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INTRODUCTION
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The disciplines of art and technology both continue to define 
and shape the world we live in, questioning our current society 
and the applications of current technology (Shanken, 2002). 
With constant technological developments, creatives chose 
to create in-between the virtual and the real, questioning the 
communication and accessibility of their works in this parallel 
world. Immersive technologies, like Virtual or Augmented 
Reality, have the ability to transport people to these worlds. 
These immersive technologies can aid in providing people 
regulated escapism, and eventually reflection. In this project, I 
explore the concept of Simulated Reality (SR) as a medium for 
Digital Art and speculation. Simulated Reality is a new form of 
immersive technology; 3D stereoscopic displays and interaction 
without wearables like glasses or headsets. As well as exploring 
Simulated Reality as a medium, it also helped Dimenco to push 
the boundaries of the technology and find new opportunities. 

This exploration was carried out by combining multiple 
perspectives; a first perspective of working together on the 
art project PUK* by Floris Schönfeld, a second perspective by 
hosting a workshop with four different artists at Nxt Lab, and a 
third perspective by referring to literature. This exploration is 
combined in the manifesto “Glancing Towards Reality” stating 5 
points about using SR in digital art and complemented with PUK* 
as an example project from this manifesto. This report covers the 
process of developing the manifesto and PUK*, and reflections 
resulting from both these results.

Enjoy reading!
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This project is, in a way, a continuation of my 
previous project of Exploring Interactions 
for Simulated Reality. The technology behind 
simulated reality is a 3D stereoscopic display 
and interaction without wearables like glasses 
or headsets. During my M2.1 project, I have 
worked on a game to explore how to make 
interactions ‘feel good’ using the theory of 
Game Feel (Swink, 2008). At the end of the 
project, guidelines of working with 3D have 
been created and experience of working with 
the product was received. The original plan of 
the project was to find an application for SR 
in the field of gaming in the second semester. 
But at the end of the first semester, this 
result felt very shallow. I still didn’t find how 
the product would enhance the experience of 
games and was only working with the hype of 
the product. I realized that there were multiple 
complicated technical improvements on the 
technology that needed to be made to create 
interesting and new values for the gaming 
industry. The project also felt very distanced 
from my vision as a designer. I decided to 
turn away from the areas that Dimenco is 
familiar with based on my vision stating the 
importance of ‘healthy escapism’ to create 
headspace to imagine and reflect.  

This project asked for a different approach 
than the usual design thinking process. The 
project is not asking for a ‘solution’ for a 
problem, but an exploration of technology 
using an artistic and open creative approach 
resulting in a more open-ended result. My 
contribution is to mediate this process 
and bring together people from different 
disciplines to research the value of SR. To do 
this, I used the Mixed Perspectives method 
of combining the personal experience, user 
experience, and the expert perspective 
(Smeenk et al., 2019). Working with mixed 
perspectives allowed me to work flexibly and 
switching to the perspective that was needed 
to work with multiple stakeholders.  I also 
spend more time in finding the right partners 
to include in the process. Eventually, together 
with two partners (artist Floris Schönfeld 
and museum Nxt) Simulated Reality could 
be explored. These mixed perspectives are 
used flexibly and are ultimately combined 
into the manifesto and a demonstrator that is 
made in parallel of each other. This process is 
visualized in figure 1. 

The second perspective is used during the 
workshop at Nxt Lab, by applying Simulated 
Reality to the work of four different artists and 
so exploring the opportunities and limits. This 

Motivation Approach perspective helps to be inclusive and involves 
several stakeholders to be inspired and build 
an understanding of the stakeholders’ values. 
These findings are used as a basis for the 
manifesto. These points are further explored 
using a third-person perspective of literature 
research. This perspective enables designers 
to be receptive and think about alternatives 
and set up a hypothesis to imagine and develop 
new possibilities. Eventually, a first-person 
perspective is used while working together 
with Floris Schönfeld in his new exploration 
of the PUK* project. In this project I took the 
role of ‘creative director’, mediating between 
the artist and technological development and 
taking the user experience into account. PUK* 
is both an illustration of this manifesto, and 
also an inspiration for further exploration of 
the manifesto and the future of immersive 
technologies in interactive art. This first 
perspective helps me to be committed, to take 
responsibility, and use intuition to build upon.

For readability, these perspectives are 
separated into three sections. The first 
section includes the third perspective 
(literature research), the second section 
includes the second perspective (creating 
manifesto) and the first perspective is used 
in the third section (PUK* and experience 
testing). The last section includes a discussion 
on the manifesto.
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Figure 1: Visualisation of 
design process
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CONTEXT

SECTION ONE
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Introduction
In this section, the third-person perspective 
is used. The design space and problem 
description will be presented to come to 
a design question. Furthermore, related 
artworks and theoretical background is 
discussed to get knowledge about the design 
space as a base for the manifesto. Each 
subject will be closed with a conclusion on 
how this information is used in the process of 
writing the manifesto.

Art & Technology
The disciplines of art and technology both 
continue to define and shape the world 
we live in, questioning our current society 
and the applications of current technology 
(Shanken, 2002). Technology gives art new 
perspectives on aesthetics that can be used, 
and art can reflect the current period we 
are in or the Zeitgeist. Technology has been 
providing creatives original ways of expression 
long before the information age. Printing 
techniques like silkscreen printing, used by 
Andy Warhol, pushing for new production 
methods. Or even the scientific research 
combined with art: like the work from 
Leonardo Da Vinci has inspired us to invent 
the microscope or flying machines. Since the 
1960’s the term new media art has surfaced, 

Design Space
applying the computer as an essential part of 
the creative process and artwork. Examples 
of new media or digital art are virtual art, 
computer graphics, computer animation, 
digital art, interactive art, sound art, Internet 
art, video games, robotics, 3D printing, and 
cyborg art. (New media art, 2021). An example 
of interactive work is The Treachery of 
Sanctuary by Chris Milk (Milk, 2012). It is an 
interactive artwork consisting of three white 
panels with digital shadows of the user in front 
of the work. The three panels each present 
birth, death, and transfiguration that uses the 
participants’ bodies as a new artistic language. 
The first panel disintegrates the users’ 
shadows into birds, the birth of a new idea. The 
second panel presents death by birds plucking 
the user’s shadow apart. The last panel 
describes a transfiguration, an ascension, by 
giving the users interactive wings. The work 

was both a fun and reflective experience for 
the participants, as well as a technological and 
creative challenge for those developing the 
project (Milk, 2012). 

With these constant technological 
developments, creatives chose to create in-
between the virtual and the real, questioning 
the communication and accessibility of 
their works in this parallel world. (Widewalls 
Editorials, 2017). Immersive technologies, like 
Virtual or Augmented Reality, have the ability 
to actually transport people to these worlds. 
By replacing the controls with head or eye 
movement, these technologies can create 
a sense of really ‘being there’ in the virtual 
world. These immersive technologies can 
aid in providing people regulated escapism, 
and eventually reflection. For example, in the 
project ‘A Breathtaking Journey’ by Kors et al. 

Figure 2: The Treachery of 
Sanctuary by Chris Milk
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For Dimenco, the main goal of our 
collaboration was to investigate a new 
application area related to entertainment 
and leisure. But Simulated Reality has not 
been seen as a medium on itself yet, but only 
as a way to simulate existing experiences. 
For instance, enhancing the process of 3D 
modeling by simulating a virtual model in 3D. 
What does Simulated Reality mean? What 
makes it different than any other immersive 
technology? By exploring the concept of 
Simulated Reality as a medium I can create 
new opportunities for artists to create virtual 
worlds and study their ways of creating places 
for reflection. 

Problem Description

How might we apply 
Simulated Reality within 
the artistic world, and 
use Digital Art to explore 
its’ valule as means for 
speculation?

(2016) emotions like empathy are reinforced 
by using VR and placing the user literally in 
someone else’s shoes; that of a refugee fleeing 
from their country in a transport truck. By 
being exposed to this situation, people could 
reflect on the current refugee situation. A 
similar art experience has been created by 
Alejandro G. Iñárritu; CARNE Y ARENA (Iñárritu, 
2020). Here, a participant is also immersed in a 
journey of a refugee. In this experience multi-
narrative is employed in a big room, allowing 
the visitor to use more senses and freedom. 

Conclusion
Working in the Interactive Art environment, 
using this interplay of design, art and 
technology, may help the company as well to 
push the boundaries of SR and not fall back 
to familiar areas. As Dunne & Raby (2013) 
state: “It feeds the profession’s imagination 
and it opens up new possibilities, not only for 
technology, materials, and manufacturing but 
also for narrative, meaning, and the rethinking 
of everyday life.”
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Technology is a new medium for artists to 
express themselves, and so digital art is 
becoming more common. By using (interactive) 
technology artists and creatives explore and 
shift the line between technology, design and 
art. Artists need to take on other roles like that 
of designer, engineer, or other specializations 
to make technological artwork. For example, 
artist Yuri Suzuki is a sound artist, designer, 
musician, and engineer in one. In his work, 
he often experiments with new ways to 
make music; in the work  Pyramidi for singer 
Will.I.Am, he experimented with designing 
new forms of classical music instruments and 
‘playing’ them through digital control signals 
combining this all in a performance. He had to 
be (or at least understand) all of his roles to get 
to the final piece he envisioned to create (The 
pyramidi, 2020).

Related (Art) Works Technology enables us to design and create 
spaces where people can be confronted with 
new ideas and concepts.An artist working 
in the space of virtual, parallel worlds while 
using AI is Refik Anadol. Inspired by nature and 
physics, he makes 3D digital moving images 
through artificial intelligence. His latest 
project, Quantum memories, investigates 
digital advancements of the past century of 
humans’ eagerness to go to places where we 
cannot go. This work is inspired by the Many-
Worlds theory in quantum physics; there are 
parallel worlds that exist in the same space 
and time as the one we live in (Anadol, 2021). 

These digital works create more and more 
public attention, resulting in museums 
focussed on these artworks. Collectives like 
TeamLab establishes museums only including 
digital art (teamLab, n.d.). Teamlab offers 
multiple locations where the visitors can 

immersive themselves in a digital world and 
interact with this world. In these museums, 
the user experience and their connection to 
the works is the starting point. Interactivity 
can help people to enhance the emotional 
connection with concepts, making it easier for 
the viewer to get transported to the fictional 
world and idea. Burnham expressed very early 
that technology and art create a dialogue 
between participants and the technology; 
and stating a model for an eventual two-way 
communication, or in other words interactivity 
(Burnham, 1970). Current technologies can 
enable this interactivity between the work and 
the viewer. As Chris Milk states in his interview 
with TED “I want the participant to speak as 
much to the piece as the piece speaks to you” 
(TED, 2015).

Figure 3: The Pyramidi by 
Yuri Suzuki

Figure 4: Quantum 
Memories by Refik Anadol

Figure 5: TeamLab 
Borderless
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In Olafur Eliassons’ work “Notion Motion” the 
visitor is made aware of their presence and 
role in the artwork. He created a physical, 
immersive experience by using the reflection 
of water and presenting this in a grand 
installation of 1500 m2. (Museum Boijmans 
Van Beuningen, 2016). Immersive technologies 
can make it easier to communicate with and 
immerse viewers into other worlds, instead 
of building whole rooms of an immersive 
experience. Immersive technologies have been 
used and explored in the artistic environment 
since 1980, with Myron Kruegers’ project 

Figure 6: World Skin by 
Maurice Benayoun

Figure 7: VIDEOPLACE by 
Myron Krueger

Videoplace (VIDEOPLACE - Myron Krueger, 
2015) being one of the first works working 
with the concept of Virtual Reality. Another 
work, World Skin by Maurice Benayoun, 
creates a ‘photo safari in the land of war’ to 
investigate the relation between war, personal 
engagement, and memory using the CAVE 
system (an immersive environment where 
projections are displayed on three to six of the 
walls of a room) (World Skin, n.d.) Artist Jeffrey 
Shaw uses AR to make expand his artworks 
and add a layer of ‘unseen’ comedy to his work 
(Shaw, 2018).

Conclusion
Immersive technologies can provide both 
the presence and interaction that is explored 
in current digital art. When exploring 
Simulated Reality, it is interesting to see it 
as a new form of an immersive technology. 
The next step would be to explore what this 
form would entail, and how it can be used as 
a medium.
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THEORETICAL
BACKGROUND

SECTION ONE
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According to the framework of Slater 
(2009), SR is an immersive system. It uses 
sensorimotor contingencies like moving 
your head and eyes to change gaze direction 
or reaching out to touch a virtual object. 
But it does not completely simulate how it 
would be like to completely go into a virtual 
environment. So how immersive is the 
technology, and what kind of immersive 
technology is it?

Simulated Reality is a form of Mixed Reality, 
as it merges the real and virtual world 
where physical objects co-exist in virtual 
objects. It seems to lie somewhere between 
Augmented- and Virtual Reality on the reality-
virtuality continuum. (See figure 8) On the 
left side of this spectrum lies the complete 
real environment, so our real world. On the 
right side a completely virtual environment. 
Augmented Reality overlays virtual elements 
into our real world, and Virtual Reality 
completely immerses users into a virtual 
environment. It seems that SR is around 
the same spot as Augmented Virtuality. 
Augmented Virtuality merges real-world 
objects into virtual worlds (like measuring a 
real object and displaying the measurements 
virtually), but SR seems to do the opposite. 
It places virtual objects into the real world, 

Analysing SR
letting the user remain present in the physical 
space.
 
Using only the Virtuality Continuum there 
seems to be almost no distinction between AV 
and SR, so dissecting it further is necessary. 
Milgram & Kishino (1994) clarifies forms of 
MR in three dimensions; Extent of World 
Knowledge (EWK), Reproduction Fidelity 
(RF), and Extent of Presence Metaphor (EPM). 
EWK depicts how much is known about the 
world that is used using two extremes; blindly 
scanned data or fully modeled world (VR). SR 
has the potential to provide a glimpse towards 
a completely modeled world. It knows ‘what’ 
objects are in the scene and knows ‘where’ the 
real-world object is they are interacting with 
(the viewer). However, when the user is a way 
it has no idea ‘where’ it is anymore. Therefore it 
is placed between AR and VR (see figure 8).

RF is the realism in MR displays. On the left 
side is the normal 2D screen, and on the right 
a 3D screen so real it is indistinguishable from 
real life. This seems to be where SR may be 
headed, but for now, it stays just below VR as it 
can not show the direct ‘presence’ of the user 
yet (like shadows or light from the real world).
 
EPM is the extent to which the viewer feels 

‘present’ in the displayed scene. SR is a 
monitor-based system giving a glimpse into 
the world but is placed further to the left as the 
viewer has an influence on the view. With head 
tracking and lateral movements, the point of 
view can be decided and so creating more 
presence than the usual stereoscopic display. 
This can also be discussed using the term 
‘place illusion’ (Slater, 2009) The place illusion 
is an element of presence, especially referring 
to the ‘sense of being there even though you 
know you are not. SR can have a sense of place 
illusion, but not as strong as VR. The user is 
not virtually transported into another world 
like with VR, as their physical body is still in 
physical space while having a glance into a 
virtual world.
 

If a virtual object can have a sense of place 
illusion in the real world, plausibility illusion 
can occur (Slater, 2009). The plausibility 
illusion is the illusion that the virtual event 
is really happening to you because it is 
responding to your presence in the virtual 
world. As stated in the paper, Psi does not 
require physical realism meaning that the 
virtual object does not have to relate to this 
world. Interactivity enhances plausibility 
illusion in immersive systems. As the world 
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is responding to your actions, the idea that 
what is happening in a virtual world seems 
more real. Having the world responding to 
you can then lead to cognitive and emotional 
responses of the user. This allows us to 
simulate how we would interact if we invited 
a piece of a virtual world into our real world. 
Having this emotional response is a very 
interesting part of using SR as a medium for 
reflective experiences. 

Conclusion
Knowing this, Simulated Reality as a medium 
can be described in the material part of the 
manifesto. The concept of Simulated Reality 
can be described as an immersive experience 
sitting between Virtual Reality and Augmented 
Reality, inviting a piece of the virtual into the 
real world. Interesting for the experience 
with Simulated Reality in regard to reflective 
experiences, the user may experience 
plausibility illusion in physical space feeling 
real emotions even when knowing the 
experience is mostly virtual. This reflective 
quality of art is discussed more in detail in the 
next paragraph.

Figure 8: Dimensions of 
virtuality by Slater (2009)
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Art is often seen as means to an educational 
environment, but can also serve as a means for 
a restorative and reflective environment. For 
the viewer, research has shown that a higher 
frequency of engaging with art is associated 
with a higher level of subjective wellbeing 
(Arts Council England, 2014) and quality of 
life (Gilmore, 2014). A study by the Scottish 
Government states that those who attended a 
cultural place or event were almost 60% more 
likely to report good health compared to those 
who did not attend, and those who visited a 
museum were 20% more likely to report good 
health than those who did not (Allin, 2015). 
Kaplan’s (1993) restoration theory discusses 
how to create restorative environments 
to recover from directed attention fatigue 
(DAF) resulting from prolonged mental effort 
(like working on a project for a long period 
of time). A restorative environment includes 
four factors: Being Away (providing a new 
environment), Extent (an environment that 
is extended in time and space), Fascination 
(an interesting and engaging environment) 
and Compatibility (in line with ones purposes 
and interests). An aesthetic component 
also influences the depth of the restorative 
experience. It is not strange to say that art can 
have this restorative component by creating 
an environment with these four principles. 

Reflective and speculative quality of art
Interesting from this research is also the 
cognitive involvement when looking at art, 
pointing at reflection as a possible outcome 
of such a restorative experience (Kaplan et al., 
1993).

Multiple studies divides the experience of art 
in multiple categories. For instance, Pekarik et 
al. (1999) describe four dimensions: the object 
experience (seeing the art object), cognitive 
experience (learn from it), the introspective 
experience (imagining, reflecting) or the social 
experience (visiting for instance a museum 
as a getaway). For me, these introspective 
experiences are very interesting. These 
experiences makes the individual turn inward, 
to feel and experience privately. As Keith 
Oatley states in Such Stuff as Dreams (2011); 
“In art we experience the emotion, but with it 
the possibility of something else, too. The way 
we see the world can change, and we ourselves 
can change. Art is not simply taking a ride on 
preoccupations or prejudices, using a schema 
that runs as usual. Art enables us to experience 
some emotions in contexts that we would not 
ordinarily encounter, and to think of ourselves 
in ways that usually we do not.” Reflection 
through art influences the individual and 
so society, instilling values and translating 
experiences across time and space.

For me art, technology and design come 
together in speculative design. Speculative 
design addresses societal issues and using 
for fictional and imaginative futures. In the 
book Speculative everything: design, fiction 
and social dreaming (2013), Dunne & Raby turn 
away from the classical problem solving design 
is known for, and operate in what they call the 
‘preferable’ zone of the future (figure 9). “We 
believe that by speculating more, at all levels 
of society, and exploring alternative scenarios, 
reality will become more malleable and, 
although the future cannot be predicted, we can 
help set in place today factors that will increase 
the probability of more desirable futures 
happening. And equally, factors that may lead to 
undesirable futures can be spotted early on and 
addressed or at least limited.” 
 
There are many forms of speculation; critical, 
radical, design for debate etc. What all of these 
have in common is the use a fictional scenario 
or world to work in to create conceptual 
designs. These imaginary worlds are 
stimulating and safe environments to provoke 
debate about the future. This is where art 
(and well-executed entertainment like movies, 
games or literature) is good at. They can push 
fiction to the extreme and build fantastical 
worlds, allowing us to step out of reality 
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for a while. (Huizinga, 1950) In speculative 
design these debates are often around new 
technological developments, taking on a social 
purpose by discussing their applications to 
society and so its’ possible implications. The 
strength of design in relation to art is designs’ 
ability to pull technological developments into 
imaginary but believable everyday concepts, 
while art keeps it in an imaginary place. By 
using conceptual designs the idea stays in 
an imaginative world, but the designs are not 
completely conceptual as they are ‘waiting’ to 
be released into the real world. Technology can 
help making a concept feel really by simulating 
an idea and so questioning the prescribed 
application of technology (Shanken, 2002).

Conclusion
As also seen in the related works, creating 
other environments (if it is physical or virtual) 
is used to think and provoke discussion 
about difficult topics. By building these 
environments, different futures can be 
discussed and aimed for. This introspective 
experience can be enhanced by using 
interactive technologies by creating a 
stronger emotional connection to the artwork. 
This experience is what is aimed for when 
describing the experience and interactivity in 
the manifesto.

Figure 9: PPPP by Dunne & 
Raby (2013)
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MANIFESTO
BREAKDOWN

SECTION TWO



19

In this section, the second perspective is 
used to formulate a vision about Simulated 
Reality in Digital Art and its’ value as a means 
for speculation (see appendix A). This vision is 
described in the manifesto “Glancing Towards 
Unreality”. This manifesto is a glimpse into 
the future: of how the line between what is 
real and what is virtual could disappear, and 
how art en technology can contribute to this 
development. A manifesto was chosen as a 
medium of communicating as it gives artist 
both direction and freedom to do with the 
points as they wish. In general, a manifesto 
has two goals; define a belief in art or culture 
and to define aesthetic values to work along 
this belief and present these in an activating 
manner (Hanna, 2020). A manifesto can be a 
great design contribution. For me, it is a great 
format to explore and communicate the value 
of SR. 

Introduction
The basis for these points are based on the 
third person perspective of the theoretical 
background and related works section of the 
report, as well as working with the technology 
myself in the previous project. Using the 
second person perspective. . These were 
iterated with different artists in a workshop 
co-hosted by Nxt Lab (Nxt Museum, n.d.). Nxt 
Lab is the educational department of Nxt 
Museum, a museum dedicated to new media 
art. Together with Nxt Lab, four artists with 
different backgrounds were invited to join a 
participatory workshop of a day to explore 
a new medium to express their works. The 
backgrounds of the artists were game design, 
fractal art, installation art, and photography, 
and all of them were inclined to seek new ways 
to make their work more interactive. During 
the workshop, the artists had time to explore 
and work with SR to see how it could help them 
express their ideas in their current works. They 
were also interviewed about their work and 
their vision of SR. The complete setup of this 
workshop can be found in appendix B. 

Findings
The initial points have been iterated and 
adjusted after the workshop, the most 
important changes are noted in figure 11. 
Interviewing and working with the artists both 
gave me and Dimenco points to work on in 
the future. For Dimenco, it was a perfect case 
to show the usability of their system was not 
easy enough. A lot of assistance was needed 
to do very simple tasks; like playing a video 
or showing a picture in stereoscopy. For me, 
a few things were interesting. First, artists 
adopted a new way of thinking, saying things 
like “You have to think differently and get 
creative in another way when working with 3D” 
or “I would create other work than I am doing 

Workshop Nxt Lab

Figure 10: Photograph 
physical manifesto’s
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now if I work with SR”. They explored SR as a 
possible medium and did not think starting 
from the technology but their interpretations 
leading to different types of content than 
Dimenco as a company has. All of them agreed 
that a very specific type of content should be 
used in SR, namely focussed experiences. For 
example, in VR/dome environment is where 
you should get lost in but SR needs a specific 
part of this world to interact with. 

Secondly, the speculative experiences of their 
work were discussed resulting in a new subject 
ON EXPERIENCE in the manifesto. All artists 
explained that their works rely on the worlds 

they build, and can then reflect on their own 
emotions around the subject to eventually 
show to others. The ability of Simulated 
Reality to let viewers experience their work 
without creating expectations allowed them 
to enhance emotions from the viewers. For 
instance working with Virtual Reality requires 
people to put on a Head Mounted Display, 
which creates an idea for the experience they 
are going to see.

Lastly, artists’ attitude on working together 
and picking up new skills quickly showed. 
Groups of similar interests were created 
soon, and also included developers from 

Dimenco. One artist was also very inspired 
to start learning about game engines to take 
world-building around his photography to the 
next level. Nxt also stressed the importance 
for them to keep hosting these workshops, 
introduce artists to each other, and new media 
for them to explore.

Figure 11: Table of changes 
in manifesto
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Figure 12: Fractal art on SR 
display

Figure 13: Picture of the workshop

Conclusion 
By combining the second and third person 
perspective, 5 points were created for the 
manifesto. 

1. On material: Discusses what Simulated 
Reality as a concept entails, including 
what kind of immersive system it is and the 
value of not creating an expectation when 
encountering SR.

2. On experience: Discusses the ability for 
world building to support speculative 
experiences.

3. On subject: Describes what artists need to 
take into account and gives examples for 
applications for working with Simulated 
Reality.  

4. On interaction: Stresses the ability to 
make a virtual object seem physical 
by presenting tips of implementing 
interaction

5. On attitude: Describes how artists should 
work, and rely on multi-disciplinarity as the 
overlapping of disciplines occur.
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PUK*
BREAKDOWN

SECTION THREE
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To test the manifesto, the points were 
implemented by making a new version of the 
existing artwork; PUK* by Floris Schönfeld (and 
Roel Branckaert as advisor). In this project, I 
focussed on creating an emotional connection 
to PUK* by diving into the user experience. 
PUK* is an independent, unpredictable, 
creative entity. This creativity is chaotic, 
messy, and hard to define. It doesn’t have a 
purpose, it just exists. Initially, it consisted of 
four elements; the PUK* interface, processor, 
beta, and breakdown. The interface is a self-
portrait based on the outputs of images 
by PUK* in the form of ceramic masks. The 
processor is the server rack with ants living 
in it. The conflict between the algorithms 
of the server and the behavior of the ants 
creates the unpredictable behavior of PUK*. 
Beta is the face of PUK*, a live-generated 
video containing the voice and face of PUK*. 
The breakdown is the AI part of the system, 
the stream of consciousness, the output 
generated by the generative adversarial 
neural network that is trained to search for 
meaning in a data set of owl figurines. This is 
deconstructed into original images of owls in 
other forms influencing all the other elements 
in the work. For in-depth information about the 
background of PUK*, visit www.puk.ooo. 

Introduction Process
For this project, we wanted to give PUK* more 
character and feel more alive by using the 
data of PUK* Breakdown. This was a perfect 
opportunity to explore SR and its’ ability for 
more connection and reflection with viewers. 
Its’ behavior can be compared to that of a 
puppy; he is excited to meet you, but also 
has its’ own playful reactions. With SR PUK* 
is given a physical body, which is created 

together with PUK*. It decides its’ own form 
and visual representation. Viewers can also 
interact with this physical representation of 
PUK* by touching it with their hands. They can 
pet and deform PUK* if it allows the viewer. If 
PUK* is startled or doesn’t feel like interacting 
anymore, it moves away from the viewer for a 
while. The creation of PUK*’s body is described 
in this section.

Figure 14: image of final 
iteration of PUK*
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Neural Network

Second Texture2D object Camera “Eye” Screen with “Wireframe Owls”

Simple Texture-Generator that 
fills the first Texture2D with a 
combination of jpgs from the 
folder

folder with owlframe.jpgs

Texture2D is applied on the screen

internal camera is 
looking at the 
screen and filling 
up the second 
Texture2D object

First Texture2D object

internal camera is filling 
up the second Texture2D 
object with what it sees 
on the “Wireframe Owl” 

NN looks at the Second 
Texture2D object as an 
input for itself

Third Texture2D object

the network converts it’s calculation 
into a third Texture2D object

Screen “Main Output”

The third Texture2D 
object is referenced by 
the “Main Output” 
screen and is 
appliedas it’s texture

3d object in the space 3d object in the space

3d object in the space

During the first phase, the focus was on the 
points material and subject of the manifesto. 
it was important to find the strengths of SR 
for PUK* and understand how PUK* could fit 
the system as a subject. We concluded that 
the 3D effect may enhance the feeling of 
PUK* being present in the room with the user, 
as the unexpectedness of the material can 
still make the character feel mysterious and 
unpredictable. To make PUK* valuable as a 
subject, we needed to give it a body to create 
this presence.  

The first steps would then be to understand 
the current version of PUK*, and how it is 
building its own version of its’ body. The first 
version was made in Unity, which made it 
easier to build upon. As seen in figure 15, PUK* 
creates his own image (texture) based on the 
database of owl figurines he dissects. From 
these images, nine self-portraits ‘masks’ were 
created which would serve perfectly as a 
focussed subject combined with the textures 
PUK* creates. With these masks I (and also 
PUK*) created the first version of a body (see 
image 16).

Iteration one

Figure 15: Schematic of 
original back-end of PUK*
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After the first iteration, the body of PUK* was 
decided upon but it did not feel alive. It had 
no interaction possibilities or behavior, which 
would be the next step. The whole experience 
with PUK* can be described as suspenseful, 
based on one of the spectator experiences 
(Reeves et al., 2005) revealing the interaction 
possibilities (manipulations) and hiding the 
behavior (effects) of it slightly as 3D cannot 
be observed with multiple people at once. As 
Reeves et al. (2005) state

“With suspenseful interfaces spectators will 
not experience the effects until it is their turn. 

Iteration two Watching others manipulate and react to the 
interface without seeing the content may serve 
to provoke curiosity and increase anticipation, 
heightening the ‘payoff’ delivered when it is 
finally their turn.”

To decide which interactions would fit this 
suspenseful state, interactions were mapped 
out by using the four phases for interactive 
public ambient displays (Vogel & Balakrishnan, 
2004). In figure 18, this is visualized in a 
storyboard. In the ambient state of the display, 
the masks would slowly move to indicate a 
sense of life. In the implicit interaction stage, 
there is a peripheral notification of PUK* 
seeing and move with the viewer. For the 

subtle interaction, it would present interaction 
possibilities of notifying the viewer to use their 
hands. In the personal interaction, the up & 
close phase, the viewer has the time to deform 
and interact with PUK* by pulling the mask. This 
deformation was possible in Unity using the 
SoftBody plugin. When this version of PUK* was 
shown to 5 employees of Dimenco, it became 
clear that there was too much function in PUK*. 
It did not feel alive yet, and all of the employees 
expected PUK* to listen to all of their commands 
and interactions. It did only respond to the 
users, and did not “communicate with the user 
as an alive entity should”. 

Figure 16: First body of 
PUK* Figure 17: PUK* iteration 2
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Figure 18: 
Storyboard 
interaction PUK*
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As PUK* needed to feel more ‘alive’ and have 
more character, the last iteration had been 
done to expand its’ behaviour. This behaviour 
was modelled after a ‘puppy’; he is excited 
to meet you, but also has its’ own playful 
reactions. By introducing more aesthetic 
models to the Neural Network like deformed 
sounds of a baby, a state of prematurity can be 
conveyed. As the sounds and textures of PUK* 
constantly changes, his ‘body language’ may 
change with it. His reactions to interaction 
with the viewer were deeper explored using 
the stages of play (De Valk et al., 2012). In the 
invitation stage PUK* feels more idle and 
makes subtle movements to attract attention. 
In the exploration stage it will start reacting 
to the viewer, inviting them to touch PUK*. 
The immersion stage is the interaction with 
PUK*; the touching and petting. The complete 
behaviour based on the stages of play can 
be found in appendix C. To make PUK* feel 
more alive a great factor was to introduce 
randomness. The stages of play should not feel 
like three distinct stages, but transition into 
each other. By using random effects that are 
not always based on the users interaction, the 
user can give its’ own meaning and values to 
PUK*.

As museums or exhibitions were not open to 
the public because of COVID, 7 participants 
were invited to meet PUK* at the office from 
Dimenco. The goal of the tests was to test the 
reflective experience of PUK*. How do people 
interact with it and what meaning do they 
ascribe? How do they see AI after meeting 
PUK*? Participants experienced PUK* one by 
one after being told a small story about it. The 
story mainly stated that PUK* had no function, 
it was not made to be understood, and that 
they can interact with it however they want. 
They had as much time as they wanted to meet 
PUK*, and afterward, they were asked to tell 
about their experience. From observations, 
it was interesting to see that all participants 
were hesitant to come close to PUK* at 
first. Stating things like “You are strange and 
creepy”, “Okay this is scary”.

After this initial ‘strangeness’, people sat 
down and observed PUK* for a bit. People 
treated PUK like a baby and talked to it with 
a baby voice and asking for a response. 5 out 
of 7 participants also tried to ‘calm it down’ 
by saying “It’s okay” “relax I won’t hurt you” or 
“you did so well PUK!”. Some people were also 
intimidated by this fact and stated that “they 
don’t know how to communicate with babies”. 
The total time people spent sitting in front of 

Iteration three Experience testing

Figure 19: Mask of PUK*

Figure 20: Mask of PUK*
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The meeting with PUK* was very open-
ended. This resulted in different meanings 
ascribed to PUK*, like emotions or how you 
should interact with it. Interacting with it was 
playful, and feels somewhere between real 
and fake. Participants still slapped PUK*, but 
were startled by its’ reaction and ascribing 
an emotion like  ‘angry’ or ‘sad’. Participants 
reflected on AI on their own, especially 
regarding its form. Presenting them with 
alternatives and them having an influence on 
the form gives the opportunity to think about 
it. A reflection on how the manifesto relates to 
the project is presented in the next section.

ConclusionPUK* ranged from 10 to 20 minutes. This time 
was filled with exploring and understanding 
PUK*. Some people started talking to it, while 
others decided to stay quiet. All participants 
tried to touch PUK* and were surprised by the 
fact that it reacted to their touch. This resulted 
in people trying to tickle it, pull it, but also 
punch or slap it. Participants flinched when 
PUK* was startled and suddenly pulled back.

During the interviews ‘strange’ was most often 
used to describe the meeting with PUK*. 
PUK* was mostly described as a baby and 
a premature AI that still needs to learn a lot 
and was always addressed with its’ name or 
a ‘human pronoun’ like he or she. Interacting 
with PUK* was described as playful, but 
also unexpected. “I was expecting more 
communication than on the baby level, but 
at the same time I am also intrigued that 
it communicates like that.” “Nothing about 
this makes sense, but it does you know”. 
Interacting with PUK* formed different 
conclusions from the participants. “I think it 
likes petting””It is fragile and it went sad when I 
slapped him.”

What was interesting were the different 
meanings ascribed to the behavior of PUK*. 
Participants saw the changing of colors as 
PUK*’s or the participants’ emotions. “I am 
taking on PUK*’s emotions” “I saw how I am 
feeling in the colours”. “I did create a sort of 

empathy towards him. Learning is mentioned 
as an important part of an AI. One participant 
mentioned; “Puk is trying to get information 
about the reaction from me as the one who 
is interacting with him” and another “It is 
trying to mimic my face”. Most participants 
expected to see more development of PUK* 
during one session, but this did lead to a lot of 
conversations about the developments of AI, 
especially about its’ aesthetic representation. 
“AI does not need to be a classical robot and 
do my wishes.” “How would Siri look like?” “AI 
can change forms and learn from the forms. It 
does not need to be human like”. Participants 
mentioned their interest PUK* development in 
a few weeks.

Figure 21: Experience 
testing
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To answer the question ‘How might we apply 
Simulated Reality within the artistic world, 
and use Digital Art to explore its’ as means 
for speculation?’, I reflected on parts of the 
manifesto that spoke most to me; The blurring 
of the line between reality and virtuality, and 
about inviting art (open-creativity) into design 
(specific creativity).

Reality vs virtuality
As speculative design and art do very well, 
they use this imaginary space to challenge 
and question certain topics. These topics 
could be about technology, society, or other 
aesthetic principles. This imagination is a tool 
to stretch what we perceive as reality, using 
this space as a magic circle (Huizinga, 1950) 
and explore topics that are not easily explored 
outside of this space. This grey area between 
what is real and imaginative is interesting 
as artists (or even creatives) can place non-
existing ideas in real space. This makes it 
more relatable and personal to the viewer, 
creating more emotional connection and so 
impact. An example is the early introduction 
of Photoshop. This tool is now used for photo 
enhancement. But in the past, people could 
not distinguish real from fake. These let people 
believe that fake photos, fake situations, be 
real and react to them with their own current 

Manifesto emotions (Slater, 2009). There is also a dark 
side to the ability to imagine. Picture the mad 
genius in common fictive stories. His creativity 
and intelligence is endless but does not see 
the borders of ethics. More plausible examples 
are conspiracy theories. In general, conspiracy 
theorists are doing exactly what the manifesto 
preaches; questioning their own believes and 
the society they live in. Even though, are these 
theories what we should aim for as creators? 
Should we even be presenting them? What 
should our moral compass be as creators? 

There are quite some immersive technologies, 
like in this case SR, and they are great tools 
for simulating these ideas in a world where 
the viewer can transport themselves to. 
Virtual Reality literally places someone in 
an environment, Augmented Reality invites 
the virtual to the real world, and Simulated 
Reality gives a glimpse of a virtual world. This 
makes it easier for artists, designers, or other 
creatives to choose a medium to make the 
experience for the viewer as real as it needs 
to be. Now, Simulated Reality uses the power 
of surprise and its’ unfamiliarity to put people 
on the wrong foot and start questioning 
what they see. In the coming years, I see this 
developing even further. Baudrillard (1988) 
terms this blurring of mediated experience 
and reality “hyper-reality”. This term is 
already used since the 1970s to describe the 
start of making something so realistic, it 

is impossible to distinguish the objects on 
photos, paintings, or sculptures as real or 
fake. I can see this developing for immersive 
technology as well, eventually erasing the 
borders between what is virtual and what is 
real. For instance, google glasses introducing 
Mixed Reality in our daily life. Would it be 
ethical to use art and technology to create 
reflective experiences when they are so real 
they are indistinguishable from the real? 
According to “ethics of realism in virtual 
and augmented reality” (Slater et al., 2020) 
embodiment and viewing something as real, 
and experiencing too much plausibility illusion, 
negative outcomes can occur. Events can 

Figure 22: Fractal Art on 
Simulated Reality display
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overlap, and the participant will have trouble 
distinguishing the real from the fake events. 
Transitioning from the real and virtual worlds 
can also be difficult. It might lead to cognitive- 
emotional- and behavioral disturbances. 
How much this is true on SR is different from 
VR, as it depends less on place illusion. But 
although the experience is based on virtual 
senses and actions, it is nevertheless real as 
an experience (Chalmers, 2017). This should be 
added to ‘On Attitude’ in the manifesto.

Creativity
In this project, I pulled art into a design 
context. By doing this, I experienced there 
were two kinds of creativity. In a company like 
Dimenco, their creativity and design is very 
specific resulting in a solution. This problem-
solving creativity is important but does not 
always result in the most innovative solutions 
as people keep building on ‘the great ideas’ 
inside a company. This is also described as 
a ‘circle jerk’; constantly complementing and 
pleasing those in a company for their great 
ideas. This is also true in art though. Art has 
open creativity, asking questions and not 
focussing on a solution. This can result in 
interesting fields or opportunities to explore. 
But most artworks and artists do not trespass 
into the world of business and stay in their 
comfortable museums and art schools. Art 
can be taken out of the art schools and find 
a use for creating more speculations, and 

design can be more open-minded to find 
implications (Dunne & Raby, 2013). Does art 
need to get exposed more to the general 
public? Do companies need this creativity? An 
appraised artist in both design and art is Daan 
Roosegaarde. He uses artistic installations 
to speculate about improvements in urban 
environments, sometimes together with big 
companies like NASA or BMW. But as Floris 
called him: “He is like the Andre Rieu of art. 
Using what the public likes to get his art out 
there”. Is this the correct creativity? So what 
is the balance between these two types of 
creativity?

I do believe a balance between these two 
is needed. Being the ‘middle man’ between 
technology and open creativity is a role that 
is overlooked, even though this collaboration 
is praised. As discussed with Floris and Roel 
this is also their advice to Dimenco; Open up to 
communicating with more creative people, and 
don’t stick to only technical people. Dimenco 
thinks too much from the technical corner, and 
the development leading to standard content 
for the technology. The most important thing 
for Dimenco right now is creating content 
for Simulated Reality, and especially content 
that is not only applicable to companies. It 
has to live its’ own life, so the consumer (and 
creatives) can make content reaching a bigger 
target group. Then SR can become a medium 
instead of only a technology.

Figure 23: Artist 
experimenting with SR
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On experience
Making PUK* was not necessarily a new or 
parallel world but more a visit from another 
world like an alien landing on earth. Inviting 
this tiny part to our physical environment 
resulted in the real world rules being more 
important than in completely virtual worlds. 
In videogame environments, for instance, 
rules can be freely created and turned into 
gameplay. Here physical restraints were 
important; interaction can only be done in a 
specific part in front of the display, in a very 
specific place. This is neither good nor bad, 
but important to explore if these physical 
restraints make SR less immersive. The 
complete experience did result in reflection on 
the subject of AI and its’ aesthetics 

The behavior of PUK* was important in the 
experience of the viewers. What was new for 
me to work with was the idea of not completely 
mapping an experience and leave room for 
interpretation by the viewers. It was okay not 
to completely grasp the experience and idea, 
as long as you relate your logic and emotions 
to it. This form of free creativity is very 
interesting to dive more into the psychology of 
the user when viewing immersive experience, 
which also leads to the reflection on the 
blur between what is real and unreal. When 
letting go of creating an expected experience, 
the system can be used more freely as well. 
Things that were not supposed to happen 

are inspirational. In PUK* for instance, some 
parts of the masks are more moldable than 
others. This makes it seem like PUK* has its’ 
own ideas where he prefers to be touched. 
These ‘happy little accidents’ also make the 
experience for users more worthwhile, as they 
give their own interpretations to these pieces 
of randomness.

On subject
During the workshop at Nxt, one participant 
mentioned that “floating objects” being a 
subject for SR. The complete form of PUK* was 
spontaneously a focussed and floating object. 
As mentioned before, we started working from 

PUK* was created to implement the points 
of the manifesto. As a final step of this, I 
discussed with Floris and Roel the content 
of the manifesto and if we applied it. In this 
section, I will reflect on the different points in 
the manifesto concerning PUK*.

On Material
Working with SR was a different way of 
working for both me and Floris. We needed 
to start working with a technology, instead 
of an idea. Dissecting SR as a concept 
helped us clarify what could be done with the 
technology. The points that regularly came 
back were not using a form of head-mounted 
displays. This took away the expectations 
viewers may have when using an immersive 
technology like VR. This small unknown part, 
the enchantment through technology was an 
interesting experience to work with from an 
artistic perspective. This was also in line with 
the manifesto. I do believe working from the 
technology limited the open creativity that is 
usually used in the arts. It was more open than 
the problem-solving kind I am used to, but it 
felt too much like fitting PUK* into the system, 
then fitting PUK* into a new version of itself. 
Working with SR as a material should benefit 
the idea and not the other way around.

PUK*

Figure 24: PUK* & 
visualization of 3D effect
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the perspective of the technology. Looking 
for what we can do with the technology for the 
idea. It is then questionable if this subject is 
completely different from the demos that are 
already made by Dimenco and if this is even 
possible. But it still presents another way to 
implement the technology, namely using the 
simple parts of the technology to create a big 
experience. Also from the artistic perspective, 
this way of working is more focused which 
results in a project evolving at a quicker pace. 
Doing an artistic project inside a company also 
applies art and takes it out of the art school. 
For instance, during the process of developing 
PUK*, the Unity plugin from Dimenco has been 
updated to make it easier to work with.

On interaction
It made sense to give more body to a virtual 
character by presenting it in 3D. Animatronics 
are mostly used in theme parks to give 
virtual characters a real physical body, but 
simulating this in Simulated Reality is an 
easier, experimental option. The interaction 
possibilities with the screen give this body 
a bigger sense of reality, creating more 
communication with the viewer. In the 
experience testing with PUK*, the viewers 
reacted to touching PUK* as they would do 
with a puppy. Giving them the opportunity to 
pet it creates a bigger emotional connection, 
eventually leading to a sense of empathy. I 
do believe the interaction with the screen is 

very limited, as it needs to happen in a certain 
space as mentioned before. Experimenting 
with haptic feedback for enhancing the real 
feeling of a virtual object would make the 
feeling of the experience stronger. Other input 
mechanisms can be used as well. For example, 
full-body tracking or even blinking with the 
eyes.

On attitude
In the process of developing PUK*, I was the 
middle man between technology and art. I also 
invited a developer in the process of making 
PUK* to make quicker decisions on what would 
be possible or not working with SR. I saw that 
those used to the creative process are more 
inclined to contribute to the design process 
than those used to working in realizing ideas. 
The developer had to be asked very specific 
questions in brainstorm sessions. Over time 
and mentioning that his input is also greatly 
appreciated, he started to bring in his own 
ideas as well. Working with different types 
of creativity needs a balance and language, 
as mentioned in the creativity reflection 
above. My contribution was mainly on the user 
experience, to elevate the idea and reflective 
experience of PUK*. Having a specific area of 
focus for each of the roles made it easier for 
us to get a more deeply supported idea and 
experience with the final product.Figure 25: Other form of 

PUK*
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Revisions to the manifesto

The manifesto is a work in progress and 
is encouraged to evolve every time. After 
doing the PUK* project using the five points 
presented in the manifesto, I think the 
basics are there. After doing experiments, I 
believe there is missing one point regarding 
engagement of the audience. Before meeting 
PUK*, participants were met with a small 
story and drama about what PUK* is. This also 
included engagement ‘rules’ stating that you 
can interact with PUK* however you would 
approach another living being. Are there 
other rules the audience needs to follow? Do 
these rules need to change depending on the 
content, or technology? 

The other points were all followed, and most of 
its’ contents aligned. Although, the content of 
these five points need to be elaborated. It was 
the first time I have ever made a manifesto. 
I chose this format as it is an old method of 
communicating a vision through a relatively 
free format. It is activating, and I also see 
it as a form to open discussions around a 
certain topic. Its form and language reflect 
individuality using strong language to get 
readers invested. Looking back, my manifesto 
could have reflected my standpoint more and 
use more strong language to communicate 

that. It now is rather sweet, while it should 
maybe shock people more. It could have 
more interesting, outspoken forms and be a 
lot shorter than it now is. I experienced the 
freedom and communicative values of this 
format, and want to keep exploring the form 
and get more experienced with it in the near 
future. I could also include things I hate about 
technology, art, and Simulated Reality. It is 
now a rather positive message, while there 
are bad sides to the technology. For instance, 
the ability to not share an experience and not 
using it in multi-view. The manifesto is a good 
starting point to see the value of immersive 
technology in art. But more exploring is 
needed to define this blurring line between 
reality and virtuality needs by using other 
mediums, expanding the knowledge about this 
bridge.

Figure 26: Other 
experience test
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FUTURE
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As presented in the discussion, Dimenco 
needs to make other content to inspire 
creatives to start making their own. There 
is movement inside the company to contact 
more artist collectives to collaborate with. 
They need to keep exploring what can be done 
with SR, finding the right people, and connect 
creativity with technology. This is the role I 
want to keep developing as a designer, and the 
role I take when working at Dimenco.

This project is a start for developing it further. 
Currently, this new version is displayed at the 
Exhibition “Mimicry of Hollows” at The 5th Floor 
curatorial space in Tokyo, Japan. (https://
bijutsutecho.com/exhibitions/7971). In this 
exhibition, the relationship between Artificial 
Intelligence and the natural environment is 
discussed, focussing on the relationship with 
new digital and physical realities. After the 
exhibition, new explorations will take place to 
make PUK* feel even more alive. There is also 
contact to exhibit PUK* at other places, like 
the Den Bosch Data Week.

Museum Nxt stressed the importance of 
hosting more creative sessions between 
companies and artists. I am planning to be 
part of this concept. It would also help me 
to keep exploring the open creativity the art 
space provides, develop myself to get more 
acquainted with interactive art, and further 
exploring my interest in the overlap between 
the real and virtual world.

Advice DimencoFuture PUK* Collaborations

“It is a necessary role to make a connection 
between functional and open creativity. 

Both parties need to learn from each 
other, and that bridge is often missing in 
companies but also for creatives. What I 

am describing is exactly what Jolie is doing 
in her project.” 

- Roel

Figure 27: Flyer Mimicry of 
Hollows. PUK* is top right
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Appendix A: Manifesto



GLANCING 
TOWARDS 
UNREALITY
Manifesto for Simulated Reality in 
(Interactive) Art







Dreams are powerful. They are repositories of our desire. 
They animate the entertainment industry and drive 
consumption. They can blind people to reality and provide 
cover for political horror. But they can also inspire us to 
imagine that things could be radically different that they 
are today, and then believe we can progress toward that 
imaginary world.

“

Stephen Duncombe, Dream: RE-imaging Progressive 
Politics in an Age of Fantasy (2007)



Dreams are powerful. They are repositories of our desire. 
They animate the entertainment industry and drive 
consumption. They can blind people to reality and provide 
cover for political horror. But they can also inspire us to 
imagine that things could be radically different that they 
are today, and then believe we can progress toward that 
imaginary world.





The world is transitioning, bringing change to our world and society 
in numerous of ways. New technologies disrupt our current way of 
living, altering the future in manner of seconds. Adapting to these 
futures means CHANGING ourselves. We need to RE-IMAGINE the 
future. Putting people in imaginative, other dimensional, possible 
futures creates opportunities to discuss new values. These values 
result from emotions and Feelings. ART is feeling; we produce art to 
express these feelings; we look at art to absorb these Feelings; anger, 
fear, love, peace, joy. ART is social change; speaking to these feelings 
and ignite simple questions inside the individuals mind; Why? How? 
What? Seriously? Really? This is stupid. This is great. This could be 
DIFFERENT! We believe these small Thoughts are the catalyst for social 
change, creating a thinking world by confronting people with their own 
imagination.

Fiction and art go together like peanut butter and jelly. Art is known 
for confronting the viewer with alternate ideas, putting them in other 
worlds using fiction. One thing art is not very good at, is accepting 
TECHNOLOGY. But we believe that IMMERSIVE TECHNOLOGIES can 
enhance the feeling behind art. In this manifesto we explore a new 
technology to create a bridge between the real and the unreal and 
expand on the Reality-Virtuality continuum. Simulated Reality (SR) 
introduces virtuality in the reality,  and creates sudden portals to other 
worlds! This manifesto is a work in progress and specific to SR, so get 
inspired and experiment yourself. Be an SR Activist!

BETWEEN REALITY 
AND UNREALITY



01. ON MATERIAL





WE INVADE REALITY WITH A GLIMPSE TOWARDS 
THE UNREAL
We as people perceive things daily in 3D, so why should we be satisfied with 
seeing virtual things in 2D? We think three dimensional, so we should also be 
confronted using three dimensions! Simulated Reality is a form of an immersive 
technology, sitting just in between Virtual Reality and Augmented Reality 
relieving the tension between the virtual and real. In this space we choose 
to create. In this information age, Screens are no longer Borders. With SR we 
enhance the real, the part of the whole, creating new materials to shape the 
material world in a dialogue between imagination and the physical.



Work by: Julius Horsthuis 
www.julius-horsthuis.com

WE INVADE REALITY WITH A GLIMPSE TOWARDS 
THE UNREAL
We as people perceive things daily in 3D, so why should we be satisfied with 
seeing virtual things in 2D? We think three dimensional, so we should also be 
confronted using three dimensions! Simulated Reality is a form of an immersive 
technology, sitting just in between Virtual Reality and Augmented Reality 
relieving the tension between the virtual and real. In this space we choose 
to create. In this information age, Screens are no longer Borders. With SR we 
enhance the real, the part of the whole, creating new materials to shape the 
material world in a dialogue between imagination and the physical.



UNEXPECTED ENCOUNTERS
We HATE to put things on our head and 
have Portable Television Goggles in front of 
our eyes. They itch and are heavy! Putting on 
these Things create expectations, lessening 
the impact of confrontations. With SR You 
get confronted with 3D without expecting 
it, bumping in on it, creating a sense of 
Magic. Technology should support the Idea 
by providing this Magic to strengthen the 
experience, and not make it too big or 
overwhelming. So art can be created that 
is not entirely in our grasp, unexpected but 
strangely related can create interesting (and 
even Phantom Physical) reactions between the 
viewer and the art piece, resulting in the most 
valuable Feelings and Thoughts. 





02. ON EXPERIENCE





“Our actual world is 
surrounded by an infinity 
of other possible worlds.’’
Lubomír Dolezel in Heterocosmica: Fiction and Possible Worlds (2000)





IMAGINATION IS POWER
Art and Technology give the unique possibility to create 
a different, Imaginary world where the viewer can travel 
towards. Real-World Rules don’t apply here, and 
curiosity is the driving factor. “What is happening here? 
What can be done here?” This world can be used in 
different ways; experimenting with the technology and the 
possibilities for aesthetics, but also as a tool for reflection 
to generate Feelings and Thoughts for artists and the 
viewer about the influence of technology and ideas on 
society.



Work by: Julius Horsthuis 
www.julius-horsthuis.com

Work by: Julius Horsthuis 
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START WITH THE INDIVIDUAL
Questioning one’s believes is an individual experience. 
With SR only one person can see the ‘real’ image while 
bystanders have an understanding of what they are 
seeing, making it personal with sudden and unexpected 
encounters. Make the experience Open-Ended by using 
simple Rules of Engagement and leave room for their 
OWN interpretation. This means that it is okay if the 
viewer does not always understand the subject of or 
engage with an artwork. Understanding the subject is 
detached from creating questions around the subject. 
DON’T TRY TO GET IT! QUESTION IT! For the creator 
this comes with new freedom to express feelings and 
ideas; use the LOGIC of the technology to make non-
logical things, exploit technological BUGS, expect the 
UNEXPECTED and BEND peoples minds.



“What the viewer does 
is to project meanings 
into the work of art, 
not any meanings but 
choices from a family of 
meanings that the work 
suggests.” 
Keith Oatley, Such stuff as dreams: the psychology of Fiction 
(2011)



03. ON SUBJECT





Work by: Leonel Piccardo
www.leonelpiccardo.com



G LI M P S E S A N D WI N D O W S

Cr e ati n g f e eli n g s m e a n s cr e ati n g e x p eri e n c e s. T o cr e at e 
a g o o d e x p eri e n c e, o n e m u st i d e ntif y t h e s u bj e ct’ s 
s uit a bilit y f or t h e f or m at. S R i s f or e m o st a t e c h n ol o g y 
t h at r e st s o n 3 D c o nt e nt, s o t h e s u bj e ct m u st b e s uit a bl e 
f or 3 D c o nt e nt a n d m a d e t o fit t hi s m at eri al. D o n’t 
t hi n k i n t h e s a m e m a n n er a s y o u w o ul d w h e n cr e ati n g 
V R c o nt e nt! T h e c o nt e nt f or V R cr e at e s a c o m pl et e 
e n vir o n m e nt t o w a n d er a n d g et l o st i n. T h e c o nt e nt of S R 
i s n ot li mitl e s s or a 3 6 0 vi e w, b ut cr e at e s a f o c u s  p oi nt 
i n si d e o ur bi g g er w orl d. It i s gr e at f or e x pr e s si n g i d e a s 
t h at d o n ot r e q uir e f ull virt u al pr e s e n c e, b ut al s o pr e s e n c e 
i n t h e p h y si c al w orl d. T hi s cr e at e s t h e o p p ort u nit y f or 
p er s o n al e x p eri e n c e s; cr e ati n g a p er s o n al wi n d o w w h er e 
n o o n e h a s t h e s a m e e x p eri e n c e. E x a m pl e s ar e, a n d 
t h e s e ar e E X A M P L E S  O N L Y; 

• 	 MI R R O RI N G  p e o pl e wit h t h eir o w n or ot h er s b e h a vi o ur
•	 L o o ki n g o ut fr o m a WI N D O W  t o ot h er p o s si bl e f ut ur e s
•	 U si n g a P O R T A L  t o tr a n s p ort o n e s o w n t h o u g ht s t o 

a n ot h er.  

B ut  I  d ar e  y o u  t o  fi n d  ot h er  a n al o gi e s!



“Ideals are not measured by whether they conform to 
reality; reality is judged by whether it lives up to ideals. 
Reason’s task is to deny that the claims of experience 
are final—and to push us to widen the horizon of our 
experience by providing ideas that experience ought to 
obey.’’
Interview with Susan Neiman, Spiked Online (2009)



“Ideals are not measured by whether they conform to 
reality; reality is judged by whether it lives up to ideals. 
Reason’s task is to deny that the claims of experience 
are final—and to push us to widen the horizon of our 
experience by providing ideas that experience ought to 
obey.’’
Interview with Susan Neiman, Spiked Online (2009)



04. ON INTERACTION





Work by: Julius Horsthuis 
www.julius-horsthuis.com



ENABLING DIALOGUE
Technology evolves art and makes it RESPONSIVE, 
enabling dialogue between the viewer and the piece. 
Interaction in SR, and so experience, comes from all 
SENSES. Input can be the viewers BODY; eyes, ears, 
hands and other body parts. Using them well creates 
Magical responses, including the idea of touching 
something Physical when it is purely Virtual. USE and 
MISUSE the senses, and trick viewers in believing this 
magical environment! 

But be wary of being too excessive with the 3D 
technology. (only if you want the user to be physically 
uncomfortable. But we don’t want that, we strive to be 
mentally uncomfortable). LESS IS MORE, don’t overuse 
the 3D effect, don’t make it too dynamic and don’t forget 
points of references in virtual space. This lessens the 
3D experience, as the viewer has to shift their focus 
too much and lose the Magic. Also use compatible 
and strong machines to avoid lag in the experience. 
REMEMBER! A bad Idea made simple does NOT equal 
Feeling. The viewer has a lot to think about, so make 
the interaction EASY and INTUITIVE. Interaction should 
compliment the Feeling. This also means that interaction 
is a choice and not forced upon the viewer to experience 
the artwork. Personal experiences are different for 
everyone. 



“Somehow these objects, 
scene, characters, 
interactions, and 
activities must appear 
“real” but gently signal 
that they are not.

Dunne and Raby in Speculative Everything: Design, Fiction and 
Social Dreaming (2013)



Their physical presence 
can locate them in our 
world whereas their 
meaning, embodied 
values, beliefs, ethics, 
dreams, hopes and fears 
belong somewhere else.’’



05. ON ATTITUDE





BLUR THE LINES
HOW DO WE CREATE? When creating in SR, can we 
expect the same attitude when making other (interactive) 
art? Does the classical ‘art-making’ still work? Digital 
art will grow, and become more virtual and interactive. 
Creating a speculation using SR (and other technology) 
requires other Skills. SELF-DEVELOPMENT is our goal, 
but also what we need to live by. Pick up new Skills! 
We have the Internet! Form collectives and collaborations 
with interesting Ideas and Skills. ART IS NOT MADE BY 
ONE PERSON ANYMORE. Art, technology and design 
come together when questioning current systems and 
fostering Imagination, Feelings and Thoughts. ART can 
question and create Ideas, TECHNOLOGY can support 
and elevate Ideas, DESIGN can exploit interaction to 
strengthen ideas. We need to work together and develop 
a LANGUAGE and together re-imagine the future. 





SO WHAT DO YOU 
SEE

THROUGH THIS 
WINDOW



THROUGH THIS 
WINDOW

BETWEEN REALITY 
AND UNREALITY?



SIMULATED 
REALITY

MATERIAL
EXPERIENCE

SUBJECT
INTERACTION

ATTITUDE



Appendix B: Workshop set-up



Workshop NXT 
Goal 
- Test the points in the manifesto to eventually refine it


Sub-Goals 
- Identify the opportunities and limitations for artists when working with SR

- How do techs and artists work together?

- Are there similarities between the final demo’s of the artists?


Program 
Introduction - making the participants feel comfortable 
1. Introduction of me, the project and the purpose of this meeting now


- Purpose: Gather artists together to identify the opportunities and limitations of immersive 
technology like SR/technology in the artistic environment


- The project: Exploring a new application area for SR (the concept) & sketch a future vision for 
art and technology


2. Introduction artists

- What is their name?

- What are they interested in?


Demo time 
Show a few demo’s illustrating a few things!

- Astronaut for graphics

- SR experience for the interactivity

- Sneaker for interactivity application 


Brainstorm 
The purpose here is to think of an idea individually to experiment with later on.


Experimenting, Making Demo’s & talking to artists 
Based on the brainstorm we can start experimenting and making things. We will discuss with the 
artists what we can make together. The artists can go free here, but needs to be guided when 
working with the devkit. During this phase, I walk around to talk to some artists and present the 
points of the manifesto


- Make sure there is one person at the devkits for help

- One person for questions about programming


Presenting Demo’s to each other 
The demo’s will be presented to each other in a fun way! With drinks hopefully


- Show what you experimented with

- What do you love about it?

- What do you absolutely hate about it?

- Was there something unexpected that influenced your thinking?


- Good or bad?




Time Schedule 

Conclusion 
Refining the manifesto from answers from the artists


Time Activity Necessities

9:00 - 9:50 Setting up DevKits & installing Demo’s Tables, chairs, Devkits

9:50 - 10:15 Walk in Coffee/tea

10:15 - 10:45 Introduction project & artists

10:45 - 11:30 Devkit demo introduction Devkits

11:30 - 12:30 Brainstorm Brainstorm supplies; papers, pens, 
post its

12:30 - 13:30 Lunch Food and drinks

13:30 - 16:30 Experimentations & interviews Own working spaces, manifesto 
printed, interview questions ready

16:30 - 17:00 Thank you and chills



Invitation 
Hello …,


You are invited to participate in the 3D screen workshop from Nxt Museum and Dimenco. I am 
Jolie Smets, a master student Industrial Design at the University of Technology Eindhoven (TU/e). 
For my master thesis I am collaborating with Dimenco and Nxt Museum to introduce you to a new 
kind of technology: Simulated Reality. Simulated Reality is a technology that resembles Virtual 
Reality, but without any wearables like glasses. It uses a monitor to create a 3D effect and the 
ability to interact with the content using the hands. For an impression, please see the website; 
www.dimenco.eu. You will get the opportunity to work with a new technology and experiment with 
the possibilities of including it in your work and creative process.The rough outline of the 
workshop will include an introduction to the technology, and time for you to experiment with 
Simulated Reality.


The workshop will take place on the 11th of May from 10:00 to 17:00 at Nxt Lab (Address: Nxt 
Museum, Asterweg 22, 1031 HP, Amsterdam (North)). We will provide lunch, drinks and snacks 
during the whole workshop. There will be two SR screens for you to use and test your 
experiments on, but it is advised to bring your own laptop to create ideas on. In principle, all side 
by side content (see image) can be displayed on the screen. For interactive environments, game 
engines like Unity or Unreal work best. There will be people on the spot to support you in 
developing in game engines and transferring your experiments to the SR screens. If there are any 
questions about this, please don’t hesitate to email or call me.


I am currently working on my master thesis, and exploring how art and immersive technologies 
(like Virtual- and Augmented Reality) can strengthen each other. This does mean there is a 
research aspect to the workshop, and data will be collected in the form of an interview. This 
interview will take around 30 minutes. This data will not be harmful in any way, as it does not 
include personal or demographic data or will be used outside of the university or Dimenco. In this 
invitation a consent form is included, approved by the ethical review board of the TU/e, explaining 
more about this data collection. 


I am very excited to meet and work with you. Please reply to this email to let us know you are 
attending.


With kind regards,


Jolie Smets

+316 41 74 54 82 

http://www.dimenco.eu


Interview 
General 
- Explain your work & its goal

- Have you used similar technologies before? What is your experience with them?

- What was your first reaction when seeing SR?

- Can you explain the results of your brainstorm session? (Can I keep your sketches or make a 

picture?)


Material; concept of 3D 
- Which aspects can you and would you include in your work?

- What do you think is not nice about the technology?

- Was there something unexpected that influenced your thinking? Was this good or bad?


Three dimensionality; guidelines for working with 3D 
- What worked for you?

- What didn’t work?


On the subject; what content 
- What content do you think would work? Which won’t?

- Does it work for your work? Why? Why not?


On interactivity; dialogue with people 
- What do you think about interactivity?

- Are these forms of interactivity enough for your work?


On Attitude; Creative process & tech + art 
- Do you often work with technology? 

- How do you tackle a creative process? What is the role of technology?

- What will art look like in the future?


On reflecting 
- Do you want to send a certain message with your work?


On experience 
- What experience do you usually create?




Appendix C: stages of play



Invitation: getting attention 
from the visitor

Exploration: walking up to 
PUK*

Immersion: interacting with 
PUK*

Masks There needs to be regular 
switches between the 9 
masks. The texture of PUK* is 
decided by the neural 
network.

Mask will stay in the same form 
in this stage. The texture of 
PUK* is decided by the neural 
network.

Mask will stay in the same 
form in this stage, unless it 
backs away. Then he will 
find a new form to present 
to the viewer. The texture 
of PUK* is decided by the 
neural network.

Interaction PUK needs to emit a sense 
that it is alive, so its’ idle state 
also needs to transfer this 
feeling. This means that the 
shape on the screen needs to 
move.

This is just like a puppy staring 
at you for you to pet him; the 
excited tail wagging and 
running towards you. When the 
user presents their hands, its’ 
idle movement stops and the 
user can start manipulating his 
form.

In this phase, PUK is 
starting his rebellious 
phase. PUK can decide it 
does not want to be 
touched while the viewer 
is deforming it.


When PUK wants to be 
touched, he stops moving 
and people can touch him. 
No interaction indication is 
shown to see what the 
people will do. People will 
get time to deform PUK, 
and play with him. PUK 
can make it more difficult 
for the visitor to be 
manipulated. This means 
that the force necessary to 
deform PUK can increase 
and decrease over time. 
This means that a force 
might not do anything at 
all at a certain moment.


When PUK does not want 
to be touched, he backs 
away and only slowly 
returns to the user.

Sound Original soundscape from the 
neural networks of deformed 
baby sounds

Original soundscape from the 
neural network of deformed 
baby sounds

Original soundscape 
combined with an array of 
5 positive and negative 
sounds is used to indicate 
a pinch interaction. And an 
array of negative sounds 
to compliment the backing 
away

Visual 
feedback

Presenting an idle state by 
pulsating, or just letting it 
move organically inside the 
shape.

It will follow you across the 
screen but still shows that it 
moves on like in the idle state

A glowing/other color part 
of the mesh indicating the 
place of the pinch and the 
strength of the pinch 
(when force is bigger, 
color/glow is brighter). 


When PUK* backs away, it 
will show a state of fear 
and starts to shiver.


	report FMP2.0.pdf
	manifestoV5.0.pdf
	setup NXT.pdf
	Goal
	Sub-Goals
	Program
	Time Schedule
	Conclusion
	Invitation
	Interview

	stages of play.pdf

