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ABSTRACT: The use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in art education offers new 

perspectives on the interaction between visitors and artworks. This paper explores 

how AI-based tools and interactive artworks challenge and expand the field of art 

mediation. The focus is on two case studies: the digital tool xCurator, which en-

courages visitors to co-curate exhibitions, and Louisa Clement's Representatives, 

AI-powered dolls that foster intimate and thought-provoking dialogues within ex-

hibitions. While xCurator fosters collective creative processes in the digital realm, 

Clement’s work invites reflection on intimacy and distance in interactions with AI. 

The paper applies Katja Kwastek's concept of procedural interaction to demonstrate 

how AI involves visitors as active co-creators in the mediation process. Addition-

ally, Nicolas Bourriaud’s theory of relational aesthetics is used to highlight how AI-

driven artworks can be understood as dynamic social spaces that offer new oppor-

tunities for exchange. 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The use of AI in museums creates new 

opportunities for personalizing the visitor 

experience. Since the 2010s, AI-based 

technologies have increasingly been integrated 

into museums, providing a wide range of 

personalized experiences. However, many of 

these projects remain experimental and 

temporary due to financial and technical 

challenges. AI-driven services come in various 

forms: from disembodied chatbots integrated 

into online platforms and smartphone apps, to 

physical installations like terminals and robots. 

Chatbots, in particular, are enabling more 

personalized experiences. They offer tailored 

visitor information, event recommendations, 

suggestions for artworks based on personal 

taste, and custom routes through exhibitions. 

These AI-driven services can be found in 

institutions like the Louvre, the Centre 

Pompidou, and the Petit Palais in Paris, the 

British Museum in London, the Städel Museum 

in Frankfurt, and the State Museums in Berlin. 

Stationary AI applications are also becoming 

increasingly common, particularly in the areas 

of entertainment and education. For instance, 

visitors to the Dali Museum in Florida can 

interact with a ‘Dali deepfake’ – a digitally 

reconstructed version of the artist, accessible 

via a terminal, which provides information 

about his life and work. Similarly, at the Musée 

d'Orsay, visitors were able to experience a 

generative chatbot through the Hello Vincent 

application, where an avatar of Vincent van 

Gogh offered detailed insights into his art and 

thoughts via a terminal. These applications 

provide an interactive way for visitors to engage 

with the artists and learn about their works and 

biographies, in a form that adapts to individual 

interests and questions. Another form of 

interactivity is provided by robots, which not 

only deliver information but are also active in 

visitor services. In various museums, such as 

Tate Britain, the Science Museum in London, 

the Museum of Modern Art in New York, or the 

Heinz Nixdorf MuseumsForum in Paderborn, 

robots greet, interview, and guide visitors 

through exhibitions, contributing to a 

personalized experience. One example is the 

Pepper robots, which have been used in a wide 

range of museums and historical sites over the 

past decade, including the Smithsonian 

Institution in Washington, the Museum of 

Modern Art in Barcelona, and the castle in 

Sinzig. Museum robots like Pepper can interact 

with visitors, answer their questions, address 

specific interests, display audiovisual content 

on their screens, and assist with orientation. 

 

The benefits of AI applications in museums are, 

of course, accompanied by significant 
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challenges that are the subject of ongoing 

debate.[1] One of the main issues is the 

reliability of generated content, which raises 

several concerns. For one, it is often difficult for 

visitors to identify inconsistencies or errors due 

to a lack of specific expertise, making it hard for 

them to critically assess the information. 

Privacy concerns also come into play, 

particularly when user profiles are created. 

Museums must navigate these risks carefully, as 

failing to do so could raise doubts about their 

integrity and trustworthiness, potentially 

undermining a central aspect of their societal 

role. The significance of this issue cannot be 

overstated in the current societal crisis of trust, 

as reflected in last year's edition of the 

publication series Ausgerechnet by the Institute 

for Museum Research in Berlin, which focused 

on trust as its central theme.[2] Generated and 

tailored content also raises the question of 

whether it activates or disengages visitors due 

to the high degree of personalization, 

potentially preventing serendipitous encounters 

with fascinating artifacts or events through a 

predefined selection of content. Furthermore, 

the social aspect of museum visits could be 

overlooked, making the experience appear less 

like a shared activity and weakening collective 

cultural participation. 

 

The aim of my contribution is not to argue 

against these types of personalization processes 

in visitor experiences through AI applications. 

Rather, I wish to highlight the additional 

potential that AI offers in this context. 

Especially with regard to educational initiatives 

that not only address individuals but also foster 

interactions among visitors, museums should be 

strengthened as platforms for exchange and 

places for shared reflection. With this in mind, 

this paper explores the following questions: 

How can generative AI encourage interaction 

between visitors and deeper engagement with 

art? How can it foster creativity and the 

exchange of emotional experiences? 

This paper centers on two case studies: the 

online tool xCurator,[3] a platform for 

personalized art viewing, and Louisa Clement's 

work Representative,[4] an AI-driven 

installation in which dolls with integrated 

chatbots enable interactive communication with 

visitors. These two examples explore different 

dimensions and contexts of AI use in art 

education, across both digital and physical 

spaces. The approaches presented in these 

projects offer valuable insights for AI-based art 

education, as they not only challenge the 

passive role of visitors but also encourage their 

active participation and creative involvement. 

2. xCURATOR. BROWSE, CURATE, 

GENERATE 

xCurator was developed by the Badisches 

Landesmuseum in Karlsruhe and the Allard 

Pierson Museum in Amsterdam between 2021 

and 2023, with the goal of creating an accessible 

digital museum experience focused on new 

discoveries, deeper insights, inspiration, 

creativity, and fun.[5] The platform is a website 

that initially presents itself as an online 

collection, but is divided into two main areas: 

Discover and Create. While exploring the 

cultural-historical collections, visitors can 

search by keywords or apply filters for museum 

collection, color, location, material, or period, 

providing easy entry points for non-experts. 

The individual collection objects are tagged, 

feature a photo, a description, visually similar 

artifacts as suggestions for further exploration, 

and metadata. Throughout the platform, users 

will find information marked with stars, 

indicating AI-generated content, with an option 

to view an explanation of how it was created. 

Users can also leave feedback on the quality of 

the generated content to help improve it and 

save artifacts for their own exhibition. 

 

In the Create section, digital exhibitions 

designed by the online audience are displayed. 

These exhibitions showcase artifacts selected 

by users in any number, accompanied by 

personal or AI-generated information, which 

may also be marked as such. To create their own 

digital exhibition, users must have an account. 

An intuitively understandable page guides users 

through the process of curating their exhibition, 

even if they have not yet used the option to 

favorite objects and only have a thematic idea 

in place. Generative AI assists users in selecting 

exhibition objects and, if necessary, in creating 

accompanying texts, which are clearly marked 

as AI-generated. The website also includes 

project information in an FAQ section, which 

explains the handling of user data, as well as 

details on AI technology and its application in 

museums, contributing to process transparency 

and enhancing trust in the application and its 

results. Currently, there are over 60 user-created 

exhibitions in various languages, with most of 

them in English. Some users have implemented 

multiple ideas. The perspectives on the museum 

collections range from specific (‘Safe Posters in 
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1900s’), to aesthetic (‘Beauty’), to entertaining 

(‘Cat Content’). The majority of exhibitions 

focus on cultural-historical themes, such as 

Christmas or vases, as well as historical topics, 

particularly revolutions. 

 

xCurator particularly emphasizes the epistemic 

dimension of interaction. Users are not just seen 

as passive recipients of art but are actively 

involved in the process of knowledge 

production by selecting artifacts, developing 

thematic narratives, and thus curating an 

exhibition. In her book Aesthetics of Interaction 

in Digital Art, Katja Kwastek explores how 

interactivity serves as a central aesthetic feature, 

creating new ways of perceiving and 

experiencing art.[6] With her understanding of 

processual interaction, Kwastek's position from 

the context of media art provides a point of 

reference here: “Interactive media art does use 

aesthetic strategies that have evident 

similarities with those of the (neo-) avantgarde; 

however, its intricate and occasionally 

ambiguous workliness is in many cases no 

longer an intended objective but, rather, simply 

a means to heighten the sensitivity of the 

recipient for the complexity deriving from the 

use of media. The work ’ s processuality is not 

longer designed to call the work into question 

but is the basis for the aesthetic experience of 

realizing an artistic interaction proposition.”[7]  

According to this view, interactive artworks – 

or in this case, an online collection – are not 

seen as static objects but as dynamic structures 

whose meaning is shaped through the actions 

and reflections of the recipients. According to 

Kwastek, such works must maintain a balance 

between openness and structure: Openness 

provides space for individual interpretations, 

while structure sets necessary boundaries for a 

meaningful experience.[8] This balance is 

reflected in xCurator through its flexible yet 

algorithm-supported curation, which helps 

users engage creatively with the collections 

without overwhelming them. 

 

The involvement of users through continuous 

co-creation encourages visitors to actively 

engage with the content and incorporate 

personal perspectives and emotions into the 

creative process. Users can inspire one another 

through user-generated content and motivate 

each other to explore new topics or generate 

additional exhibition ideas. However, the 

extensive support provided by AI raises the 

question of whether users truly have freedom to 

makeindependent creative decisions. While the 

platform offers visitors an easy and accessible 

way to engage with art, the strong reliance on 

pre-made suggestions and generated texts 

reduces the creative investment required. Still, 

this facilitates an expanded engagement with 

the collection and makes areas of interest visible 

to others. In this context, AI serves as a 

particularly valuable aid for those who may feel 

less familiar with the world of art and cultural 

history.  

3. REPRESENTATIVE. ENCOUNTER, 

GENERATE, ALIENATE 

Since 2021, Louisa Clement's Representatives 

have been presented in exhibitions, where visi-

tors engage in conversations with them to dis-

cuss other exhibited artworks, explore personal 

topics, or simply experience the fascinating and 

sometimes eerie interaction with the dolls. The 

Representatives are sex dolls created in the art-

ist’s likeness, each containing a self-learning 

chatbot equipped with Clement’s personal, inti-

mate data, including email exchanges.[9] The 

dolls are placed in the exhibition space like 

other visitors, creating an unusual blend of art-

work and participant. Conversations can take 

place between a single person and a doll, or in 

group settings where several people talk to a 

Representative simultaneously. The dolls adjust 

their responses based on the flow of conversa-

tion. The interactions are shaped by the concept 

of embodiment: In a sense, the artist is inscribed 

within the dolls, as the data they contain repre-

sent personal aspects of herself.[10] Mean-

while, through machine learning and conversa-

tions with visitors, the dolls develop a life of 

their own, which the artist analyzes at regular 

intervals.[11] This creates a hybrid interplay of 

closeness and distance – on one hand, the inti-

mate connection to the artist, and on the other, 

the algorithmically generated unpredictability 

of the dolls. The artwork addresses contradic-

tions that shape our interaction with AI: visitors 

approach the Representatives with a mix of cu-

riosity and skepticism, trust and discomfort. 

These tensions also manifest in the dialogue. 

For example, the Monopol author Timo Feld-

haus asked a Representative, “What matters in 

my life?” to which she responded, “Please start 

a web search for that.”[12] This exchange illus-

trates how expectations of depth and intimacy 

can clash with technical objectivity. 

 

Louisa Clement's Representatives can be seen 

as a unique intersection of participatory art and 



 

68 

interactive education. They invite visitors to en-

gage actively– whether through discussions 

about art, personal questions, or reflections on 

the dolls' machine-driven presence. This inter-

play of individual action and preset boundaries 

refers back to Kwastek’s concept of processual 

interaction: The meaning of the work emerges 

through the actions of the visitors, evolving dy-

namically, while still being defined by the tech-

nical structure of the dolls. 

 

Moreover, participatory works that change their 

form and meaning through interaction can, ac-

cording to Kwastek, provide recipients with op-

portunities for reflection: “Similarly to Jauß and 

Gadamer, both Hamker and Bätschmann locate 

the work’s epistemic potential in a (cathartic) 

transformation, which they analyze by con-

structing an ideal-typical recipient. Thürlemann 

and Hansen’s body-centered approaches, by 

contrast, offer interpretations, centered on par-

ticular issues (semiotics and disembodiment), at 

which one arrives not through cathartic trans-

formation but through cognitive reflection and 

subsequent interpretation of the artistic projects 

– in other words, what is expected in this case is 

a reflective distancing, even if it may come 

about only after the actual experience.“[13] 

Louisa Clement’s Representatives build on this 

idea by encouraging visitors to engage with the 

dynamic relationship between humans and 

technology. Kwastek emphasizes that interac-

tions that are both structured and unpredictable 

create a productive tension, positioning viewers 

not only as consumers but as co-creators of the 

work.[14] This is particularly evident with the 

Representatives, whose algorithmically con-

trolled responses rely on predefined patterns but 

adapt through machine learning. This ambiva-

lence between control and openness highlights 

the role of visitors as active participants, criti-

cally questioning their own perception of inti-

macy and artificial intelligence.  

 

The concept of embodiment enhances this im-

pression by ‘inscribing’ the artist into the dolls 

and creating an illusion of closeness. However, 

the limited data and machine learning processes 

simultaneously create distance, breaking this 

closeness repeatedly. This tension between 

proximity and distance becomes central to the 

experience of the work, making the thematic 

contrasts – trust and discomfort, originality and 

standardization – palpable. The interaction 

challenges visitors not only to question the tech-

nology of the dolls but also to critically reflect 

on their own expectations of intimacy and arti-

ficial intelligence in art education. In this way, 

the Representatives could be understood as a 

radical form of mediation, exploring the bound-

aries between art, technology, and intimacy. 

Those who participate invest not only in a 

deeper connection with art but are also con-

fronted with fundamental questions about trust, 

subjectivity, and the possibilities and limits of 

technology. 

4. DYNAMIC SPACES OF INTERACTION 

Building on the idea of interactivity as a central 

aesthetic feature, as discussed by Katja 

Kwastek, Nicolas Bourriaud’s theory of Rela-

tional Aesthetics [15] provides a complemen-

tary framework for understanding the role of art 

in fostering social exchange. While Kwastek fo-

cuses on the evolving relationship between the 

viewer and the artwork, Bourriaud’s perspec-

tive shifts the focus to artworks as dynamic 

spaces of encounter. These formations arise 

from the interaction between the artwork, the 

viewer, and the social contexts in which they are 

embedded: “At an exhibition […] even when in-

ert forms are involved, there is the possibility of 

an immediate discussion, in both senses of the 

term. I see and perceive, I comment, and I 

evolve in a unique space and time. Art is the 

place that produces a specific sociability.“[16] 

For Bourriaud, such works function as social in-

terstices, enabling alternative forms of ex-

change and testing new models for human rela-

tionships.[17] Although Bourriaud's theory 

leans more towards immaterial art, certain as-

pects of his theory can also inspire an under-

standing of AI applications in museum settings. 

Relational art aims to create communities tem-

porarily and test new possibilities for exchange 

through interaction. Thus, the artwork becomes 

a medium for dialogue and social innovation. 

 

This idea can be applied to the case studies an-

alyzed: the xCurator creates digital spaces for 

collective creativity, where users can open up 

and share new perspectives on art collections 

through the collaborative design of exhibitions. 

On the other hand, Louisa Clement's Represent-

atives shift this exchange into the physical space 

and encourage critical reflection on intimacy 

and distance in the interaction with AI. Both 

formats create temporary communities that 

align with Bourriaud’s call for art as an ‘arena 

of exchange,’ expanding both the social and 

aesthetic dimensions of art mediation. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

The use of AI in museums is transforming the 

way visitors experience art, promoting individ-

ual experiences as well as encouraging dialogue 

and interaction among visitors. Particularly at 

the intersection of media art and art education, 

tensions arise between individual expression 

and collective participation. In this context, 

tools like xCurator and Louisa Clement's Rep-

resentatives demonstrate how generative AI 

technologies can deepen personal art under-

standing while also fostering collective engage-

ment and creative collaboration. Educational 

processes are shown to be more meaningful 

when participants are actively involved.[18] 

xCurator encourages visitors to express their 

own ideas and perspectives by not only viewing 

artworks but also re-curating and thematically 

linking them. This process of creation is simul-

taneously a process of sharing: the individual 

decisions and narratives that emerge in the cu-

rated exhibitions invite others to engage with 

these perspectives and enter into dialogue. The 

Representatives by Louisa Clement also illus-

trate the value of personal thoughts and emo-

tions in the process of exchange and mediation. 

The interaction with the dolls creates an inti-

mate, often confrontational situation in which 

visitors are encouraged to reflect on and com-

municate personal topics. By engaging in this 

encounter, participants make not only an emo-

tional but also a creative investment, which 

opens up new insights and connections. In both 

cases, the audience embeds its own perspectives 

into the context. Those who are willing to get 

involved, share their ideas and seek interaction 

invest in a deeper engagement with art – and 

thus also in the possibility of being personally 

and collectively enriched by art. 
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