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B AR P R AR B, B — R B A
NGO 2% 33 P2 (Leder & Nadal, 2014)., BT 5,
B DR 28 2 IR AR T R 1 BN A AT
B T AT E IR, B~ A
FEFR, DAEOESE X PORRE . QEE
FRERTELAR DI EE AR RS =P
Aab Wb A AR A A 4 DR 48 2R AR il T ek 1Y
TR, WN3E . S Wbl BRI, gl A
MR PP E SN A AR A R, —
SET 25 Wi I FRIRZ R B A shom Tl #, =R
L) TH I SR, T Y — S R T )R
WA RS 0 T.(Graf & Landwehr, 2017), XFfh£
2R ARG LA R el e A B T 38 W R R 4k
PPF F1 EMM X & M08 (1 T 55 it e ik 47
B IE IR BAE T 2Rt

fI T3 W 1 (processing fluency) &35 5 A1
P 0L . RS R SO BN T AR A S Y
RN B B ) 09 F AR S (Unkelbach & Greifeneder,
2013), AN H & 0T LAy ZF285), IR
it 0 T PN 25 AN TR) 43 S SR T W M RARE S U W
HI# 5 EA R A RNA 2, J5& 515 SO T
1t F2 A 5 (Whittlesea, 1993); i AH X E % #E 43
2 X 3 i M RAR X R, R R R 02 TR
M2 5, & & WA X F w0 o de ol 5 5
(Whittlesea & Williams, 1998); HE#E B3 M 2% &
I3 AT IR (0 T e RS W R Z s b, R
JEAR EWERSEAEw A S PG I T, J5 & R
TEIL G 2% J2 1T 38 B R A IR 2 119 L Jin T (Reber
et al., 2004), HH & 57 75 2k R K Wi (Herzog &
Hertwig, 2013). {5 & J| Wi (Winkielman et al.,
2015) K P 3 458 (Schwarz et al., 2021 L T
T PERN . B . Hsh. EE X E . ER
V14 e 35 B8 AT T DA B K ) 2 B [ 2 25 ) Ao
O, T R s RO T s, 51 & —F
AR, RD—Fh DURT 8 D7 ad iz ] 00 J
(Jacoby et al., 1989), iX WG W] AEAF4E —Fh— Ml
AR SC L BN T PR 56, 38 FH F 50 3 3
EOR RIS
21 fEFERGEEIExEEHAER

TR 7R Sy s Tan e e RN SIRTL 7 w0
— BT H T B A, IZ S A R IR P R T
AR ARSI RERIEFE . Sitasd .
BRI MRS (N . X FR . SR,

PR AR B G B A S AR AR : T T RERE 51 &k
FRRR AT 28 DT 0 IR B, T AS i i Jn T 0] 25 51 &
TH B A7 2 08 10 BHLAS R 5% (Winkielman et al., 2003).
T B Gt 2 JE o 58 A B A I O v B e
P B IRIAR . S S 2R A TR 2R X S K
MRS, I W AR T, R X S AR
T W, AT Y S BN A B AR (58 5 B
%5 2016; Reber et al., 2004), Ptk, 78 HAh &40
[F I OL R, S W 1 25 AR AR 2 R T,
AN I 1) S ARAE it 8 2 P o X — WL e
R0 S E BT T IZ OGTE, UK AR R 3 A
B () 3 3 B (Silvia, 2012)

X 5 AR T A PR AONE TT DA i i I -
] 388 S 7 (Carr et al., 2016)L4 KA B S 46 56,
TN 5T 2 B U o e R 382 38 am A AL 5 T S < Ao
S0 38 B LA T 3 (Winkielman et al., 2015),
B, IS R R I ] T A 28 AR —— K A
FERWL, VR ZAE RS BA WG| T BRE X FR
HAT . MORESE) [A) AR R T U 0% M B 58 KR AIE (Carr,
Brady, & Winkielman, 2017; Mayer & Landwehr,
2018; Montoya et al., 2017; Vogel et al., 2021), It
Fb, XIS A IE R A AT R, A SR fid 2
Z AR AU AR R AR T TR,
M7 7= A A 4 (Carr, Huber, et al., 2017), #5)3%
U, 7E PR WP A ) 5 W B 2 e 2 T, Uk
WA g s HEAER] . fimE 2, g
49U W P — 7 T R T WL s 1, X AR
XFORE | FRZEIS )45 55— 0 T T I )
P EOREBOR OGS (N 52 SR 3l RS iyl
K& .
22 HRERHHEERHAREEINR

SR TR B BT B o SR W Y AR
BLHI, AH TG i 8 i A5 1 o 58 e (T e A 4,
2019). B, MIOCSSIEMRT A A E 2Ok AL
FE Ik (Forster, 2022), BIRLSEIN T M2 5 FE R o
IR A BRI 0 IE 1 A 2 Xl B 5 £ R e
(Jakesch & Carbon, 2012), {H &A% 1E, Hof 45,
1 28 50 96 2R AR F 20 o HOR, A OGN T
P B8 E Al 0 V5 B T R, AR 2 AR
b8 TR X 2% BRI s 8k, I B
T 25 16 5 I 28 X 52 10 45 fih o 4R 45 PR (Forster,
2022), X Fofr Bk T 17 R S 06 2 SR e A i T
X AN S B 2SI LBl i AF BE ). A FE S
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F2 T 1 0 P R T PR X S R AR
KRR R, SR AT 9T 245 R 1A e I 0 1k B
P8R 5 (Jakesch et al., 2013). #i)m, I Tkt E
5 W A S A I (8 WL R 32 B BB . TR IA
S, N e R R 3R 2 A e A A Al YR 2
18545 % (Armstrong & Detweiler-Bedell, 2008).,
R 7o SR =z Ah, S8 R W A R R W SRS
(being moved). # & (fascination)%5 5 A5 51 1) 1
W 2R L B 5 AS 50 (indifference) 45 5 A & 24 1)
T 2&1% 4% (Menninghaus et al., 2019), 1 JL- ¥
UE 3% 22 WA 0 T3 4 M 25 5 B0 B0 R R B
(Forster, 2022),

AT tk, Graf Fll Landwehr (2015)5% 38 139
SR H SIS 8 SE W T s w2, —
D7, AW T I TR A S, b
WA gt e, BRmS, R
Wt e T EU, o AR RRARIG 4 R AU,
AR G AR T T, D025 77 A T A 2 0
SHAMMBEBEARIA L, PPF X ELZE R AW G 3
(a2 50 T 3 ) A & T O 3 0 R TE A0 00 B R
(Friston et al., 2017), AT AT LA S &b fif g Jim T2 35t
W 1 B4 0 BEBIL R (Forster, 2022), — 71, 14
T M RS A B SR BRI I i PR, AT R
SIRFCERARNM . FF . BEROEARERS . O
SEFRM, ARSI WOR S AL R R (AN & 22 L dE
BHY OB RO Y RO 7 T 56 TR I A
=4 N i (Nadal & Chatterjee, 2018), {UAKEE
WAEIN TIESS PPF BEMRBRX —ME, HN
X[ R R T AR ORI I B Pk A (Wolf,
2020), B, XFTAREEEA B B ARG 2R
P S, o 32 ] W7 25 SR 58 B T IR0 35 2 5 A Bl
3 S E — 25 I TR S R R DA PPA e AN g
(Forster, 2022; Graf & Landwehr, 2015), X3 &
FAT AT LL3E 2 B A A R S B4 3 A — A R
EMM M IA S H 5 £ BE A B A~ 1A S 3k P 25 0
P 19 0 4 (Yoo et al., 2024),

3 T in T34 B 35 H B A 6 T RO 22 i

U A R D RN W P 5 hi 28 ) 45 1 g
Wil (Winkielman et al., 2012) . 4xJ=) UC Fic1Z 455 A
(Carr, Huber, et al., 2017)5 40 147 1E 24 > # 7l
(Ryali et al., 2020)8K Rk, XLLRIAIA T | #S
SRR 5 AR B 22 ) D e AR 2 1 DL

Brsimy, PR EATAE R | 5 PPF 345 (Gershman,
2019), AN[FZAAET, FIBIRIEECA TR
T I 0 A BB A Sy PR N 1 T LR R AN ) G
&R IHEMER, MiXER PPF MZ.OME, Ml
N T (predictive processing, PP)i#)4E b K Jiki Ll
AE Y — M B B 1, 5 At DL O vk — A,
TR R R LR R R | S ESE, Rt
iz, 2022), B RN A W T oA 0 A e (R
ok R X AR FAL A9 8% 58 ) B (Friston, 2005,
Kukkonen, 2024). X SEF50I 75 2 [ia] R i) 2 B2 L)
BRI XRIT, fE2 RGN E—Z, BUlER &
53k AT — 20 Es AT e A, iR
ANV Bt 25 7= A T % 22 (prediction error), iX 46
T 5% 25 AE )2 R A A ) BT, IR T A K
BN BEAF T, 25 TS AN AT A B
WOHEAT LB, DA, X Fl @ T i b A i
MR 5[ L~ B0N A EERA, JHE2
Fi A 2O PO R 22 B Mk, bR E ORI E &
XTE BT WSS B B B B T A AR R, R
U 5 v T 45 S 5 RO A A 2 ) g DG TG AR B,
BLIR BE A% 4 ¢ 3L 5 ARt R b f5 Re e 28 B A=
FHETT o

AH SR 38 S 45 K0 A7 AR 3 R — A T )2
K, Heilbron 55 A (2022)% 88 T H ARG 7 BT 7
TR S B R G, TR AR IRE AR T
H AR (GPT-2) 45 3 T [l 19 A9 A 2E BE 5% (BEG &
MEG)Jx & BUAHES A, DAR T il 72 Wr i 5 s A
SRPE A TR IR SR LA ARl R 5 XS i
KR o 455 3 B K 618 5 10155 A Bl AR
TR, BRI . B, B L EE
LIZR KT RLEE B0 R 118 B R, X SRk
i) ERP WFSY —2K, J53& X4 T il 00 A g
4 1) N400 $74F (Mantegna et al., 2019; Nieuwland
et al., 2020). FiRKBUIRIA 1 E N T A v
T 7 5 3 1, JF i — 20 34 T 43 )2 0 T AR
A, TN TS5 SRR S —MREZE (B PPF), M\
T FRF 2R 1 3 Sy 308 3k B S Y0 sl 4% 2% IR i e v
38 w0 4 ) 3 PR (Muth & Carbon, 2024),
R UL, N AN W7 22 45 A AN [R) 25 ) RS ) & 5 44
AR DGR RENT AP R A A i (Frascaroli
et al., 2024). R, 15—~ m] fHESETEAS 55 i A R0
BHEAERL, PPF ] DL SES S « BN S ST T R
PR AR RS Y I AT TOO, SR K T 45 AR S A
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T

HEAT LA, PPAS TR % 22,
8 F 235
3.1 Flin TAEZRX HERGIEH R

PPF %l o 5654 W7 3t o P 30 19 o7 ik E 2 AR 30
TEPIAN T s — A7 By T B A T3 1 4 1 Dk D
S BALE], AR AL TN M K 4 e
R0 3l 1 S o G RR B, PPF RS AT 3
O HEAS H b 7R WA 45 SR 1 Sl bt 7 A AR A S
8 A PR A, ek o s 0 R i bR 28 DA T e A R
JEE byl /D S A S G TR 3R 2% (Friston, 2010). —JF
[T Y i DI R RS S N0 I 2 3 3
EUA SRR, 5 —Jrim, AT Dol 3
AT 3K AR HUE 24 AN A E B, 58
N ERAAY, DR AR S R AT i X I
AR ERIE HEAT IR R A1 FEFR Ry 3 Sl 4k B (active
inference), FxZ H B2 ST 56 F M 5L g 2=
{5 5y (1) BB (Yoo et al., 2024), PPF iR 4211 T
MG E IR RS, P R ER R 3 B G W] T
TP B 88 2> 1k 58 B %2 B PR (Hesp et al,
2021), BARTIE, BULE 45 IF AR A R
T 2 (] AR DEAC, ke 1A RS A= B A 8% 5T
A, RGN A T R 22 02D (better-
than-expected reduction of prediction error), %3
KON, YT TR0 Y 500 158 22 s /b sox H 2 TR
DA OB, AR 2™ A RS 2% (Van De
Cruys et al., 2022),

PPF X} o & Uit i M L 28 1) ik R 32 A5 A Rl UL
S o TG A I I 1 S ) T 0 R
A Z 8] A 1) DT BC (Brielmann & Dayan, 2022).
AN, Jadh . A MRS ORI
EANDONER NP w8 NS g =
P e A R D o FEX RS OL R, W98 RN
A B 5L T R 22 B 3 A OC (Van de Cruys &
Wagemans, 2011), H & M2 M £ X i i
HEAT MRS o WL X A3 1 A S HY R P, B
AN T JRREZ (1 AL 1 T T R BT A, R e AR
BARE WA Am 0 L, 0 S R AR R IR A5
18 B 1 )2 ™ A ) — ARz, R IR Z DL G
PR B B2 T O W R R ) Je 2 P BB T A
AFRERE, atar RE B B A By A L) Tz 2
(Brouillet & Friston, 2023), FEXFMIEH T, 3%
S5 A T TR 0 T A% 22 g5 /MK A (rate of

prediction error minimization)fj 5(Van De Cruys

A BRI

[d

et al.,, 2022), iG], FRPIRH PPF UL s #FfE
5 A1 2t g R B SO0 A 56 BV SO M 2 140 5 S o
32 WHEREMGHEASHEE

SRS L, PPF X g M 03k
T8 5.0 BRAILH SR AL T — o i A B, BRIV
P 119 3 2 A8 A 2 RN 25 R R Y T AR R 1Y) R
B Wi, R i AR B AN R AR Y, T
AR RGN YT R R A S AR . X R
RAEM TR RS, B IZ AT [ ki
T EURGZ R, FERGUZRARTE 3 Tk
EOPRR TPANGS = i : f = I (1N £ OF £
Y E T WP R i, MBI T . BD
T ] — SR T L LA M R A 1Y) 3 AR Ak
IR F Em MR R AL (Ryali et al., 2020), LA
— oK S A [ A B TR L Ry A1), Y SR AT S5 AN R R
o0 TR AL 7 A s, R Al ] A T L 2 IR By I
HEESZ U, SR 002 B AT 55 2 4 1 L 43 o 55 1k
sz MERE, R EFLE SR AT A Z 3K
ill(Owen et al., 2016), L iBWL & tAF 5] 17K 3 F
W (Halberstadt & Winkielman, 2014), & 45iH
Sll(Kaminska et al., 2020)%F H-Al 45038 SEUEA 5% 11
THE . XA X B BT B sh S A
A 2833 THIR AR AT LUK SR B S [l 28 8 i 1w L 5 |
1 B N M AR A B SR 9 25 SR A T S i T 4
H#7 B (Ryali et al., 2020),

BUAR, TR X 1 A 4R Al o] BE 7 BIlAE &
AR . IEPE R, AR TR 28
N 38 A fE L A A 1 47 O 5 A 7 (Jiang et al,
2023; Nook & Zaki, 2015; Yoo & Winkielman,
2023), JPAERCFPEZ I P —A T REJR R, Aol
O AN AT AR T O R B, AT
M 1) A N TR P (Yoo et al., 2024), {HiX AJ
REIFANIE I T8 K—— YA R S — 2R Gl
TN R I, 5 A (B LA R 55 2 il 38 1)
Tl v REZ Bk B R R ATk AR R BT Y R
FRA, Mm% 32 2t s TE A s ma o B T X%
B IAER LN, AT g M AR B 11 1 R ) A
HEEMEWER, FREW, RS ERN N
YR IR B T 3 M B 24 X6 KR, T R T
FEXT KA, BIAE X3 1 14 #5 BE (Winke & Hansen,
2015), X AE PPF H /R B A A (A Ko A5 2 T 0 2 s
U 5% 2% fee /N Ak 3R AR A6 1 %152 (Brouillet &
Friston, 2023), 0, 24/8H15 78 T0 I\ HZ 18 6 5
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T PR R EN IR I, — 7 1T WA AT X SR i S
4 N RS LA T U, 55 — T T AR R Sk ik
H R A PSS R A VA ) T 3 A T AR A
422 5 5 2 S EUA T B IR R R R AT
BREM AR Z—.

4 INEN B FR X w3 I B A g Y 2

YER N HBIHLE— Y, EMM B AfT 17
FE RN/ OE S S BUNC SR [BisL 08 f=hrias’ S (IR =18 MUK =1
A& (Kruglanski et al., 2018), 557y 2040 45 4k ol #2
Z RS IRAG AR A, 1 P E A AR A Rl
KEEBR TN E: — 2R E SR,
TR AR S, BV IR A 0 55 S 56
{5 &P FEE (Kruglanski, 2023), H:45 BB T HIE
P2 15 BEAE i BN T4 HLAH G, DL RN 5t
B E SR AE L  EMM B TE L & HiiE 4 0o s
BUF, SR &V A AR AL RE A T FR M 2 5
K AT (Kruglanski et al., 2020), 445515 &
A RE T 2 1 21 K A B, AN PREE 2 AR B 5 A
T KR B R R R S R R T T, R A
T kA R Ew SR, R, KL
85 5B 2 5 1 AR A B I R 2 30 26 I
N DA B g | & i B S A A, SRR B, SR
HEZE I BARHE o IZW SR T IR — P
B, BIVEAS R 0T e 06 45 A i TR B, sk 2 (5
Bt B B R S HLA P (Yoo et al., 2024), Hifk
&, WAREHENESSEA B —3, Mk
SERZ PB4, MR, WREHENEES
JaA BARAS—2, WSR2 S 45 . EMM X
43 T € [ FEE 2 0] B FP 2B A IA 0 E bR, 35 4R
AT REXTHT 38 AW A I T e AR R
41 [ BRI EERGENIER

SE 0] E RS AL G PR SR . AR 3 () B AR 25
AR LR G i R BRAR A A . HO NS A T R T
XRE— oW s, ROAMRRB IS IR AR R &, DASR
TIE AR 2 K 3]l e ) 45 SR BB A5 SE B, AR X R
BB T A NI F S, RS Bz B RS
s MR, AR SL R T A NI 9,
AN ) 22 3 32 ) 4 AR 1% 46 (Yoo et al., 2024), BF5E
W, TR AT T AR FAEELT G B
ANAS 23 5 e S AR 11 T T DR, 3 2 5 i HL % 2R
A i B B HURN 7 5374 (Kaube et al., 2023), Hi
—ATTREMY R KR, 5 AR, ZRE M

SRR B TEFIAT O Z 84T 3 5 B AR &R
X AT AFWLARAR MRS AN it (4 1 L -4 5 BIE &
A AN 247 Sk X 43 FF 2K (Siev & Teeny, 2024), 7€ 7]
A it m] RETESE AR BE b 55 A 2 I BRI
PEXTH SE AW 20 AnAERE R fy 1 (A%
IRIER D, BB Y 0 3R A LA, DT
BRI o AR R I i e
W, XN AN 1 00 12 2 L AR 7 A T B S
[F) 2, 38 SR S M A 00 AR A 2% DR R B R A A 4
45 TN o AR AR i 32 5 ) — >
B PR H A NS A B RO B, X5 W AR
B REA I A H AR — 2 SRR S
RN E LI TR E N EE, B S5
RTE A ZIEAE A B T 1

IR, LARAES A B TT R BME S B EE AT AT
R 20 AT AR XS VE i N A I RCR, (X R i 2 &
J5H Y o W SR MRS 1945 2N T4 Y (information-
processing model of the aesthetic experience)iAW,
NATAT BE 238 T AN [ 4 45 B AN [ A4 H s % [] —
B AAE B B 2 K W (Leder et al., 2004;
Leder & Nadal, 2014), TER- 865 5L T, AU T
R 2 1k WA TR X AR AR 1 AR (Bullot &
Reber, 2013); TWifE54b—L 00T, B &MY
PEA BT 20 A0 VR XA i A 2 e 670 25 S 2R
REJ) o ITIAWFSEERB, R — M E T e
S, UM AR SR 2 5 R sy, BT RE S BUE
Z 1 Y (Vogel et al., 2021), i i P g A
%l(the fluency amplification model)iAhy, ¥il% 1t
A LA [R] B A2 2 X FR AR 0T B N 45 (4 3R (Albrecht
& Carbon, 2014)c FRIMIXS X P> J7 18I 4 52 1) e 75
AR RIS AR A, Herpn] A 5 B 2 % A AR L
ER
42 FEEM@BERNFEERGERNIER

A2 10 B An i A dE A e A, — 2 B4 1
— IR ZE S, RIGESR R E M, R AR
50 A ORI BG — A 2 BRAS, BB SR
P REA SR — 2R 0] H AR YA 1A E LA o
AT A A, B AR TR AT S 2R AR E
] E bR 0 PR DU S e A AR B L A ik
B, BUAGEWA MRS . 5 R R 2 i
M A A e 00 o) 55 AR R B ) D o X B
HEIREY, ELEREEREFETE, &
R AR R R SR f B e T AR X
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(Hansen & Topolinski, 2011), [a#fE, 24 AATE A0
FEPEFUHT A BT, R R B HS AN I 0 1 R
% (Pocheptsova et al., 2010), A W5 %5 T A
e %t R B AR LT, % B LA R T R AROR
TRl 35 58 LA A 100 /N U0 1) 132 3RAS T T I i 1
PG5 i A A N A A A U R R ROk HL
W% F7 3% 40l 175 (Rosenbaum & Johnson, 2016), A %
k2 R TF T R B, B EE F K (sensation
seeking) il [n] 1 NMATE i i AR M AE R 2 2
A (Furnham & Bunyan, 1988), 4k, #EMEF1E
PR SR AT DAAE — B R RO X R 2R
- (Wiersema et al., 2012), JIRE AMfE A
EHE B R 9 XT38 AT E PR S A OCRIF5T, 45 2R
T2 W] — LB AR 23 WA A AT A 2R AR 7 A R
SR, RO A AT 45 2 TG 245 H — B b %) e
(Muth & Carbon, 2024), &2, B2 HEr5RH T
AT A M AS B PR (S I B . 2R
B SR E MR E ) B AR RIEA, IRATE &R
Wt 25| R T A R IR 26, X 5 I
W —F (B W Reber et al., 2004); {15 ERA
A T R AR S ) B AR AR, IS 2 J8 R 3 B )
T A TG I EARNE

A2 1) H ARt 7 58 540 B (4 5% ) ] DA 5> A
XM T3 i M 9 5 56 3 BH 0k 56 4iF (Hansen &
Wiinke, 2013). JISEA/E I Z BT LB 2, 2
RERMER S T H S TR, BAmEEEE
] BRI RE SRR, B R T 45 R
TR T PR BB R R R, RO R TR BE R
PETFIA 9 W58 B KT 1 4 iUk 1) 2R 2R (Erle &
Topolinski, 2018), PPF [AlF: 345 T X Rl fig e, A
R AR I AEAAGE SRS 1T B P, A A iE
Tt % 58 AT 9 A 47 >f ST 4 JFE X A O R 3 A 1 1 2R

PRt GhE RS

SRS R

TR FCAFAE

ot L B
B

(Van de Cruys et al., 2024), ZFrll2H BLIXFE
o, EENAEREEFTRATEE SR —LK
W54 (Yoo et al., 2024), B4, MAMAAE K WL
BRI T 5 Z T UV R AS B 8 MR, S AE—
FEFREE AR A RRRIER, SR AR IR RAT N,
MR TR A G R A BT . vk, RN 3 vT BB Jik
SRIBZ A ENE, TRy 251 M B 445 3 ik o
A, AR AT DL AR R R MR, X
WA T IR e 80 5 0 /D AN 8 PR O Ak, R
FE A A B AR5 R 1 DA B AR ] AT B A A
PR ELAE P, = 5 0 R X 5 B T RE R I 1
Yol o 38 FI W A SE A RR L o SRR TSR AT LA 25 55 5 )
Sk 10 H bR IE a2 5w 356 4 W (9.0 B ) S
PORNUNCE R EsI LA

5 ETSHEBESHEEEFIWMIRG
ERERES

£i4 PPF fl EMM Xt & £t Bis i 9 &
M5EsE, T LR [ R RA N B AR 1R 2 A
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How do processing fluency, expectation, and epistemic goals influence
aesthetic judgment? A per spective of multi-model integration

GAO Cheng, LIU Chang
(School of Psychology, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097, China)

Abstract: The fluency theory of aesthetic pleasure held that the ease with which stimuli were processed
could induce positive emotions, and thus promoting positive evaluation. However, in the past 20 years of
conceptual development and empirical research, the model has faced both theoretical and empirical
challenges. By incorporating insights from predictive processing frameworks (PPF) and the epistemic
motivation model (EMM), it is expected to revise and update the original hedonic fluency theory into a
multi-model integrated fluency interpretation framework for aesthetic judgment. It highlights the role of
four factors in shaping aesthetic judgment: expectation of stimuli, expectation of fluency itself, directional
goals associated with specific beliefs, as well as non-directional goals associated with fluency and certainty.
Four factors together determine how fluency is involved in aesthetic judgement and what specific effect it
will have. The framework not only provides theoretical support to better explain the paradoxical and
complex fluency effects in the process of aesthetic judgment, but also points out the direction for future
empirical research in this field.

Keywords: aesthetic judgement, processing fluency, expectation, predictive processing, epistemic goals



