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1 I'm just exploring around, hoping to
find something that looks cool.

Hm, now that I look at it, I can see
'/ 2 how they wvisually relate, but I don’t
- agree that this Guanxiu painting
should be near this photography.

Oh, a cat? Wow, I've never

N 3 heard of this artist! ...Oh, I'm
getting distracted, I should

check out other areas too.

I know I like ancient mosaics, so I'll
try using image generation to find
something like that.

4 I'm not sure I'll find more

5 things that interest me here...
I'm going back to the place

where I found cats.

Figure 1: Artographer is an interface for exploring an intentionally curated dataset of ~16,000 historical artworks as an zoomable
2D-map. This similarity-clustered map is constructed from multiple embedding models’ representations of each artwork’s
visual and semantic features. We traced the creative exploration behavior of n=20 participants, including 9 art history scholars,
as they used Artographer to discover and collect across art space.

Abstract

Relating a piece to previously established works is crucial in creat-
ing and engaging with art, but Al interfaces tend to obscure such
relationships, rather than helping users explore them. Embedding
models present new opportunities to support discovering and relat-
ing artwork through spatial interaction. We built Artographer, an
art exploration system featuring a zoomable 2-D map, constructed
from the similarity-clustered embeddings of 15,000+ historical art-
works. Using Artographer as a probe to investigate spatial artwork
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exploration, we analyzed how 20 participants (including 9 art his-
tory scholars) traversed the map, during a goal-driven task and
when freely exploring. We observe divergent and convergent ex-
ploration behaviors (Jumping, Wandering, Fixation, Revisiting) and
identify values enacted by spatial art-finding (Visibility, Agency,
Serendipity, Friction.) We situate spatial maps within a space of
Curatorial Interfaces, systems that select and present artworks,
and discuss centering pluralism and agency in the design of more
responsible Al systems for art curation.
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1 Introduction

What happens when a new work of art is created is
something that happens simultaneously to all the works
of art which preceded it [...] the past should be altered
by the present as much as the present is directed by the
past.

—T. S. Eliot

The world is inundated with images, at least some of which are art.
Curation is the act of selecting and presenting artworks; how those
selection and presentation decisions are made crucially shapes the
creative ecosystem around them, and the kinds of artist support
networks and downstream cultural impacts that result [1, 18].

Al is rapidly changing both the curation and consumption of
imagery. As dominant media platforms increasingly use recommen-
dation algorithms to curate personalized content feeds, Al systems
are intermediating more interactions with art and imagery than
ever before [60]. Widespread mainstream use of Generative Al
(GenAl) is rapidly accelerating the production of images; text-to-
image models were used to generate over 15 billion images in 2023
alone, exceeding the number of photographs produced in the first
150 years of photographic history [57].

The AI models we address in this context are large statistical
models that are, materially, made of data. GenAl models, for exam-
ple, draw from datasets of existing creative work; these “reference
materials” are latent in the artifacts that they generate [14]. Depen-
dency on existing work is a core feature of human art production,
too; several major theories of art define an artwork by its relation-
ship to established art pieces and movements [32, 33]. Relating
a piece of media to the space of previously established works is
crucial in curating, creating, and engaging with art.

Al models, as systems that excel at synthesizing and surfacing
relationships across large bodies of data, are actually well-equipped
to support relational art interactions. Using Al to support expert
interpretation of historical artworks is fairly well-established [56]
— but when it comes to non-experts’ interactions with art, Al inter-
ventions are often designed to automate interpretation. Examples
include models that automate art-style classification [6, 35, 37] or
predict visual “aesthetic quality” [8, 49] — both of which can then be
used to automatically curate end-user artwork recommendations,
or train more “aesthetic” generative models [41, 66].

These interventions tend to, implicitly or explicitly, position AI
as a “solution” to the “subjectivity” of human evaluation, or as a
means to more efficiently replicate, automate, and replace the labor
and expertise of human curators. It is rare that an Al interface is
designed to support a key goal of effective art curation: to empower
viewers with the agency to more deeply engage with artworks [52].
Mainstream Al art interfaces tend to obscure relationships instead,
presenting images detached from the human contexts they materi-
ally derive from.

Trovato et al.

We see an opportunity to support users with more direct access to
the rich relational information embedded into AI models, and to study
how the affordances of such an interface can influence engagement
with artwork.

To explore this opportunity, we built Artographer: a historical
art exploration interface. We designed an intentionally opinion-
ated, computational curation approach to assembling a dataset of
15,698 historical artworks, largely in the public domain, selected
based on the relational information available for describing them.
We arrange this curated selection of artworks into a similarity-
clustered spatial map, constructed from the combined vector spaces
of multiple embedding models, and present this map for interactive,
zoomable exploration through Artographer’s frontend web inter-
face. Artographer also explores an alternative use of GenAlI that
places it in conversation with established artworks — presenting
Al image generation as a support tool for navigating art space.

We used Artographer as a probe to study art space exploration. 20
participants (9 with significant historical art expertise) used Artog-
rapher to navigate and interrogate this computationally-constructed
presentation of art space. Artographer served as an experimen-
tal substrate for tracing their creative exploration behaviors, and
grounding reflective conversation with our participants, with whom
we collaboratively develop insights to address the following re-
search question: How does an embedding-based, similarity-
clustered spatial map interface shape user behaviors and
experiences during art exploration?

We report on four exploration behaviors (Jumping, Wander-
ing, Revisiting, and Fixation) and experiences that characterize the
similarity-clustered spatial map as an interface for artwork explo-
ration. We situate this within a broader design space of Curatorial
Interfaces — systems that select and present artworks — and con-
sider four values they can enact: Visibility, Agency, Serendipity,
and Friction. We consider how these values can guide the design
of systems that support deeper engagement with art and media —
making creative exploration more curious, joyful, and visible. We
reflect upon our methodological use of spatial maps as a substrate
for creativity research where exploratory behavior is more visible
to the researcher and the participant. We envision more responsible
Al interventions that counter the automation of human judgment
in the evaluation of art, instead centering user agency in the design
of flexible systems that facilitate serendipity, interrogation, and
pluralistic engagement with artworks.

To sum, this work contributes...

(1) an intentionally curated, open-source database of public
domain historical artworks, featuring ~16,000 images with
metadata and ~1,640 artist & keyword text entries, with im-
age, text, and multimodal embedding ectors for every art-
work and keyword,

(2) Artographer, a visual-spatial map interface for exploring
historical art space,

(3) a creative exploration study conducted with n=20 partici-
pants, including 9 art history scholars, using Artographer as
an experimental substrate to trace and characterize spatial
map art exploration,

(4) values for Curatorial Interface design, as a lens for evaluating
systems that select and present artwork,
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(5) considerations for studying creative exploration and design-
ing for responsible Al art curation.

2 Background & Related Work

2.1 The Role of Curation in Art, as a Collective
Social Activity

Social theories describe art as the collective activity of an art world:
a network of actors and sociotechnical systems performing inter-
dependent, creativity supportive roles [9]. Curation is central to
art worlds, determining which artworks are distributed, and how;
which artists have the opportunity to thrive and influence the art
world, versus those who remain unseen [1].

While human curators continue to serve this role, both on- and
off-line, the work of art curation is increasingly being delegated
to computational systems. As discussed in the introduction, Al
interventions into art curation include models for automating the
evaluation of art (e.g., art-style classification models)[6, 35] and
models for predicting aesthetic quality — classifers that can then
be used to curate art recommendations, and craft “aesthetically”
curated datasets, and ultimately train GenAlI models to produce
more “aesthetically” aligned media[41, 48].

von Davier positions the work of designing for deeper apprecia-
tion in the digital presentation of art as a necessary counter to the
“contentification” of media: the recommendation algorithms that
govern curation on dominant media platforms pressure artists to
conform to reductive metrics, posing threats to cultural diversity
in artistic expression and public cultural media literacy [59].

2.2 Supporting Artistic Engagement in HCI

This works builds on the significant body of work by cultural insti-
tutions and HCI researchers studying how people engage with art
and cultural artifacts [45, 58], and how we might design systems to
support deeper appreciation and engagement with art[20, 25]. This
includes systems designed for the unique needs of specific cultural
domains[5, 67].

Prior work includes designing and studying the effects of novel
applications, devices, and interactive or embodied experiences for
museum visitors [12, 28, 29, 43, 51, 61, 62]. Throughout this work,
researchers and cultural institutions are notably shifting away sim-
ply delivering educational content or suggesting “factually-correct”
interpretations of artworks, instead asking questions like, “How
can we facilitate personal engagement with artworks?” and, “How
can we provoke and empower viewers as relational beings, to bring
their own narratives into the interpretation of artworks?”

Digital interfaces can leverage the unique affordances of digital
space for unique artwork engagement experiences, while support-
ing the democratization and accessibility of global artwork collec-
tions [3]. Both Meinecke et al. [39] and Meyer et al. [40] experiment
with object-detection and similarity-clustering as materials for de-
signing interactive artwork collections. While grouping artworks by
similar object detection inherently limits the kinds of relationships
that these systems can surface, participants in both experiences val-
ued how a novel lens for engaging with the artworks can facilitate
serendipitous discovery and thoughtful reflection.

Our implementation learns from the strengths and limitations of
these approaches, employing a number of strategies in designing
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our dataset, computational curation system, 2D spatial map pre-
sentation of artworks, to support interpretability and sensemaking
while embedding a depth of multimodal relationships richer than
those achievable by grouping by similar-object detection, metadata,
or visual similarity alone.

2.3 Supporting Sense-making with Spatial
Visualization & Exploration

2-dimensional, freely manipulable spaces are revisited through-
out HCI research to enable sensemaking and exploration of large-
scale data. One frequently visited interaction approach is projecting
higher-dimensional data onto a 2-dimensional space [46, 55]. While
dimensionality reduction can risk the loss of important informa-
tion [15, 27], it remains a widely adopted strategy in many tools
for exploratory data sensemaking, due to its ability to leverage
human’s intuitive sense of spatial-visual perception to support
navigating across many data instances. It is often combined with
other interaction techniques to enable more flexible data explo-
ration [23, 64], like zooming. Zoomability allows users to move ver-
tically through different hierarchies of a data representation [10, 31].
The rapid advancement in Al for creativity support has facilitated
more flexible visualization and exploration of 2-D design spaces.
Zoomable 2D space is emerging as a promising substrate for dy-
namic, Al-supported sensemaking and creative exploration — Sens-
escape [54] dynamically generates new information structures as
users move across levels of abstraction with zoom; Luminate [53]
supports creative writing exploration through the dynamic gen-
eration of interactive, 2D representations of story design space,
constructed form latent semantic representations of Al-generated
text. Patchview [19] foregrounds user agency in co-creative explo-
ration of storytelling design spaces: users define the semantic axes
they wish to explore, and are provided Al-generated creative data
points that they can freely reshape and reconfigure. In this work,
we leverage the well-established strengths of zoomable 2D spatial
maps for relational sensemaking, towards the design of a novel, yet
intuitively navigable, art exploration experience.

3 System Design

Artographer is a system for exploring an intentionally curated set
of historical artworks, presented as a similarity-clustered, zoomable
2D spatial map. We describe three key stages of system design: data
curation (selecting and designing our representation of a rich set
of artworks), map-making (constructing the similarity-clustered
hierarchical map presentation of the artworks), and building the
frontend 3D web interface.

3.1 Data Curation

When curating a presentation that can capture a depth of mean-
ingful relationships, not all data can take equal importance. For
example, grouping artworks by artist name will produce a different
arrangement than grouping by country, or century. What informa-
tion can and should take precedence is dependent on the curator’s
particular goals and priorities, and the content and distribution of
the dataset they are curating from.

We found that attempting to avoid prioritizing any relationships
led to the construction of spatial maps where positional groupings
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were frequently perceptually meaningless or shallow. We designed
an intentionally opinionated computational curation approach that
depends on how much, and what kinds, of relational information
is actually available in the dataset, prioritizing (1) visual similarity,
then (2) salient keyword similarity, then (3) similarity of other text
metadata.

We constructed a historical artwork dataset of 26,886 artworks
from WikiArt and Artsy.net. We also gathered a keyword dataset of
1,643 art terms - entries include every artist in the database, as well
as descriptive keywords like “Art Nouveau” and “Metallic” from the
Artsy Genome Project, Artsy.net’s system of over 1,000 terms for
categorizing artworks. [4]. Each keyword maintains a list of the
artworks it describes (i.e., is a tag for), and vice versa.

While several existing “WikiArt” datasets are readily available [63],
they are typically curated for training art-style classification mod-
els, or similar. As they prioritize collection size over depth, these
datasets often lack much of the rich metadata and textual descrip-
tions that are available for many artworks on WikiArt, and that
would help construct a more richly relational map. This led us
to curate our own WikiArt artworks dataset, and to augment en-
tries with descriptive and contextual tags from The Art Genome
Project. ML datasets also frequently exclude rights information —
we strived to include only artworks in the public domain or under
open licenses (e.g., Getty Trust Open Content Program, Creative
Commons) and to ensure that the images retained that licensing
information.

We compute a high-dimensional representation of every art-
work and keyword entry (See Figure 2 for details). We combined
visual embeddings (using artwork image data, via ResNet-501), text
embeddings (using artwork metadata, via MiniLM?), and visual-
text embeddings (using both image and metadata, via CLIP?) to
ultimately represent each artwork with a 3,456-dimensional multi-
modal feature vector, where each kind of embedding is weighted
with a manipulable parameter, to support dynamic adjustment.

This strategy aligns with prior work that found a fused approach
to be more effective at capturing hidden semantic relationships in
artwork than using image or text embeddings alone [65].

In selecting metadata to use for each artwork’s text embeddings,
we chose a process that prioritizes certain salient keywords over
others, to intentionally bias the final presentation towards the more
meaningful artwork groupings available for representation using
our particular dataset.

For each keyword, we calculate a salience score equal to (the
number of artworks the keyword describes) * (the fraction of total
artworks it describes):

X count
salience = count X ————
total_artworks

This deprioritizes “niche” keywords (that only describe a few
artworks in the dataset) and overly broad keywords (like “painting”,
which describes such a large fraction of the dataset, it ceases to be
meaningfully descriptive).

We select a representative set of 500 salient keywords using a
greedy iterative process: starting with the most salient keyword,

!https://huggingface.co/microsoft/resnet-50
Zhttps://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2
3https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-patch32
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Figure 2: Each artwork is represented by a multimodal
3456d feature vector that combines visual embeddings gen-
erated with ResNet50, text embeddings from MiniLM, and
image+text embeddings from CLIP.

we repeatedly add the next most salient keyword that describes
the largest number of previously uncovered artworks. This favors
terms that provide distinctly descriptive relational information,
rather than repeatedly characterizing groups of artworks already
well-described by a more salient keyword.

We used the set of artworks covered by these 500 salient key-
words to reduce the final dataset from 26,886 artworks, to the final
set of 15,968 artworks. When computing each artwork’s text embed-
ding, we first take the embedding representing the salient keyword,
and average it with an embedding representing the rest of the
artwork’s metadata as text.

The result is a computational selection of artworks that are all de-
scribed by at least one contextual term that describes a meaningful
relation to some group of other artworks.

3.2 Spatial Map-making Approach

Our data curation strategy formed a strong set of base materials
for a similarity-clustered presentation of artworks that embeds a
variety of meaningful relationships.

We use Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP) [38]

to project the 3456-dimensional representation of each artwork
onto 2-D space. Compared to t-SNE (another common dimension-
ality reduction technique), UMAP allows visualization designers
to balance between local structure (data is well clustered within
categories) and global structure (similar categories are co-located),
and provides parameters for manipulating this balance [21].

We first use UMAP on the entire dataset to construct a global
structure, where groups of related artworks are clustered together.
We use k-means clustering to create a Voronoi diagram that contains
each cluster within a cell — this forms Artographer’s “regional map”
We iteratively merge these adjacent “neighborhood”-like regions to
create the larger, “country”-like colored regions seen when viewing
the map at a distance.

We then re-run UMAP on each cluster, recomputing new 2D
coordinates for each artwork that contains them to the shape of
their “region” — this achieves more meaningful local structure of
the data within each region when users view the map at a short
distance.
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Some “outlier artworks” are so distinct from the rest of the
dataset, they would be positioned too far to comfortably display or
navigate to; we chose a reasonable map size, then iteratively nudge
these outliers into the constraints of the map. (We report on inter-
esting tensions and opportunities that arise from this presentation
of “marginalia” in Section 5.3.1.

We developed a Flask Server API* that can perform each step of
the map-making process on demand. The API returns a hierarchical
2D-map representation of the dataset as a nested JSON object, with
2D coordinates for each artwork, and supports changing a number
of the variables involved in the map-making process — including
the weights that adjust the “strength” of each kind of embedding.
This system supports generating a plurality of art-space maps,
each capable of emphasizing different design priorities and ways
of relating the data. As an example, one can set the weight of text
embeddings to zero, to produces a map clustered solely by visual
similarity.

For the research questions of interest to this study, we chose to
precompute and cache a single map as described, so that all partici-
pants navigate the same presentation of art space in Artographer.
We discuss in Section 3.2 how this same system might support
interactions with a dynamic plurality of maps in future work.

3.3 Frontend Web Interface

Users interact with the Artographer frontend interface through
their web browser. The colorful “regional map” (see Fig.3 left) is
drawn as a 2-D plane in a 3-D scene, rendered in Three.js using
React-Three-Fiber. Each artwork is itself a 2-D plane “floating” on
the map. Users click-and-drag, or use WASD/Arrow Keys, to pan
the map.

The user can scroll to “zoom” into the map, moving the scene’s
camera closer to the map. We limit the number of artworks that
can be rendered at any time (presenting all 16k artworks would
be cognitively and technically overwhelming). At high levels of
zoom, we show only “representative” artworks — for each region,
we choose the artwork closest to its centroid to “represent” it; we
deterministically curate this list of representatives to a selection that
is well-spread out across the current view of the map. As the user
zooms in, the system renders more artworks into their viewport.

The “Selected Region” menu tab (See “A” in Figure 1) lists all
artworks in the currently selected region, regardless of zoom level.
Each artwork in this menu has two buttons: the “Focus” button au-
tomatically moves the camera to center and zoom into that artwork
on the map. The “Pin” button allows users to collect the artwork,
adding it to their “Pins” menu. Pinning also makes the artwork
visible at all times regardless of zoom level, allowing users to create
landmarks.

3.3.1 Image Generation as a Navigation Support Tool. Users are
provided a text-to-image generator, in the bottom-left corner of
the interface labeled “Search / Image Generator” (See “C” in Figure
1. When the user enters a prompt, Artographer makes an API
request to a text-to-image model® — as soon as the result is available,
the system sends the image + prompt to the backend server. The
system then extracts multimodal embeddings for the generated

4Demo: https://data.snailbunny.site/map-check
Shttps://huggingface.co/black-forest-labs/FLUX.1-schnell

Conference acronym XX, June 03-05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

image + prompt, and finds its nearest neighbors in historical art
space. Finally, the Artographer interface places the generated image
in the 2D map, close to its visual nearest neighbors. Generated
images also provides “links” that allow the user to quickly navigate
to/from the Al image and its nearest visual and semantic neighbors
(B in Figure 1) This positions image generation as a navigation
support tool; for example, generating with the prompt,‘bowl of
fruit” will move the user to the Still Life area of the map, and place
the generated “bowl of fruit” there as a navigational landmark.

4 Method

Our study uses Artographer as an experimental substrate where
we can observe, trace, and spark co-constructive conversations
with participants about the different perspectives, needs, and in-
terpretations they bring into the act of exploring and engaging
with artwork. This directly follows Li et al’s call for a method-
ological shift in creativity support tool (CST) research, away from
developing CSTs as prototypes of “effectiveness,” and towards using
them as probes to study creativity and art-making in collaboration
with users [34]. In line with their provocations, and in response
to the state of Al interventions into art curation as discussed in
our introduction and related work, we approach building this CST
as artistic practice in itself, and consider the normative ground it
experimentally constructs as a site for counter-hegemony.

4.1 Study Design

We conducted a within-subjects study over video call, where all
participants used both the Artographer spatial map interface and
a Baseline system while sharing their screen. Our study design
allowed both the interviewer and the participant to observe how
they navigated art space, grounding co-constructive discussions
about their exploration experiences throughout.

Each participant answered brief introductory questions about
their background art experiences, then completed two targeted ex-
ploration tasks and a free exploration task, followed by an interview
where they reflected on their experiences.

Before each task, we sent participants a web link to access the
Artographer or Baseline system. After each task, participants com-
pleted a survey form that asked Likert scale questions (drawn from
[36] and [17]) and open-ended reflective questions about their expe-
riences. Participants consented to the data collection and use, and
were compensated with a $50 gift card for ~1 hour of their time.

4.1.1  Recruitment. To recruit participants in our study, we sought
a range of perspectives, including creative practitioners and art
history experts, as well as some novices with interest, but limited
experience, studying art. We recruited 20 participants; 9 partici-
pants reported significant or expert experience in the study of art
history. Experts’ relevant background experiences included taking
and teaching art history courses, conducting historical art research,
and working in a museum; see our Appendix for participant details.

4.1.2  Targeted Exploration Tasks. For each of the two targeted
exploration tasks, participants had 6 minutes to assemble a col-
lection of images to express a particular theme. We asked them
to:

(1) collect as many images as possible,
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Figure 3: Artographer (left) is a spatial map interface for historical artwork exploration. Our Baseline system (right) was a
Query-Based Search Interface that mimics traditional interfaces for searching an artwork database, with support for browsing,
text-search (including approximate matches), and search-by-image (supported by an image generator.) Both interfaces support

exploration of the same database of 15,968 artworks.

(2) capture multiple interpretations of the theme, and
(3) create a collection that could serve as a successful expressive
communication of their assigned theme.

Participants were told to imagine showing their final image collec-
tion to a third-party individual, who should then be able to guess
which theme they had been assigned from five possible choices:
Happy, Sad, Peaceful, Conflict, Fear. Inspired by Louie et al’s Ex-
pressive Communication evaluation [36], this task focused each
participant around a common goal, while affording the kind of
interpretive flexibility that characterizes creative activities.

Participants completed the targeted task for each of two themes
(“Peaceful” and “Conflict”), completing one task with Artographer®
and the other with a Baseline system’.

Our use of a Baseline system was not intended to facilitate col-
lection of directly comparable task-completion data, per se. Rather,
completing a task with the Baseline system provided each partici-
pant with a common ground for comparison, guiding the interview
discussion to focus on the novel strengths and drawbacks of spatial
map exploration.

The Baseline system’s design (see Figure 3) recreates common
Query-Based Search interfaces used for art databases, with brows-
ing, text-search (including semantic matching), and search-by-image
(supported by an image generator.) Participants described that it felt
straightforward and familiar; some compared it to interfaces they
use to search museum catalogs and other digital cultural archives.
Both interfaces supported exploration of the same database of 15,968
artworks.

Meanwhile, the version of Artographer used in this study in-
tentionally limits traditional query-based searching affordances,
allowing us to better study the exploration behaviors of interest to
our research questions (namely, spatial map navigation, Al image
generation as a tool to augment navigation).

Ohttps://image- space-cyan.vercel.app/v8
"https://image- space- cyan.vercel.app/base

We counterbalanced system-order and theme order, evenly dis-
tributing participants across the four possible system-theme com-
binations (see the Participant Table in the Appendix for details.)

4.1.3  Free Exploration Task. For the free exploration task, par-
ticipants had 8 minutes to freely explore. They could generate and
collect as many artworks as they’d like, and explore as much or as
little of the map as they were interested in. At the end of the task
time, they were asked to pick their top 3 favorite images (historical
or generated) and submit them to a survey form. The form then
asked participants to write a brief reflective journal entry explaining
how they found and selected each image.

4.1.4  Post-Task Interview. After the free exploration task, we con-
ducted a brief semi-structured interview asking participants to
reflect on their experiences in both systems, and to help us under-
stand what uniquely characterizes using a spatial-map interface for
art exploration.

4.2 Data Collection and Analysis

We used Zoom to record and transcribe participants’ interviews,
including their think-aloud processes while completing the tasks
and screensharing. We logged every artwork that participants inter-
acted with in both systems, as well as coordinates for every artwork
interaction and every panning or zooming movement in the spatial
map interface.

We used this timed coordinate data to generate exploration tra-
jectory figures capturing each participant’s behavior during each
task. We used a collaborative digital whiteboarding platform to
create a board for each participant that combined their exploration
behavior figures, interview transcripts, artworks collected for each
task, and responses to the post-task survey questions.

Two authors led the qualitative analysis of these materials using
digital post-its to annotate. We take a reflexive, inductive, construc-
tivist approach to the analysis of our qualitative data — where both
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Figure 4: Comparing number of artworks collected in each
system (Artographer vs. Baseline) for each of the two targeted
task conditions (“Peaceful” and “Conflict”). The difference in
collection size between systems is not statistically significant.

researcher and participant have an role in constructing understand-
ing, and where themes emerge from the creative labor of qualitative
coding [11, 16]. We first identified patterns in participants’ explo-
ration data, then used these to craft provisional codes [47] for our
analysis of their think-aloud transcripts, interview responses, and
open-ended survey responses. We duplicated and clustered post-its
in another board to synthesize across data sources, to form the
contextualized understanding of the themes that emerged across
participants’ creative explorations that guides the findings we re-
port and discuss below.

5 Findings
First, we report on creative exploration behaviors and participant

reflections that characterize how participants used a spatial map
interface to explore artworks.

5.1 Characterizing Exploration in Artographer

In terms of supporting effectiveness at the targeted task, we found
minimal differences between Artographer and the Baseline: partici-
pants completed the targeted collection task effectively regardless
of which system they used. We found no statistically significant
differences in responses to post-task Likert scale questions (see
Appendix Fig. Al).

Participants collected slightly more artworks when using the
Baseline system for the targeted exploration task, but overall, there
were no statistically significant differences in collection size.

However, participants interacted with (i.e., clicked on) signifi-
cantly more artworks when using Artographer to complete the task
(p < 0.001 in both conditions). This might suggest that participants
curated more selectively in Artographer, collecting a smaller fraction
of all the artworks they considered. We relate this to Artographer’s
more frictive interaction design in Section 6.1.3.

Though task performance did not significantly differ, participants
were clear their task experience differed between systems:
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Figure 5: While participants collected a similar number of
artworks (around 8-13) regardless of system, they interacted
with significantly more artworks (around 80 vs. around 21)
when using Artographer to complete the task (p < 0.001 in
both conditions).

How does the # of images each participant generated
compare to the # of unique artworks they interacted with?
(during the Free Exploration task)

Al-Generated Images vs. Historical Artwork Interactions
(sorted by # of images generated with Al, ascending)
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Figure 6: Comparing the number of images each participant
generated with the number of unique artworks they inter-
acted with. Participants who used wandering, rather than
Al-generated jumping, explored more gradually, interacting
with more images along the way.

“The [Baseline] interface was actually way better for
the targeted task, but the [Artographer]® interface
was way better for exploration.” (P19)

“I completed the task more efficiently with the [Base-
line] interface, but I think this one was just more fun”
(Po)

11/20 participants expressed a similar sentiment — that Artographer
was not as easy or efficient to use as the Baseline system for a goal-
driven task — but it was more fun, especially for exploration. Our
findings that characterize the ways a spatial map interface can
impact how participants explore provide insight into this.
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Figure 7: We logged the 2D coordinates of every event where
a participant interacted with an image in the spatial map, and
use these to visualize their exploration trajectory. P12 chose
not to generate any images during their free exploration task
— they instead explored via a great deal of wandering with
some “manual” jumping around the map.
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Figure 8: P7’s exploration trajectory during the targeted col-
lection task shows jumping to search broadly, then deeper
exploration (e.g. a cluster of artworks clicked and collected
nearby) once a promising area is scouted. While not all used
the image generator to jump, this trajectory is exemplary of
how participants used Artographer to search for images to
complete the targeted collection task.

Trovato et al.

5.2 Creative Exploration Behaviors

We report on four creative exploration behaviors (Jumping, Wan-
dering, Revisiting, Fixation) identified in participants’ exploration
trajectories, and contextualized alongside qualitative analysis of
their think-aloud processes and post-task reflections.

5.2.1 Jumping & Wandering for Divergent Exploration. We iden-
tify Jumping as a large movement across the map; all participants
“jumped” when using Artographer for the targeted search task, and
at least once in their free exploration. In context with participants’
thinking-aloud, we interpret jumping as divergent exploration — of-
ten motivated by participants’ desire to collect a diversity of images,
or a sense that had not yet explored enough of the map.

“I was trying to look for diversity of things ...kind of
jumping around.... these are all portraits of a similar
variety, if I want something totally different, I just
kind of zoom out and pan to a totally different region,
or like, the Image Generator is almost like a roll of
the dice, you know? It would help me to get out of a
certain area, like, not stay in this region, go to a totally
different— portraits, landscapes, to still life.” (P7)

Here, P7 describes both manual jumping, and using image genera-
tion for “targeted” jumping — e.g., prompting for “a peaceful lake”
to generate an image that would, ideally, place them in an area
around similarly peaceful landscape images — without having to
locate and navigate to that area manually.

We identified “wandering” behavior in 9/20 participants, charac-
terizing this as a series of small movements across space, visiting
nearby artworks. We characterize this as more gradually controlled
divergent exploration, compared to jumping — as participants wan-
dered, they described their attention being pulled towards nearby
artworks that drew their eye. Most participants used a combination
of wandering and jumping to navigate distances across the map.
Three participants (P12, P14, P8) exhibited the most wandering be-
havior during the free exploration task; P12’s movements in Figure
7 are exemplary. These participants also generated relatively few
images (0-1) and interacted with more artworks during their free
exploration compared to other participants (see Figure 6.) Jump-
ing is certainly more efficient for quickly exploring many different
concepts, as evidenced by all participants jumping during the tar-
geted task, wherein they had to collect diverse interpretations of
the theme while under a time constraint). Although choosing to
wander is slower, participants who wandered are able to interact
with many more artworks, and allow their curiosity or interest lead
their navigation. We connect this to the value of friction and further
discuss supporting curiosity in Section 6.1.3 and 6.2 respectively.

5.2.2  Revisiting and Fixation as Convergent Exploration. We iden-
tified “revisiting” behavior in 11/20 participants’ free exploration
trajectories — participants intentionally returning to an area they
had previously visited.

We interpret revisiting as a transition from divergent to conver-
gent exploration: after broadly evaluating available areas, inten-
tionally returning to one they’ve assessed as more likely to yield

8participants referred to Artographer as “the first system” or “the second system”
depending on system-order condition; for clarity, we replace these instances with the
system name.
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Figure 9: P3, P8, and P9 each described themselves as personally interested in graphic design and abstract art. During the free
exploration task, they fixated on the area of the map that contained abstract art and painting, revisiting it after jumping to

other areas.

interesting options than others for the user’s particular goal at that
time.

In their think-aloud process, participants alluded to using visual-
spatial memory and cues (e.g., region colors, image “landmarks”)
to effectively navigate back to an area. As they showed us how to
navigate back to where they found one of their favorite images, P4
described this added dimension as a novel experience:

“It’s like, I know where I am. Like, trying to find this
Benjamin Franklin®, it was in this sort of area, and
there’s a picture down here below of the Pylades®...
there’s this, like, visual memory that I don’t think I've
had in any other sort of artistic searching or medium
before... that was kind of a trippy to have that jog my
memory, just coming back to this area” (P4)

P6 and P1 described wanting more time with the system to build
up visual-spatial memories that could help them tacitly navigate
the space:

“If I had another half hour to spend with the system, I
think I would... start to develop a sense of knowing
the landscape, and being like, okay, I'm looking for
this, so I know I need to go into the Eastern side of
this specific map...” (P6)

“With more use, | would sort of pick up on the different
affordances that I could use to keep my place in the
map... remember, like, associate, the theme with the
color that’s going on there” (P1)

We identified “fixation” behavior where participants spent a large
portion of their time and collected many artworks in and around a
single area. In Figure 9, we show the free exploration trajectories of
3 participants (P3, P8, P9) who all discussed a personal interest in
abstract art. Paintings tagged “abstract art” and “abstract painting”

“referring to Benjamin Franklin Drawing Electricity from the Sky (1816) by Benjamin
West
Oreferring to Pylades and Orestes Brought as Victims before Iphigenia (1766) by Benjamin
West

are located in a central-westernmost region of the map, outlined in
red.

While all three used jumping or wandering to leave the area, they
all eventually revisited it, with P8 only collecting artworks within
this region of fixated interest.

5.3 Tensions and Opportunities Surfaced by
Spatial Map Exploration

Participants described how exploring a computationally-constructed
map of art space surfaced unique affordances and tensions.

5.3.1 Exploring at the margins. Most (>80%) of the artworks in
the dataset are placed in the center 70% of the spatial map— yet
participants collected a disproportionate number of artworks from
its marginal edges (See Figure 10). For some participants, this style
of exploration was intentional: P4 described an interest in ‘the outer
fringes’ and others (P6, P10, P16, P19) intentionally avoided map’s
center. (The center is densely populated with Western portraiture,
reflecting its over-representation in the WikiArt dataset, and in
many historical art collections.)

“I'm trying to stray away from, like, faces. Once I get
to the faces, which I've kind of hit now, I have to leave.”
(P10)

P16, an art historian, aptly notes how data-driven spatial visualiza-
tions can reveal marginalization, and the issues that might arise:

“I'm very interested in the, like, center and periphery
dynamic that’s happening here... almost any collec-
tion you get is gonna put all your non-Western art
around the edges, which means you get much less,
like, vigorous and interesting connections between it
and other things..” (P16)

‘Fringe’ regions present a sparsity of shallow relationships, and risk
misrepresenting what is actually a richly diverse group of artworks
as reductively similar. When Al models are used to automate art
curation, these issues implicitly impact viewers’ experiences. Our
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Figure 10: Participants collected a disproportionate number
of artworks from the marginal edges of the spatial map.

participants’ behavior shows that when this marginalia is made
explicitly accessible, users choose to prod at these edges, and more
often find things of interest there.

5.3.2  Critical Conversations with Map Construction. Multimodal
embeddings allow us to surface visual and semantic relationships
between artworks that are difficult to put into words. This does not
stop people from trying, however.

“One thing that I feel like I wasn’t super sure about ...

how it’s actually placing the different regions, because

some of them feel like they’re based on, like....content,

Trovato et al.

some of them are based around, like, the artist or the

time period..” (P6)
Participants used visual-spatial sense to tacitly navigate the map
(a well-reported affordance of 2D-spatial exploration interfaces as
discussed in Sections 2.3 and 5.2.2), we interpret their interrogation
of the map’s construction as attempts to gather information that
could help them articulate a logic for the map’s structure.

Questioning the “reasoning” behind the map’s structure was

common across participants’ thinking-aloud. In their introduction
to the system, participants were made aware of the computational
systems used to determine the placement of each artwork and
region. Still, they expressed agreeing or disagreeing with the map’s
“choices” to place some artworks closer to others:

“I do agree with this characterization that this cat is

more in the style of this cluster than this style. How-

ever, does this cat relate to Kandinsky at all? I'm going

to say no.” (P19)
Navigating the map requires continually sensemaking its underly-
ing structure; participants become attuned to moments of tension —
when the map’s construction does not align with their expectations.
These tensions were particularly noted by art history experts, who
bring rich, preconstructed frameworks into the task of navigating a
collection of historical artworks. P14 described ’a need to reorient
oneself] as the map’s structure defied their expectations:

“The way the map is inherently spatialized... It brings

together works by visual similarities that would other-

wise not be considered “alike” in typical art historical

methodologies.” (P14)
P14 took issue with the map’s structure — then, upon reflection,
began to challenge their expectations as constructed by traditional
art history contexts:

“This is just what I was taught... Art history peo-

ple..would get really mad if you tried to talk about

things just based on visual or thematic similarity, like,

“oh, this is ahistorical, that you’re trying to make a

comparison between these two things if they hap-

pened at different times in different places in the

world... but because we’re so focused on Western art

history, there are actually other connections between

these different places, which may not geographically

be next to each other...this can create new ways of

engaging in art history, and that’s super cool” (P14)

5.3.3 Tensions at the juxtaposition of historical and Al-generated
imagery. Artographer presents Al image generation as a tool for
augmenting navigation of the art space. It then becomes a uniquely
dissonant image presentation, where Al-generated images are visu-
ally placed in context with historical artworks. Two art historians
(P14, P16) discussed that this could be confusing or contribute to
Al-driven media literacy and misinformation concerns. While we
adjusted the presentation of GenAl images to visually distinguish
them on the map, participants did confuse them:

“Iforgot I generated that one. It looks pretty cool, like,

in relation to the others, though”” (P18)

Among participants, P3 had the most limited experience studying
art, while being very experienced and enthusiastic about Al image
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generation. During their free exploration, they prompted for an
image of “beautiful nature scenery” — the generated result placed
them in an area of the map populated by landscape paintings.

“It almost looks like they’re all Midjourney generated...
I've seen alot of Al-generated picture images that now
it’s hard to tell if these are Al-generated or not. But...
oh, wow. I like these. if you showed me this, I would
say that this was Al-generated. I didn’t know that this
would be real” (P3)

Later, all three of the “favorite” images that P3 submitted were
landscape paintings discovered in this moment. They explain why:

“It’s interesting how people actually drew this in the
past, and these aren’t actually Al-generated, and it
looks really, like it really requires talent.” (P3)

Here, P3’s interest in Al-generated landscapes served as an en-
trypoint to artworks they might not have otherwise discovered.
Though these paintings are visually similar to images they en-
counter frequently, P3 found unique value in them because of their
historical context as human-made artworks.

We discuss in Section 6.1.4 how future work might facilitate more
serendipitous discoveries by helping users connect Al-generated
imagery to rich and meaningful human contexts — while echoing
art history experts’ concerns that any presentation of Al-generated
imagery should be intentional in its communication and treatment
of image provenance.

6 Discussion

Here, we discuss four design values enacted by similarity-clustered
spatial maps: visibility, agency, friction, and serendipity. We also
consider the implications of our results for Curatorial Interface de-
sign, creative exploration research, and responsible Al interventions
into curation.

6.1 Design Values for Curatorial Interfaces

From considering how Artographer influenced participants’ ex-
ploration behaviors, we identify 4 values enacted by a similarity-
clustered spatial map interface that are relevant to designing curated
interactions with artworks. We use these values to draw compar-
isons to two other interfaces used to find and engage with artworks:
query-based search interfaces, and recommendation feeds.*!

We relate these as Curatorial Interfaces: systems that perform
curation — the work of selecting and presenting artworks for users
to interact with.

6.1.1 Visibility.
“Maybe I'll zoom out to see what else is available to

me [...] It’s really cool for just exploration, just seeing
all the different artworks that are out there.” (P18)

A spatial map interface provides unique affordances for participants
to view what is available. Participants appreciated the ability to
zoom out and get a bird’s-eye view of the space of options, and let
their eyes guide them into the next area for exploration. Visibility
allows users to utilize visual-spatial memory to navigate to and

' Many participants described that they typically engage with new artwork on plat-
forms curated by recommendation algorithms, like Pinterest, TikTok, or Instagram.
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Figure 11: This table compares how three kinds of Curatorial
Interfaces — systems that select and present artwork for users
to view and engage with — compare across the four design
values we identified: Visibility, Agency, Serendipity, and Fric-
tion.

from areas of interest (Sec. 5.2.2) and to make choices informed
by the map’s visible, global structure (e.g., choosing to explore its
edges as in Sec. 5.3.1.)

Visibility is not so valued in Al-curated recommendation feeds,
where the space of options, and the underlying structures that relate
them, are obscured within “black box” systems. A recommenda-
tion is, implicitly, a “nearest neighbor” of some other option(s) the
user expressed interest in, but users are not able to interrogate if
they disagree with the underlying assumptions that construct this
space of recommendations. However, depending on user’s needs,
visibility can threaten interpretability — certainly, if a user knows
exactly what they wish to see next, it could be most helpful to
take them straight there without distraction (as a Query-Based
Search interface would); and indeed this difference characterizes
participants’ preference for the Baseline system to complete their
time-constrained targeted collection task. On the other hand, what
to obscure directly shapes users’ understanding of the available
options and, consequently, how they can act and explore.

6.1.2 Agency. When discovering artworks, being empowered to
choose where and how to look is meaningful. Query-based search
and recommendation algorithms seek to present users with an op-
timal result, but do not allow users fine controls. Recommendation
feeds, by design, funnel users towards “rabbitholes” or narrow areas
of interest where they are likely to enjoy a lot of the nearby content.
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However, as demonstrated in Figure 9, fixated participants jumped
to other areas of the map, then ultimately revisited their area of
interest. Designing for visibility and agency empowers users to
make the informed decision to stay in a narrow area of interest —
the option to explore elsewhere is meaningful, even when rejected.

6.1.3  Friction. Participants found the Baseline query-based search
system more efficient and better suited for a time-constrained, goal-
driven task. Manual navigation of a spatial map requires continu-
ously evaluating the artworks presented to steer the exploration;
in Artographer artworks also sometimes clustered and occluded
one another.

As reported in Figures 4 and 5, participants interacted with far
more artworks in Artographer but collected roughly the same num-
ber in both systems, suggesting that users had to put more effort
into evaluation and interpretation to achieve similar outcomes.

In contrast, query-based search immediately surfaces what users
would assume to be the best options; recommendation feeds opti-
mize for reduced friction by delegating those search, evaluation,
and selection tasks to the algorithm. Friction in Artographer could
be mitigated by enhancing “jumping” mechanisms. For example, a
query-based search feature could highlight all artworks by an artist
of interest, allowing more efficient navigation while preserving user
agency. However, intentionally designing for friction — slowing
users down and creating moments where they evaluate, interrogate,
and relate the artworks presented to them — may better align with
curatorial goals for deeper engagement with artworks, compared
to designing for efficiency and ease.

6.1.4  Serendipity. Participants found it fun to freely explore in the
spatial map interface. They often connected this fun to the feeling
of serendipity — delighting in the discovery of something they did
not expect to find or learn about.

“I was not expecting to look for something from Dali,
and suddenly, I am in Japan...that experience was rich.
I liked it a lot” (P17)

7/20 participants described surprise or serendipity as the reason
why they selected one or more of their favorite images at the end
of the free exploration task. We suggest that Serendipity is ampli-
fied by Visibility, Friction, and Agency: when participants must
put active effort into navigating a space of artworks, they earn a
sense of creative ownership over their path of navigation and any
discoveries they find along the way.

Curatorial interfaces might benefit from supporting both recall
(jumping directly to known interests when users can articulate
them) and recognition (wandering into areas where the eye leads),
while still presenting curated guideposts. This balance increases op-
portunities for serendipitous discovery while preserving agency—a
particularly important feature for novices, who may not yet know
what they want or how to articulate their aesthetic preferences.

Serendipity has appeared as a value in other engaging curatorial
artwork interfaces [24, 40], and notably can facilitate a personal
connection and appreciation for art that directs viewers’ attention
towards supporting human artistry.

“I found, like, 5 artists today I didn’t know about that
I want to research more.” (P4)

P19 describes a new and joyful appreciation for artist Louis Wain:

Trovato et al.

“..it just had more surprises. I feel like the [map] inter-
face is a really great learning tool... even for me, who
I feel like 'm somewhat knowledgeable about art.... it
was such a joy for me to learn about these artists, to
discover new artists like this person who only drew
cats in the mental hospital..” (P19)

P3’s experience discovering an unexpected appreciation for human-
made landscape paintings, as described in Section 5.3.3 points to
opportunities for future work to help users of Al-image generators
better connect the imagery they are interested in to established
artworks.

6.2 Making creative exploration more curious,
joyful, and visible

HCI CST literature has often emphasized composition tools that di-
rectly support the production of creative artifacts [44]. Artographer
does not center artifact production, but it is certainly a creativity
support tool, and what Compton and Mateas [22] would call a casual
creator: “an interactive system that encourages the fast, confident,
and pleasurable exploration of a possibility space, resulting in the
creation or discovery of surprising new artifacts that bring feelings
of pride, ownership, and creativity”

Several participants in our study exhibited behaviors in Artogra-
pher that Nelson et al. describe as characteristic of “curious users
of casual creators”, e.g., making larger leaps in the design space or
prodding at its edges [42]. Curious use is motivated by curiosity
about the casual creator and the space of possibilities it interfaces,
in contrast with more goal-driven or artifact-driven use. As dis-
cussed in Section 6.1.3, multiple participants experienced moments
of ‘distraction’ in Artographer — moments where, despite being
explicitly asked to complete a goal-driven, time-restricted task, they
found themselves following their curiosity instead. Future work
might explore how aspects of interface design itself (e.g., visibil-
ity, friction) can create conditions that pique curiosity—scaffolding
the creative goals of curious users and facilitating serendipitous
discovery (e.g., exposing underexplored areas).

Systems that make creative activities more visible, like a similarity-
clustered spatial map, hold methodological promise for creativity
research. Prior work has proposed the use of expressive range anal-
ysis techniques to visualize and evaluate how a CST supports access
to a possibility space [30, 50]. More visible and tangible evalua-
tion instruments can give researchers and participants real-time
insights into their behavior as they interact with a system [26].
With experimental systems that make a range of creative behaviors
more readily observable, we can build a richer understanding of
the vast spectrum of goals, strategies, needs, and attitudes that
creative users bring into conversation with their tools. Already, we
see that this spectrum is more diverse, dynamic, and pluralistic
than artifact-centered CST studies can capture alone.

6.3 Designing More Responsible AI Art
Curation

What do we lose when we give up human control in curation? As

discussed in the introduction, parameterizing artworks and training

Al models to automatically evaluate or classify them by “aesthetic
quality” risks flattening art into reductive categories. When such
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models are then used to curate social media feeds or assemble the
training sets for generative Al these reductive ways of seeing be-
come embedded in the infrastructures that shape visual culture.
With Artographer, we explored an alternative: opening up Al clas-
sifier models—specifically their embedding spaces—for user-driven
exploration and interrogation. We framed Al image generation
not as a substitute for artistic judgment, but as a tool to augment
navigation through established art spaces.

As a curatorial interface paradigm, similarity-clustered spatial-
map interfaces, like Artographer, can support serendipitous art
discovery and learning experiences that may be especially valuable
for novices. However, we imagine what a broader space of alterna-
tive Cutorial Interfaces — designed with commitment to Agency,
Visibility, Friction, and Serendipity — could offer.

6.3.1 Towards dynamically pluralistic, user-driven art-cartography.
As Card et al. note, “Spatial position is such a good visual coding of
data that the first decision of visualization design is which variables
get spatial encoding at the expense of others” [13, p. 26]. Our initial
approach to ML-supported spatialization of art in Artographer
represents only a single way to make use of this powerful visual
encoding, and one that is ultimately based on the obscure operations
of ML models designed for entirely unrelated purposes. In the future,
we hope that similar spatial interfaces may not just expose the
spatial relationships implied by how existing models happened to
be trained, but also empower users to mark up, squash, stretch, and
otherwise manipulate spatiality to make the critical decisions of
spatial encoding themselves.

To research and design interactions with artwork that present
some monolithic “natural” truth is to neglect how different contexts,
cultures, and communities shape a multitude of ways of knowing
and relating artwork. We draw on Bardzell’s feminist HCI design
qualities [7] — the quality of pluralism in particular, and imagine
a dynamically pluralistic, user-driven “map-making” system as an
opportunity to push against a universalist approach to designing
computational systems with and for art data.

The backend map-making system we built, as described in Sec-
tion 3.2, already supports generating a plurality of map represen-
tations. It can readily support parametric interpolation between
different spatializations of the same artwork dataset. This pow-
erful flexibility would be valuable for expert art history research,
where flexibly restructuring data allows researchers to interrogate
a variety of interpretations. But as non-experts are consume more
Al-mediated imagery than ever before, and as platforms increas-
ingly use opaque Al systems to control how that imagery is curated
and consumed — critical future work should consider what kinds
of flexible supports can help empower users in their interactions
with art and media.

7 Conclusion
To complete the T. S. Eliot quote from the beginning of this piece,

The existing monuments form an ideal order among
themselves, which is modified by the introduction of
the new (the really new) work of art among them. The
existing order is complete before the new work arrives;
for order to persist after the supervention of novelty, the
whole existing order must be, if ever so slightly, altered;
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and so the relations, proportions, values of each work
of art toward the whole are readjusted...

—T.S. Eliot

In this work, we presented Artographer, a Curatorial Interface
for exploring an intentionally curated dataset of 15,968 historical
artworks, placed in a zoomable, similarity-clustered spatial map.
We crafted this spatial map presentation from the embedding spaces
of multiple models, placing Al generation into a context where it
can augment and converse with established art space. We use Ar-
tographer as a probe to explore subverting the use of AI models to
automate away the work of human art evaluation, and to investigate
the effect of presenting the rich, relational information embedded
in Al models as a visible substrate upon which users can explore,
interrogate, discover, and teach us about creative exploration. In
our study with 20 participants including 9 art history scholars, we
identified four art space exploration behaviors (Jumping, Wander-
ing, Fixation, and Revisiting). We discuss four key values enacted by
Curatorial Interfaces: Visibility, Agency, Friction, and Serendipity
— and consider what we lose when the recommendation systems
that govern curation of media automate away from those values.
We advocate for treating the rich, relational knowledge embedded
in Al models not as a “solution” for human subjectivity in cura-
tion, but as a flexible material that users might joyfully manipulate,
and reflexively interrogate. We draw from hypertext artist Chia
Amisola’s framing of media navigation as a form of creative author-
ship itself [2], and imagine how Curatorial Interfaces might move
towards empowering users with the agency to creatively curate
and navigate more personal engagements with art and media.
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A.1 Participant Table

Table A1: Participant Background Information and Study
Conditions

Trovato et al.

P#

Experience as a Creative

Experience Studying Art

Art Study Background

System Order

Theme Order

Practitioner as a Subject
P01  Significant experience Moderate experience experience taking art history = Baseline, Artogra- Conflict, Peace-
courses pher ful
P02  Expert experience Expert experience Degree in design; teaches art /  Artographer, Conflict, Peace-
design courses Baseline ful
P03 Novice-level experience Novice-level experience experience taking art practice Baseline, Artogra- Peaceful, Con-
courses pher flict
P04  Moderate experience Novice-level experience experience taking art practice ~Artographer, Peaceful, Con-
courses Baseline flict
P05  Novice-level experience Significant experience Art History graduate student Baseline, Artogra- Conflict, Peace-
researcher pher ful
P06  Moderate experience Moderate experience experience taking art history  Artographer, Conflict, Peace-
courses Baseline ful
P07 Moderate experience Little to no experience None Baseline, Artogra- Peaceful, Con-
pher flict
P08  Significant experience Moderate experience experience taking design Artographer, Peaceful, Con-
courses Baseline flict
P09  Significant experience Significant experience experience taking art history Baseline, Artogra- Conflict, Peace-
courses, self-study pher ful
P10 Novice-level experience Novice-level experience experience taking art history  Artographer, Conflict, Peace-
courses Baseline ful
P11 Moderate experience Novice-level experience self-study Baseline, Artogra- Peaceful, Con-
pher flict
P12 Expert experience Expert experience Graduate Degree in Art History ~ Artographer, Peaceful, Con-
Baseline flict
P13 Expert experience Expert experience Degree in art practice, took Baseline, Artogra- Conlflict, Peace-
courses in art history, experi- pher ful
ence working in an art museum
P14  Novice-level experience Expert experience Degree in Art History, experi- Artographer, Conflict, Peace-
ence working in an art museum  Baseline ful
P15  Expert experience Moderate experience Degree in art practice, took Baseline, Artogra- Peaceful, Con-
courses in art history pher flict
P16  Significant experience Expert experience Art History graduate student Artographer, Peaceful, Con-
researcher Baseline flict
P17  Expert experience Moderate experience experience taking art history Baseline, Artogra- Conflict, Peace-
courses, self-study to support pher ful
creative practice
P18  Novice-level experience Novice-level experience experience taking art history Artographer, Conflict, Peace-
courses Baseline ful
P19  Significant experience Significant experience self-study to support creative  Baseline, Artogra- Peaceful, Con-
practice pher flict
P20  Moderate experience Expert experience degree in art history, art history ~ Artographer, Peaceful, Con-
research experiences Baseline flict
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A.2 Likert-Scale Responses
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Baseline System Artographer
X ®m 1 - Strongly Disagree
| feel confident that the images | collected = 2-Di
express the target theme. - Disagree :
3 - Somewhat Disagree
| feel confident that, upon viewing a selection of the 4 - Neutral
images | submitted, others would be likely to correctly 5 - Somewhat Agree e -
identify which of the 5 themes | was assigned. B 6-Agree
M 7 - Strongly Agree
What | was able to collect was worth the effort | had to - N
exert to collect it.

ey mesysen -- -_
-- I n% -

| would be happy to use this system on a regular basis. I fte -I

The system was helpful in allowing me to track
different ideas, outcomes, or possibilities.

100 E -50 -2

It was easy for me to explore many different ideas,
options, or outcomes, using this system.

1 was satisfied with what | got out of the system.

N
3

s B s B
Percentage of Responses Percentage of Responses

Figure A1: Participant Likert responses comparing the Baseline system and Artographer (brown = disagreement, blue—green =
agreement). There is no statistically significant difference in responses between the two systems; participants were able to
complete their exploration task effectively in both systems.
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