taking necessary notes regarding the responses. Then,
they utilized NVivo, a qualitative evaluation software to assign
codes to three different subsets of the transcripts. Next, with more
other interviews iterated, they continuously compared and refined
the merging codes of the later transcripts. Finally, three researchers
merged their work by triangulating from their sets of codes, refin-
ing through discussion, and reapplying the codes to the transcripts.
We present our findings in the following section.

4 RESULTS
In this section, we illustrate our results and findings from the in-
terviews. We aim to understand the aforementioned questions: (1)
How are artists’ careers changed by G-AI subjectively? (2) What
are artists’ perspectives on G-AI? and (3) How do we bridge artists’
perspectives with future research on G-AI? With the questions in
mind, we identify, from the interview analysis, an N-Person Pris-
oner’s Dilemma where the artists compromise their general user
experience with G-AI to compete with each other, a Rashomon
in the observation where the opinions and understanding of G-AI
vary across stances, and a misled resistance from the artists towards
G-AI itself rather than the misusage of G-AI, posing potential harm
towards the future development of G-AI.

4.1 An N-Person Prisoner’s Dilemma
4.1.1 Efficiency, variation, and ideation from G-AI. Participants had
positive feedback on the capabilities of G-AI. Twenty out of all
participants confirmed the efficiency brought by the utilization
of G-AI in their domain. P11, a poster designer, who uses stable
diffusion in their workflow to generate new designs for their poster,
described the change in efficiency in their experience:

"I can complete ten times more tasks in a day compared
to before. All I have to do is to type down the description
of the layout I want and some details, of course. I get
the generated drafts and keep refining them by telling
the [generative] AI what I need in detail. I have only
minor work to do after that." - P11

P11 described a common scenario where artists are liberated
from the tedium of initializing and iterating over new artistic cre-
ations. The generative power of G-AI fulfills the requirement for
completing low-level tasks in a more efficient way than human
efforts.

On the reasons for such efficiency, P11 spoke:
"My work is mainly about switching among designs
until a proper layout fits the customers’ requirements.
I used to have to spend too much time making layouts
that neither I nor my customers are sure [if we like or
not], now I can use [generative] AI to do this for me in
a short time while I can focus on the actual design part
of my product." - P11

According to P11, G-AI accomplishes variations in design for him
with much more efficiency. We see similar affirmations of variations
among most participants. For instance, P6, a music producer who
utilizes GAN-based software to generate soundtracks for his col-
league songwriters, speaks on how G-AI assists them in obtaining
the variations:

"Back in the day, we needed to compose the soundtracks
one by one or piece by piece to check with my fellas to
see if they fit [with the songs]. Now I just need to do one
and give it to the software and it will generate so many
similar ones. I can choose to modify them all at once
with just some text... It changed my work entirely." - P6

We see the potential of G-AI in generating variations of artworks,
which help artists with the process of creation that requires repeated
trials, selections, or iterations of work. Besides handling variations,
collective ideation is also reported to be one of G-AI’s tricks for
efficiency according to our participants. E.g., P17, a science fiction
writer, highlighted their ideation process with ChatGPT:

"...It knows how other people write their story. Some-
times I ask it how I should handle the plots in my fiction,
and it lists similar plots in others’ stories... It sometimes
writes its own [story]. I just read them all and see what-
ever pops out in my mind." - P17

The experience of P17 showcased a successful collective ideation
with G-AI, where G-AI generates a summarization of other artists’
ideas of a similar artistic creation, and the artist/user reviews the
set of ideas and refines their own.

Participants confirmed that working with G-AI greatly increased
their efficiency in artistic work, specifically in terms of the process
of variation trial and idea generation, both of which are critical
stages in artistic creation. This efficiency emerges in various do-
mains of art as long as they require collective ideation or repeated
refinery of components.

4.1.2 Competition with andwithout G-AI. With the efficiency brought
into artistic creation, there appears a significant gap among artists
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Table 1: Demographics of the Participants

No. Occupation Country Experience with G-AI
1 mangaka Japan generating manga
2 mangaka Japan generating manga
3 mangaka Japan modifying manga
4 mangaka China ideation from generated manga character design
5 mangaka China ideation from generated manga character design
6 music producer China authoring beats
7 music producer China generating remixes
8 photographer US generating photographs
9 photographer China generating photographs
10 photographer China modifying photographs
11 poster designer China generating post designs
12 poster designer US generating post designs
13 contemporary painter China generating digital paintings from text
14 contemporary painter China generating digital paintings from text
15 contemporary painter China modifying painting
16 contemporary painter Korea generating for ideation
17 fiction writer China ideation with science knowledge
18 news writer US modifying the news
19 street artist Canada ideation from generated painting
20 street artist China ideation from generated painting
21 digital designer China generating web design for shopping websites
22 digital designer China generating web design for shopping websites
23 digital designer China ideation for advertisement design
24 screenwriter US protesting against G-AI for screenwriting
25 screenwriter US protesting against G-AI for screenwriting

competing with and without G-AI. Seven participants reported in-
creases in their profits gained from artistic work with G-AI. P3 a
freelance painter working in the Manga community, described how
the chances for contracts increased thanks to G-AI:

"I get more invitations to draw [Manga] than before now.
With Generative AI I can draw [Manga] for different
studios. I can draw in different styles... I am not saying I
draw better now than before, but I make more for sure."
- P3

P3’s experience depicts scenarios where freelance artists obtain
more chances than before to get contracts for certain artwork. G-AI
opens the highway for artists as its users to higher productivity
and wider ranges of creation. It also sets higher standards and
expectations from the consumers of art across the domain:

"Buyers used to invite me to create a certain style of
Manga or join a certain studio because I am good at
it. Now they just hire me because I can adapt multiple
styles quickly." - P3

For P3, the deployment of G-AI has shifted the expectation of
his work from the consumer community higher, in terms of style
adaption. We see similar circumstances from participants in other
art domains, where expertise in multiple styles and variations is
preferred.

However, the size of the market never expands due to G-AI. With
consumers satisfied by the co-creation of G-AI and some artists, the

remainder of the artists who do not always or at all utilize G-AI are
confronted with a crisis of chance. E.g., P21 as a digital designer
who majors in designing widget layouts for e-business elaborated
on the cause of his recent unemployment from his former employer:

"They didn’t need me, unfortunately... One of my col-
leagues showed them how he could [with the help of
G-AI] quickly generate hundreds of layout designs with
just the names of the merchandise. He iterated over the
designs by just typing his needs... I was just working on
a short contract. They soon decided they did not need
me and let me go afterward... I wish I had known how
to do the same thing." - P21

The unfortunate experience from P21 showcased the other side
of the coin. While no extra opportunities for work are created,
the utilization of G-AI grants its users advantages over the non-
user artists in most domains we identified in our interviews. (One
exception is street art (P19, P20), where no solid market exists and
physical work is needed such as graffiti and murals thus exceeding
the capabilities of G-AI.) These advantages of competitors with G-AI
over those without it have changed the ecology of the art industry
by initiating an unfair competition that does not necessarily depend
on competitors’ artistic skills and talents - at least not on those by
conventional definitions.

4.1.3 Compromises and the dilemma. What consequences do these
advantages in competition in the art industry lead to? With this



Understanding Generative AI in Art Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

new question arising, we dug into the superficial discussions on
the changes in artists’ careers.

As was aforementioned, success in the competition induced
by G-AI is not necessarily determined by one’s artistic skills and
talents. Nevertheless, according to our deeper investigation, it is
rather dominated by the usage of G-AI, i.e., artistic works with G-AI
overwhelm those without it, regardless of the artistic attributes or
aesthetics they may contain. Conveyed in the competition, this
counter-intuitive rationale has compelled artists to yield to the
usage of G-AI. On their motivations for using G-AI, eighteen of the
participants said that they were using G-AI mostly in order not to
fail in competing against their peers, four posited G-AI as merely a
fun tool to obtain ideation, inspiration, or to create with, and only
two collaborated with G-AI in pursuit of higher quality of artwork
in their disciplines.

P10, a photographer, noted their experience in collaborating with
G-AI to create landscape photographs for a magazine:

"I do not like AI-generated photos, you know. They can
sometimes be fake. Imagine a sunset above a lake. You
will never expect a reflection of the moon in the lake,
but you may see it in a generated photo... I have always
thought photography is the art of capturing reality, but
they [magazines or audience] don’t seem to care about
the reality part anymore. They asked me to regenerate
more samples with my photo using some AI software. I
thought it was gonna be like Photoshop but it wasn’t.
The generated photos didn’t look real to me but they
took one anyway... It was a quick call, if I had not got
it done in time I might have lost it." - P10

For P10, they faced the conflict between his pursuit of realistic
photographs and consumers’ tastes for different styles. P10 did not
and will not have the same bandwidth as G-AI to experiment with
different styles of the same photograph in a short time. Nevertheless,
the chance is either his at that very moment or an easy grasp of
other competing photographers who would give in to G-AI. Under
this circumstance, P10 compromised his experience as a user of the
G-AI in order to survive the competition with other photographers,
regardless of the quality of the photograph generated by the G-AI.

Showcases of similar compromises emerged among other partic-
ipants. Painters (P13, P15, and P16) and Mangakas (P1-P5) in our
interviews expressed their concerns about possible plagiarism from
appropriations of their products as the training data of G-AI models.
P5 brought up their experience of their work being plagiarized by
style-transferring G-AI.

An AI-generated drawing is accused by him of "copying directly
my painting in a different style". P7, a music producer, reported that
he used G-AI to generate variations of soundtracks with a poorly
designed interface with non-intuitive interactions and incompre-
hensible terminologies. Yet, they had no other choice because it was
the only software available for the variations they needed. More-
over, P10 and P2, although from different domains, highlighted the
similar differences they experienced between using G-AI with (1)
rigorous terms (henceforth, rigorous G-AI) where artists’ data will
not be shared to train the AI and (2) lenient terms (henceforth,
lenient G-AI) where artists’ data will be shared. According to P2,
rigorous G-AI “does not have variations in styles in the Mangaka [as

much as]" lenient G-AI, which they used eventually. P10 also noted
their tendency to lenient G-AI because they can "...iterate my work
referencing others photographs... [and] transfer the light and shadow
to my shots...".

We conclude that despite the efficiency brought into the artis-
tic workflows, G-AI has left at least one negative impact on the
artists’ community - It forced the artists into an N-person prisoner’s
dilemma, where the artists are left with two choices: either equip
themselves with G-AI in the workflow or decline it. Due to its in-
comparable capabilities in some procedures of artistic workflows,
G-AI puts the decliners in an unfavorable position in their peer
competition, where their chances and profits are deprived. Such
consequences are insufferable for any individual who wishes to
sustain themselves in the art industry. Subsequently, the outcome
of this dilemma is suboptimal - all artists resort to the usage of G-AI,
compromising their user experience or data copyright to survive
in the peer competition.

This outcome eliminates the comparisons between current G-AI
and human factors through an intrusive deployment of G-AI in the
artistic workflows. It also conceals part of the discussions on the
comparisons between different designs and applications of G-AI
due to the overwhelming capabilities of G-AI in art. To this end, we
further conclude that this suboptimal outcome is negative towards
motivating research in Human-GAI symbiosis, posing obstacles and
difficulties on the path of developing better interaction techniques
and investigating the potential ethical problems within the scope.

4.2 A Rashomon Situation
4.2.1 Can you understand what I am saying? To investigate artists’
perspectives on G-AI, we asked about how much knowledge they
had of the technology of G-AI. Given much effort made on the
Internet elucidating the theory, development, or implementation of
G-AI, twenty-two out of all participants reported that they had at
least once been in touch with the educational content of any form
about G-AI. Nevertheless, we see negative responses towards the
effectiveness of the educational content among the artists. Twelve
participants admitted that they were unable to understand how G-
AI actually worked despite the articles they had read or the videos
watched. P13 commented on their experience in learning about
G-AI technology:

"I tried googling the AI that generates painting. I believe
it is called Generative Advance[Adversarial] Network
or something. There were a lot [of] blogs about it]... I
am not a math person. Much as I want to know how it
works, the math terms and notations always give me a
headache." - P13

The instance of P13 resembles those of other participants. Their
notion of G-AI will not be as comprehensive as that of AI engineers
or scientists. Considering the artists as the users of the G-AI systems,
elucidations of mathematics and algorithmic of G-AI are apparently
user-unfriendly. In this context, users do not understand, do not
need to understand, and do not want to understand the intricate
technical details of G-AI.

P4, a Mangaka from a large comic community, expressed their
attitude toward understanding G-AI in their disciplines:
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"I use a GAN-based software to change the style of my
work sometimes. I also tried some background-changing
AI but it was that good... All I care to know is which
buttons to click, what they result in, and maybe some
efficient tricks for me to master it... Oh, I also wonder
if they use my manga or not. I have run into someone
else’s work for sure when browsing the styles from the
software. Will my work be shown there? I don’t know...
I guess if they ever used mine they should pay me... I
honestly do not want to see the math and equations and
stuff. I mean, if it steals others’ work, it steals. If it works
the way I want, it works. That’s all I need to know." - P4

Comments from P4 representatively conveyed a voice from the
artists that as the users of G-AI, they would simply use it as a black
box with clear instructions on the usage rather than the intricate
theories or principles. Can they understand what we are saying in
terms of numbers, symbols, and equations? Most likely, no. Then,
what are to be understood and how? Driven by this new question,
we are further convinced of the necessity of understanding artists’
subjective vision of G-AI, to advance in the big picture of Human-
GAI symbiosis.

4.2.2 What is G-AI: from an artists’ point of view. To this end, we
seek to enquire not only about artists’ understanding of the technol-
ogy of G-AI but more importantly their subjective perceptions as
the users of G-AI. P12 is a poster designer, whose workflow focuses
on designing the layouts of characters, backgrounds, visual effects,
and texts on the posters for a stand-up comedian (who is also the
employer of P12). P12 discussed the role G-AI has played in their
workflow:

"I need to design and go through thousands of layouts
before settling down. Now I can generate the layouts
with AI - that saves a lot of time. Yet I still have to go
through them myself. Sometimes some modifications
are needed... Well if I have to say, it is definitely not
creating art design. I think everybody can do what it
does. Those are just combinations of widgets. I think we
just need a tool like this to save our time." - P12

In the case of P12, G-AI is described as an assistive tool that is
capable of performing tedious but simple tasks to speed up artistic
creation. Similarly, P18, a news writer who is working for a local
newspaper also described their experience with a writing assistant
G-AI as a tool:

"It auto-corrects my writing... To write a good essay
on an event, I just type in what happened and it gives
me a set of essays from different perspectives... News
writing is about being objective but still holding our
own opinions. It is good to see from all those angles
it provides... I do not think the essay it gives is good
enough for publication though. That is why I always
write my own, well using the generated as reference." -
P18

In P18’s description, we see how they use AI-generated content
as a reference or source of ideation for their news writing. However,
they draw a line between G-AI as a tool and G-AI as a creator similar
to P12. In their opinion, G-AI serves merely as a tool because it is

not able to create content that has as high quality as human-created
content. Thus, the majority of the artistic process is done by the
human in this context.

Following the same logic as above, in the domains where gen-
erated art can be as good or as close, the role of G-AI is perceived
otherwise. P17, the fiction writer aforementioned, described their
relationship with G-AI as collaborators:

"My work strives for ideation. I read lots of books in sci-
ence to ground my narratives... Now I consult AI about
the science background. It not only gives me knowledge
of scientific facts but also suggests how I can compose a
story by blending science. I chat with it over the ideas
as if it is a collaborator... Sometimes I have it proofread
the narratives and give me feedback. It is doing what a
real human can do - and probably better." - P17

In circumstances similar to that of P17, G-AI is capable of com-
posing artistic content that constitutes a part of or potentially the
whole of the final product of the artistic workflow. In the case of
P17, G-AI solidifies the scientific background of fiction and blends
science into the storyline provided by the human writer, P17. With
concretized contributions as parts of the eventually presented art-
work, G-AI is considered a collaborator in such domains. P6, the
music producers also aforementioned, commented on the nature of
G-AI as a collaborator:

"The soundtracks it generates are as good as what I am
able to make, honestly sometimes even better. It amazes
me with one piece or two [pieces of soundtracks] that
fit perfectly in mine. It does some other styles as well. It
is just versatile." - P6

We notice how participants affirmed the capability of G-AI to
produce "as good as" human artists. Such comparability opens up
discussion over the artistic values and aesthetics of G-AI products
and earns G-AI recognition as a collaborator among the disciplines.
Yet, it also manifests the capability of G-AI to be a competitor in
some confrontational situations. E.g., P24, a screenwriter, who re-
cently went on a strike [33] against the use of G-AI in screenwriting
in Hollywood, expressed his concerns regarding the competition
between G-AI and human screenwriters over the market:

"The use of AI has already threatened many of my capa-
ble domains, like games, novels, movies... My concerns
lie most in the credit assignment. In my opinion, if I
collaborate with AI on a task, I should take full credit
- You cannot give credit for work to something that is
not even a human... If they allow free use of AI in these
industries, it will kill us [metaphorically]. Then who is
gonna write for them? As far as I know, they still need
us to teach the AI, right?" - P24

The voice of P24 represents an angle viewing the bramble of
conflicting opinions and discussions over G-AI ethics. P24 suggested
that no credit be assigned to G-AI but all to the artists who compose
with G-AI. This is a rational bargain from the artists’ perspective,
yet an extreme one from a holistic view. One can easily predict that
with no credit assigned to G-AI, artists can compose entirely with
G-AI and little originality, which results in serious situations such
as plagiarism or deteriorated artwork.
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Views on G-AI vary not only between artists and AI develop-
ers but also among the artist community. We conclude that the
intricacy of G-AI ethics results from (1) the disparity between AI de-
velopers’ and artists’ perspectives on G-AI and (2) the discrepancy
of G-AI capabilities among the artistic disciplines. Specifically, AI
developers focus on algorithm performance and define G-AI ethics
by the mathematical facts while artists evaluate their experience
with G-AI merely from a user perspective. Moreover, with different
capabilities, G-AI has been assigned different roles in artistic cre-
ation. The definition of G-AI creativity and originality depends on
its capability in the context.

To this end, we anticipate further discussion on addressing the
disparity between AI developers and artists in pursuit of contextual
interaction designs, regulations, and best practices. Also, we identify
a call for a taxonomy of G-AI based on artistic capability, which will
motivate the research to further scrutinize G-AI ethical concerns
among different disciplines.

4.3 A Tendency to Oppose
4.3.1 Opinions on the misusage of G-AI. In pursuit of artists’ per-
spectives and expectations of G-AI, we received from participants
their reflections on the ethical problems induced by the use of G-AI
in their domains.

Participants expressed their worry about G-AI shrinking their
market. Besides the strong opposition from P24 and P21 aforemen-
tioned, participants like P1 highlighted their concerns as well:

"Our craft is rooted in passion, creativity, and years of
practice. We pour our hearts into each character, each
storyline, and each stroke of the pen. But now, with
AI capable of mimicking our style and even inventing
new plots, I worry that people might start to prefer the
convenience and speed of AI-generated manga over our
handcrafted works." - P1

As described in the previous subsections, the capabilities of G-
AI in the replication and summarization of styles of the artists is
one of the reasons for it being increasingly dominating in some
domains. What happens if G-AI dominates all human factors in the
domains? Participants seemed to hold overall negative predictions
on the future of art with G-AI, due to their lack of confidence in
G-AI’s understanding of art and aesthetics and its capability to
create aesthetics by the human convention:

"I don’t think it understands art. It is just creating mean-
ingless presentations upon request. It cannot create art
as a human can. It cannot seize, observe, expand upon
a glimpse of the world - this is, in my opinion, what
human artists do." - P14
"If there is no human painter, what is left for AI to learn?
Are we all just going to learn to appreciate art that is
not made by humans?" -P16

Moreover, we identified concerns of participants over potential
(and even ongoing) G-AI plagiarism in art as well. G-AI plagiarism
in the form of G-AI potentially stealing, e.g. P5 accused G-AI of
copying their work directly:

"I believe they used my painting vastly in training the
AI. You can check how similar in layouts and style the

product resembles my work... This is intolerable. If an-
other mangaka does this to me, he[/she] will definitely
be sued and potentially banned from some communi-
ties. Similarly, G-AI should be banned if plagiarism ever
happens." - P5

G-AI plagiarism also occurs indirectly:
"The reference plots it generates for me are sometimes
from existing literature. It opens up a way for me to
quickly review others’ work, but it also leaves me in
a dangerous spot where I might copy others’ writing
without even knowing it... If there is no legal or safe
usage, we might just need to stop. Nobody wants to
plagiarize, after all, even the plagiarizers." - P17

P17’s case describes a generalizable situation where indirect
plagiarism is caused by implicit learning by G-AI of existing hu-
man work. When the user conducts artistic creation, the credit
assignment is missing among the user, G-AI, and the authors of the
content used in training G-AI.

In addition, participants also displayed awareness of the other
potential illegal usage of G-AI, e.g., fabrications (P18) and identity
theft (P8):

"One of the potentialities I see from this technology is
that it can generate news even without any context. In
other words, it can generate fake news that may sound
authentic. This raises significant concerns of mine about
the spread of misinformation and the blurring of lines
between factual reporting and fabricated narratives." -
P18
"I once saw realistic generated photos of [A famous
political figure] getting shot. I thought it was real in
the first place. The identity theft brought by G-AI can
be detrimental. Nobody wants to see their faces in a
wanted poster, pornography, or any piece of fake news."
- P8

We conclude from the interview that the potential or existing
misuse of G-AI poses threats to not only the artists across the
domain but also individuals outside the disciplines. To address this
profound social impact of G-AI, further research is called for to
investigate the usage of G-AI in art, with artists being both the
users and the non-users.

4.3.2 Who is to blame? G-AI or its users. While participants saw
the harms of the misusage of G-AI across the domains, the majority
(seventeen out of twenty-four) of them felt that the technology of
G-AI is at fault and should be held responsible for the harm. The
aforementioned P8 shared:

"I noticed instances where this technology blurs the lines
between genuine photography and manufactured con-
tent... Those fake but realistic photos are a huge threat
not just to photography but to the entire society... It is
also unfair that someone can sit in front of a computer
and generate photos out of imagination, while I have
to go Johnny-on-the-spot for the best shot... The tech-
nology needs to be refined to ensure it complements our
artistic endeavors without overshadowing them." - P8
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P8 expressed his concerns about fabrication and unfair competi-
tion brought about by the usage of G-AI in photography. Yet, they
blame the technology for placing their industry in jeopardy, while
overlooking the users of G-AI who in fact fabricated the photos or
competed with unfair advantages. Similarly, screenwriter on strike,
P24, emphasized their opposition to G-AI in their domain:

"The companies are trying to use [generative] AI to re-
place us in order to reduce the cost. I have to take a stand
for not only myself but also my fellow screenwriters.
We need to stand our ground to earn a living... It was
trained using our work, it was not as good as what we
can do, and yet it is taking our jobs away for simply
being cheaper. This is totally unacceptable." - P24

We identified similar oppositions to the deployment of G-AI in
the domains among our participants. Cases like P8 display how
G-AI is maybe utilized to plagiarize, fabricate, or deluge with dif-
ferent artwork, while cases like P24 manifest how G-AI is seen as
a rival in the competition of the job markets. Due to these ethical
problems, artists display a strong tendency to oppose G-AI. We
argue that from the artists’ perspective, this tendency to oppose is
rational. They do not possess the knowledge to comprehend the
design goals of interactions with G-AI, supervise the training and
deployment of G-AI, or objectively converse about the capabilities
and constraints of G-AI. Moreover, they are not obligated to do
so. Therefore, their subjective perception results in an opposing
viewpoint of the technology rather than its usage, i.e. its interaction
design.

However, the opposition to G-AI forms a confrontation between
the advancement of the technology and its engaging users and non-
users. To not put the promising power of G-AI and the efforts of AI
developers to no avail, we call for discussions on how to redirect
artists’ opposition into propulsion to determine the design rationale
for G-AI in art.

4.4 Summary
To this end, we have investigated the first question "How are artists’
careers changed by G-AI?" and the second "What are artists’ per-
spectives on G-AI?".

Through our interviews, we saw the positive impact of G-AI on
the artistic workflow, in terms of efficiency and ideation. Yet, we
highlighted the disparity in competition caused by the overwhelm-
ing productivity of G-AI, which resulted in a dilemma where artists
eventually resort to G-AI, regardless of their user experience.

In pursuit of the answers to artists’ perspectives, we identified
the gap between artists’ and AI developers’ understanding of G-AI,
implying the vain efforts of educating artists on the theorem or
mathematics behindG-AI.Moreover, wemanifested the discrepancy
in the opinions of the artists from different disciplines, which is
subject to the different capabilities of G-AI in these disciplines.

Then, we identified a tendency to oppose G-AI among artists.
We analyzed the rationale behind this opposition to G-AI technol-
ogy itself rather than its misusage and proposed to redirect this
opposition to push the research on interaction design for G-AI in
art.

Based on the results gained from the interviews, we seek the
answers to the third question "How do we bridge artists’ perspec-
tives with future research on G-AI?". We will do this via a thorough
discussion in the following section, addressing the problems identi-
fied.

5 DISCUSSION
In this section, we will spark a discussion on the results we draw
from the interviews, identify the major conflicts across communi-
ties, uncover the misunderstandings on the techniques, and eluci-
date the potential effort that can facilitate an alignment between
both the artists and generative G-AI designers.

5.1 Addressing the Dilemma Between Artists
The capability of G-AI to generate variations of artwork, espe-
cially those that require tedious efforts on trial and selection, such
as layout design or sound-tracking composition, has greatly in-
creased human efficiency. The increase in efficiency, on the one
hand, improves the productivity of the artists who leverage G-AI
in their work, but on the other hand, it brings a sharp and un-
balanced competition between artists with and without AI. This
unbalanced competition results in the problem of the N-person
Prisoner’s dilemma, in which artists have to compromise with the
use of G-AI to survive in the market, at the cost of their personal
user experience and taste in art. To address this dilemma, we will
illuminate the following discussion from both the artist’s point of
view and the G-AI developer’s point of view.

5.1.1 Embrace the new standard of art. The introduction of G-AI
has had a major impact on the digital creation industry, altering the
perspective of creators, artists, and the industry on the standard
of art. With its high productivity, tasks that used to require a lot
of effort can now be completed with a few prompts and selections.
These works are likely to be seen as tasks at the low entry level
with fewer demands on the artist’s creativity, experience, and skills,
thus reducing the value of art. Even creators using G-AI will not be
as competitive as before and will struggle in the low-value market.
This necessitates the artist and the industry to come to a consensus
on the new standard of art to take advantage of G-AI and also to
help creators succeed during this G-AI revolution.

5.1.2 G-AI as Collaborators. Artists are now viewing G-AI as a
powerful tool to gain an edge and remain competitive in the market,
rather than as a collaborator or colleague. They tend to overlook the
potential of G-AI to aid creativity, avoid stagnation, and facilitate
knowledge transfer. These various potentials of G-AI can offer more
opportunities for artists and enhance their professional abilities,
refine their sense of aesthetics, and investigate different styles.
Therefore, it is essential that artists regard G-AI as a partner and
investigatemore uses of G-AI than its ability to compete. At
the same time, more research and studies are needed to redefine
and create new connections between human designers and G-AI.

5.1.3 Lessens the Skill Barrier. The user described the situation of
unemployment from his former employer due to the lack of G-AI
skills. We anticipate that this will become more common for cre-
ators who have not been exposed to G-AI due to financial, Internet,
or computational resources. Additionally, there is a disparity in
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learning ability among creators, with experienced professionals
more accustomed to existing tools and processes. Some business
training organizations offer additional G-AI skill training to those
with budgets, giving them an advantage over those who are not.
The difference in G-AI skills leads to an unequal competitive land-
scape in the digital art market, with skilled creators earning more
and those without the necessary skills becoming unemployed. To
ensure that the benefits of G-AI are available to the majority of the
community, rather than just a select few, steps must be taken to
reduce the skill barrier of G-AI.

5.1.4 Propose New Ideology of Art. G-AI, on the one hand, presents
challenges for existing professionals, and, on the other hand, offers
opportunities to novices. By lowering the entry barrier to this field,
people without professional training can express their creativity.
Furthermore, the G-AI’s capability of generation provides a wide
range of variations, from low-level elements such as shapes and col-
ors to high-level representations such as layouts and styles, which
offers creators the chance to explore the vast potential of creativity
and discover new aesthetics that may not be rooted in human
history or culture. As human creativity can be unleashed and
nurtured by this powerful tool, new ideologies of art are needed to
discuss potential ways of harnessing this change.

5.1.5 User Experience Over Efficiency. In order to make G-AI more
convincing, developers tend to focus on improving its efficiency
rather than user experience design. Most systems lack consideration
of human factors, such as interaction design, human-in-the-loop
collaboration, and explainability. These considerations are essen-
tial for users to recognize the advantages and limitations of G-AI.
Without them, users may be forced to accept the technology with
a passive and doubtful attitude, leading to opposition to the tech-
nique and not a lack of human-centered system design. From the
perspective of the G-AI developer, it is necessary to prioritize user
experience over efficiency. By providing a better user experience
to creators, we can prevent G-AI from becoming the terminator of
human art and creativity.

5.2 Bridging the differences between Artist and
G-AI

5.2.1 Understanding G-AI Principles. We have identified an issue
within the creative art and design community: artists often lack a
deep understanding of G-AI models, making their utilization in-
creasingly challenging. The complexity of G-AI systems has created
a barrier due to artists’ limited knowledge of their benefits and appli-
cations. To address this challenge, it is crucial to provide accessible
and user-friendly resources. Effective use of G-AI models can be
facilitated through the creation of clear, comprehensive documen-
tation and tutorials. These materials should focus on explaining
functionality and limitations in a straightforward manner,
without delving into mathematical derivations and formulas. Some
of the ways in which developers and creators can create such docu-
mentation are by providing step-by-step tutorials about usage, more
visual and interactive platforms, some examples and use cases, and
updates about the latest developments. By adopting this approach,
we can significantly enhance artists’ ability to work effectively with

G-AI systems, encouraging innovation and creativity across various
artistic domains.

5.2.2 Design space of interaction with G-AI. To fully harness the
potential of G-AI systems andmodels, seamless interaction between
humans and these systems is imperative. Some artists have high-
lighted the existing limitations of such systems "... does not possess a
desired degree of freedom in creating ... (P4)", emphasizing the impor-
tance of considering the artist’s viewpoint during the initial design
phase and tailoring the interaction with G-AI systems to their cre-
ative needs. Often, developers prioritize utility by concentrating
more on developing an AI to make the system work rather than
usability. In order to create a more artist-centric system, it is crucial
to incorporate their insights and preferences. We envision that con-
ducting a comprehensive user study on design principles from the
artist’s perspective is essential. Further research in developing a
taxonomy spanning the dimensions of G-AI based on artistic
capabilities is much needed. This will align the capabilities of the
G-AI systems with the practical needs and imaginative aspirations
of artists. Furthermore, These designs should be dynamic, evolv-
ing over time based on ongoing artist input and suggestions. This
iterative approach ensures that the G-AI system becomes a tool
that artists can effectively utilize and engage with in their creative
processes.

5.2.3 Artist in the loop G-AI. We found mixed opinions regard-
ing the usage of G-AI systems in the same domain. While certain
artists expressed contentment with the creative outputs produced
by these AI systems, others conveyed dissatisfaction with the gen-
erated content. This shows the need for customization of design
for the use of G-AI varying with the artist. This divergence
underscores the imperative for a tailored approach in adapting G-AI
designs to individual artists’ preferences and needs. Addressing this
requires the proactive incorporation of feedback, insights, and artis-
tic inclinations from creators. By doing so, developers can instill
a heightened level of flexibility and personalization within G-AI
systems, thereby fostering an environment conducive to unfettered
artistic expression.

5.2.4 Explainability. A different user brought to light the challenge
of inconsistent outcomes arising from the same prompt, "...there is
some randomness in the application. The results varied with the same
input ... I wonder how it got those pictures.(P8)" This discrepancy un-
derscores the deficiency in explainability inherent to G-AI systems.
To mitigate this issue, AI developers should formulate visual rep-
resentation methods that facilitate artists’ comprehension of
the intricate relationship between inputs and outputs. Additionally,
it is imperative to incorporate controlled content generation tools
that empower users to manipulate and govern the resultant cre-
ations. This multifaceted approach will not only empower artists
with a sense of agency but also facilitate a comprehensive under-
standing of the mechanisms driving the G-AI system’s creative
output.

5.2.5 Artist G-AI collaborations. We discovered that certain artists
expressed dissatisfaction and opted not to utilize the tool due to the
AI module’s unhelpful output. One plausible explanation is that the
G-AI system fails to grasp the intended nuances of human input,
a vital aspect of effective collaborations. The results produced by
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G-AI models should be linked to the artist’s context. Achieving a
blend of the artist’s intention and contextual factors fosters a
collaborative environment leading to well-informed choices. This
collaboration between the artist and G-AI system emerges not just
as a tool, but as a creative partner that empowers artists to push
the boundaries of their imagination while seamlessly integrating
cutting-edge technology.

5.3 Exploring Social Aspects
5.3.1 Unemployment Fear. We discovered that numerous artists
expressed concerns about potential unemployment due to the rise of
G-AI models taking over their roles. While G-AI has demonstrated
its capability to produce intricately detailed art, surpassing even
the skills of elite artists, it also exhibits weaknesses, such as its
inability to consistently render realistic human hands (resulting in
unusual finger bending). This underscores the reality that despite
the widespread adoption of G-AI, it is not without its drawbacks and
still artists have a crucial role to play. We suggest comprehensive
research aimed at probing the capacities and limitations of
G-AI within the realm of art. Such an initiative would provide
valuable insights to artists, enabling them to discern the domains
in which G-AI can offer assistance for an increase in productivity
and those where its utilization would be less viable. Additionally, it
will also help artists identify the novel employment prospects
caused by G-AI.

5.3.2 Plagiarism and Privacy. Plagiarism is a concern when the
output of AI-generated content closely resembles existing works,
including those created by artists. These G-AI models are trained
using datasets gathered from the internet, inadvertently leading
to outputs that produce output similar to the existing arts. Artists
have shown concerns about similar designs generated by G-AI.
To tackle this issue, a suggested approach involves employing a
"machine unlearning" technique. This technique would allow devel-
opers to selectively remove specific samples from the training
data without necessitating a complete retraining of the model. Fur-
thermore, transparency should be maintained by AI developers to
provide users with insights into the technology’s inner workings,
training processes, and potential limitations. By fostering a clear
understanding of the capabilities and constraints of AI systems,
users can engage with the technology more responsibly and with
awareness.

5.3.3 Ethical concerns. Every technology comes with both benefits
and drawbacks. G-AI has indeed improved various fields, includ-
ing art, by enhancing efficiency and quality. However, it has also
opened the door to potentially fraudulent activities. One of the
users pointed out the wrong use of generated content in winning
the competition (P21). Furthermore, Deepfakes and manipulated
media can indeed have negative implications for the integrity and
authenticity of art. The use of generative output detection and
proper credit assignment can certainly be valuable measures to
address these issues. Generative Output Detection: Implement-
ing techniques to identify whether a piece of art or content has
been generated by AI can help distinguish between original and
AI-assisted work. Credit Assignment: Properly attributing the
contribution of both the artist and the G-AI model is crucial. Clear

disclosure of AI involvement ensures that the audience is aware
of the level of human input and AI assistance. By combining these
approaches, there may be potentially reduced fraudulent activities
in art competitions and other contexts where AI-generated content
is involved. It’s important to strike a balance between utilizing AI
for creative enhancement and maintaining the integrity of artistic
creation. Further research should be done to provide more solutions
to stop fraudulent activities.

6 LIMITATIONS
We interviewed a wide variety of participants from different disci-
plines of art and investigated their subjective perspectives on G-AI
in art. However, there exist several aspects of our study design that
limit our findings. We outline these limitations and explore how
they might be addressed in future work.

One of the limitations of our work is that we focused on a lim-
ited set of art. Art is known for its interdisciplinary nature, often
transcending boundaries and merging various forms. In order to
address the impact of G-AI on art, we concentrated only on the cat-
egories of art in which G-AI meets a minimum bar of the capability
to contribute to artistic creation. Such categories include visual art,
music, literature, film, architecture, and digital art. We excluded
categories of art that were not affected subject the current capa-
bilities of G-AI, such as martial arts, physical sculpture, abstract
expressionism, handicrafts, and performance art. These categories
by nature require physical movement or expression in reality and
are thus not yet as affected as the aforementioned. However, we
do not underestimate the aligning artistic nature they share with
the included categories. By concentrating exclusively on specific
categories, there’s a risk of neglecting the cross-pollination of ideas,
techniques, and influences that occur between diverse art forms.
This omission could hinder the exploration of how art evolves and
interacts within a broader cultural and artistic landscape. Further
research is anticipated to deeply investigate how G-AI can affect
the art that requires physical components, with these constraints.
Another aspect of this limitation is that the categories we have
located might not be fully covered by our participants. Even with
the best intentions and investments in our recruitment, we cannot
claim that our volume of participants is able to cover the broad
topic of art.

A second limitation of our work lies in our recruitment method-
ology. When participants are recruited most via the Internet, the
sample may skew towards individuals who are more technolog-
ically inclined, digitally savvy, or have a pre-existing interest in
generative art. This bias can lead to a lack of representation from
individuals who may not have regular access to online platforms
or those who hold different viewpoints. Consequently, the insights
gathered from this group may not accurately reflect the broader
population’s attitudes and opinions on generative art. Furthermore,
the online environment can also foster a self-selection bias. Partici-
pants who actively choose to engage in online discussions about
generative art may possess a greater degree of familiarity with
the subject matter, potentially resulting in more informed opin-
ions. This bias could inadvertently exclude individuals who are
less knowledgeable about generative art but could provide valuable
perspectives. Yet, we argue that the goal of our interviews is to
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obtain subjective feedback from the artist community to foster a
propulsion to the HCI research on G-AI in art. We hold dear the
fiercely outstanding and subject voices of the artists. We anticipate
future research on both subjective feedback and objective evalua-
tions in the context of G-AI in art, yet we persist that this limitation
will not undermine the calls for HCI research that are urgently to
be addressed in this paper.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we contribute, to the best of our knowledge, the
first interview study that focuses on the human-computer interac-
tion between artists and the emerging technology of G-AI. Aiming
to understand the artists’ understanding and expectations of G-
AI as well as the impact of G-AI on their careers, we conducted
semi-structured interviews with twenty-five artists. Through our
interviews, we discovered a dilemma the artists are put in by the
technology of G-AI, a disparity in the understanding of G-AI be-
tween the artists and the developers, and a tendency to oppose the
use of G-AI. To this end, we identify gaps in the research of HCI
between artists and G-AI. From the G-AI point of view, the devel-
opment of interaction design needs to pace up with the exploding
technology to grant user-friendly interactions. From the artists’
point of view, the capabilities of G-AI should be appreciated, and a
new ideology of aesthetics and a new standard of artistic ability are
to be embraced. From the societal point of view, ethical problems
such as credit assignment are yet to be addressed. We discuss the
open questions on how to tackle the challenges in the views above.
We envision this work to provide a valuable reference to future
research on the missing piece of HCI in the topic of G-AI in art.
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