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Creating and Responding to Beauty
How the human brain responds to beauty
Art and aesthetics are two profound aspects whose interpretation by the human brain is contingent on the perception of beauty. However, this is not a unique case of the human brain. There appears to be some convergence in the perception of beauty across different unrelated species. Consequently, bees, female bird species, among many other species all appear to appreciate the same forms of beauty oblivious of the significant differences in their brain development. Ramachandran, in his book, attempts to explain this rather intriguing phenomenon.
Ramachandran argues that the brain identifies with that which is not a reality and which falls far from the realm of possibility. Victorian art in India is an example of this line of thought. While the Englishmen complained about the beauty of these sculptures, they unconsciously appreciated the beauty in the absence of reality which is depicted by the fact that they acknowledged the beauty of Picasso’s cubist images (Ramachandran, 2012). In this case, the images portrayed women who had grossly misaligned physical features and displaced limbs. Both Picasso and the Victorian Indian artists presented art in an unrealistic manner which drew the attention of the human brain. 
The human brain responds differently to beauty on the basis of prior knowledge and the context. For instance, according to Ramachandran, while the Indian art was highly appreciated in India, the Englishmen dismissed it as being unrealistic even though they appreciated the beauty in Picasso’s art. Both Picasso’s art and the Victorian artists’ pieces in India share several features yet the Englishmen appreciated Picasso’s work and dismissed Indian art. Another example is Sir George Christopher Molesworth Birdwood’s interpretation of Nataraja and the angels of the Renaissance art (Ramachandran, 2012). Though both pieces are equally beautiful, Birdwood despised the Nataraja but acknowledged the Renaissance angels.
How humans are special in terms of how they respond to and create art as compared to other animals
Human beings are special in that they are discriminatory in the manner in which they respond to and create art. For instance, while the Nataraja and the Renaissance angels are literally similar, the Englishmen dismissed the Nataraja but had no objection to the Renaissance angels (Ramachandran, 2012). The Englishmen dismissed the Indian art as just religious iconography while the Indians appreciated the beauty of the art. Birds, on the other hand, appreciate the beauty of flowers regardless of whether they are familiar with the background or not. Similarly, female bowerbirds appreciate the beauty of the nests created by male bowerbirds irrespective of whether or not they are familiar with the creator.
Unlike other species of animals, human beings have a subjective view of art. As a result, not all persons will appreciate some pieces of art which are particularly popular and famous. Ramachandran, for instance, does not appreciate the beauty in Picasso’s art in spite of the fact that they are some of the finest pieces of art (Ramachandran, 2012). Another key difference between humans and other animals that makes humans special is that while other animals create and respond to art that is specifically tailored to attract a particular species, humans create and respond to art from other animals. For instance, according to Ramachandran, the male bowerbird’s nest can qualify among the best art ever created in spite of the fact that it is created by birds. 
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