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The field of empirical aesthetics has emerged for years based on experimental psychological methods to explore aesthetic

preferences. This review seeks for a better understanding of the directions in which empirical aesthetics research has evolved,

focusing on artwork, beholder, and their interaction. Initially, the prevailing perspective was that aesthetic preferences would be

determined by universal aesthetic principles inherent in artworks. However, some studies argued that aesthetic preferences are

subjective and individualistic. Subsequent research proposed a more advanced viewpoint, suggesting that aesthetic preferences are

formed through interactions between the factors of artworks and beholders. Nevertheless, the interaction between these two factors

has mostly been addressed in late cognitive processes of aesthetic appreciation, neglecting aspects of interaction in early

perceptual processes. Building upon this, the review aims to pinpoint the weakness of current experimental research and aesthetic

appreciation models in empirical aesthetics, and to propose new directions for future research in the field of study.
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1 71A9 S HAYUSS g glow Y A+
=2 &S ARAME Holil th(Palmer et al., 2013;
Shimamura, 2011).

REEE
Adnet AL, 4
Edz ZFo] A" HEHAo|n 4
ols ulq HAa7}t ;‘é% Aolgtil F4stth(Vessel &
Rubin, 2010). &yt 47 AF= Tt A= dAsiA] &
+ AIF UEgeH, ofd] BH dAFAEL A Adoe
e FEAQ Aol7] wiel #AES HWAdches A N
Az wjA] Ao7 e g2A Yeyd Ao
Sheleh. 4 Axt, 7lle] 7hd &4 wet u
nA Ao Zpol7h vrebdS WSt (Eysenck, 1940;
Furnham & Walker, 2001a; 2001b).

Jeu ZE Qe A ajle AR THSH de
glo] &= Q1o gk 9+ds| HasiA AZstr] ol
o]oﬂ 011:1 A]ol]]]g} ﬂ:{LZ]-‘:O ZT--‘J-_L]- 7?/\]-1]- _g_o]_q O]
A =9 Hloju, £ g9l 7he] doAg S
A A cH(Ingarden, 1985; Mather, 2014; Merleau—Ponty,
1964, Song et al., 2021). &, 7i%19] v|H Ae= 2E3t
A a9l 5 0} Qelof] osArt AAE= Zlo] ofd,
AE A 8ol Ar 9FAor JFS HAH AA
Q1 M-S TEo = Zott,

ChSHA] Alste]H, oo o
ot Ttk AdA A4 Ay wEA 5o o1 Sltt
(Leder & Nadal, 2014; Skov & Nadal, 2020). @zt &
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2 W=l o ﬂ:rl%—% Az A=s 83 7=
2 SRR, TRt didel digh vA S g7ette
oot We o stof(Pearce et al., 2016) A2 ol& &
et opyet vlskel ey 44 Rl 22 sl &
g, AR AL A5 3 5 OYRt Al A=l o
g A5 EASHIh ES WH HIE ofgthe, I,
A%, SHIek 2 And AR g nE wEs
Htohs golz moA o ARRHSIH mAfeR, B =

o F Ad PHe 8 d4se W S,
Oqlﬁﬂr OFE}E" A ke el ek A

s14 g WS e,
BEe =7 A HEow FAHCh @A, A elA

€ 25 8/ e £ B4 silM 271 Addduler o+
=°] s dAH e sk, o we ddA
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Rudolf Arnheim(1904-2007)2 AGEE Yas AlZH3
Ul’c‘ﬂOﬂ Zmo}ﬁl di& ZHEo] olgt A Z4H x|kl g
2] A5Gt Arnheim, 1974). 1= o<

g} 235 fotr] flel Agshe A1ZH e
dE Eol, de 95 A9 Sl uix|

Hopol| 4] Egt#{ol o]=Z]
(1920-1975)2 AEAZHA el WS s, o] ¥4

< el =R 1‘4% IR opzt QI7ke] 97 H

ﬁ
iy

1970 th712] ofm] AEA A7t HP= L USRI, o]
2 BZ51nt Daniel Berlyne
1

gd/dol “PEHZ anE EEo} 1:}
TAHO R, Berlyne2 WA o2 =4 755 Ha
A& &4 (collative properties)ol] slidote M2, 244,

=g 5= T2 UEUHBerlyne, 19585 1970). 19
ol WEH, 2Eo] 74 A Ao gErE WA

Al

HE 20 20| i3 B3

919 B AR wE Sl ol Aol b aalg
e APATES v Aso] FFS AL PR 84
52 FASIHY D

et APz, WA, njd AS= diq|et e JFe
weoty oA Qch(Maritain, 1966; Ramachandran &
Hirstein, 1999; Solso, 1997; Tinio & Leder, 2009). |
Ao, 7lolet ks L83 A mIHIE djH|9] Zfol7t

nE Ao gF= vE

0]
IR—
A3

oo, At olmA7k 2 A
7

A T
et olmzHtt o ASHEo= AL HolFth(Reber et

al.,

A,

e AAAR] e

1998).

Ao g AsE A, A, BEebe Al 717 a4
A RS 28F AAATE
Z

S A4, FRA, AT g dauTh A, HEA,

ofm
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E 1
L

Ae HI51 2 Granger,

1955), tiAl= AHLrt e AMHEch vt =2 Mol o A
SE Yt (McManus et al.,, 1981; Ou et al., 2004; Palmer

74 22 Z7RIM, YR AR g1 YR WA e & Schloss, 2010). 24, A=7F e Ao oig Aok
AE A S Foete AEe M AR = A, £8) I3 gl ot 2Rt Y < 2
7A e mEb, AldER ST ] MEa, 5, 7F UEWR AT, gk SHold ibHoz AlRtE
s 80 gdxt 22l
| I
Che| 2 M= oz HEY L ZH
- e
g
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Figure 1. Summary of artwork and beholder factors
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2 Jrt w2 AS AssteE Aol AU Guilford &
Smith, 1959; McManus et al., 1981).

A3F(orientation). Mondrian®] ZFHE-2 &-835F ALE H|\A
5ot AHT £3H} F2He] ARt oz ©f ASHT=
A2 HoFch(Latto et al,, 2000). Q17+e]l AjZh A|AH”

o Apmt SHAT SAAe] o go] kiFe] 9
=

¢

HIASS ARt 343 $24E8 go] Argstal Qlohe
Ao o5 Fri2 SEEECHLatto & Russell-Duff,
2002). T2 ol A4 Ad= ARgEo]l FH e &
At okl 7o A AREAS FAA kg wrgst

L A7 A2E o ATdts AL AN

it

TA. AREL AAY FHET 34Y FHE Hdoith
olgjgt FAo| thet Ao= o A7t ofe] AP FAES
5ol doEA RA| =] 2htt(Bertamini et al., 2016; Fantz
& Miranda, 1975; Hevner, 1935; Jadva et al., 2010;
Lundholm, 1920; Palumbo & Bertamini, 2016 Palumbo
et al., 2015; Poffenberger & Barrows, 1924; Silvia &
Barona, 2009; Velasco et al., 2016). =41 AS+= thest
7I5keta ElE dold LAl =4 (Bar & Neta, 2006;
Corradi et al., 2019), A|&(Westerman et al., 2012), 2} W
B olg|go}(Leder & Carbon, 2005), 7Ft(Dazkir & Read,
2012), a8]a1 AW A=(Vartanian et al., 2013; 2019)7}
Fe ALAQ YARle: AgH. Azt uol, &3
Zoll AAA] o] ZAH ASrt HEAoZ Yepdti= A
2 FAdo] mH Moo et 24 siehs A AARL
thH(Fantz & Miranda, 1975; Gémez—Puerto et al., 2018;
Jadva et al.,, 20105 Munar et al., 2015).

4
2o

BRA. oduve A7 BPde uF doe Pueks
o 7H ARl a1 F shu=A FEToRTH(Jacobsen
& Hofel, 2002; Tinio & Leder, 2009). Berlyne2 {5 %
U 22 20 BEE 7R A= i, S =Y
e 7 A=e] Aednta Fsiolen, 2y Ad
5ol Berlyneo] A¢tet Bt wjd HG Atolef o
A BAl digt 7HdS ARk (Aitken, 19745 Chassy
et al, 2015; Forsythe et al., 2011; Gigclutirk et al.,
2016; Hekkert & Van Wieringen, 1990; Imamoglu, 2000;
Nicki, 1972). 234, & 752 Bt A4S 719
A% BA(Day, 1967; Eisenman, 1967; Friedenberg &

B

Liby, 2016), &2 UAg ®AE E1sa(Adkins &
Norman, 2016; Phillips et al., 2010), & &< 7+l AL
Ath= AS HoE AFT EAH(Nadal et al., 2010).

olgigt AT A AT AWEL EE o|EHo| W
HAQl ofgfFo] 7|QIFE 7Fs/del Uth(Nadal et al,
2010). A& =°l, A% AFE2 A= 79, M 2 #H
oF T2 EPAL] Ao, 54 2 Z&o]| QlojA] thekRt Aol
£ HYtMarin & Leder, 2013; Nadal et al., 2010). =
g vy Ao mzls B R sl wet &
7Hs/o] EARtch(Aitken, 1974; Giiclitirk et al., 20165
Jacobsen & Hofel, 2002; Tinio & Leder, 2009).

AA. A B AR v DHE TAE Q7] wE
of A7 TEHAE o2 F 7] A= tE Jigelth
B AEO ot tekde Therle R, dAE AR
o] #x¢t 2ZS u|ghtH(Chetverikov & Kristjansson,
2016; Van Geert & Wagemans, 2020). A& tioFet &
oAl AHder 7HEEM(Van Geert &
Wagemans, 2020), 2A°] AR G0 &oh= tEAQ 7Y
HEE gAY 492 & & Ut

HA, 2429 wd(Frith & Nias, 1974; Gartus &
Leder, 2013; Jacobsen & Hofel, 2002; Julesz, 1971;
Wright & Bertamini, 2015), & Z&(Locher & Nodine,
1987; Tyler, 2002), 121 <I7te] A-F(Cardenas &
Harris, 2006; Halberstadt & Rhodes, 2003: Rhodes et
al, 1998)7 722 ookt A=55 &8 d+dsE= S,
o] vy ASE AAsks Fa’F Qllolgk= o] A&
Hog AR Stk Z, JHAAE EASH] ohAle, AR
=2 HHAED S ditdoes o AHagtd(acobsen
& Hofel, 2002). A7), 1 Aee A=z o o
Foll disiie dBHez debgdthBode et al, 2017
Uduehi, 1995; Swaddle & Cuthill, 1994). o]=igt Aa52
oA S wAYZ] dit 7P 9% e ol& F skt
ol A #4 o]Z(processing fluency theory)ell <Jsf A
gE 4 Stk &, o] oo wEH A A= =Y
AR 2=l Hlof AAo R FHA 7} GolstE= A
o tigt A5 =7} ¢ EtHGarner & Clement, 1963; Reber
t al., 2004).

g o #@82 vd A3E J4ok= o 58T 9o
g ok Aor dHA gtk #F
22 A=l tiet Aok grieA Fa’tt Hlow 25
th(Wilson & Chatterjee, 2005). ZAlth7t, 2244 w32 0]

= Rel L
= A=

@
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A @yrtg dEithe At BaE7]E Shglck(Hibner &
Fillinger, 2016). 7FAE0lA A4 tzdls A% ek
£ a4 94 43k AREES "aEYel9 7)otk F4
< ejete] bRl TEE Aol S, ol A4
479 F8A4S Hox= At & 4= thLocher et al,,
1998: 2001).

a2t 29
A% Qoo 23E BE Y2 frgon, 98 ols}
So ol AEAA B} o AT 1 AES P
Lo wet g M52k | 27 93 veon s
Gtk I59 e obgthee AR el 2ty

o
(Kubovy, 2000) 2t= ZdA Wets] tejdtt. AA=, f
2 "kgol ZiQle] whet wie g=A UEhr] ozl 2E9
QRIYES gohd AHAA dF A E¢Hsiths Aol
94 gtk Eysenck®] AT(1940)004 AFFES] m|7 A%
o= AAARJA MJAxP7L ek Aol gelH oz, ofz
AollA 7S A= He =53 njd ASE Hite
AJA Z=7AE50] HIEUHFurnham & Walker, 2001a;
2001b; Jacobsen & Hofel, 2002). o]&gt u|& 59| 7{<l
e AL 7D Sl 89ER AYE 4 glew, 7

f1of sl & © AAs] A S,

2R3t 291 Mool st 47
e AT AY. uF Azt o BE A ol
Hol AAAE olelals] el A FaF ax F ot

d
ol

2 e Aol vz, de diAolth(Hekkert & Van
Wieringen, 1996; Neperud, 1986). #4402, HHEE
< F= AN PR Al ol Zlutete] AES 2
A

[e]
24 B4 3 9 Tt

bl & AgAolil 7]&AQl Aol ZATA
& AES PAIHGotschalk, 1962). EJ HIHE/IEL
FAoIY HAHQ ZHol| TASt tF des o A
goh A ok BH, dle W Aol RS AR

FEAQ SWo| ZAstY &5 AeS A
Sl tHWinston & Cupchik, 1992). ESH n]Z H7}o
oAl Mzrtet HIAE7E Fholl SFEigt Zpol7h e of
gon, olg Aw7kE9 7leAd 99 = Holed
(Eysenck, 1972; Gordon, 1923; Lindauer, 1990; Lund &
Anastasi, 1928).

4. o] i AT wH Az 2he] o] E
o} gom, E3] ‘AA0] 5091 nelo] whet thaket A
o] o]Foj& gh(Carroll & Enrich, 1932; Child, 1962;
Rosenbluh et al., 1972; Tobacyck et al., 1979). #4142
=, 5891 F Aol gt A a9l A Ao wE

+ 7a% qlo=w EIFQL. &2 APAE derts
A EXoZ oJARE=0|(McCrae & Costa, 1997),
MY de Hole A= dedt #d &5 o &

Stal Azt ool tielf ARtHoR &2 A5 Zu|
oItk (Chamorro—Premuzic & Furnham, 2004; Feist &
Brady, 2004; Furnham & Avison, 1997; Rawlings, 2000;
Rawlings et al., 1998). &3t 7B A7t =2 7HQIE2
A&t de el disf A¥tdos § 3840 HEE B
oM, § =2 7IE Fojgti deA i McManus &
Furnham, 2006).

A 88l olelok, thE 543 44 EHE 94| WA

Hr 1o
JOI‘

o
oo 0

]

=
=

4
HE 2 golgh ausel Ut A DAY A7ELS
MY UL HolFiy, AR ATTL A
ARES Arfuleg Folitts RS HIsY, oE
A7ES 150] @

dleg ol gReck msielct
(Eysenck, 1941; Furnham & Avison, 1997). AdA4J-2 %4t
Al da ZF 74 Aol glom(McManus, 2006), H
ofEY F4 mlaloh 4 mlze] tiRh dekel HA AT
S YeEAtHFurnham & Walker, 2001a). A7452 # olE
oF 4 & dight Aget #o| Sl WHA(Furnham &
Walker, 2001b; Knapp & Wulff, 1963), 3}4-e H olE
of tigh ¥ Az a8 A mlee] digt w2 At
sl e Aor YepgdthiFurnham & Avison, 1997;
Furnham & Walker, 2001a).

Aol 5Q01Mat ofyzal, A%5(Chamorro-Premuzic &
Furnham, 2004; Furnham & Chamorro—Premuzic, 2004),
WA Bl (McManus, 20065 McManus & Furnham,
2006), 5 A2 9A(Rawlings & Bastian, 2002), &%
d(Feist & Brady, 2004)3 22 thg 44 E4& 9A 1|
2 Aoet Pl Zow syt

A7 ET. W FTE 4Usn oo 4ad 4Ee &
Fao olefat AFS Sls A0l P oo 53
Agel o

lo
=
=
=
N
[y
(@]
=
(9]
=
3
jav)
i=)
—
O
O
&
oy
mhY
‘ r _IN|

(Furnham & Avison, 1997; Zuckerman et al., 1993).

o ATEL W2 £T Y n4 A5 ABAA gon
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"7y 2 Aol =2 AEel 58T o (Looft &
Baranowski, 1971; Rawlings et al., 1998)x} H|tf&A43l 1
2 (Zuckerman et al., 1970)2 A1gst= AS HYth ®
g I52 w2 e F= 343 Zuckerman et al,
1993), &3¢t FASHTobacyck et al., 1981: Furnham
& Bunyan, 1988), =dAF9] & (Furnham & Avison,
19972 Azsty, FHAol FHAY AFHry= WAL
FAFs} ZFE(Rawlings et al., 200002 A93sl= Z1o2 e}
witt
Hap3o Agd HpFos M3l &34 £A4C
2 EA AojFtkWilson & Patterson, 1968). A+ A,
B30 gty /A -l gk A 9

I SRR -] gk vl et o] Er= Zlo] YE
YoHWilson & Patterson, 1969; Wilson et al., 1973). &
gh, =2EQl "ol dAdinje AFo] uigt I ol F
A Aol g2 gRlsttH(Frumkin, 1963).

AFTAH gl FAel HlshA o450l & AE &
Aol izt A2&rt 5 EoH, drjzo|l A Ide
o o] grstty HuEtHFrumkin, 1963; Furnham
& Walker, 2001b). Z22u ZZo] +3d tit2 AFE
A3t o4 7ol dloll theh HerAQl Su|et ejizo] zjo]
7t g2 i McManus, 2006). AEETE ofuzg) o]
AEAolal F/44AQ g et Aexet o] Qltt
AT R Qo (Furnham & Walker, 2001b).

rrorr

olFR, AFE Q¥ AA 2 F of® 89°] v Ao
o ¢ & dd= vAEAl diet Aol Z&et 7heH, %

-

¥ A ST Helohiee A8 R adloleis
olEMAQ Eot ofet § 49l 7ho] ABAES A}

of dtte VLR TS AT A=z, ol A=

r

AR Avtle SeuRe] dig AE WA 7o)
QaFe olEAoR AAs TR ol webd 4
ozke

A48 W, AF ol 48tk A MR A4EA
Al FFS Fardron o] JFEo AT HEo=TH v
A M37F yepdtial ZFx$tk(Ingarden, 1985; Merleau-
Ponty, 1964).

200090 24F, Lederst E&E2 ol2fgt thef

2 Sgstol nla FB) e FHA Aend

thLeder et al., 2004; Leder & Nadal, 2014). o] RH&
< ZFo] tigh A Aol A A4, AAH, FAH
A s HEy oz vehim, ARHeR ‘27

WA B, AR S, 29

A 2, 719 5,
‘Gt o2& STA AR oz yHTy AASHATH
(Kim, 2015). T3}, 22t 72 2 A9l A lof disf

A% 7o) 97 B2 9l
ois HEAe] WES EF olelet 45AeS nH 7t
A T % AAH B Lok 7] A 39 - B
4 B8 QA4 %8, 87 - o4 dEHoR 296 9

tH2d 2).

u
Rl

o,
o
n:

N
s
2
ko
0,
ofy
=2,
o)
H1
A
ol

2}
de e vy B B SollA A 7 dACNA
=
o
1

& FFo] =AY AYE o 2AF HEdhe AFEe] 4
Spot HolES Aottt AMS EistEt(Furnham &
Walker, 2001a).

WAA BRE o] dsldE Arkse] Astae olsfshe

7ol Fastv] 2o] wet ool et 224l 34 879
o oA W, e AL BRSkL AY Aede A4S
Lo g4 o) 49 oy Auil ANEL Baw
Sh, ol tf shelAe Bg T2 oo g EE2g

53| Z3Fth(Hartley & Homa, 1981; Parsons, 1987).
AHor, de I AZ7HEL ofF F4AYU THAAE
27k0] AE 7|2 dElEs YdASte Aol flew,
ol HMEAol glv AHEEAAE S4HeRE Uet]
=tHCupchik, 1992). ol=igt SHOA, AU 7]RHeE
Aol AR qEHQ EFJoR oA Winston &
Cupchik, 1992).

HAA 7 DAl ool XA At BIF dA A,
HHE7RE2 AME9 AA4 e 2E9 e d
ZIHA ZpAlT TR Q1A AHof 7o} ol AE-S
Ast= Adko] 9tk (Parsons, 1987). I#HEBRE, om|A 7]
AstA] 7]ols xJtote], AF0mRE AFEE 7Y
2 ol drht B opekRkA| o] wet olE Aol o

>

A=)

ol b 1 oY
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[>

A A5 7 defAci(Martindale, 1984). £3] thekst
A 7ML Qe FdivlEe] ofnE ofsfistal g1x Ao
A7) QoM B2 =] Aoty AP ZHEat 3

A 2| Aof et gMo] @ HETH(Zeki, 1999). ATt A&

7ol 71 Sl A7tel 159 ZaHA iAo et AR

fru

= ud AYS ZAAZA 4 AtH(Temme, 1992). o]2{gt g
e A7 BlEErkEol A s B7F gA A
o G SHAA Ael7t A= HAE

27| 2| HAolM 2kEa HEY 22| 4=3E

Qo] AHPAT ANET tEo], Lederd] REle w|z ZHAF
o] 37 gAleA AgAdol mH Aol mjAj= Gkl dis]
HAeAor xWetal ok oW, A7 BA% 719 5o
GAS Zedol= A A 271 dACNA AREH A=
291 7] FaAtgo] defde A er sk A
Hlo, A7t dl& Zkgel digh 2 =7t O AEE =&
o Al2bE. AR 2=l Hit el wgel oy,
A8y A, Z1d, siAel] 7Rk A5 A gl A2

27 urSolA uEH= Aol & d#A  H(Neisser,
q

Q1 A2 BAH QAN AE} A 7] G5
Aapgol 4 Fbs Aol Stk

T8y AEe] gigt A7 Ae BAo] FRE= ©A 19
A

S48, vlA e 7] dAel digt divr dFs2 4

209 Aol 284S wEo] gtk AT 50 IA, &

A4, ad 5 712 Al a4 digk mjd AS GA] Al

o ol AR Aol w Folg Hth AW} &%
o S 0

Hugs ARk, & O AARCE I Aogs dob=

AE 59| A2 243 BAHoI T %
549l 7|9lg Eolz AFL A Bk Tl A

Nadal.,, 2014). & A7t F4H ol S 2= A&7t
= HRE7EY 24os o8 719e 7ML e 7Hs
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Figure 2, Diagram of the interaction between artwork and beholder factors.
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