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A B S T R A C T

We have been experiencing an “aisthetic turn” of aesthetics which 
focuses neither on our artistic experience or creation, nor on the idea of 
beauty, but on the aisthesis’s role in our aesthetic appreciation, or rather 
on our aisthetetic consciousness of our being. The purpose of this paper 
is to revise the idea of “common sense” of Aristotle and Kant, aiming at 
reorganizing and reanimating their insights and thereby contributing to 
an “aisthetic turn” of aesthetics.
Based on commonly held beliefs, there are two strands in the idea of 
“common sense”: the Aristotelian idea of something intra-subjective 
that is common to the different senses in one individual and the 
Ciceronian idea of something inter-subjective that is common to 
different individuals. Kant’s concept of common sense is regarded as 
belonging to the second strand. In contrast to such beliefs, I argue as 
follows: first, that in Aristotle there is already a productive germ of the 
second vein and, second, that Kant’s aesthetics succeeds prominently 
Aristotelean concept of “common sense.”
What is at issue in the sensus communis in the broad sense is, therefore, 
our aisthetic consciousness of our own being or life. Put in a modern 
terminology, it is the aisthesis that guarantees the “feeling of realness” 
(Hannah Arendt) of ourselves and, therefore, also the world in which 
we live together with others.
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INTRODUCTION 

We have been experiencing an “aisthetic turn” of aesthetics1, which focuses on 
neither our artistic experience or creation, nor on the idea of beauty, as was the 
situation for traditional aesthetics, but on the aisthêsis’s role in our aesthetic 
appreciation, or rather on aisthetic consciousness of our being. The aisthetic turn 
of aesthetics has entailed a renaissance of little-read Baumgarten who coined 
the term “aesthetics (aesthetica),” understanding by it a “science of sensitive 
cognition (scientia congnitionis sensitivae).”2 In contrast, Kant’s Critique of 
the Power of Judgment (1790) (CPJ), which was regarded as having founded 
modern philosophical aesthetics, plays a small role in reorienting aesthetics 
toward a theory of aesthêsis. The purpose of this paper is to reconsider the idea 
of “common sense” in Kant’s CPJ against the background of the Aristotelian 
idea of “common sense,” aiming at reorganizing and reanimating their insights 
into aisthêsis and thereby contributing to an “aisthetic turn” of aesthetics.

Based on commonly held beliefs, there are two veins in the idea of “common 
sense”: the Aristotelian idea of something intra-subjective that is common to 
the different senses in one individual and the Ciceronian idea of something 
inter-subjective that is common to different individuals. Kant’s concept of 
common sense belongs – or, more precisely, is regarded as belonging – to the 
second vein.3 In contrast to such beliefs, I argue first, that Aristotle already 
has a productive germ of the second vein and second, that Kant’s aesthetics 
prominently succeeds the Aristotelian concept of “common sense.”

THE BEGINNINGS OF THE THEORY OF “COMMON SENSE” 
IN ARISTOTLE’S DE ANIMA 

Aristotle argues in De Anima III 1 (DA) that one kind of special perceptible 
is related to the corresponding individual sense, e.g. color to sight, sound to 
hearing, whereas we have a “common sense (koinê aisthêsis)” that perceives 
the common perceptibles, i.e. something common to various senses, e.g. 
movement, form, or size.4 This is the only definition of “common sense” in 
DA, leaving undetermined how each sense is related to common sense.

Common sense is not like a sixth sense that functions separately from the five 
individual senses. Aristotle says in DA III 1 that when “a perception occurs 
simultaneously in respect of the same thing,” as is the situation with bile 
that is yellow and bitter, the senses perceive “not as such,” i.e. as separate 
individual senses, “but as one (hê mia).”5 What is at issue in common sense is 
not primarily that by virtue of common sense several (or all) senses perceive 
the same thing (e.g. movement), but that crossing over from one sense to the 
other, individual senses form a unity and enable a cross-modal perception.6
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Aristotle’s argument, as perceived from this perspective, in the last part of DA 
III 27 is worth notice, where we read it is “by sense” that “we discriminate white 
from sweet,” thereby this sense is “divided in being (tô einai men gar diaireton), 
but undivided in place and number (topô de kai arithmô adiaireton),” i.e. 
crossing over several senses, but remaining one. This statement in DA III.2 is 
in accord with his assertion in DA III 1 (425 a30-31) that by virtue of common 
sense individual senses function “as one.” The perceptual discrimination 
between the objects of different senses could constitute a problem of common 
sense, even though Aristotle does not use the term “common sense” for this 
perceptual discrimination.

What characterizes his theory of aisthêsis is that in DA III 2 he addressed the 
perception of a sort of higher-order perception: “one perceives (aisthanesthai) 
that one sees and hears.”8 This higher-order perception certainly might be 
related to our notions of consciousness,9 but cannot be equated with a Cartesian 
notion of consciousness, which resides in the domain of thinking.10

The question then becomes to which power of faculty is Aristotelian higher-
order perception to be ascribed. In De Somno 2 Aristotle says:

There is a common power (tis koinê dynamis) accompanying all the 
individual senses, in virtue whereof one perceives that one sees or hears 
(for, assuredly, it is not by the special sense of sight that one sees that 
one sees; and it is not by mere taste, or sight, or both together that 
one discerns, and has the faculty of discerning, that sweet things are 
different from white things, but by a part common (ti koinon morion) 
to all sensory organs; for this sense (i.e. faculty of discerning) is one, 
and the controlling sensory organ (to kyrion aisthêtêrion) is also one, 
though its being (to einai) differs as a faculty of perception in relation 
to each genus of sensibles, e.g. sound or color); and this [controlling 
sensory organ] subsists in association chiefly with the faculty of touch 
(for this can exist apart from all the other organs of sense, but none of 
them can exist apart from it).11

The perception of perception in De Somno is ascribed to a “common 
power.” Being divided in its “being” (as far as it is related to each sense), 
but remaining “one” as a faculty, the “common power” also enables cross-
modal perception. This characterization of the “common power” agrees with 
his above reconstructed theory of “common sense” in DA III 2-3. The crucial 
point of the “common power” is that it constitutes a necessary condition of the 
possibility of each sense, always operating when each sense operates: “When 
this [primary (i.e. controlling) sensory organ] has become powerless, all the 
sensory organs also must lack power to perceive.”12
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It is also noteworthy that Aristotle refers to the sense of touch. According to 
Aristotle, a “medium” (to metaxy)13 is necessary for each sense to operate. 
The medium for sight is something transparent (e.g. air, water, crystals), for 
hearing and smelling air or water. At first glance the sense of touch seems 
to need no medium. Aristotle, however, argues that “we perceive everything 
through a medium; but in these cases [of the sense of touch] the fact escapes 
us (lanthanein).”14 The question is then what the medium of the sense of touch 
is. The answer is our “body (sôma)” or “flesh (sarx).”15 That is, as we see 
something via the medium of air, we touch something via the medium of our 
skin. Common to all animals, the sense of touch is located at the bottom of 
the hierarchy of the five senses, which means, however, due to its medium, 
the sense of touch permeates the whole body, constituting a condition for the 
operation of other senses. Being itself not the sense of touch, “common sense” 
permeates the whole body, as does the sense of touch. This is how common 
sense monitors all the senses.16

AN EXTENSION OF THE THEORY OF  “COMMON SENSE” 
IN ARISTOTLE’S ETHICA NICOMACHEA 

Thus far I have reconstructed Aristotle’s theory of common sense in the broad 
sense within his psychological arguments in DA. Ethica Nicomachea (EN) IX 
9 revisits the theme of “perception of perception” or a higher-order perception 
from a slightly different viewpoint without explicitly referring to common sense. 
In the following I would like to sketch a problem of common sense in EN IX 9.

In the context of answering the question if a happy person needs friend, 
Aristotle says as follows:

Someone who sees perceives that he sees, and one who hears that he hears, 
and one who walks that he walks, and in the case of other activities there 
is similarly something that perceives that one is engaged in them, so that, 
if we perceive, we perceive that we perceive, and if we think, we perceive 
that we think; and to perceive that we perceive or think is to perceive that 
we exist (since we saw that to exist is to perceive or think); and perceiving 
that we are living is pleasant in itself (since life is by nature a good, and 
perceiving some good thing as present in us is pleasant).17

Here digressing once from the theme of friends, Aristotle revisits the subject 
of “perception of perception” that he argued in DA III 2. In EN, however, 
he immediately expands his argument concerning “perception of perception” 
into “perception of thinking,” subsuming both in “perception of activity or 
being,” because our being consists of perceiving and thinking,18 and claims 
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that to perceive our activity (i.e. our perceiving or thinking) is “to perceive that 
we are or that we live.”19 It follows that in EN the subject of “perception of 
perception” leads to that of “perception of our being or living” that is entirely 
outside his psychological argument in DA. According to EN the perception 
of living or activity is in itself pleasant. We become aware of our living or 
activity aisthetically, i.e. through the pleasure accompanying our perception of 
activity. The pleasure not only accompanies our perception of activity; it rather 
“makes our activities more rigorous, longer lasting and better.”20 That means 
on the one hand, being fatigued, our activity inevitably declines; on the other 
hand, the “pleasure promotes (synauxein) our activity.”

In EN IX 9, Aristotle even goes on to argue that what applies to us also applies 
to a friend as another self (heteros autos, allos autos):

If a good person is related to his friend as he is related to himself (because 
a friend is another self); then, as his own being is choiceworthy to each, 
so also is the being of a friend, or nearly so. […] He ought therefore to 
co-perceive (synaisthanesthai)21 the being of his friend, and this will 
come about in living together (to syzên) and sharing (to koinônein) 
words and thoughts [with a friend].22

Here based on and enlarging his argument concerning the perception of our 
own being or living, Aristotle argues further that we can co-perceive our 
friend’s being by living together and sharing words and thoughts.

The question becomes how many friends I can have to enlarge my circle. In Ethica 
Eudemia (EE), Aristotle answered this question: “If it is possible to live together 
and co-perceive with many at once, it is most desirable for friends to be the 
largest possible number; but as that is very difficult, the activity of co-perception 
(hê energeia tês synaithêseôs) must of necessity be in a smaller circle.”23 Here 
Aristotle is faced with the gap between idea and reality; in idea the number of 
friends should be as large as possible. In reality the number must be small.

It follows from what has been said in this section that revisiting and generalizing 
the theme of the high-order perception (i.e. “perception of perception”) 
discussed in relation to “common sense” in DA III 2, Aristotle in EN addresses 
the subject of “perception of our being or living” that finally leads to the “co-
perception of others’ being.” Such co-perception belongs not to the subject of 
common sense in the narrow sense, but, I claim, to a problem of the Aristotelian 
idea of common sense, leading its first vein of intra-subjectivity to its second 
vein of inter-subjectivity.
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COMMON SENSE AND AESTHETIC CONSCIOUSNESS 
IN KANT’S CPJ

In the CPJ, Kant bases a judgment of taste on “common sense (Gemeinsinn),”
i.e. a “communal sense (gemeinschaftlicher Sinn).”24 His idea of common sense 
belongs principally to the second, inter-subjective vein whose representative 
in Kant’s lifetime was Scottish common sense philosophy. At the same time, 
Kant opposes his critical philosophy to the Scottish school.25 In the following 
I would like to show a hidden affinity between Kant’s aesthetic theory in CPJ 
and Aristotle’s conception of common sense.

My argument is divided into two parts. First, I will address the question of how 
pleasure in the beautiful is brought about. Kant contrasts the beautiful with 
the agreeable as follows: whereas the pleasure in the agreeable depends on 
the sensation as sense data and is entirely passive, the pleasure in the beautiful 
presupposes an intra-subjective “free play of the faculties of cognition” (i.e. 
the “understanding as the faculty of concepts” and the “imagination as the 
faculty of as a priori intuitions”) and in this respect active. In section 9, Kant 
explains the reason a free and active play of the faculties of cognition can be 
combined with pleasure as follows:

[…] an objective relation [of the cognitive faculties in the case of 
objective cognition] can only be thought [by understanding in terms 
of the object], but in so far as it is subjective as far as its conditions are 
concerned it can still be sensed in its effect on the mind; and further, 
in the case of a relation that is not grounded in any concept [i.e. in the 
case of a subjective relation of the cognitive faculties that underlies the 
judgment of taste] […], no other consciousness of it is possible except 
through sensation of the effect that consists in the facilitated play of 
both powers of the mind (imagination and understanding), enlivened 
(belebt) through mutual agreement.26

Here Kant first reconsiders the objective judgment he already addressed in 
Critique of Pure Reason (CPR). For objective cognition, the relation between 
imagination and understanding is possible through the “apperception” in the 
form of “I think,”27 determining the object via concepts of understanding. At 
the same time, insofar as this relation constitutes a “subjective condition” for 
enabling an objective judgment, it can be “sensed [i.e. felt] in its effect on the 
mind.” That is, the activity of imagination and understanding is thought via 
understanding insofar as it is related to the object through apperception. At the 
same time, however, it is felt in our mind via inner sense insofar as it is related 
to the cognizing subject as a subjective condition for objective cognition. The 
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objective cognition is, therefore, always accompanied – even though implicitly 
– by a subjective feeling as a kind of inner lining. Kant then considers judgment 
of taste that is not grounded in any concept. In the judgment of taste where a 
concept of understanding never determines the operation of imagination and the 
object is never brought into focus, the activity of both powers does not remain 
in the background, as is the situation with the objective judgment, but, being 
enlivened through mutual agreement of both powers and “maintaining” itself,28 
comes into the foreground. Kant thus concludes that “in the judgment of taste 
we become aesthetically conscious (ästhetisch bewusst werden) of a mutual 
subjective correspondence of the powers of cognition with each other, through 
mere inner sense and sensation [in the sense of feeling].”29 In this context, to 
“become aesthetically conscious” means, therefore, to become conscious via 
a feeling as an effect on the mind caused by the activity of cognitive powers. 
This aesthetic consciousness accompanies not only the judgment of taste, but 
also all sorts of cognitive activity in the broad sense; for cognitive judgment, 
however, the activity of cognitive powers almost escapes our consciousness. 
In the judgment of taste we become explicitly conscious of the activity in the 
feeling through our inner sense. 

In section 1, Kant claims straightforwardly that in the judgment of taste “the 
subject feels itself (sich selbst fühlen),” which is nothing other than the “feeling 
of life (Lebensgefühl),”30 understanding by “life” a “consciousness of  one’s 
being.”31 That is, it is our own being or life that we are aesthetically conscious 
of in the judgment of taste.32 To sum up, Kant in CPJ takes as its main theme 
a fundamental aesthetic/aisthetic dimension of our being in the form of “I feel 
myself,” namely a dimension that remains latent in our objective cognition 
directed by the synthesis of apperception in the form of “I think.”

As I showed in the second section, Aristotle in EN IX 9 argued that we perceive 
our activity; the perception of our activity, i.e. the perception of our living or 
being, is in itself pleasure; and this pleasure contributes to making our activity 
longer lasting. In this argument that constitutes the problem of common 
sense, we find close affinity with Kant’s argument in section 9 of CPJ. Kant’s 
expression “become aesthetically conscious” is, I claim, in particular an 
equivalent of the Aristotelian idea of high-order perception (aisthanesthai).

Second, I will address how the pleasure in the beautiful has universal validity. 
Kant argues:

This state of a free play of the faculties of cognition with a representation 
through which an object is given must be able to be universally 
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communicated, because cognition, as a determination of the object 
with which given representation (in whatever subject it may be) should 
agree, is the only kind of representation that is valid for everyone.33

Kant’s argument is syllogistically constructed. The major premise is that only 
cognition is universally communicable. The minor premise is that judgment 
of taste is based on the free play of cognitive powers. To conclude, judgment 
of taste and pleasure in the beautiful are universally communicable. Kant thus 
bases judgment of taste on common sense, by which – Kant says – “we do not 
mean any external sense but rather the effect of the free play of our cognitive 
powers.”34 The expression “common sense” does not mean any sensory organ, 
but a feeling of pleasure as an “effect on the mind” of the inter-subjective free 
play of cognitive powers, i.e. a mere sensation of the reciprocally animating 
imagination […] and the understanding […].”35 Common sense in CPJ means, 
therefore, an inter- subjectively communicable feeling of pleasure affected by 
the intra-subjective free play of our cognitive powers.

The others to whom we communicate such a feeling are not those we encounter 
in an empirical world, but “everyone else,”36 which explains the primary 
difference between the pleasure in the beautiful and that in the agreeable, 
because the pleasure in the beautiful is based on “universal rules,” while the 
pleasure in the agreeable only on “general ones (like all empirical rules are).”37 
That means the universality of the pleasure in the beautiful is only de jure and 
not de facto. Kant, therefore, does not deny factual diversities in the judgment 
of taste between us. He argues that due to common sense we can “take account 
of everyone else’s way of representing in thought (in Gedanken) (a priori),”38 
claiming with justice a universal validity of our judgment of taste.

Due to its strict apriority, Kant’s explanation of common sense in CPJ certainly 
seems too abstract or, as Kant writes, “too artificial.”39 His explanation 
pertains, however, to a fundamental aesthetic/aisthetic dimension of our  being  
in  the form of “I feel myself.” At issue in Kant’s idea of common sense is my 
aisthetic consciousness of my own being or life that is not limited to myself, 
but is ideally communicable to all possible others. Kant would agree with 
Aristotle in this sense when Aristotle argues: “If it is possible to live together 
and co-perceive with many at once, it is most desirable for friends to be the 
largest possible number,”40 even though Aristotle shows a realistic inclination 
insofar as he restricts the number of friends de facto. Reconstructed in this 
manner, Aristotle and Kant encounter each other without knowing it, opening 
a broad field for an aisthetic turn of aesthetics that focuses on the aisthetetic 
consciousness of our being.
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References to Aristotle’s works are given in the following form: abbreviated title, book (if 
available), chapter, followed by page, column, and lines in Bekker’s edition. Translations are mine.
References to Kant’s works are given to the standard German edition (Akademie-Ausgabe).
References to the first Critique are given in the usual form, referring to the original edition. I have 
followed (and slightly modified) the translation provided by The Cambridge Edition of the Works 
of Immanuel Kant.
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Ž

Ž
IDEJA “ZDRAVOG RAZUMA” PREISPITANA: 
DOPRINOS “AISTETICKOM ZAOKRETU” ESTETIKE 
Tanehisa Otabe

Mi doživljavamo “aistetički zaokret” estetike koji se fokusira niti na naš umetnički doživljaj ili 
stvaranje, niti na ideju lepote, već na ulogu aistetike u našem estetskom razumevanju, odnosno 
na našoj aistetičkoj svesti našeg bića. Cilj ovog rada je da se preispita ideja “zdravog razuma” 
Aristotela i Kanta, u cilju reorganizacije i reanimacije njihovih uvida i na taj način doprinosu 
“aistetičkom zaokretu” estetike.
Na osnovu uobičajenih verovanja, postoje dva lanca u ideji “zdravog razuma”: aristotelovska ideja 
o nečemu intra-subjektivnom što je zajedničko različitim čulima u jednom pojedincu i ciceronska 
ideja nečega inter-subjektivnog što je zajedničko različitim pojedincima. Za Kantov koncept 
zdravog razuma smatra se da pripada drugom lancu. Za razliku od takvih uverenja, ja tvrdim 
sledeće: prvo, da kod Aristotela već postoji produktivna klica druge vene i, drugo, da Kantova 
estetika vidno nasleđuje aristotelov concept “zdravog razuma”.
Šta je problem u sensus communis u širem smislu je, dakle, naša aistetička svest našeg sopstvenog 
bića i života. U modernoj terminologiji, upravo aistetika garantuje “osećaj realnosti” (Hana Arent 
(Hannah Arendt)) nas i, samim tim, i sveta u kome živimo zajedno sa drugima.

ključne reči: aistetički zaokret estetike, zdrav razum, percepcija percepcije, osećanje života, 
estetsKa svest, Ko-percepcija

ESTETSKO ISKUSTVO U KONTINUUMU PRIRODA–KULTURA. 
BIOLOŠKA DIMENZIJA PRAGMATICKE ESTETIKE
Krystyna Wilkoszewska

Godine 1930. američki pragmatički filozof Džon Djui (John Dewey) uveo je u estetiku relativno 
novu ideju iskustva. Živeći u savremenom vremenu Djui je ponudio ne-modernistički način 
razmišljanja koji posebno u oblasti estetike izgleda kao adekvatniji našem vremenu u poređenju 
sa modernim idejama estetskog doživljaja i autonomije umetnosti. Nakon kratke prezentacije 
Djuieve filozofije estetike želim da pokažem njene unutrašnje dimenzije koje su u potpunosti 
razvijene danas: ekološke, evolucione i transhumanističke tendencije, iskustvo kao interakcija, 
soma i senzualna perspektiva.

ključne reči: pragmatizam, somaestetika, evolucija, životinjska estetika

STANJE ESTETIKE DANAS
Katya Mandoki

U ovom radu moja zalaganja idu u smeru proširenja polje estetike ne samo izvan umetnosti i 
lepote, već i izvan svakodnevne estetike (ili prozaička) fokusirane na ljudsku osećajnost. To 
podrazumeva razmatranje senzibiliteta ili aesthesis u svim živim bićima kako bi se razumela 
beskonačnost bio-estetike. Te je deo ovog izlaganja zoo-estetika. Sve je više dokaza iz dana u dan 
koji potvrđuju postojanje senzibiliteta životinja, sposobnost da stvaraju, imitiraju, iskuse, izlože 
i izraze senzibilitet ili estetski ukus u različitim oblicima, te je teže negirati što više pratimo i 
svedočimo njihovom ponašanju. Štaviše, kako postoje različiti umetnički žanrovi, možemo 
jednako govoriti o sličnim žanrova u zoo-poetici, i to: a) muzički, b)vizualni (i arhitektonski i 
dekorativni), c) dramski, d) plesni.
Da li su ženke zaslepljene od strane muškog slepog miša ili ptičjom pesmom parenja? Da li 
paunice osećaju zadovoljstvo kada ugledaju rep muškog pauna? Kao što Najdžel (Nagel) pita 
‘kako je biti slepi miš?’ Zaista bih volela da znam kako je biti paunica.


