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recently, there is much talk of robots that can paint. There are robots that can
jccurately copy figurative subject matter and even deform it slightly when

making a painting. And robots that can paint an abstract painting with non-
objective, indefinite forms are not unusual.

At the present stage, robots can add simple colours to a line drawing. However
with the amazing progress of computer graphics, the day is not far distant when
they will be able to make a painting more precisely and beautifully than any
painter or designer. In fact, certain types of pictures, produced with high-leve]
printing technology and special machinery, boast a marvellous finished
appearance superior to previous painting done purely by hand.

One might expect robots that can play music or write poetry, novels and
criticism to be developed even faster than painting robots, since these are clear
and precise tasks when compared to painting. The process of adding changes is
simple, and there is little need for random elements. With a clear theme and
sufficient data, it should be possible to change sounds around or reassemble
words to the necessary extent. A robot might be able to produce results that are
more interesting and solid than an untalented musician or writer.

[f this supposition is true, the future of musicians and writers may be as dark
as that of painters. Robots are about to take over jobs that have been thought to
belong to the artist. The myth of the artist as a special and divine person is about
to be demolished. Producing art will no longer be the exclusive right of the artist.

Works of art are made by human beings but they are also products of some
sort of procedure or strategy. If the procedure for making a work of art is built
Into the robot, it will be possible to make art. The procedure for making art
relies on the way of thinking that lies behind the production of other modern
products. It is the embodiment of an image, or the concept of production as
such. It goes without saying that the work of the artist, particularly the painter,
has been seen as effectively embodying the idea that he desires to express with
colours and forms,

Whether representational or abstract, paintings have been created by the
method of predetermining the thing to be expressed and then reproducing it. A
number of conditions must be set, including emotional identification with the
subject, in order to determine the theme and straightforwardly give it form. Onc.:e
these conditions are in place, the artist's hand assembles the programme that. 1S
referred to as a painting. Following Deleuze, the artist, the theme and the material
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