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Trough mediatic amplification, some instancies of digital technology, like robots or virtual reality, build (with a certain amount of reason) into people the perception that computer cience and cibernetics are developing new entities that seem to compete with human beings and nature. Baudrillard criticism against hyper realism and simulacra  are a good example of this interpretation of technology.

It's quite obvious that computers are responsable of deep social and cultural changes, that, due its inherent complexity, are not to be compared with those of analog technologies like photography or video. Computers, without considering its growing power, are not limited to some especific application, and this ubicuity makes really diffucult to comprehend the differences between nature and artifice. And because of the great improvements that the artificial brings to industrial production, business administration and scientific investigation in terms of econocomic benefits, the problems of artificial processes are seldom properly cuestioned and discussed. 

But this is not the only reason that blurs the understanding of the dark side of digital technology: infact, if it does exist the illusion of control over its negative consequences, it is the very abstract nature of the digital that concurs to hide its many problems. Thus, what people thinks of  "being digital" is a simple and mediated reflection of more dangerous and subtle processes, and so forth, these can exist and operate freely and unchallenged.

This said, it is consecuent to ask ourselves how aesthetic is linked with the diffusion of artificial realities and what sense could have the contamination between automation and a process so spiritual end emotional like art. What interest can we find into a computer that makes art, when what we have to fight for are precisely the remainings of human and nature? Why some artists, like Herbert Franke or Harold Cohen, started something like thirty years ago, to investigate  the possibility or artificial, automathic and simulated or non human art?

To develop artifical entities does make sense inside applications that can be considered dangerous for human beings. But, in the art field, in communication processes, or other intellectual domains, the goal of this kind of research is not easy to comprehend, let alone sustain. And apart social and political dangers, the same that, quoting Virilio, technoart helps to hide, it must be stressed that in some ways the artificial aesthetic seems to be in open conflict with the development of postmodern thougt: in the first place, we could speak about the criticism that surrounds deterministic and methodic processes and the epistemological discussion over cientific supremacy. Automation and artificial realities, sons of cientific knowledge, are in fact opposite to the culture of fragmentation, indetermination and deconstruction that do shape the postmodern consciousness.

The artificial implies a strong and deterministic use of science; now, this kind of scientific approach is transferred to tecnoart and its aesthetic, that is converted into a closed and monolithic system, something that postmodernism is deconstructing as a metaphisic narrative. Thus, it seems cuestionable not only to investigate if an algoritmic process can make art, but even to discuss if this art is a real and fulfilling experience. And it is also reasonable to say that the artworks that are exhibited in Artware3 are a sort of technological joke, matemathical exercise or even the product of hiper especialization and computer addiction. But we must differentiate. The goal is not, as we may think, that computers or artificial intelligences take the command over the human artist. On the contrary, artists working these topics, which are widely and significantly represented in Artware3, are studying the human values, those that working with machines lets by contrast focus and understand in a peculiar way and that traditional art systems cannot see or make the mistake to leave  established.

Then, seeking some sense into these artistic investigations, we should avoid to compare the digital with others analogic media, such photography and video. Searching for the specific dynamics of the digital brings many challenges, but the most important of them seems to be the exact meaning of the "artificial".

To begin with, we have to separate between  the domains of artifical, mechanic and automatic, becuase the field of artificial reality cannot be completely focused using these points of view. For example, photography should not be considered a truly artificial process, for the simple reason that is a physical, optical, chemical and automathic image production. But the artificial is a generative process that implies the interpolation of knowledge (the artist know how). In this sense, painting is to be considered truly artificial, because of perspective, color theory, geometry, and other knowledge that is necessary to its development.

What is significant here is the difference of knowledge that brings an artificial medium (painting) compared with an authomatic one (photography). Infact, the mimetic flavor of painting -the imitation of nature- is an aesthetic and scientific process that communicates and shares its cognitive experience with success in the context of the artwork. In other words, the generative process of painting is embedded in the painting even if is necessary some specific sensibility and an educated taste. This is the enhanced experience that the observer receives during the artwork interpretation, a value that is transmitted and means more then its formal and matheric aspects.

This process is not completely possible with photography, because this is a medium that freezes and cuts a simple reflection of a specific context and thus is to be considered a spatial and temporal cutout. For this reason photography does not support links to its original context that could allow some kind of historical interpretation and needs the support of words to bring back its artistic aura and, parodoxically, to build its artifical essence. On the contrary, the techno-scientific know how of the artist leaves painting free from these temporal and spatial limits and allows its permanence inside a specific cultural context. And painting interpretation is possible only within these artifical knowledge. Thus painting, because of its multilayered and chronological construction, is much more coherent with the postmodern dimension of indetermination and pluralism that the apparent truth and the ingenuous realism of photography.

So far, synthetic images are constructed, much like photography, by automathic means, but with the great difference of simulation. Simulation is built over the same technical, linguistic and scientific know how of painting but also -that's new- upon mathematical modelling of natural processes, such as chaos theory, dynamic systems, artificial life and intelligence. But digital sinthetic  images do not share the same essence with painting and photography; infact, it is neither a product of mimesis nor the reflection of some external entity: more precisely, it is a simulation of both processes, that builds its personal reality and is allowed to keep an autonomous dimension of existence. Moreover, the peculiar side of simulation consists that the artificial -knowledge of underlying processes- are a lot more opened than in painting, because they do not necesseraly need the mediation of the expert of art history or the critic. This happens becuase the digital image can embed the text of its artificial process (simulation inside software algorithms) and this text can be communicated to the observer through interactive tools like hipertext and multimedia.

So the authomatic part of simulation does not implies the loss of the articial artistic process, such as happens with photography, where the mechanism of optical and chemical hardware steals a great part of the artist control over image making (this is what Benjamin called the loss of aura). Nevertheless, simulation could remain into photography limits when its authomatic processes are opaque and not interactive: this is precisely the situation that occurs when interfaces come in and simulation knowledge is not shared with users. 

In this specific situation we find the problem of artifical reality: simulacra are not the effect of the hiperrealism of digital simulations alone, but of the epistemological gap between image and simulation that is generated by automathic algorithms and interfaces. This environment is still not clear due to the ambiguos essence of digital tools and to the cultural and power dynamics hidden in its deep structures.

Interfaces create interference that make the understanding of digital simulation difficult, because they hide the differences between  the digital and the analog. This opacity has some important collateral effects: a) Limits the possibilities of digital technology inside the boundaries of the imitation of analog tools without real innovation. With different words, makes the digital to be used like painters used photography as a sot of authomatic painting, when knew creative horizons should be explored. b) Makes that artificial processes loose their epistemological values, because, as we have already seen, interfaces and software do not share knowledge with users and transform simulation into simulacra. c) Against many cyber philosophers opinion, the digital converts itself into the antithesis of postmodernism, bacuse it is the vector by which modernist narratives or other even more obsolete aesthetics can spawn again.

Thus, we have found many complex and  unsolved problems that let us focus with more insight the sense of the artisitic projects of Artware3, those that on the first look seemed to be in search of the pure automatization of art making. Inside these artworks, behind the apparent goal of art programming, we can find the exploration of simulation and algorithmic processes, and as a consequence, the enlightment of the human specific values inside a tecnological environment. This human value reaches those psycologic, aesthetic and linguistic domains that are weakened inside artistic practice and theory because technology and the diffuclt relationships with postmodern instancies. Thus, what is on the go is not only the deconstruction of aura (following Benjamin's teachment in the digital context), in the sense that with simulation, artificial life and intelligence and so on, the deconstruction of aura belongs not only to the creative and authoring side, but is a sort of pollution that touches the observer/reader interpretative role, the same that postmodernism tries to install  as the truly creative context. By these means, digital artists contribute to put under siege all those modernistic miths that still belongs to art making and make the exploitation of new creative dimensions difficult or even impossible.

We can discover now, see Cohen or Huge Harry and IAAA contributes, that the concept of creation is somehow blurred and is oriented far away from the inheritance of the romantic genius aesthetic, in order to find new values of openess and creative interaction between the artist and the artificial. A new and unknown artistic field that improves the development of the meanings of cration and the possibilities that can be offered. It concerns, as is stressed in the Miguel Moura theoric contribution to this exhibition, the dynamics of emergent systems and its commitment with extern or alien entities. The artwork bypasses the individual creative and arbitrary statements and the limits of a monolitic object and is transformed into a dynamic and differential process, that cannot be described with any of its concrete instancies.

On the other hand, it is posible to discover that art is not a system that pretends to fulfill absolute creation, because it now seeks to find and share what already exists and does not support any illusion of originality or any misthicism of the new. We can say that here the goal of art is an hermeneuthics one, in other words, that art is struggling to reach an open system status and the development of multiple individual creativities and know how, because interaction creates a link with natural and social entities. Behind this new horizon, that is reshaping the relationship between art, science and technology, exist the tools that can be developed because of the artificial methods  of art making.

A first important achievment of digital art could be this new link between the methodic and technological aspect of knowledge with its humanistic, sensual, imaginative counterpart that belongs to art, in order to rebuild communication and collaboration between them, after centuries of epistemological barriers that now is creating many problems to cultural development. From the artistic point of view, this means the possibility to recover the value of true knowledge that the romantic aesthetics left art without, in favor of  the individualistic and abitray instancies of the artist, situation that can be said to be one of the main reason of  the crisis of art, of its imprisonment inside the gates of self reference and of its weakeness and lack of power in front of the new social and cultural transformations.

Finally, these questions imply the close examination of the specific linguistic caracteristics of the digital medium (in the same sense that we can speak of the language of media like photography and television) or, quoting MacLuhan, which could be its message as medium.

It seems to me that, without the exclusión of other possibilities, what is emerging is art like an open system: interaction is an option that assign to artifical processes, in the context of an aesthetic of interpretation, an important role to develop democratic creative possibilities, without the risk that this massification vectors the negative side of mass media culture that produces simulacra. This is possible because, as we have seen, the new links between art, science and technology and because of simulation  processes, that keep alive knowledge and some kind of truth.

It is interesting to see that these experimental approaches are mainly located inside contexts that are far away from the art system and that are openly critical with this same system. This is quite evident in the professional and artistic experience of Artware3's participants, people that has been capable to leave back the establishment in order to enter into new dimensions, full of risks and blind paths, but essential to understand our reality, that is increasingly complex and blurred.

So the reaserch and the quest for automation and artificial reality is an aesthetic and scientific challenge that is wider than techonological gadgedts production, and that touches the very roots of creation and how it can communicated and shared. This artistic field is of social and cultural importance becuase, besides art making, its structures are embedded in every process that actually uses digital tools.
