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Abstract

This study aims to investigate the interaction between inward bias and canonical viewpoint, which are factors
known to affect preference for meaningful objects. It also considered the familiarity of each entity in terms of their
influence on the existence of a canonical viewpoint and demonstrated whether the relative strength of two
preferences varies depending on familiarity. To confirm this, we conducted a behavior experiment using a
two-alternative forced-choice task. The experimental stimuli were eight single objects for familiarity level
(high/low), whereas the entity’s inward bias and canonical viewpoint were observed or violated. Results showed
that when inward bias was obeyed, the frequency of being chosen as a preferred option was higher, and the reaction
time for preference judgment was shorter. However, the observation of a canonical viewpoint did not affect
frequency and reaction time. Moreover, familiarity played an interference role in aesthetic judgment. These results
indicate that inward bias is stronger than canonical viewpoint, ultimately implying that a single object’s interaction

with the visual context is superior to the entity’s attribute as regards to preference judgment.

Key words: Aesthetic, Object Preference, Inward Bias, Canonical Viewpoint, Familiarity

2 of

B AT A2 on) JE Ul 4EE Bl G vNE A0 LRl felel WA B Yelot
B 709 AEAE P A7k dlol ddtk AR AAS AFEot FHH Dol B P 4 ES 39
sl A%E FF) ME F HEE AL 45 PYE AFHTA A o1 Aste] olF UL HY S
S AE WS APS ARAYO, ASE FREL/ED) vt 4 g9 9L AN Y AR sho] U]
4 WY A 25 A¥sh PUE BY F5 VS 2ARAL. 49 2%, WA B AU 258 FHeIA AA
FANE A9 A B A7k R AU AAZL AR AFu ) AEHAG A5 Be] Aes wg
A7 ERE e ACE Uk Jeit A BE F5 oliE A9 NE 2 03 A7 9T uAA Qe
A0E etk tiel, S ASEE A5 Bast #uE A 240 24 29108 Agahs A0 e

A=y 3
2800 AUt KU ARUAC d74 AT 18 st pms
SolgAy: ASTieta FaAE = A FUA o4 (S Bkt Aab



104 Hald - 2400) - 0[3M - 21

S oloh e AR A AEE 98 3 WA A 7
AAD W 6] Be A5 gl glolA
L RS AT

ZROf: 40|12, WA M3 2, HE BE w7

1. ME

&k Ao MAE ek, 1 o
AEE A ¥ ol 4
A A Zpdo| A Al gk 4l W] T aesthetic)= 3 7+t
ok Alvzrel gt vl(beauty) ] HHA A AlEEo] 7HA
= AA A WSS Z(Palmer et al., 2013), 2.2 5
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Fig. 2. Example of the off-line norming test
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Table 1. List of items for the behavioral test

Familiar

Chair Toilet Backpack Cap

Man Woman Shopping cart Airplane

Unfamiliar

Telephone Flag Watering pot Pistol

Turtle Frog Helicopter Tank
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Observing inward bias

Canonical viewpoint Non-canonical viewpoint
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(a) (b)

Violating inward bias

Canonical viewpoint Non-canonical viewpoint

G . E >

¥
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Fig. 3. Example of the experiment stimulus for each condition
(Canonical viewpoint is corresponding to (a) and
(c), which are heading to the right side)
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Table 2. LMER results of frequency data

Estimate S.E t-value
Intercept 1.806 156 11.587 ***
Inward bias 1.672 236 7.078 ***
Canonical viewpoint 318 .198 1.876
Familiarity -.056 .094 -.599
Inward bias * Canonical viewpoint 150 213 705
Inward bias * Familiarity -.000 133 .000
Canonical viewpoint * Familiarity -.100 133 753
Inward bias * Canonical viewpoint * Familiarity -.019 .188 -.100
Mean reaction Time
4,000
3,000
e 1949.51 191523 qgy)ge 184608
E 2,000 16BA23  qeqk 73 i 1626.23  189p.72
1,000
o
P C (i [s € M & ([ e
Wiolated Violated | Complied  Complied | Yiolated Violated | Complied  Complied
Farniliar Unfarniliar
Fig. 6. Descriptive statistics of reaction time data
Table 3. LMER results of reaction time data
Estimate S.E t-value
Intercept 1812.885 106.597 17.007 ***
Inward bias -182.545 46.922 -3.890 ***
Canonical viewpoint 48.465 68.747 705
Familiarity 133.353 66.037 2.019 *
Inward bias * Canonical viewpoint -62.786 63.395 -.990
Inward bias * Familiarity -104.789 65.683 -1.595
Canonical viewpoint * Familiarity 68.771 71.425 -.963
Inward bias * Canonical viewpoint * Familiarity 0.622 88.440 .007
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