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fect ' Three interpretations:

1) Novelty: Humphrey (1972) showed that the "interesting" dimension is mainly being driven by
novelty. Objects more interesting are, in general, more pleasing. However, that besides measuring
the dimension of "interesting-ness" or "surprising-ness " participants were explicitly requested to
rate the objects in terms of "relaxing-ness" and "comfortable-ness”. An explanation based purely on
arousal or novelty would predict the effect of the former but not of the latter dimensions

2) Arousal: Moving stimuli attract attention and arousal more than static stimuli (Franconeri &
Simons, 2003) and aesthetic positively correlates with arousal (Markovic, 2012). IOs' reaction to the
user can be intended, in some way, as moving stimuli. It can therefore be hypothesised that I0s
enhance arousal and this improves the aesthetics experience.

3) Feedback: Another possible interpretation may be that the objects produced behaviour in
response to the action of the participants. They activated when picked up and stopped when put
down. It could be argued that objects have actively "interacted" with the participants,
"acknowledging" that they have been touched by them. The feedback might work as a reward that is
positively evaluated.
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Is the smoothness effect a genuine preference for curvature?
a) Angular objects displaying behaviours are preferred over angular quiescent objects.

b) The difference between the preferences for smooth against sharp contours reduces when objects
display behaviours.

c) It is reasonable to assume that a threatening (because sharp) quiescent object would be even
more threatening if it displays a behaviour when picked up. But this was not found.
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