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Abstract

What are the objective and subjective factors that affect aesthetics? Philosophers and scientists
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have been trying to solve this complex puzzle for centuries. Aesthetic psychology has accumulated
a large number of scientific research and discussion, and strives to explore the unified aesthetic
standard and aesthetic psychological mechanism for all human beings. Order, complexity, and the
balance between order and complexity have long been cited as factors influencing aesthetic pre-
ferences for a long time. However, different researchers have come to different conclusions about
the literature on this topic. Based on the overall integration of the western aesthetic psychology,
this article analyses various aesthetic factors and focuses on the complexity and order of aesthetic,
especially aesthetics of abstract art, which represents the modern art and individual difference to
provide prospect in the direction of research for the development of domestic research on aes-
thetic psychology in future.
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1. 5|8

SR 362 B B G OO T S R, 2R A SR AME, SR T 2 ARME
NEME AN . Danto 1 Goehr (1997) 8 KR, HEGZRZAIMCRIE AT EMEARYE, MAETER
A — B3 o B 2 [FI I J 2R A SR 00 (LG A R B fill(Leder & Nadal, 2014) A BN ZAR 5,
THAR RIS ARAE SAEH AT 23, (A eI M EEAEER TR HSEAR B E AR
2R 2R E AT X (Nadal & Pearce, 2011). R TIREHE 2R 5 AE 2R K S PRAR S BORRARRT, BIAQ
SARXIAMEE SN TR T 2 ER, Ml REAAR T, EE T, AT ERSE. A
PR, BERERET . PR, B, R, AR Bullot & Reber, 2013), XAl IRFLKI 2 AR EKIAN
15 45 7 SRR 26 BE A 5 il XAEAEE Bk 7K . Cupchik A1 Winston (1996) %A A - URISE K 3 AW A
FEFFEML RN, BABUAEERNRWEARE L, R HEMNALHEES, JEAMH A%
I AR S AT, 0 T KB IR AT AS W AR R AN IR

RO A R SRR AU AT AR, AR VE 7 W L S be L, B S OB R, kT
SR RUEN R E S FT, AL F IR ZARAZ O I3 R R OISR R AT A, Rk
Sk R AR B S8 0 B 5T DL R R IR G R T A BRI LA RS — Lo 58 . b, B
KR,

2. FEAEXSHEERVEFER
2.1. REGHEELLR

& (Beauty) s F A A DR — A Bl AR K, 1A 2 3R 2 AT A AR L
MRE . PUJ7 RAE T A B SIS IE s Tl SR S BT ZUOR R0 A R
Bk, MR ERFOR B TRAAFEM— e BRG], KB TR PED BRI M R, HIE
FISEAFAE T — MR K SIS R 2 EN R LR, X RRAIHES . SRTTE AR I8 32 L2 R
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WD PEE IS 2 1 AR G0 SN S RRVEAIE S A B B, 2 s 2R A ) 3 35 i R R 1
MG LKL, 58I “unity in diversity” ——(EZFEMEH IS & (Plotinus et al., 1969). V12 MARE 75 % —
Ok S8 O B 22 R R  B A — SOME ) S kAT J0 A RO I T AR A 15 P — Bl R R R 5
(Cupchik & Winston, 1996). 1XFJoFA(disinterest) 2 2 M2 [ RIS A BAR IR AT, BAA — Moo i o0yt 240
ARMIE B, FATGL R BRI 25 (Beardsley, 1979).

M5 75 77 vl Mt 35 27 (i B8 A1 78 25 W0 A1 55 SR 58 27 0 18000 AR e 0 o [ 4% 6 5 2 4 48 00 D00 52 i 1e) T
CMEL” o JERSCEZMIE TR “RAER, WAME” X—F LKW, #EEDERE
WAEO RS IEMEIE KR . FABE (EFHUb— P EZARBEER L) —sh5iE: “—PIEm
Jeak H O RIIER : WA ORI, 2LHEER” CEHE, 2005), TEESE “E”7 HAZ
VIBRRSEAE, S A0 REEMK, B AK—FalE, —MigdE. “SNmEd, HEoE” , fE
() 5 2 SR AR AN 2 B T 188 AE R R, T2 K2 AME, BT O R E R BB EAL . &
GRS, X PP S AEBOT Y, 2019). MHEON S, U5 R SRS % 0 i 4R
o — BB NIUARTE 4 B AR A E 22 4 18 v () 3 A S DL S NI 32 AR B, 17 o ) 556 257 0 4 24— i
HNAMEE, RANE AR, WRAERMARERZ “BR” , RGN A B 5 2 A
HEAME R CR R R AR, 2009, BEE, A7), 2014). BRI, HEZEEE SR T
T NH O EE IR

2.2. AFERLEFER

PR VU7 o R AU S o o A T 35 40 T 2 KA L R R S PR AR S5 1) i) R AT I RN TR B
BRI “ RN o SRR EE FHRENIEMARENIMER, IR ARTE G
%, RN SR IE X PP AME, Lk SATTR SR ) R 0 G A AT R R . JE SR IS AR
BIE CRAEERTHNR Y BEXTSEE O “SRBFHM” . “SEHZEMM7 F“ L&A 5 B =4
IPREE” o 1 B 5% (aesthetics)— 1A >RYRE T3 BB HH I “aesthetica” , BN “BEE IO , 1735 FHEE
P M NNE FHEORVE N QLI 2R “ 6% s HIL, REATZEPMAL TR,

BEE O EE S O S AR E RIS R R, T AN R — AN SRR, 1T
S 5 BRI AR B ST RS B AR B N BRI AN IR R o o S50 B A B B0 B IR IR ANATIFE SR (R T
175, HEEL ms RS EE EARIS IR S PRI R (A A ma. Wb AELER)
(L ERMLAI (Leder & Nadal, 2014) 177 %5 500 5 3 P 32 00 D8] 25 R0 200 18] 36 DA S Co BRATLA (4 1) 16 52 30t BEAH
BT SR IR A

22.1. BRPSKEEF

Fechner T~ 1876 £EHAR I (di S I8 ) — 5l I Al FH /™ 128 (9 S 6 75 25 26 A W) B A0 A o 4 28 B
LSRR (B 5 Z, JTRE T “SEUathehi o8 QUg, BOE 7 H S0 B UK AT o Al PR H SRR
H TP ZREIN A, B e SR v DA T0 o 500 RANIRH) “RBEIR Y, XAEIR hA il &
WGBS SR, WS BEAT IO XA GRS A0 N T2 = A B S VR, 58 BN LT R 2 R S,
JA N K, A SE I W AN MR T A BT R (Fechner, 1876: p. 112). AN B T LK H
MMM AR, PRI, Ath 35K F SR8 R 7R R B A% A 0 Fg 47 B2 00 A R 22 5
BRARAE . i — RV SLIRAIEE, RAmPELE T T 13 F0BRAE, b gtk
AT IR . A SIS IR R I RIBRE,  (H 2 A T T B SR I6 36 7 51 1 SR 2B JU A B RAR
e, ERBEA AL RO TT %, BB 7 SRR S iETT i, WAL AR AT 0 B
Tiik, oy e se A B AR T R & a0 ) SR 2R T
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2.2.2. FEERAORRXENERS

B R A (R, Arnheim)iz FIRS SRS BAG AN “ 37 “377 FOMER, Ox e et rh i) Jan o i s i AT P R
oy Rl A R AL R AR AN PR AR FE AR (Y PR RE AT A, T B 22 KR AE R B S IR Al b e 45 R
M. AR CEREGHIABED) —H PO PR — B B AL T 1 — N EZ RN, SR ZAR A
AR — AN B AR X AL ST A A B BT PR, X AR A A A S g O, R
X —ERY, ERIBAR KA T L B ER AT AR T AR TR E R, AT
VRS (AR ] — A B R BEAT ARG S e B R A X L S B R S5 N S M T R, S — MR E R
AR A5 1A B RSP ATIRAS I, BN iR ARG B SE K. 1T SE I AEARAS Bl —Fh s Sk, Bl
W B Z ARG DL S5 M N IR AE TR 0 AL, IR S NI 5 /I @5 R R b, B T BA
HRAZZREMBER, HRERGIASAREIX AL,

2.2.3. Berlyne B E X IREETR P

20 20y, A7 N E SCOBEEIREEAE, 47 3 SO AMEAT AT FT, R — s 3 1 e 9 0 B
TR PR W5 SR S B R B RE R UL AR B S I 7S . Sk, B — LA S T
BRfY Daniel E. Berlyne (19713 THE% KGRI M OB BIRHESR, KK T 8 E RS OBIHLE], 12
R D2 B A SRR T IR, DA A NG R VR O U A B A T R R S S B DG, T AT OG
REBIU R, B SGFERE R A BB 27 A e M R AE, BRI — AN ZORAE IR o 56 B 0 s TE LS
B SRR AR 2 N IR B . ZORAE S A B 1) SR W S (Novelty) s &2 2% (Complexity). A
i 32 1 (Uncertainty) . {#198(Conflict)#f ] LLJE sl .

G H SR OB RS SR T E R KR, B T RS AN E I T e R AR AR R, T
W& B DA E 21 40, B8 28R iR KA S RHE RN UG R R R, B 78 @ R e R T
MHEGAIIREAR, LA R EARE H T 2P (Leder & Nadal, 2014).

3. BRrES®EE
3.1. EXERNES

TENRI o SR O R R 2 —, BRI & 15 B BRI 2K (Geert & Wagemans, 2018),
W AT HEAE —AME SR TS B 0 3R O BCE AN 4056 4 2 (Mastandrea, Bartoli, & Carrus, 2011). 22—
DI, BRI ONR MR S MR R . B AR B — MR 5 R B i S I S22 P (Geert
& Wagemans, 2018). WL A% B AN 3 T RO B (R PR RO TH B, — 252 RISt s (i &
W HURIREE S XPRRTE . HE 770 BUR K48 EOR(GIF M1 JPEG). Blih Zk sl 5% (Forsythe, Mulhern,
& Sawey, 2008; Friedenberg & Liby, 2016; Hayn-Leichsenring, Lehmann, & Redies, 2017; Marin & Leder,
2013; Sidhu et al., 2018). H& 77k W2 FH SO PRy R AE 252, Le) V2 8 1K) 2 PHOG (Pyramid of
Histograms of Orientation Gradients). #3711} (Fourier Slope)-5 W 2 4 i (Fractal Dimensions) {3l & &
WS 21 FEE A 1R A L 3R 385 52 4% B 1) 60 i (Gieert & Wagemans, 2018).

B IR S MR IR E L AMFAE R AR KR, Nadal 28 N(2010)X 43 H T 3 ASEMI AT 3 2%
FERIE AL BT TR MBE S MR, TRIAEG T AT RAE X —F Z AR KK
FHRAE , (82 ISR 2% B2 J AN R FH 200 S 2% B SR AL AR 2, T2 WL A A% P A R o 4l ied 2 00 4 2% B R Tl
BURFAEIR Z MR E R, DLSRIBOR R 2 7, s Bl 7 I R 2% B e B 2 5 (Geert & Wage-
mans, 2018; Sidhu et al., 2018). & KHR 73T 7T HR A H T T2k & (Sidhu et al., 2018), {HHESKERZ 1)
W FE T 64 B 2% FEIX AN R AR AEE 3 A Z PR A 77 T 3EAT B i (Redies et al., 2012; Sidhu et al., 2018; Van
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Geert & Wagemans, 2019; Vissers et al., 2020), PATE#ER. B MMRIT EREEHER KR,
3.2. EREXFEERITFHORIE

VP2 TR T S X TR el (D EZAE A . Fechner (1876)3&H, W AAMI&KES A H
SN 25 2 P S BB, T SRR A AR AR R R S K, XA RN 2 O B A
T Z RN AT RE . Berlyne (1971)EKIRH TAY OB ZEHER, KNS RESZRMEZI—
51U BURICR, BI AP AERR B2 (RIS A A o s I TR e i, RN EE . X— 5 U BLC R — A
[ 2RI ZR () o LR FRAESE, W% SR (Chmiel & Schubert, 2017; Gordon & Gridley, 2013) 5 1% 5 A
(Imamoglu, 2000; Purcell, Peron, & Berto, 2001)354% ., Street 25 N (2016) K I SRR E L ESFEAG 2
AR5 77. Dodgson (2009)%: T BRI ZA, A I 4 B G i AN I 25% 136 734 2 B sl AL A T RRAR B2 A
R, BT 50%UAE E SAN TR, T T X PIAME Z AIEAE — AN S D68, At 2 U A R =
N HEE, BHh=02 —MEZEARR, EXAERIER]— DR T 0k 2 R A Ros 2 S 2R
A .

5344 B 5 W S 2 TR AR FH o6 R 1A SRAEAE 4+ (Nadal et al., 2010), —$8X4h % (Krupinski & Locher,
1988). FHILE % (Adkins & Norman, 2016) &% 8L H I % (Friedenberg & Liby, 2016)%8 %5 KM 7015 H IEPE K
KRR, HELFIEEEM U B R, WEASY M (Adkins & Norman, 2016)F1:3 R EGE (Vissers et al.,
2020). Munsinger fil Kessen (1964)RE G HE] U BUIOC R, H KB 52 Z4 A0 o 17 B 1) B R b
IR, AR 8 2% 0 B B e S R R R A B X REOR L4 R A 7 5 1 S
[T, AU FCET RIS R 28 H A A 28 0% A [F) (Marin & Leder, 2013), 7EAN A #
L H A R 4% B VU L 4R K (Nadal Roberts, Marty, & Cela Conde, 2007), BZ&EHE X MEH R, #
7 AE &AM FE A A7 7E 22 5 (Nadal et al., 2010).

Hort— AN R B4y BUR B R FERT R SE AR R AEBE IR R o LRE R R IT, o 5% OB B4y
RAZ=FhZET. LM (beauty). it (pleasure) 1%l (interest) (Vissers et al., 2020). Graf fll Landwehr (2015)
FHR TS 2 DX, DR ENA ) 2> 5 S0 FE R 87 3 0 50 (H T v ARRE 0 38 S A 52 2 R o 5 7Y
(R HF 2252 . Marin 25 N (2016) R IESEHI AR ERHE T, —HLEMEREEENEIEML, 5
P AR UAAR G, (HAE S 4f(liking) B IFRA HBUEMSC R . Silvia (2005)%F 232 T8 FG T 58 36 B S n]
DA B G 52 2% B AR R BRI e 0 VPR SR T > AATT i 8 B ARA TR DA 2] B 22 50 T ax ANl 15 B
B i ez, (HETSE XN, Muth %5 A(2015) & I A1 E ) oSO 1 A2 B 5 AR I B 36
LIEARDC, AR RKIONAE T8 LI, — 2R S 0 W ey, AT s e, e xHbAT]
SRULHUER AT BRI BN . Vissers 25 A (2020) 7 AT AR 52 2 BEAS [F) () R 2R BEE IO S0, Ao F %
HBITE Sy, RIL=AS RN R IEADE, BN % 5 PRV 7t S S AR DG, JH A S8 00 5 it R A 5%
FRRERK

ORI T IR S LR AFAE A ZE . Street 25 N (2016) X BT B R I 70 45 R B 5
PER) i fF 15 52 2% B2 B2 AORE O, T Pk U B R rh i v T b SRR FE R R R IS s AR SEBUR B T BRI L
TP AR P PR A A A B A ) T 3R R P SRR 4R P R, T RN TR ) T N R R R R . JE R
M ZR N TE (i b 67 B 1, SERRIOAR R e 3R, TR Mk N R 241 AXEFRILHE 6 K (Locher &
Nodine, 1989; Silvia, 2005). Axelsson (2007)%f &5 &AM AR Z F0TF FL R HR B 352 W R Do B R &
Fe s TR I B, AR AR S 2 LR A5 R, DRl 2 LR T BE SO S AN E (i, B
F:I. BRI R E PRI AR MBI A Ik, BB SR 2 2 20 s 5t JIiRE
56 DA M ) S5 (e 1 S A
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4. SZESHFNEENEERINIER
4.1. BRI

Birkhoff (1933)[ 87 KL BB R H IR R BRF AR E, XAMEEAH fn T3 DR vE R Y
5 (AR ME AN 2 FE 1% (Cupchik & Winston, 1996), ik T —NAT LLEAGHE SEMH M, X AME R T
SORERIREL. BT ABR T MM . 2 MR — DRI T TS S A ZUE B, ket
FRPE. B, BESEPE, R T R MR AR TR R 7 I A (Geert & Wagemans, 2018), 4324
HIFEA LTI, PR MR B E B AR A O EDIR A, B B [ (Kotabe, 2014) .

M 5 ERE—F, MR —NZ4EEME . B B EENE F o 2 Al JE 0 AR DL A SN e P
=N (Geert & Wagemans, 2018). H1%E 70 240 5 M AFEARRUPECnEA ] . Bite . K/ TRAR) I B (o
MBI R E) SRS (AR 5 B ) . SRR AT . S, & PE(Wagemans et al.,
2012).

4.2. FRFXE R REFHIRNE

—LUTH ST AN S BN AT Bk T 0 3R A S B S I R I R TR AN G — T T I S A )
4188 /1 (Post, Blijlevens, & Hekkert, 2016; Ramachandran & Hirstein, 1999). Jacobsen il Hofel (2002) % Fi,
SR A T P AT R i R K . Weichselbaum 25 A (2018) & B P BER1 40 2 O VEAS AT
BRI R FRAE R i, AR N SRR PR G2 (0 A0 S SE PP A B G n e TR 1 X6 BRI e
KT 22 A, R B Bl A1 E g B S8 4 Wy o ot 9 B B (Wilson & Chatterjee, 2005). =735
JI(ROT) MR —N 44 (1) Z4ERL 58 2R BERTT, Tz B AE L AR 52 2R o 38 NI — I ZARAE
i A 43 58 52 W0 (Amirshahi, Hayn-Leichsenring, Denzler, & Redies, 2014).

43. ERESRFHEEERAMNTERRFOZR

Arnheim (1966)ff# Rt T SR E ST IR R, INAEIRBESEKT, BT SIRERE, MR
B 1Bk P27 H 2% (Confusion), FET B 152 4R EE 227 42 IR 6 (Boredom), A2 18] 1) 5% R BEAH XS S H AR
1M Gombrich (1984) %3 B ¢ T~/ SEARIS A e LA I B9, Wi 67 T~ PR AR 2k ] . ZIR 5 3 SR AT
BEEIR . AR5 AN 18] )~ R A T ORE MR 5] J1(Sprott, 1996). HLEE A B ERA T B 5635 3
T B — N EIRE S RRT Z [ AR X P (Geert & Wagemans, 2018).

—HI R MER T XN 5SE &R R, Eisenman 1 Gellens (1968)[E] B AR SRR 5 B 4,
R 5 BRI FRE S . Van Geert 1 Wagemans (2019) 555 HERU B SRR B 7 A1 2% BT
AT I, 45 R s m AR T . w2 AR B S B 5] V) (Fascinating), iRk AR % A2 ) 1&]
Fi B4 N Ca(Soothing) . i 5& i il A P B P 2 R R S L AN 51 ) 22 5 B AT 34 o Sprott (1996)
L PR 4E S (F) A Lacurnarity 8 20(L) /N4 S BRI EIR, RIS DEIEAGHE F=1.26, L=
0.37 MEhr. X HE BRI 4E AR T P IHEB IR, tt 22 4%, Lacurnarity 18EACK B R H M)
BT TONFLEE, WHtEFF, BRI ZIAE B4 S MAERRIEAREE s EE, Rl iges
e PRI A IR AN P TR P2 B s ) PR 58, E T BV RE A8 U B AR SN B R R A RS T m, TR E R
DU 1) 3 7 A PR 5 %

ML AR, EAER M T 2 H PR Z A EPRES, e AR S R a1
FPEE, W SEARE RN, HARBANRI RN B R R, & NSRRI 1= A FE 2 | w58 &N
(Desolneux et al., 2007). Lakhal %5 A\ (2020)i8 it SE56UE A,  FEARIAL (M0 2 5 I 450 B 24 12 AT
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BTN

B G L  Ear ARSE AR, IR H, MR A DCERF & AN A B Rt iR, 5 E ARG AR LR
Wb s B 7. RO B2, IXEMIE T AT S f 4 52 21 B SRR R

5. INEERE

B (2004) 1 Fig th o BG40 56 7 5 AR SE 2 A AE A Sl 2 Ak, AT DUGEARSE S it 5 Zn A g e,
IWHREERESR, BRMHFARZIHHA, §FERIR ARG . XN ERETIELAL
) “AERACRE” , e 5 R KRS, —ARiE” o X 5007 e e AL A
FEXWARE R AR, PEZARATELSHEZ “m” BB, “E” mEE, miiEe, HrZaR
MIBEANHESE “S8” (288, 2011). FEEFREE “B7 , Wi —eRE L5 5EZREY A 5 FIs
BIPERUASIf e 1, X 2 AR 2R 2 h R 2RI 23R 2 —(Bullot & Reber, 2013),

Mg T EAR SR e BRI T R R A E g m R X Ty e . [E s ARG,
B RA R % 5. B ERA RS SR, HE BRI, SCEEAAE R AT
[E(J716, 2011). MIXFHEE E Fi a2 il AR AR AR 28 FEAE e h 6 R R A 2%, I M IR B Sk i 5%
AR 5T 2T B 24 R LR K i i 45 B (Berlyne, 1971; Vissers et al., 202047 7E 2= 5+, F E A
FEEIRFESH RPN AL R ERE2 23 Berlyne (18] U B4 0 RuE VLML R, IEAFSLUFEGRE
(RS 56 o

MZE T Ul — DX B/ FMIE)T. BIREREHEEENEH SR —NEERN M. Geert
Al Wagemans (2018)INARKFFIE R EAE®H £ LAEE—MPHCR, HZFZEBEXN L BEAN. @R
R RGN, TRy AR LR B UK B 3 (Vissers et al., 2020)e X1l i
i LA R LB, AR EF IR, e AT KB, bR ot LR BRI
DR AR K B 3 e

TN, EAREGRAECIE R, AT EEE, e g EMNRTEES, X—aEirEES
HEIRZ AL, el CLVAE Y% 5K Samy Lakhal N E B—ANEFE/INH, XTIXAN A @7 T HFTT. AbA]
AT B0 ) A FEAR DT 2 SRR EZ AR R o MABATTIAIF ST b, BRVF AT DU il G 2R i i R B R A —
BHEF Bw. B, S TEHRIREZ, s 7 & EsyaEitE 2euesk, REEcHZ L,
DRI AH 24 1 E P oot 2k i T 47 7 MDA AR B, DRT bk NG B DAL P i [0 2 o) iR 6 A S5 0 R 2 FE e 4 s
I A o XA I T PR 85 ) 02 0 R N b AT o SE IR I PR bR o AR BB 98 o] AR SIS BRI EE AR, A
SR AR P o e E AR G i, N I AR B — P R AL SR SR, X T aA R E A
TERAFEEE X

SE 3k

EEE, ZE77)12014). EEQEREEERR. FHAXFFIRZSFIFR), 20(4), 1-7.
WEQOLL). TPERZENE S, LA ZFZR LT FZ 1 SFFR), 48(1), 25-31.
JitB2011). “B I —— EEARE RIGHIBER. CFEIREEILIR), (4), 266-267.

M 3(2004). W EfE G SEFENIMRIFEF I LEER. SECEZARFZEFIR, (1), 9-13.
H-BH(2009). SE7E B R——3E AR FBIRTL, JLar L2 4R LT+ 2F140R), (3), 11-19.
M EI(2019). M EIERGIREFEARIRIZ X WA AG P EEE. KW, (8), 5-9.
TFHEHQ005). FEFEHA. g NRH R
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