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ABSTRACT  

Object’s, observer’s, and the context’s characteristics contribute to the 

aesthetic perception of motor skills. Whether non-biological and biological 

objects are perceived similarly or differently when based upon the same 

motor stimuli remains open. Different gradations of body angles within 

gymnastic body postures and their corresponding figural shapes are 

investigated in relation to the aesthetic perception of observers with 

different sensory-motor experiences. Results indicate that observers’ 

aesthetic perception scores of body postures increase the larger the split 

angle, while observers’ aesthetic perception scores of figural shapes 

interact with observer group and stimuli gradation. The observer’s 

different sensory-motor experiences seem less related to the aesthetic 

perception of body postures than to the aesthetic perception figural shapes. 

Although the overall shape of body postures and figural shapes is the same, 

additional perceptual and contextual information within and beyond those 

stimuli seem to be related to an observer’s aesthetic perception. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Imagine the climax of an artistic performance. Often the performer in such a climax seems to freeze in 

an excellent posture by challenging the laws of physics and achieving a perfect body shape and body 

posture, demonstrating perfect body control. When observing such a posture, on the one hand, we observe 

the body performing this posture. But on the other hand, we observe the shape which is created by the body 

posture. 

This study investigates how different gradations of body angles within gymnastic body postures and their 

corresponding figural shapes are related to the aesthetic perception of observers with different sensory-

motor experiences. 

Characteristics of the object, the observer, and the context contribute to the perception, observation, and 

performance of motor skills (Newell, 1986; SteMarie et al., 2012; Vickers, 2007). Research in empirical 

aesthetics differentiates between knowledge-meaning, emotion-valuation, and sensory-motor components 

while observers perceive and estimate the aesthetics of objects in a given context (Chatterjee & Vartanian, 

2014). Research on the aesthetic perception of biological objects, such as complex body postures and 

movements, investigates the role and amount of specific (kinematic) parameters and their relationship to 

the aesthetic perception of objects, as well as the sensory-motor experiences of the observer (Calvo-Merino 

et al., 2008; Christensen & Calvo-Merino, 2013; Daprati et al., 2009; Vinken et al., 2020). However, it is 

still to be investigated whether non-biological objects, such as figural shapes, and biological objects, such 

as body postures, are perceived similarly or differently when they are based upon the same biological motor 

stimuli. 

When aesthetically perceiving biological or non-biological stimuli, so-called aesthetic fundamentals 

(Brielmann & Pelli, 2018; Christensen & Calvo-Merino, 2013) seem to be related to an observer’s aesthetic 

perception and estimation. Furthermore, it is argued that specific evolutionary-grounded shapes (e.g., 

handaxe shape) are aesthetically and functionally relevant when perceiving, performing, and implementing 

postures and shapes (Mithen, 2003; Wynn & Gowlett, 2017). Based on the findings on aesthetic 

fundamentals of biological and non-biological (shape) parameters, we predict the following: Body postures 

are perceived aesthetically similar to their corresponding figural shapes (Christensen & Calvo-Merino, 

2013; Daprati et al., 2009; Vinken & Heinen, 2020; Wynn & Gowlett, 2017).  

Previous research further suggests that figural shapes, based upon biological dance skills, are perceived 

more aesthetically when being more vertical, thus being based upon larger elevation angles of the gesture 

leg. Naïve dance observers aesthetically ranked figural shapes which were defined by the limb endpoints 

of classical dance postures (e.g., arabesque penchée, développé à la seconde, and arabesque sur la pointe). 

Observers perceived more vertical figural shapes representing dance postures with a larger elevation angle 
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in the gesture leg more aesthetically than figural shapes representing dance postures with smaller elevation 

angles of the gesture leg, thus being less vertical (Daprati et al., 2009). Furthermore, non-expert dance 

observers aesthetically judged stick-figures of original contemporary dance skills. Additionally, the authors 

performed a multiple factor analysis on kinematic data of those skill-specific kinematic parameters. Results 

indicate that kinematic parameters related to the amplitude of dance skills are perceived as more aesthetical 

by non-expert dance observers (Torrents et al., 2013). Interestingly, researchers found strong associations 

between higher aesthetic scores and specific kinematic parameters when asking experienced dance teachers 

to aesthetically judge stick-figures of contemporary dance skills and performing a multiple factor analysis. 

Skill-specific parameters such as turning speed in turning ability, balance duration in balance ability, jump 

height in jumping ability, and range of motion in falling ability have been found to be related to the 

perceived aesthetics of a skill (Torrents et al., 2015). 

Vertical lines, large split angles, and a large amount of joint flexibility are considered universal features 

in cross-cultural dance vocabulary and repertoire, thus contributing to dance aesthetics (Christensen & 

Calvo-Merino, 2013). Additionally, participants rated figural, non-biological shapes, which are oriented 

vertically, as most aesthetically, followed by oblique and then horizontally oriented shapes (Friedenberg, 

2018). Furthermore, healthy, right-handed participants perceive vertical lines more aesthetically than lines 

tilted clock- or counter-clockwise (Gallagher & Ferrè, 2018). Based on these findings, we predict that more 

vertical body postures and their corresponding figural shapes are perceived more aesthetically than less 

vertical body postures and their corresponding figural shapes (Daprati et al., 2009; Torrents et al., 2013; 

Friedenberg, 2018).  

However, the perception of (aesthetic) stimuli is related to the contextual, visual, and sensory-motor 

experiences of the observer (Chatterjee & Vartanian, 2014; Christensen & Calvo-Merino, 2013; Marković, 

2012). Furthermore, the mechanisms underlying the (aesthetic) perception of biological stimuli differ from 

those of non-biological stimuli (Blake & Shiffrar, 2007). Especially because embodied visual, sensory-

motor, affective, and multisensory information depend on the observer’s experiences and may perturb its 

body representations (Candini & Aglioti, 2015). For example, when a motor skill is learned, contextual, 

visual, and sensory-motor experiences change its aesthetic perception. Participants perceive motor skills 

they previously learned, dancing or observing, as most aesthetically compared to motor skills participants 

neither danced nor perceived visually (Kirsch et al., 2015). Additionally, dance experts are better able to 

recognize dance skills within their motor repertoire than dance skills that are not in their motor repertoire: 

An aspect that could be related to the aesthetic perception of dance skills within or beyond an observer’s 

sensory-motor repertoire and thus allowing a distinction between expert’s, novice’s, and laypeople’s 

aesthetic perception of motor skills (Calvo-Merino et al., 2010). Furthermore, expert and novice Tai Chi 

practitioners can differentiate good from mediocre Tai Chi performances. However, only experts could 

distinguish between the technical and the aesthetic component (Zamparo et al., 2015). Based on these 

observer-specific results, we predict that observers with different contextual, visual, and sensory-motor 

experiences perceive gradations of body postures and their corresponding figural shapes aesthetically 

differently (Calvo-Merino et al., 2010; Kirsch et al., 2015; Zamparo et al., 2015).  

Taken together, it is still to be investigated whether the aesthetic perception of body postures and their 

corresponding figural shapes are perceived similarly or differently. The same is true for exploring whether 

systematic gradations of body angles and their corresponding figural shapes are perceived systematically 

differently from observers with different sensory-motor, and thus contextual, experiences. 

The following three hypotheses are conducted: First, it is hypothesized that the aesthetic perception of 

body postures and figural shapes representing those postures do not differ. Second, the aesthetic perception 

of body postures and their figural shapes is hypothesized to increase the larger the elevation angle of the 

gesture leg, and thus the more vertical the body posture and the figural shape are. Third, it is hypothesized 

that the contextual and sensory-motor expertise of the observer is related to the aesthetic perception of 

postures but not to the aesthetic perception of figural shapes: It is hypothesized that the aesthetic perception 

of postures differs among experts, novices, and laypeople, whereas the aesthetic perception of figural 

shapes does not differ among experts, novices, and laypeople.  

 

II. MATERIAL AND METHODS 

A. Participants 

N=42 participants were recruited for the following three groups: nEXP=14 expert gymnasts (7 females, 7 

males; 25±6 years), nNOV=14 novice gymnasts (7 females, 7 males; 24±3 years), and nLAY=14 laypeople (7 

females, 7 males; 24±3 years). A power analysis (Type 1 error probability= 0.05, Type 2 error 

probability=0.20, Cohen’s f=0.25) derived the given number of participants. Expert gymnasts reported 

having a gymnastics experience of 8±7 years, training on average 17.5±12.5 hours per week in a gymnastics 

club or elite sports center. Novice gymnasts reported having 1.15±0.85 years of gymnastics experience, 
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which they required, for example, by attending gymnastic training courses at the university or training club 

and averaging 2.75±1.25 training hours per week. Laypeople reported having no gymnastic experience at 

all.  

Participants' task was to aesthetically rank body postures and their corresponding figural shapes, 

representing body postures with different gradations of body angles. All participants signed informed 

consent, and the study was conducted according to the guidelines of the local university’s ethics committee. 

Participation occurred voluntarily.  

B. Instruments  

Stimuli Generation. First, stimuli of the body poses were generated. A model gymnast performed the 

backward standing split pose with seven different split angles (90°, 105°, 120°, 135°, 150°, 165°, and 180°). 

A photo camera (Sony alpha7 III) was placed approximately three meters away and orthogonal to the model 

gymnast performing in front of a white screen. Pictures were cut off and edited with a picture editing 

software (Adobe Photoshop, version 22.0).  

Second, stimuli of the figural shapes were generated from the corresponding body poses. The following 

body-shape-relevant and most distal body parts in the body postures were selected and used: 1) foot of the 

standing leg, 2) foot of the gesture leg, 3) head, and 4) hands. In each of the seven different figural shapes 

of the backward standing split pose, those body-shape-relevant and most distal body parts were marked and 

then connected with straight lines (cf. Daprati et al., 2009 and Fig. 1). 

 

 
Fig. 1. Representation of Stimuli Generation.  

Representative representation of stimuli generation from photos of body postures to their corresponding figural shapes. The 

white dots represent the body-shape relevant body parts (heal of the standing leg’s foot, tip of the gesture leg’s toe, crown of head, 

intersection of hands parallel to heal of the standing leg) which were marked in the photos and then connected with straight lines.  

 

Finally, body postures of the backward standing split pose with seven different split angles and their 

corresponding seven figural shapes were generated for stimuli evaluation. 

Stimuli Evaluation. Stimuli evaluation was done via an online questionnaire (SoSci Survey; Leiner, 

2019). Stimuli of body poses, and figural shapes were presented separately and counter-balanced to the 

participants, who were asked to aesthetically rank the different gradations of the body poses and the figural 

shapes. Participants were instructed to aesthetically rank the pictures by dragging each picture in 

corresponding rank order from one to seven. Here, rank one corresponds to the most aesthetically ranked 

position, and rank seven corresponds to the least aesthetically ranked position (Palmer et al., 2013). The 

instruction given to the participants for the aesthetic ranking was as follows: “Please drag each picture to 

one of the seven boxes. The picture you like most aesthetically should be placed in the first box, the picture 

you like second-most aesthetically should be placed in the second box, and so on until each picture is 

dragged into one corresponding box. You can change the order of the pictures as you like and need to until 

you have a rank order you are satisfied with. There is no right or wrong rank order, and you can place and 

order the pictures as you personally like them aesthetically.” When the first stimuli set (e.g., body postures) 

was ranked, the participants could progress the questionnaire in a self-paced manner to continue with the 

next stimuli set (e.g., figural shapes). The ranking of body postures and figural shapes was done separately 

and occurred randomly to the participants. Furthermore, the order of display of the seven stimuli gradations 

for body postures and figural shapes was presented randomly, too. Additionally, we performed a 

manipulation check asking participants to indicate whether they found possible relations between the two 

stimuli sets. However, none of the participants reported any such indications.  

Data collection occurred directly in the online questionnaire, and each participant’s aesthetic ranking of 

each stimulus was assigned as follows: 1=most aesthetically to 7=least aesthetically. By doing so, an 

aesthetic score for each stimulus and each participant was determined. Then means and standard errors of 

the aesthetic scores were calculated for each stimulus of the seven body postures and each stimulus of the 

seven figural shapes. 
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C. Procedure  

The online questionnaire was released for the participants from November 30th to December 22nd, 2020. 

A link was sent to the participants from the local university (laypeople) and two gymnastic clubs (expert 

and novice gymnasts). When following the link, participants were first welcomed and introduced to the 

general topic and the goal of the study. Second, participants were asked to sign an informed consent and 

privacy statement before starting the aesthetic ranking. The questionnaire had three parts: questions about 

socio-demographics (1), questions about the gymnastic experience (2), and the aesthetic ranking (3). Before 

the aesthetic ranking, participants were given exemplary stimuli to adjust to the ranking procedure. When 

performing the aesthetic ranking, participants should ensure sufficient scaling and manageability by ranking 

on a private or laptop computer with at least 12 inches of screen size. After each part was finished, 

participants were thanked for their participation and could close the browser. 

D. Data Analysis 

A significance level of α=5 % was chosen. A 7 (stimulus: seven gradations of body postures/figural 

shapes) × 3 (group: expert gymnasts vs. novice gymnasts vs. laypeople) × 2 (art of stimuli: body postures 

vs. figural shapes) factor repeated-measures ANOVA was calculated. The scores of participant’s aesthetic 

rankings of each stimulus were treated as the dependent variable. Cohen’s f was calculated as an effect size 

for each significant result and a post-hoc analysis (Fisher LSD) was done to further explore the significant 

results. The assumptions of normality, homogeneity, and sphericity for calculating the ANOVA were 

evaluated. In case of violating the sphericity, Greenhouse-Geisser correction was calculated to adjust the 

degrees of freedom. 

 

III. RESULTS 

Fig. 2 shows means and standard errors of aesthetic scores of expert gymnasts’, novice gymnasts’, and 

laypeople's aesthetic perception of the seven gradations of body postures (Fig. 2a) and figural shapes (Fig. 

2b). The pictures on the x-axes represent the gradations of the seven different body angles and their 

corresponding body postures (Fig. 2a) and figural shapes (Fig. 2b).  

 

 
Fig. 2. Observers’ Aesthetic Perception of Body Postures and Figural Shapes.  

Means and standard errors of expert gymnasts’ (EXP), novice gymnasts’ (NOV), and laypeople’s (LAY) aesthetic scores for the 

body postures (a) and the figural shapes (b). The smaller the means of observers’ aesthetic perception, the more aesthetically 

observers perceived the corresponding stimuli. * Denotes a significant difference between EXP and NOV (post-hoc).  

# Denotes a significant difference between EXP and LAY (post-hoc). 

 

Gradations of body postures and figural shapes are aesthetically perceived differently, per se and 

concerning the observer groups. There is a significant main effect for stimuli gradation, F(3.12, 

121.71)=43.34, p<0.01, Cohen’s f=1.05, a significant interaction effect for stimuli gradation x group, 

F(6.24, 121.72)=3.02, p<0.01, Cohen’s f=0.39, as well as a significant interaction effect for art of stimuli x 

stimuli gradation, F(2.76, 107.77)=30.85, p≤0.01, Cohen’s f=0.89. Additionally, there is a tendency of 

significance for the three-way interaction for art of stimuli x stimuli gradation x group, F(5.53, 

107.77)=1.71, p=0.06, Cohen’s f=0.30.  

For body postures, expert gymnasts, novice gymnast, and laypeople perceive different gradations of body 

postures similarly. Aesthetic perception of body postures is larger the more vertical the gradations of body 

postures and the larger the split angles of these gradations are (see Fig. 2a). For figural shapes, expert 
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gymnasts, novice gymnasts, and laypeople perceive different gradations of figural shapes aesthetically 

different. 

In order to further explore the role of the factor group in evaluating aesthetic perception in body postures 

and figural shapes, a significant interaction of group x stimuli gradation was found for figural shapes, 

F(5.44, 106.18)=2.72, p<0.01, Cohen’s f=0.37, but not for body postures, F(7.25, 141.42)=1.31, p=0i.22. 

Post-hoc analysis (Fisher LSD) revealed that expert gymnasts perceive more diagonal gradations of figural 

shapes (stimuli 1 and 2) as less aesthetically compared to novice gymnasts, whereas more vertical 

gradations of figural shapes (stimuli 6 and 7) are perceived as more aesthetically from expert gymnasts 

compared to novice gymnasts. Furthermore, expert gymnasts’ aesthetic perception of stimuli 4 and 7 is 

significantly different to laypeople’s perception of these stimuli of figural shapes (see Fig. 2b).  

 

IV. DISCUSSION 

This study investigated the following: how different gradations of body angles within a gymnastic body 

posture, namely the backward standing split and their corresponding figural shapes, are related to the 

aesthetic perception of observers with different sensory-motor experiences, namely expert gymnasts, 

novice gymnasts, and laypeople. We hypothesized that the aesthetic perceptions of body postures and 

figural shapes do not differ in general but concerning different gradations of split angles and their 

corresponding gradations of the body postures and figural shapes, in more detail. Furthermore, it was 

hypothesized that the observer’s sensory-motor experience is related to the aesthetic perception of body 

postures but not to the aesthetic perception of figural shapes. In contrast to the hypothesis, results indicate 

that the aesthetic perceptions of body postures and figural shapes differ per se and related to the observer’s 

sensory-motor experience: while observers’ aesthetic perception of body postures increases the larger the 

split angle and thus the more vertical the body postures are, observers’ aesthetic perception of figural shapes 

corresponding those body postures differs and interacts with the observers’ sensory-motor experience and 

the stimuli gradation. The aesthetic perception of body postures was similar in the three observer groups, 

with more vertical gradations of body postures being perceived more aesthetically. However, observers 

differ in their aesthetic perception of figural shapes. For example, expert and novice gymnasts differ in their 

aesthetic perception of more diagonal and more vertical stimulus gradations as well as expert gymnasts and 

laypeople do regarding their perception of stimuli gradation four (most similar to hand axe shape) and seven 

(most vertical shape). Noteworthily, stimuli gradation four and the shape gradations perceived more 

aesthetically by novice gymnasts and laypeople, are similar to the so-called hand axe shape, an evolutionary 

grounded aesthetic fundamental (Mithen, 2003; Wynn & Gowlett, 2017). 

Interestingly, body postures and their corresponding figural shapes are perceived aesthetically 

differently, in general, and in relation to the observer’s sensory-motor experiences and stimulus gradation, 

in more detail. Larger split angles in the body posture are perceived as more aesthetically than smaller split 

angles. And this is related to more vs. less vertical overall shapes and thus is in line with previous findings 

on the aesthetic perception of figural shapes representing original biological motor skills (cf. Daprati et al., 

2009). The results of this study add that this vertical preference is apparent for all observer groups, thus 

arguing for an aesthetic fundamental of verticality when aesthetically perceiving complex body postures. 

However, this aesthetic feature of verticality seems to be aesthetically less fundamental for observers who 

perceive figural shapes that correspond to these body postures but lack the biological information of the 

model gymnast. This result seems to contradict previous research findings assuming that vertically oriented 

lines (Gallagher & Ferrè, 2018) and shapes (Friedenberg, 2018) are perceived most aesthetically compared 

to tilted and rotated lines and shapes. 

Consequently, those findings may lead to the following suggestion of different aesthetic fundamentals, 

which may lead to different aesthetic perceptions depending on (previous) experiences of the observer 

concerning the perceived stimuli. For example, one may argue that expert gymnasts, whose sensory-motor 

expertise with regard to figures and shapes focuses on vertical shapes that are prominent in their sports’ 

motor repertoire, thus valuing verticality or alignment higher than diagonality or misalignment. In contrast, 

observers without or with minor motor experience, namely laypeople and novice gymnasts, may rate 

diagonality and symmetry of a shape as most aesthetically, which may thus be related to evolutionary 

grounded aesthetic preferences (cf. Mithen, 2003; Wynn & Gowlett, 2017). However, when biological 

information is included in the stimuli material, observers perceive such stimuli material similarly and 

detached from their individual sensory-motor experiences related to the pictured motor skill.  

Although this argument seems speculative considering the results of this study, there are previous studies 

dealing with familiarity, symmetry, complexity, and order in aesthetic perception and estimation (cf. Orgs 

et al., 2018; Tinio & Leder, 2009; Van Geert & Wagemans, 2020). For example, perceptual and motor 

familiarity seems to be differently related to the aesthetic perception of dance observers. On the one hand, 

observers aesthetically prefer simple and easy dance stimuli with large familiarity and low complexity. On 
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the other hand, the same is true for very complex and skilled dance stimuli with low familiarity and high 

complexity (Orgs et al., 2018). Furthermore, it is argued that an optimal balance between order and 

complexity of an aesthetic stimulus contributes to the highest aesthetic perception and estimation (cf. 

Baumgarten, 1750; Fechner, 1876). This balance may be related to perceptual abilities, processing abilities, 

and expertise (Marković, 2012; Van Geert & Wagemans, 2020) and thus seems to depend on the 

relationship between the object, the observer, and the context in which aesthetic perception and estimation 

occur. 

Given these results, observers in this study perceive those stimuli of body postures as more aesthetic that 

have large split angles and a vertical alignment. This aspect seems less related to the observer’s sensory-

motor experiences concerning those stimuli. One may thus argue that conceptual and sensory-motor 

experiences are differently related to an observer’s aesthetic perception (Orgs et al., 2018). Common 

knowledge of large split angles, indicating more experienced and more difficult motor performance, may 

mask the effects of sensory-motor experience in the aesthetic perception of postures. Furthermore, sensory-

motor experience, for example, due to familiarity with and knowledge of specific postures and their shapes, 

seems to be related to an observer’s aesthetic perception of shapes in general (cf. Calvo-Merino et al., 2006; 

Orgs et al., 2013).  

Interestingly, the observers in this study perceive those stimuli of figural shapes as more aesthetically, 

which, depending on their level of expertise, match familiar shapes. For expert gymnasts, such matched 

shapes may be vertically oriented and quite stable concerning the area of support and the figure’s ability to 

be balanced and aligned, which is typical for artistic gymnastic poses. For novice gymnasts, such matched 

shapes may be diagonally oriented, whereas horizontally and vertically oriented shapes are perceived as 

less aesthetic. Similarly, for laypeople, such matched shapes are strongly diagonally oriented and very 

similar to the so-called hand axe shape: Thus, it seems to be an evolutionary-grounded shape that is 

perceived as strongly aesthetic and, unlike experienced gymnasts, does not contradict the aesthetic 

principles of novice gymnasts and laypeople. 

When interpreting the results of this study, the following four limitations should be considered. First, 

only observers with different amounts of sensory-motor expertise in artistic gymnastics were recruited for 

this study. Whether observers with different amounts of expertise in, for example, other sports disciplines, 

arts, design, or evolutionary contexts, as well as from different cultures, yield similar results (cf. Monroy 

et al., 2022), remains to be investigated. Second, static stimulus material was implemented for the aesthetic 

ranking: This was done to be sufficiently able to distinguish different gradations of body angles and their 

relationship to the aesthetic perception of gymnastic poses. However, these findings may be specific to 

static stimuli only. Aesthetic perception of different gradations of movement stimuli may result in different 

results, especially when taking further kinematic parameters of motor skill performance into account (cf. 

Torrents et al., 2013; Torrents et al., 2015; Zamparo et al., 2015). Third, observers in this study behaviorally 

indicated their aesthetic perception by aesthetically ranking body postures and their corresponding figural 

shapes. Further measures, for example, observer’s gaze-behavior or electromyographic measures, could 

further deepen knowledge and insight into the aesthetic perception of body postures and figural shapes. 

Fourth, two sets of stimuli material containing either biological or non-biological information were used. 

In future studies, it should be of particular interest to systematically add and integrate additional sets of 

stimuli, such as stick-figures, avatars, or humanoid characteristics, to confirm the results of this study and 

deepen the understanding of aesthetic (dis-)embodied perception. 

The practical implications that might arise from the results of this study are as follows: Aesthetic 

perception of body postures and their corresponding figural shapes seems to be different. However, the 

figural shapes aesthetically ranked in this study were generated from the corresponding body postures. 

Larger split angles of the backward standing split pose and, consequently, more vertical body postures are 

perceived as more aesthetically than smaller split angles by observers with different levels of sensory-motor 

expertise. Interestingly, this finding on the aesthetic perception of the body postures cannot be transferred 

to the aesthetic perception of figural shapes corresponding to those body postures. Instead, the aesthetic 

perception of figural shapes seems to be related to the observer’s experience, knowledge, and familiarity 

with the figural shapes. This aspect may point to different aesthetic features within the given object, which 

seem to be weighed, possibly perturb each other, and depend on the relationship between the object, the 

observer, and the given context. 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

The aesthetic perceptions of body postures and their corresponding figural shapes differ. Interestingly, 

the different sensory-motor experiences in the observers seem not related to the aesthetic perception of 

different gradations of body postures but to the aesthetic perception of different gradations of figural shapes. 

Therefore, it is concluded that observers’ aesthetic perception of different gradations of body postures 
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increases the more vertical and the larger the split angles of those body postures are - an aspect independent 

of the observers’ sensory-motor experiences. However, the observer’s aesthetic perception of different 

gradations of figural shapes seems to be related to the observers’ experiences and evolutionary-grounded 

aesthetic preferences concerning figural shapes (cf. hand axe shape). In other words, it is argued that there 

are different aesthetic fundamentals within body postures and figural shapes, which potentially seem to 

perturb each other when it comes to the aesthetic perception and estimation of such postures and shapes. 

Although the overall shape of body postures and their corresponding figural shapes is the same, 

additional perceptual and contextual information within and beyond those shapes seem strongly related to 

an observer’s aesthetic perception of such shapes. Future research should thus emphasize further observer- 

and context-related information. For example, the observer’s gaze behavior during the aesthetic perception 

of body postures and figural shapes, the observer’s and the performer’s expertise while perceiving and 

performing and observing biological and non-biological postures and shapes, as well as evolutionary and 

cultural relationships and preferences in the aesthetic perception of body postures and figural shapes. In 

this way, researchers and practitioners will be even better able to explain and objectify the potentially 

unexplained subjectivities in the aesthetic perception of beautiful body postures and figural shapes.  
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