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Posing a problem

There is one concept in aesthetics and a set of problems behind 
it, which is so fundamental that the aesthetic field has been largely 
determined by it. This concept has a long history of debates about 
its scope and content, a history and a series of waves of compre-
hension, around this concept were born its heroes and its traitors. 
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The debates about this concept were fueled by philologists who of-
fered to make their own corrections. At one time, sociologists and 
psychologists played a big role in the debates about this concept, 
also wanting to make their corrections. Then everything calmed 
down. Then it was stirred up again. This concept, which has be-
come the subject of so much attention, is «aesthetic experience».

For two centuries, this concept has been called “taste”, then 
“aesthetic attitude”, “aesthetic distance”, “aesthetic event”, “aes-
thetic pleasure”, and “aesthetic appreciation”. Gradually, the term 
“aesthetic experience” itself was formed, replacing the others. De-
spite various crusades against “aesthetic experience”, debunking 
the “myth of aesthetic experience” [see: 1; 2], various reductions 
of it to cognitive, sensual or social processes, today this concept is 
firmly established in the history and theory of aesthetics. In fact, 
aesthetic experience in all its variations has become the subject of 
its fundamental analytics, which has been developing for at least 
several decades, resulting in the formation of several traditions in 
the understanding of aesthetic experience. And it would seem that 
so many interpretations, re-interpretations, hyper-interpretations 
have been made in relation to it that one more look, one more clar-
ification is unlikely to advance aesthetics.

Meanwhile, it is worth recognizing that, with all the varieties 
of analytics of aesthetic experience, there are at least two funda-
mental issues that, if not overlooked, were at least avoided or their 
solution was postponed for later.

The first such overlooked issue about aesthetic experience is 
the question of its fundamental connection with sensory experi-
ence — and at the same time its irreducibility to it. This question 
touches on the so-called hard problem of aesthetics, and in this 
case, it has to be postponed, hoping for its disclosure in another 
context.

The second such missed issue is the question of which other 
types of experience (similar, but still different from aesthetic expe-
rience) should be distinguished? In other words, if we assume that 
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aesthetic experience exists, then this assumption implies that there 
are some other types of experience from which it should be distin-
guished. What kind of experiences are these? How finite or endless 
is their list, and what relationship does aesthetic experience have 
with the others?

Language habit of and the ambiguity of the concept of expe-
rience will easily point to a wide variety of types of experiences. 
Someone talks about historical experience, about the experience of 
memory, the experience of generations, someone talks about reli-
gious or mystical experience as something special, for someone so-
cial experience or everyday experience is important. In this light, 
the concept of aesthetic experience, which is so dear and impor-
tant for aesthetics, seems rather random and lost in the diversity of 
our ideas about the types of experience. And if we accept this cha-
otic variety of «experiences», then there is no rigor, importance, or 
integrity in the concept of aesthetic experience.

However, the situation became more complex. The way aes-
thetics has long and carefully honed the concept of aesthetic expe-
rience suggests, perhaps, something more — that there are finite 
and very specific types of experience, one of which is aesthetic ex-
perience.

In what follows, I would like to propose a variant of just such 
an examination of aesthetic experience — not to offer an under-
standing of it “from the inside”, listing certain features of aesthetic 
experience, but to suggest paying attention to it “from the outside”, 
i.e. to consider a model in which aesthetic experience is only one 
of its moments. I think this approach will reveal those features 
of aesthetic experience (and other types of experience) that were 
overlooked when approaching the experience from the inside.

Metaphorical presentation of types of experience

In the 18th series of «The Logic of Sense», G. Deleuze offers 
one simple metaphor that may be interesting to reveal in relation 
to the question of aesthetic experience.
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Deleuze writes that it is possible to identify three images (or 
types) of philosophers. The first is philosopher of height (Plato as 
example). Here there is «ascent and conversion... movement to the 
highest principle, which determines the movement itself — ...the 
movement of turning toward the high principle from which the 
movement proceeds and also of being determined, fulfilled, and 
known in the guise of such a motion» [3, p. 127]. It is important 
for this type of philosopher, to get out of the cave, the philosopher 
is a stranger, who has left the cave and is in a process of rising up. 
In other words, this type of philosopher is an agent of anagogic 
movement, he is a subject of transcendence, for whom something 
exists and becomes knowable only if it relates to a higher principle.

Another image of the philosopher is a philosopher of depth 
(Nietzsche as example). It is important here not to rise upon the 
existence, but to deepen in, the depth is denouncing the idea of the 
height and ideal of the ascent; the height is not more than a hoax 
which is crumbling under his gaze of depth. A philosopher of 
depth is an agent of genealogy, the subject of immanence but only 
in the sense that it is important for all sorts of existence to find an-
other sort that caused it.

However, both the first and the second type of philosophers 
is opposed by the third — the philosopher of surface (stoics and 
kinics as examples). For this philosopher «there is no longer depth 
or height... The incorporeal is not high above, but is rather at the 
surface, that it is not the highest cause but the superficial effect par 
excellence, and that it is not essence but event» [3, p. 130]. The key 
feature here is an event as opposed to the principle or basis. The 
event supposes sliding on the surface: the Double meaning of the 
surface, the inseparability of the inside and onside, of the back-
ground and the foreground is opposed to height and depth. Sense 
appears on the surface [3, p. 131]. A philosopher of a surface is 
a  subject of immanence, but in another sense — in the sense of 
transition from one form of existence to another without striving 
to define the highest principle or deepest basis of this transition.
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So, these are the three types of philosophers. But this meta-
phor is appropriate not only to reveal the ways of philosophizing, 
but to determine the specifics of the three types of experience also. 
And my hypothesis is that we are to distinguish three types of ex-
perience.

There is an experience in the sense that we are in the process 
of experiencing a transition from what is given to its highest prin-
ciple. For this type of experience what is given exists only in its 
relation to something that rises above it, an experience of ascend-
ing, of a movement of «anagoge» (as Plato would say). What I have 
describe here is nothing but a religious experience.

Let’s take an example — a beautiful girl. I am experiencing 
a quite special experience, religious experience, in the sense that 
beauty of a girl seems to me something higher, something com-
paring with which all other beautiful objects seem less beautiful. 
As Johann Wolfgang von Goethe would say, in this case the beau-
tiful girl is «the eternally feminine», some higher principle that 
is realized in a concrete girl. So, I am experiencing an anagogical 
movement, a movement out of cave, a movement of Hight.

But there is another experience — the experience of moving 
deeper, the experience of transition from what is given to its base, 
the experience of abandoning the highest principle in favor of the 
genealogy. I think the name of cognitive experience is exact one for 
this type of experience.

If we take the same example with a beautiful girl, the variety 
of cognitive experience will be expressed in the fact that I will in-
tensively look for answers to the questions like in what sense she 
is beautiful, why the beauty is something attractive and so on. In 
these cases, I am experiencing a beauty in the sense of seeking 
basement for my statements or judgements. Perhaps in the course 
of our genealogy of beauty we will come to the fact that beauty is 
only a social construct or that beauty is an open concept or that the 
basis of beauty is ugliness — in these and similar cases we move to 
the basements.
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And there is also a third type of experience, for which it is 
important not to move from what is given to a basement or a prin-
ciple, but to move from one what is given to another, i.e. to slide 
on the surface — this is what we call an aesthetic experience. This 
experience linked with varieties of connections of what is given on 
its surface — this is what in philosophy received a name of form.

If we return to the example with a beautiful girl, an aesthetic 
experience takes place in the case if I am experiencing a movement 
from one part of her face (bend lock of hair) to another (the eye-
brows), and then there is a combination of experience of these two 
lines with the line of the oval of the face. Aesthetic experience does 
not deal with a depth or height, only a movement of multiplicity of 
forms is essential for this experience.

Thus, G. Deleuze’s metaphor can be applied not only to types 
of philosophers, but also to types of experience, and it will be im-
portant for the aesthetic experience to flight away from any verti-
cality, it is an experience of horizontality (or surface).

Conceptual presentation of types of experience

Of course, any metaphor has a very limited range of applica-
tions — it doesn’t explain as much as it clarifies. And it is unac-
ceptable to base the justification of an approach to aesthetic expe-
rience “from the outside” on a single metaphor.

Therefore, it is necessary to propose another method of justifi-
cation based on the very idea of experience.

At the same time, it should be considered that it is possible 
to give an idea of something not only through definition, but also 
through identification. For example, we can give an idea of what 
a  pen is, both through definition, i.e., emphasizing the elements 
that determine how an object exists or is recognized (writing, 
ink mark on the surface), and through identification, i.e. empha-
sizing the elements by which we indicate the existence or cogni-
tion of an object (in the case of a pen, an oblong shape, the pres-
ence of a  rod). Of course, the distinction between definition and 
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identification is  not strict, and sometimes it is difficult to draw 
a  clear line between them. But on a methodological level, some-
times this distinction helps to give a more accurate idea of the sub-
ject. In addition, it should be taken into account that other forms 
of representations of the object are possible.

A conceptual presentation of aesthetic experience can be given 
not only through its definition, but also through its identification, 
i.e., to identify those features by which experience is more likely to 
be recognized than defined. And if we focus on the identification 
of experience, what are the most common features of it?

Of course, there are many of these traits, and it is difficult to 
bring them to any one basis. Nevertheless, we can identify at least 
three of the most common and at the same time striking elements 
of the experience.

First, one type of experience is characterized by certifiability, 
while the other is characterized by its absence. Indeed, we can express 
the existence of an experience and provide more or less obvious evi-
dence of it (“I was there,” “I know this,” “This happens because there 
is one or the other”). On the other hand, any experience may be ex-
perienced, but there is no way to verify or certify its existence (“I am 
currently experiencing an encounter with beauty”, “I just had a mysti-
cal experience”). In the second case, the problem is not that there are 
no ways to reliably describe the existence of this experience, but that 
there is no way to certify whether this experience took place at all. 
Anyway, we can identify an experience by how certifiable it is (or it is 
somewhat impossible to make it verifiable or certifiable).

Second, some types of experience are characterized by con-
stancy, while others are characterized by their exclusivity. In the 
first case, the experience may be conscious or not, but this does 
not negate its permanence constancy. In the case of constant ex-
perience, we are talking about the fact that it can happen without 
any effort on the part of the person experiencing this experience. 
It doesn’t matter what a person does — whether they enter a room, 
listen to music, or drink tea — at this moment, regardless of their 
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efforts, there are some forms of experience (however, this does not 
deny that with effort, these forms of experience can change, be-
come thinner, and improve). In the second case, there is exclusiv-
ity, strangeness, and a unique feature of the experience that hap-
pens under certain conditions or efforts, which is dramatically 
different in nature from what was experienced earlier. The person 
of this experience says: “Something special happened to me.” Dew-
ey called this unique event of experience “an experience” [4, p. 35], 
but many philosophers preferred to label it as an Event.

Third, some types of experience are characterized by hori-
zontality, while others are characterized by verticality. The second 
implies a gap between what is being experienced and what is be-
hind it (or under it, or above it). The person experiencing this type 
of experience perceives it as if the experience had two layers — 
the one that is given in the very experience and the other to which 
this experience is being experienced. It is not so important what 
exactly is experienced in this type of experience (for example, the 
experience of a view from a window), something else is much more 
important, different from the very state of experiencing this expe-
rience (for example, the meaning of this view or the special state 
to which the experience of this view from a window leads). On the 
contrary, there may be a horizontal experience, within which there 
is the very fullness of experience, indifferent to what is behind this 
experience. This type of experience eludes any verticality, any oth-
erness that can invade the experience itself, the intrusion of this 
otherness destroys the horizontality of this type of experience.

Combinatorial deduction of types of experience

Perhaps there are other features of the experience by which 
we can identify it. But the above features are enough to understand 
how many different combinations of these features of experience 
are possible.

To be more specific, it is possible to form 8 blocks from the 
mentioned features (certifiability versus uncertifiability, constancy 
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versus exclusivity, horizontality versus verticality), and therefore, 
hypothetically, 8 types of experiences can be distinguished:
1) the experience with certifiability, constancy, verticality;
2) the experience with certifiability, constancy, horizontality;
3) the experience with certifiability, exclusivity, verticality 
4) the experience with certifiability, exclusivity, horizontality;
5) the experience with uncertifiability, constancy, verticality;
6) the experience with uncertifiability, constancy, horizontality;
7) the experience with uncertifiability, exclusivity, verticality 
8) the experience with uncertifiability, exclusivity, horizontality.

With all the simple mathematics of distinguishing these com-
binations of features of different types of experience, one should 
ask: is it possible to identify any types of experience known to us 
based on these features? If we were able to name the features of an 
experience, if there were any features of an experience on paper, 
then it does not follow at all that this experience is possible at all. 
It seems intuitively obvious that only some of these types of experi-
ences can be experienced, while others may turn out to be inter-
nally contradictory and impossible.

Indeed, if not all, then at least three types of experience are 
easily recognizable in some blocks of these traits.

First, cognitive experience obviously has such features as cer-
tifiability (it is difficult to imagine a cognitive experience if there 
is no way to verify its data), constancy (this experience takes place 
without effort: every time a person experiencing this type of ex-
perience does something, cognition works in a variety of ways its 
forms: from recognition to deep reflection), verticality (for this ex-
perience it is extremely important to find something beyond the 
experience itself, something deep, hidden, unprecedented and un-
known). 

Second, religious experience obviously has such features as 
exclusivity (this experience takes place at special moments, and 
it is by these special moments that this experience is identified 
as such), uncertifiability (it is difficult to provide evidence of this 
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experience, it is exclusively an internal experience of experiencing 
a  certain state), verticality (this experience It is characteristic of 
the idea of something else that exists on the other side of experi-
ence, it is a genuine anagogic movement that expresses itself in the 
search for something higher or at least different, but in any case 
otherworldly experience).

Third, aesthetic experience cannot be imagined without such 
features as horizontality (sliding along the form of an object, mov-
ing from one form to another without attributing something to 
them on the other side of this form), constancy (this experience 
happens without effort on the part of the experiencer, at any mo-
ment the living person experiences this movement of form, but at 
the same time, there is a different degree of intensity of this form 
experience), uncertifiability (there is no evidence of this experience 
except for the inner conviction that this experience happens).

From the above list of possible types of experience, based on 
the three identified features, it is possible to imagine the first (cog-
nitive experience), the sixth (aesthetic experience) and the seventh 
(religious experience). What is the situation with the other five 
possible blocks of types of experience?

It is difficult to imagine what an experience could be like if 
such elements as certifiability, horizontality and constancy (i.e., ex-
actly all the opposite elements of religious experience), as if there 
is some special contradiction, so far only vaguely guessed.

It is also difficult to imagine what an experience would be like 
if it were the opposite of cognitive, i.e., an uncertifiable experience, 
but at the same time exclusive and horizontal. And here there is 
only a vague understanding that there is something impossible 
in such an experience.

Finally, it is inconceivable, even if for a vague reason, to un-
derstand what an experience would be like, completely opposite to 
an aesthetic experience, i.e. with features such as verticality, exclu-
sivity and certifiability.

To overcome this vagueness, one more effort must be made.
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It seems productive to assume that, for all the equality of these 
features of a particular experience, some of them are still defining.

For cognitive experience, with all the importance of consis-
tency and verticality, it is the certifiability that is its defining fea-
ture. Cognitive experience takes place precisely when its data can 
be verified, certified or justified for its presence or absence. We are 
really in a process of cognitive experience regarding, for instance, 
a space when we have certified that this space is now characterized 
by a place, that there are some elements of this space located near 
with some other elements, we can (at least, there is an opportunity 
for this) to certify certain qualities of this space, etc. Of course, 
elements of verticality also play important role in our cognitive ex-
perience regarding this space (we find a reason why this space is 
like this and not another, we ask and find answers about the basis 
on which we can even think of something from a point of view as 
a spatial object, etc.), as well as elements of constancy (it is impor-
tant to us that cognitive experience happens without our efforts, 
that as soon as we find ourselves in a space, we begin to read, learn, 
and recognize its spatial elements).

However, it is not difficult to confirm that certifiability is a de-
fining feature of cognitive experience by a simple rational calcula-
tion: if it is true that cognitive experience implies certifiability, ver-
ticality and constancy, then it is also true that the last two features 
are not defining for cognitive experience (they are found respec-
tively in religious and aesthetic experiences).

Intuition and calculation work in the same way in the other 
two cases. So, for religious experience, the defining element is its 
exclusivity, and this trait (in contrast to verticality and uncertifi-
ability) is a trait of religious experience per se.

Finally, the defining feature of aesthetic experience is its hori-
zontality, while its other features (constancy and uncertifiability), 
for all their importance, are still found in other types of experience.

If the assumption of the defining features of experiences is 
correct, then much becomes clear about other blocks of elements 
in experience.
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Let’s recall the hypothetically possible blocks listed above. 
Now the following becomes clear:

1) The experience with certifiability, constancy, verticality — we 
have described this type of experience as cognitive.

2) The experience with certifiability, constancy, horizontality — 
we have described this type of experience as the opposite of reli-
gious experience. In this experience, we find two defining features 
of other experiences (certifiability as a defining feature of cognitive 
experience, horizontality as a defining feature of aesthetic experi-
ence), so it is not surprising that this type of experience seems to 
be impossible.

3) The experience with certifiability, exclusivity, verticality — 
we have described this type of experience as the opposite of aes-
thetic experience. In this experience, we also find two defining fea-
tures of other experiences (certifiability and exclusivity), therefore, 
in this case, it is quite justified that this type of experience seems to 
be impossible.

4) The experience with certifiability, exclusivity, horizontality– 
we have not yet described this type of experience, but it is already 
clear that it is a combination of three defining features of other ex-
periences, therefore it seems to be impossible also. This experience 
would be a union of «the swan, the pike and the crawfish» (using 
well-known fable of Ivan Krylov), for this experience it would be 
necessary to admit an existence of special subject — one for whom 
all the elements can equally be defining. Since this subject is purely 
hypothetical, the type of this experience remains only on paper.

5) The experience with uncertifiability, constancy, verticality — 
we have not yet described this type of experience, but it is easy to 
note that, unlike the previous one, there is not any defining feature 
of the experience, therefore it seems to be impossible.

6) The experience with uncertifiability, constancy, horizontal-
ity — we have described this type of experience as aesthetic.

7) The experience with uncertifiability, exclusivity, verticality — 
we have described this type of experience as religious.
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8) The experience with uncertifiability, exclusivity, horizontal-
ity — we have described this type of experience as the opposite of 
cognitive experience. In this experience, we also find two defin-
ing features of other experiences (exclusivity and horizontality), 
therefore, this type of experience remains only hypothetical and 
impossible.

There was no task to list all the possible and impossible blocks 
of experience elements. It was much more important to show the 
inner connection between the various possible and impossible 
types of experience. And if the deduction proposed above is cor-
rect, then it is possible to represent schematically these types of 
experience using the triquetra model:

religious
experience

aesthetic
experience

cognitive
experience

constancy

ve
rti

ca
lit

y uncertifiability

This scheme shows not only those elements that unite differ-
ent types of experience, but also those that are defining (through 
contrary) for different types of experience. Thus, verticality is the 
opposite of aesthetic experience, i.e. its defining element is hori-
zontality, etc. In addition, the scheme clearly shows that simply 
contrasting these experiences with each other is clearly not enough 
to represent them adequately. And a simple gesture of waving away 
with the words “Everything is complicated” is not enough for this 
presentation. It is much more important to see both the common 
and exceptional features of each of the experiences. At the same 
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time, it must be recognized that the Deleuze metaphor proposed 
above mainly explains the specific of aesthetic experience in its dif-
ference from religious and cognitive, since that metaphor reveals 
the concept of surface (horizontality) in contrast to height and 
depth (as two types of verticality), captures the very idea that aes-
thetic experience is a kind of sliding according to the manifold and 
producing various configurations.

The matter, of course, is not to say something about the com-
binatorics of various features of experiences, the matter is to trace 
the possibility of applying these variations of ideas about expe-
rience to different types of objects. If we take such a particular 
phenomenon as a walk, then we can distinguish three types of it. 
In one case, there is a cognitive walk. In the process of this walk 
a person registers what gets in the way, the person asks: “Why is 
this here?”, “What is here?”, “Who was the architect of this build-
ing and what conclusions can we draw from this?”. In another case, 
there is a  religious walk. In this case, the walker is interested in 
the higher, unusual, exclusive that he can experience and how this 
experience will pull him out of everyday life and routine and send 
him into the realm of the transcendent. In the third case, an aes-
thetic walk takes place. With it, the walker glides without purpose 
or meaning, he captures the variety of forms of objects around 
him, making up various configurations of them.

Let’s take another particular phenomenon as an example. 
In some cities, there are restaurants where food is served in com-
plete darkness. Anyone who visited these restaurants and who was 
attentive to how people reacted to food in complete darkness could 
easily notice that three stable types of behavior could be found 
here. For someone, it is more important to identify what it is that 
has been brought to you with each dish — to guess what exactly the 
salad consists of, to understand what kind of drink you are drink-
ing. For others, it is much more important to capture the combi-
nation of sensations experienced from eating in the dark, to grasp 
the configurations of the experience that develops regardless of 
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whether it is peas or beans. For another others, the very state of 
strangeness of the experience is important, capturing something 
unprecedented and uplifting. It is not difficult to compare which 
of the named restaurant visitors experienced what type of experi-
ence. If we take more general examples, we can find three types of 
experience in different types of communication, in different types 
of behavior in a particular situation, in different types of interac-
tion with objects.

Implications for the representation of aesthetic experience

Although it is possible to draw conclusions about each of 
them from the proposed scheme of representation of the types 
of experience, I would like to focus more on some implications for 
aesthetic experience.

First, the proposed scheme shows the fact that it is wrong 
to understand the aesthetic experience as something exclusive. 
This experience happens all the time — both in moments when 
we experience a special uplift of mental strength, and in the 
simplest moments, such as the one when the reader is current-
ly reading these lines. The encounter with the manifold in sen-
sory experience, the formation of configurations of this manifold 
(which, in  fact, is an aesthetic experience) accompanies sensory 
experience constantly. Another question is why sensory experi-
ence is accompanied by the production of aesthetic data, why 
and on what basis the activity of sensuality is accompanied by 
the activity of aesthetic experience. But this question, which can 
be described as a hard problem of aesthetic experience, requires 
special attention.

Also, from the statement that aesthetic experience is not 
something exclusive, it follows that the difference between aes-
thetic states is not qualitative, but quantitative, not in the subject 
of the experience itself, but in the degree of intensity of the expe-
rience. “Mona Lisa” or sunrise are the same objects for aesthetic 
experience as a pen on a table or the monotonous sound of a clock. 
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The difference between them is in the intensification of aesthetic 
experience, and not in the fact that one is something more valuable 
or important than the other.

Second, the proposed scheme allows us to draw attention to 
the fact that it seems incorrect to understand aesthetic experience 
as a spiritual state or as the discovery of the supersensible in the 
sensual. To achieve an aesthetic experience, it is enough to be at-
tentive to the variety of what is happening on the surface of the sen-
sual, to notice configurations that can form on this surface. Using 
a well-known metaphor from Plato, a person in a cave in order to 
experience aesthetic states does not need to climb up at all (which 
does not negate the importance of the anagogic movement), it is 
enough for him to consider the forms of the shadows, the order of 
their representation, their combination with the sounds of those 
who shout something.

Third, the proposed scheme shows that it is impossible to ver-
ify, certify its existence. To the words “I am currently experiencing 
a special aesthetic state”, “I have just encountered the beauty of an 
object”, it is always possible to object that I do not believe you, that 
there are no guarantees that what you call an aesthetic state or an 
encounter with beauty is not something else. In a case of religious 
subject, when you say that you doubt the existence of something 
divine in the world, you can easily retort that you simply do not 
hear God, and you will have nothing to answer this. Just the same 
in a case of aesthetic experience — we simply assume that it exists, 
and someone may say that he doesn’t understand what an aesthetic 
experience is, and all we can tell him is that he simply not attentive 
to their experience, he just doesn’t notice components of aesthet-
ic experience. But we will not be able to give him arguments that 
would allow him to make sure that we or he have aesthetic experi-
ence. In this sense, just as any religion is based not on proof, but on 
the assumption of the presence of something divine, in the same 
way, all aesthetics exists on the great assumption of the existence of 
aesthetic experience in this world.
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However, this is not enough to understand the aesthetic ex-
perience in all his variations. Because there are at least two factors 
that can (and should) expand and deepen this view.

The first such factor is a further comparison of aesthetic, reli-
gious and cognitive experiences based on such factors as their struc-
ture, the process of their developing, obstacles to this developing, 
etc. For example, it would be possible to show that the way aesthetic 
experience develops correlates in a certain way with the process of 
developing other types of experience. And, perhaps, additional as-
pects of representations about types of experience will be found in 
this correlation. Obviously, the work on such a comparison has yet 
to be done by those who study any of these experiences.

The second factor that can and should influence the idea of 
aesthetic experience is to take into account that aesthetics as 
a branch of philosophy exists in its fundamental and applied direc-
tion. At the same time, the latter does not just implement the for-
mer, but exists as something independent, only partially focusing 
on how the fundamental direction develops and what problems 
and their solutions exist. Surprisingly, both of these directions 
mostly try to ignore each other, but at the same time they try to 
use the results of each other’s work, tearing this work in pieces and 
entering the territory of the other direction only partially.

In addition, there are three branches of aesthetics (history, 
theory, and practice) that influence fundamental and applied aes-
thetics in various forms. Moreover, the relations between these 
three branches are far from clear — they cannot be reduced to 
complement or contrast, these relations are obviously nonlinear 
and irreducible to opposition. At the same time, the first two (his-
tory and theory of aesthetics) have firmly established their place in 
the aesthetic field, while the practice of aesthetics still remains in 
the status of an accidental branch devoid of rigor and clarity. And 
although the history of aesthetics shows well that its practice (since 
the time of A. Baumgarten) formed a necessary part of the aes-
thetic field, due to various (and not yet fully understood) reasons, 
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the practice of aesthetics fell out of the field of attention for a long 
time. With all this in mind, it is obvious that humanity has yet to 
form a full-fledged understanding of aesthetic experience.

Conclusions

Of course, it is possible to put forward at least several counter-
arguments to the idea of three types of experience proposed above. 
It may be a question of how comprehensive the list of experience 
features is. It may also be a counterargument that the features of 
the experience are not obvious enough. Likewise, it is possible to 
doubt the assumption that it is impossible to combine several de-
fining features within the limits of experience. Finally, one should 
ask how the proposed schematism is relevant to the actual state of 
affairs. All these and other counterarguments deserve attention and 
will require time for more detail. However, at least the last question 
can be answered without delay. It is obvious that in humanities the 
scheme often performs a pragmatic function — it is important and 
productive, but only to the extent that this productivity is accom-
plished. In particular, many times in the history of aesthetics, one 
could observe that a certain scheme (for example, the morphol-
ogy of art) is important and productive for its time — this scheme 
is guided by, it promotes theory and practice. However, over time 
or due to other circumstances, it turns out that it is not so much 
outdated as it does not produce the desired effect. The scheme 
loses the pathos of opening the horizon and turns into trampling 
on the spot. Perhaps this is the fate of any research in humanities. 
And the proposed scheme of types of experience should be treated 
with attention only to the extent that it advances the idea of experi-
ence in general and aesthetic in particular.

There was a phrase attributed to Winston Churchill: «The War 
Office is always preparing for the last war». A similar situation can 
be seen in the case of understanding of aesthetic experience: theo-
rists are often reflecting on the features of aesthetic experience, but 
it turns out that the way they are doing it sunk into oblivion.
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We can conclude that if we understand aesthetic experience in 
its proposed relation to other types of experience, we have a chance 
to be not in a state of «a preparing for the last war».
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