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ABSTRACT

The debut of AI art, a new cultural realm, has given rise to discussions about its
artistry and aesthetic value. On the other hand, since the new path of the art-creational
movement does not allow applying traditional components of creativity to evaluate the
creative and aesthetic value, art coming from AI creates new difficulties concerning
its evaluation. What are the pillars of the art genre – composition, technique, visual
phenomena – no longer look the same? New tools are required to give a scientifically
sound assessment of the esprit and visual components of AI art. How do we assess
emotions driven by works from AI? They may show the extent of faithfulness to the
traditional genre due to the same or diverse components from conventional art. This
paper tries to compose and define the base on which an assessment of emotions
driven by such works is to be done. When the artist agrees, AI uses machine learning
algorithms, and the experience is always learning.
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INTRODUCTION

The emergence of artificial intelligence has introduced a novel mode of artistic
expression known as AI art, which prompts investigations into its creative
essence and aesthetic worth. The evaluative analysis of creative and aesthetic
value in AI-generating works becomes challenging due to the uniqueness
of its development stages. The current criteria for assessing art such as the
composition, technique, and visual appeal may need a form of revision to
analyse the artistic creativeness of the artworks created through artificial
intelligence. A comprehensive understanding of the creative and aesthetic
value depicted by art in the traditional realms provides a framework that
necessitates the development of new criteria. The real question is whether
the artworks made through artificial intelligence can elicit emotional feelings
similar to those experienced in traditional art forms. The importance of
emotions in artistic performances is the creation of emotional connections
and the development of further choices. The identification of possibility of
artificial intelligence replicating or developing more engaging emotions than
traditional art can be identified based on analysing the emotional reaction in
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AI-generated art. The collection of data from any persons interacting with
AI-generated artworks, through the use of both qualitative and quantitative
methods such as surveys and aesthetic standard compilation will enable the
real potential of the artwork. This research will support the identification
and analysis of emotional feelings in AI-generated art and enable the field to
analyse the possible differences between traditional forms of artworks that
generate emotional feelings. Both the possible commonalities and differences
between AI-generated artworks are determined.

AI-GENERATED ART AND ITS RISE AS A NEW FORM OF ARTISTIC
EXPRESSION

The advent of a new kind of art, AI art, prompted debates on its creativity
and artistic value. The novelty of creativity and aesthetic value assessment
in works of AI generation is associated with the evolutionary instability
of the species. To evaluate the alien subtlety in AI works, one needs a
new system that includes criteria and assessment tools. This system may
retain the traditional parameters – such as composition, drawing and visual
appeal – because creation is always creation. The ability of an alien to
cause feeling is a sensation – human from aliens – extraterrestrial. The
importance of these feelings can be as a means of relationship and as a
uniqueness of both interacting parties. A study of how people “perceive”
more creative and specific works in the form of a picture. However,
to do this, one needs an idea of how AI art will attract people. One
can evaluate revelation through the same commission; focus depends on
the criterion. We can get a view of the replication or deviation of the
emotions for old ones from AI visual art. To do this, I collect data from
people who interact with AI works of art. Data collection is through
both qualitative and quantitative research methods, including question and
answer response and aesthetic analysis. The purpose of this research is to
identify and study the feelings of A in exposure to AI work and enable
a comparative investigation of the feelings that old get from them. This
comparative criterion can be the same for acceptance and incompatibility
in feeling.

CHALLENGES IN EVALUATING CREATIVE AND AESTHETIC VALUE
IN AI ART

The assessment of creative and aesthetic value in AI art is a complex
phenomenon, demanding the discussion of ethical, social, and artistic
implications. The recent debate on the creativity and beauty of AI was
sparked by the artwork that is generated by AI (Liu, 2023). While others
claim that AI-created art has aesthetic efficacy (Ullrich & Trump, 2022),
the investigation of things like computer-generated art using conventional
assessment techniques is insufficient to understand and appreciate them,
respectively. Ethical implications, the creative procedure, aesthetics, and
audience acceptance are also explored when AI is utilised in art (Ho, 2024b).
Finally, there is evidence indicating that comparing human and AI-made
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art improves human creativity (Hwang, 2022), which could inflate the
worth of human labour (Horton et al., 2023). The study conducted by
Bellaiche et al. (2023) demonstrates that people generally have a negative
tendency towards artworks created by artificial intelligence. This discovery
implies that the participation of humans in the creative process has a
positive effect on the assessment of art, indicating that AI may not entirely
replace human creativity. The advancement of AI technology presents both
advantages and difficulties in the development, encounter, and recognition
of art (Lyu et al., 2021). Moreover, as it demonstrated, AI can provide
new perspectives on aesthetic, personality, and social components of cultural
creation, which are less focused on the commodity side of cultural production
and intellectual property (L’Yi & Gehlenborg, 2022). In addition, the
evaluation of AI art assumes creating computational aesthetic judgment
to motivate artists and graphic designers, which would be able to argue
that the automatic generation of art is relevant. The evaluation, purchasing
intention, and collecting intention commerce of the artwork can also
be evidenced in the personality of the creator (Zhang et al., 2023),
who can be human or artificial. The identity of the creator changes the
perception of art, hence this factor is important for the evaluation of
creative and aesthetic value (Gu & Li, 2021). As a result, ethical, social,
and artistic implications should be taken into during the creative and
aesthetic evaluation of AI art. Therefore, as the role of AI in creative
production increases, new conditions and values emerge, which necessitates
a more detailed and full evaluation of AI art on creative and aesthetic
grounds.

NECESSITY FOR A NOVEL FRAMEWORK TO ASSESS
AI-GENERATED ARTWORKS

A recent study argues that there is a need for a new framework to
assess AI-generated artworks. The study acknowledges that the existing
assessment methods are complex, but fails to address the inherent prejudice
against computer-generated art. Therefore, the study suggests that the
bias identification paradigm should be included in the review process
(Hosseini, Resnik & Holmes, 2023). However, this work also raises the
question of difference and whether the recognition of whether art is done by
AI if it belongs to the same cultural spectrum has an incidence on perception.
Moreover, a recent analysis with division handling and a prospective study on
AI and art explains the need to develop an ethical frame and a collaborative
paradigm to evaluate the AI art influence on preference and action intention
sighting productivity framework which is also related to the creator’s identity
(Chamberlain et al., 2018; Gangadharbatla, 2021). A need for a broad
aesthetic analysis (Bellaiche et al., 2023) regarding various AI types of
generation is also highlighted in a work involving AI-generated dances
and image-to-text (Darda, Carre & Cross, 2022). AI-created paintings and
experiments based on measuring the cognitive aspect of audience perception
of art style transference. The work states that a cue framework measuring
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would not be enough to analyse how people perceive and experience AI art
and that a new framework should be developed.

CONVENTIONAL CRITERIA USED FOR ASSESSING TRADITIONAL
ART AND THE NEED FOR REVISION

In the past years, traditional art metrics have come under scrutiny. With
AI-generated art gaining momentum, there has been a call to reconsider
what these criteria mean, specifically in the context of art that is created
by artificial intelligence. Studies have uncovered biases against computer-
generated art, arguing that a framework that accounts for these biases - and
knowledge about AI-attribution impact on artwork evaluation – is necessary
and urgent. The previous review and forward-looking evaluation of AI and
art underscores the need for the establishment of ethical guidelines coupled
with a further exploration of collaborative practices in the evaluation of
AI-based art. The work on how human expertise and AI-created artefacts
could come together also emphasises the necessity for a framework that also
considers the identity of the creator. Furthermore, A previous piece of work
seems to suggest that a framework that captures the nuances of the audience
reception and experience in AI art will be able to pick up on the effects of
audience expertise on the evaluation of artwork that was generated through
style transfer by machine learning. The examination of paintings produced
by a ‘text-to-image system’ (Darda, Carre & Cross, 2022) as well as the
squid game and the poet’s game previously discussed, suggests the need for a
framework that enables us to contemplate models of viewer engagement and
aesthetic responses across various AI-art domains. The works in the existing
literature call for a novel framework to evaluate AI-generated artworks
that can consider biases, AI attribution knowledge, ethical considerations,
creator identity, and audience perception, should be comprehensive enough
to account for various forms of AI-generated art and comprehensive enough
to capture the complexities of human-AI coproducing these works.

EXPLORATION OF EMOTIONAL RESPONSES TO ART AND ITS
IMPORTANCE IN CREATIVE EXPERIENCES

The subject of emotional responses to art is vast and diverse. Ho (Ho, 2024a)
has recently suggested that emotional responses are primarily responsible
for positive emotions in response to art. At the same time, other studies
(Menninghaus et al., 2019) prove the significance of the negative emotional
dimensions to the aesthetic experience. Furthermore, emotions are affected
by many cognitive evaluations that prompt the emotional experience and
expression due to the work or portrayal, highlighting the connection between
cognition and emotions responding to art (Miu et al., 2016; Schindler
et al., 2017). Several other studies have also indicated the differences
between art forms on the grounds of what emotional responses they may
evoke (Menninghaus et al., 2019). Imitation of these emotions is also
consistent with the distancing-embracing model (Pelowski et al., 2020).
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Various scholarships have also examined the factors influencing positive
emotions in response to music and painting (Silvia, 2012), highlighting the
differences between various art forms. In addition, cognitive appraisals have
also been found to impact one’s interest in visual arts (Ho, 2014), suggesting
that cognitive processes are also responsible for the emergence of aesthetic
emotions. Finally, the proposed research has inspired the formulation that
emotional responsiveness to art is diverse, spanning many dimensions of
emotions, cognitive evaluations, and responsivity. Thus, to thoroughly
understand the emotional part of creativity, it is essential to acknowledge
the vast number of emotional responses to art. Different levels of exposure
to these factors explain new emotions. Furthermore, Ho’s (2014) finding
reveals that there are also some cognitive assessments which determine one’s
interest in visual arts. Therefore, cognition is another important factor in
determining the roots of aesthetic production. Hence, in seeking to acquire
a more comprehensive view of emotional development, it is essential to take
into account the varied and multidetermined nature of emotional responses
to art.

Figure 1: Entity relationship diagram to explain the interplay between art, emotional
responses, cognition, expectations, and physical movement.

RESEARCH METHODS

Research Study Emotional Engagement With AI-Generated Art vs.
Traditional Art

This study aimed to contrast emotional engagement in two types of art
forms -- AI-generated art and traditional art. It provides an understanding
of the emotional responses each evokes and how each type affects people’s
feelings – both at the individual level and as a whole society. We will use a
combination of qualitative (through the SAM self-assessment matrix) (Chen,
Chang & Liang, 2019). and quantitative approaches (questionnaire) to get
at people’s feelings about AI-generated art and traditional artworks. Surveys
will be used for collecting quantitative data on emotions while qualitative
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methods such as interviews and participant observation yield deep insight
into what participants experienced. A wide variety of artworks from both
sources were chosen to give as complete an analysis as possible. The study
uncovered differences and similarities in emotional engagement between AI-
generated art and traditional art through the SAM self-assessment matrix.
It means to provide a more complete understanding of the different ways
in which AI-generated art induces emotional connection or engagement
compared to traditional art. This knowledge will also help build up a picture
of how AI-generated art affects an individual’s emotional experience and the
transformation that can be expected to occur to emotion within that context
of art.

Participants

For both research studies, the participants should meet the following
criteria. Participants must be at least 18 years old and possess the ability
to give informed permission. Additionally, they should have a sophisticated
understanding of art and emotional experiences. They would be randomly
invited through the online platform’s computer art discussion groups.
Participants with broad, cultural, educational, and artistic backgrounds
ought to be involved to capture diverse perspectives and experiences. To that
end, professionals, amateur artists, and those with no artistic background
shall be represented. To fulfil this existential objective, it is necessary
to include people who have varying levels of artistic experience. The
minimum technology literacy to ensure that subjects will be able to interact
with AI-generated art without hesitation and assist them put things in
perspective.

FINDINGS

A comprehensive examination of descriptive analysis depicts a slightly higher
mean for all dimensions from traditional art as compared to AI art. Regarding
emotional engagement, descriptive analysis revealed that the mean was 4.5
standard deviation in Figure 2. The highest mean for subjective preferences
was 6.3 and the lowest for perceived emotional impact and artistic appeal
have means of 4.2 and 6.1, respectively. However, participants reported
a connection of 4.1, a total emotional impact of 6.4, and a mean of
4.2. On the other hand, all the mean scores of subjective parameters of
AI art were slightly lower than the mean scores of traditional art. The
emotional engagement mean was 4.2, subjectiveness was 5.8, and the
perceived impact values were 3.9 with the 5.6 artistic appeal and a connection
of 3.9 and an overall emotional value of 6.2. Significantly, a comparative
analysis using a paired t-test revealed no substantial variations in the average
values between the two categories. Irrespective of slightly different standard
means, the dataset’s overall trend suggests a similar emotional response
towards traditional and AI-generated artwork. Further analysis through
the cluster can differentiate participants providing differing emotional
engagement patterns to AI art and traditional art. Such analyses will provide
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more insights into the complex emotional experiences among different
participants.

Figure 2: The impact of emotional design on communication effectiveness through
different design disciplines.

DISCUSSION

Advancement in Understanding the Emotional Impact of
AI-Generated Art

The emotional dimension of AI-generated art has also been at the centre of
recent research. For example, studies on the affective responses to computer-
generated art have also been done because of how creative acts, which have
always been valued highly since they were believed to be unique to human
beings, can be valued when they are produced by a machine (Chamberlain
et al., 2018). Hence, employing features inspired by psychology and art
theory for affective picture classification can significantly aid in conducting
an affective analysis of images, specifically in identifying the ability of
images to evoke emotions in humans (Machajdik & Hanbury, 2010).
Recent research also provided the impact of AI-generated art concerning
the upcoming era of artificial intelligence AI and how it will affect normal
societal norms and aesthetics (Rodgers et al., 2023). Others include the
evidence on the psychological effect of AI awareness on employee depression,
showing that changes in AI technology result in different emotions in
employee practices (Chen et al., 2024). In addition, AI art is increasingly
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interesting on its own accord, since it represents humans creating devices
that can create images never seen before, researchers citing how the real
picture only can be made because of emotional outcomes (Chatterjee, 2022).
McGuirt et al. discuss how AI works in images and everyone is very
sure about the picture taken as the image, but they found that there is
emotion every time used AI-generated image. They also documented how
the AI attribution knowledge affected the evaluation of artwork that humans
produce, suggesting there are emotions that humans bring in creating images
that machines cannot attain (Gangadharbatla, 2022). The finding meant
to show how AI was associated with the social-relational moral standing
that suggests the normative debates on robot rights (Lima et al., 2021).
Further, there were investigations into the emotional actions of AI service
measures as there were twelve studies that examined emotions arising from
AI service measures, and explained how the emotions can be divided into
three categories (Bagozzi et al., 2022). These reviews suggest there were
various emotional and cognitive processes included in the recent research on
the emotional dimension of AI-generated art.

Facilitation of a Comparative Analysis of Emotional Experiences
Between AI-Generated Artworks and Traditional Art

The ability to conduct a comparative analysis of the emotional experience
related to AI-generated artworks and traditional art is contingent on
the understanding and consideration of multiple factors and perspectives.
The nature of emotional responses to art is multi-faceted and complex,
conditioned by numerous psychological, social, and cultural factors.
The respective references present several factors affecting the emotional
experience related to AI-generated art and traditional art that enable
a reasonable comparison. Thus, the reflection based on the SAM self-
assessment matrix and the factorial related to the aesthetic judgment,
identified via the feedback from the participants, enlightened the underlying
biases towards AI artworks and the challenges of identifying them properly
in blind comparison. It is particularly relevant in light of the unique forms
and patterns of emotional response identified for AI art. Additionally, the
work of Cotter et al. (2023) provides valuable information about the
emotional experience and flourishing during the visitation of art museums,
thus accentuating the diverse patterns of emotional response to traditional
art. The study conducted by Gangadharbatla et al. (2021) played a crucial
role in the present evaluation by examining how awareness of AI attribution
affects the assessment of artwork across individuals from different age
groups, specifically Gen Z and Millennials. Finally, the study of Yusa et al.
(2022) comprehensively analysed the concept of AI-generated art in all
its dimensions. Thus, combining these references enables the comparative
analysis of multiple factors, such as biases, attribution knowledge, and the
specifics of emotional responses to both forms of art.
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Recommendations for Future Research in the Field of AI Art and
Emotions

Given the above references from the data, AI art and emotions may be
focused in several key directions. For example, such work as Suhaimi et al.
(2020) could be supplemented if innovative methods such as EEG-based
emotion recognition able to capture an individual’s emotional responses to
AI-generated art were developed; this would make it clear how an individual
works with his emotions and help to form emotionally intelligent AI systems.
Also, it could be the investigation of the emotional consequences of human-AI
interaction in various spheres from the provision of services and marketing to
entertainment and recreation use of leisure time (Huang & Rust, 2018). One
more future research might be the development of emotion profiling tools
using psychological lexicons, artificial intelligence and network science to
investigate not only the emotional states but also the emotional content and
effect of AI-generated content (Hua et al., 2024). Another possible research
question might be whether people prefer human- or AI-created artwork in
the whole creative field (Bellaiche et al., 2023) would give insights into how
people evaluate creativity and what they feel about evaluating AI-generated
art. All these research studies provide insights into the emotional effect
of AI-generated art per se and on third-party areas such as man-machine
interaction, personal emotional health and AI technology implementation.

CONCLUSION

The implications of the assessment of artistic and aesthetic value in AI-
generated artworks refer to how art is understood and evaluated. Aesthetic
response to computer generated art: A weak link to art history background
(Chamberlain et al., 2018) refers to how art educational background provides
a reliable source of variance in aesthetic judgments” This part of the
references helps to understand the variety of factors that determine the
assessment for aesthetic value. For instance, the difference in art educational
backgrounds appears to provide a reliable source of variance in aesthetic
value judgment. On the other hand, the influence of national identity on
art evaluation was explored in the art appreciation heuristic (Mastandrea
et al.. 2021), adding national identity as a new one. This study captures
the different heuristics of appreciation to use in the assessment of artistic
value (Gangadharbatla, 2022). Based on the results of interaction influences
between the factors addressed, the findings reflect on the implications of
AI-generated art in the industry.
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