
Discussion

A Case for Kantian Artistic Sublimity: A Re-
sponse to Abaci

Uygar Abaci’s excellent article “Kant’s Justified
Dismissal of Artistic Sublimity” reopens and con-
tributes to the debate concerning the possibility of
Kantian artistic sublimity.1 Abaci argues that gen-
uine instances of an aesthetic judgment of Kan-
tian sublimity cannot be elicited by art, although
we can apply the logical predicate “sublime” to
certain genres in what would constitute a nonaes-
thetic and logical judgment (p. 237). His article
concludes that any attempt to extract a theory
of artistic sublimity from Kant’s text with gen-
uinely Kantian conceptions of sublimity and art
is “bound to fail” (p. 249). Attempting to under-
stand and interpret the sublime on Kant’s own
terms, Abaci is less concerned to evaluate Kant’s
position than to argue that his lack of an account
of artistic sublimity is “theoretically justified”
(p. 237). The way in which a judgment of the sub-
lime is elicited is central to Abaci’s argument. By
“way,” Abaci means the subjectively purposive,
negative, indirect, and free way in which an object
without a purposive form provides the occasion
for the free harmony of reason and imagination
even in their conflict (pp. 241, 248).

Although Kant undoubtedly emphasizes the
natural sublime, I argue that this does not im-
ply that there is no room for artistic sublimity
in the Kantian conceptual framework. I will of-
fer the reasons for my position under three main
headings: the fundamental role of ideas, impure
sublimity, and the conception of art.

i. the fundamental role of ideas

As Abaci recognizes (p. 250n7), several commen-
tators such as Dunham and Kirwan read Kant as

holding that art can elicit the sublime.2 They take
this position because they maintain that the sub-
lime has an ultimately mental character and that
rational ideas play a unique and important role in
the experience. I believe they are correct.

Strictly speaking, an idea of reason, not nature
or art, elicits the sublime. The object is only the
stimulus for the mental movement. An artistic ob-
ject can act as a stimulus to the experience as much
as a natural one. In fact, Abaci notes this: “One
line of thought would be that if what is truly sub-
lime is found in the mind rather than the object
itself, then there is no ultimate ground for dis-
tinguishing between natural and artistic objects”
(p. 239); “It also seems as though this object does
not necessarily have to be natural” (p. 241). He ad-
mits that this “seems to be a tempting idea,” but
claims that it has the drawback of taking objects
of judgments of sublimity in isolation from the
“broader context” to which they belong (p. 239).
This context is nature, which purportedly gives the
experience of the sublime its distinctive character.
However, it seems to beg the question simply to
assert that the objects of judgments of sublimity
must belong to a broader context understood as
nature.

As Abaci acknowledges (p. 239), Kant rejects
the view that nature itself is actually sublime (KU
5:245; §23).3 But, for precisely that reason, Kant
would reject the view that art is sublime. The two
cases stand or fall together. The ideas of reason,
especially moral ideas, incite the experience of the
sublime. We can become explicitly aware of these
ideas in response to art. Artworks can express
moral ideas and move us to reflect imaginatively
on these ideas.

Abaci makes another claim that seems to con-
cede this point about ideas. He notes that for
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Kant even small objects of nature could elicit the
sublime (p. 239). What matters is the perceiving
subject’s vantage point or distance from the ob-
ject and capacity to reflect imaginatively on a ra-
tional idea that the object brings to mind. The
sublime is not a function of the object’s size or
power, this suggests, but of the ideas in the mind.
But if this is so, it seems that art can elicit the
sublime.

ii. impure sublimity

Since ideas are fundamental, how should we con-
ceive of the role they play in the actual act of judg-
ing? I suggest that we need an account of impure
sublimity (on analogy with impure beauty). Abaci
mentions impure sublimity but does not elabo-
rate this notion adequately: “The most we can
get from the Critique is impure, restricted, and
still problematic cases of artistic sublimity, but by
no means a coherent theory” (p. 237). Note that
this claim does not deny the possibility of artis-
tic sublimity. It allows for impure sublimity in re-
sponse to art. Since the latter counts as genuine
sublimity (just as impure beauty counts as gen-
uine beauty), there can be sublimity in response to
art.

Abaci cites (pp. 239–240) important pas-
sages from the “Analytic of the Sublime” (KU
5:252–253; §26) and the “General Remark” (KU
5:270). Kant clarifies that he is using examples of
pure sublimity. I believe Kant begins with these
pure cases for mainly pedagogical reasons. The
parallel with beauty is noteworthy. Recall that im-
pure beauty for Kant is a kind of beauty in which
the judging subject incorporates a notion of the
end of the object into the judgment. Kant starts
off with an explanation of free or pure beauty
but later complicates this with a theory of impure
beauty and an account of rational and aesthetic
ideas. Just as it would be a mistake to focus ex-
clusively on free beauty or to take it as the repre-
sentative kind of beauty, as formalist interpreters
have done, so it would be incorrect not to take
into account dependent or impure sublimity. Like
impure beauty, impure sublimity can be elicited
by natural and artistic objects alike.

Rather than discussing impure sublimity, Abaci
chooses to read a case of the sublime that is
restricted or constrained by concepts as an in-
stance of the sublime “mixed up” with beauty

(p. 243), a notion from the early (1764) Obser-
vations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sub-
lime. But a case of the sublime restricted by con-
cepts would be an instance of impure sublimity,
not the Observations’ magnificent (Prächtig) sub-
lime (Observations 2:209). The pre-Critical mag-
nificent sublime and impure sublimity are quite
different.

How aware of the idea of freedom is the subject
when he judges? Abaci believes that the subject
is consciously or explicitly aware of his freedom
in the experience of the sublime, but this is too
strong a claim. Kant deals with this issue in terms
of a subreption. (Since humanity for Kant involves
and contains the concept of freedom, I assume that
if the judge is explicitly aware of the idea of his
humanity, he is aware of his freedom.) In a subrep-
tion, according to Kant, the subject gives respect to
the object of the judgment of the sublime rather
than to the idea of humanity in his subject (KU
5:257; §27). In my opinion, Kant maintains that
the subreption or error sometimes occurs. It hap-
pens frequently but not always. In fact, Abaci is
inconsistent about whether the subreption never
or sometimes occurs (p. 240; p. 241; p. 250n12).
Nevertheless, I take Abaci’s stated view to be that
freedom is always revealed in the sublime. In my
view, Kant does not hold that there is always a di-
rect realization of one’s freedom during an experi-
ence of the sublime. Abaci’s interpretation makes
the aesthetic experience of the sublime too cogni-
tive and self-reflective regarding one’s freedom.
Abaci seems to hold that if there is an experience
of the sublime, the judge explicitly reflects on his
freedom. But this reading seems too strong. He
also seems to hold that if the judge explicitly re-
flects on his freedom, it is only nature that can
cause this reflection. But this again is dubitable,
for art can incite a judge to reflect on his freedom.
Abaci’s stated view that freedom (or “autonomy”)
is always revealed thus weakens his position. He
relies on too strict a notion of freedom in the sub-
lime. He rejects the sublime in art partly because
he has too narrow an interpretation of the role
of freedom. Finally, his notions of “moral auton-
omy” (p. 241) and freedom are not sufficiently dis-
tinct. Moral autonomy and freedom (the capacity
to act or, alternatively, to be a first cause) are quite
different for Kant. The dynamical sublime could
disclose the capacity to act, but fail to reveal (as
the moral sublime does) the capacity for moral
autonomy.4
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iii. the conception of art

As Abaci notes, the nature–art divide in Kant’s
aesthetics is not as deep as it appears. If nature ac-
tually plays a role in the production of art, Abaci’s
thesis that only nature can elicit the sublime is
dubious, since “nature” might very well elicit the
sublime through art. Abaci does not fully explain
why he rejects artistic sublimity while at the same
time (1) (correctly) questioning the nature–art dis-
tinction in Kant’s aesthetics and (2) holding (again
correctly) that a work of artistic genius is a prod-
uct of nature (p. 243). Both of these views are in
tension with Abaci’s thesis.

There are other problems with his discussion of
art. Abaci mentions a painting of a high mountain
that by means of perceptual illusion evokes a feel-
ing of infinity (p. 247). We are deceived into per-
ceiving it as if it were natural. This picture would
lead us to a perceptual failure accompanied by an
awakening of the idea of infinity or greatness in us.
But this means it would lead to an experience of
the sublime. The example thus supports the case
for artistic sublimity. Indeed, Abaci admits that if
we pretend that we are looking at the depicted
mountain and reconstruct the possible perceptual
effect of it on us, the painting would evoke sub-
limity. Abaci calls this scenario quite “unlikely”
(p. 247), but he admits its possibility. He thus un-
dermines his own position.

Moreover, there are even better examples of
artworks that elicit sublimity. In an interesting pas-
sage in the fifth section (p. 246), Abaci mentions
Frank Stella, Mark Rothko, Barnett Newman, and
other artists (Richard Serra comes to mind) whose
works function as perceptual settings for the sub-
lime. Such works are not imitations and represen-
tations of the natural sublime (as are some works
by Albert Bierstadt, Thomas Cole, and Caspar
David Friedrich). We can refer to the former as
Stella-Serra cases. Instead of representing objects
traditionally deemed sublime, Stella-Serra cases
present or evoke the sublime. Under the right con-
ditions, we can make a judgment of the sublime in
response to these works. Abaci’s supposed prob-
lem with these examples is that the appropriate
combination of visual elements is purposive. The
form of the artwork is so determined as to create
the effect of formlessness on the human percep-
tual makeup (p. 247). But it is unclear how this is a
problem. Consider the parallel case of beauty. The
fact that an artwork, which has a determinate form

and is purposive, is intended by the artist to elicit a
pleasant experience of beauty does not mean that
for Kant we cannot experience its beauty. The ar-
gument from purposiveness is unconvincing.

Abaci’s discussion of Saint Peter’s Basilica also
seems to strengthen my position. As Abaci notes,
Kant mentions the basilica as an example of an ob-
ject that elicits the mathematical sublime (p. 240).
I can look at this intentionally created work of ar-
chitecture as a mere magnitude. I overlook the fact
that it is purposively created. Abaci considers this
possibility, but for some reason backs away from
it: “One may ask whether vast works of art can
be represented as ‘mere magnitudes’ rather than
as objects that bring their ends in themselves, and
this may be what Kant has in mind when giving
examples from architecture for the mathematical
sublime” (p. 240; see also p. 245). Abaci never
shows why we cannot appreciate works of art aes-
thetically as mere magnitudes. Of course, I could
also see the structure as a created, purposive work
rather than a mere magnitude. Indeed, we need
the pure–impure sublimity distinction to help us
understand such cases.

Kant uses presentation/exhibition (Darstel-
lung) and representation (Vorstellung) in key pas-
sages cited by Abaci, but Abaci unfortunately
seems to see little difference between the two
terms (pp. 242, 243, 247). An artwork can represent
the sublime and objects traditionally associated
with the sublime without evoking the sublime. A
Friedrich painting of an iceberg does not always
elicit the sublime in us, even when we can logically
categorize the work as sublime. Such Bierstadt-
Cole-Friedrich cases belong to a genre that we rec-
ognize and can classify as sublime, yet we do not
necessarily make an aesthetic judgment of sublim-
ity when viewing them. Conversely, artworks can
present the sublime (the Stella/Serra cases) with-
out representing objects traditionally considered
sublime. In short, Abaci is wrong to imply that art
must represent the sublime and cannot present it.
What does present mean? Kant’s text supports as-
sociating presentation of the sublime with evoca-
tion. If art presents the sublime, it evokes the sub-
lime; then there is the sublime in art, and Abaci’s
thesis is incorrect. Kant connects a “tumultuous”
movement of the mind, which is another way of
referring to the experience of sublimity, with a
“sublime presentation [Darstellung]” (KU 5:273;
“General Remark”). Kant equates Darstellung
(not Vorstellung) with exhibition (Anthropology
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from a Pragmatic Point of View 7:167; KU First
Introduction 20:220/VII; KU Second Introduction
5:192/VIII). It is unclear how an artist could suc-
cessfully exhibit the sublime without evoking it.
Moreover, we must recall that an object for Kant is
not truly sublime at all. Since the sublime has to do
with a judge’s mental movement, it is hard to see
how the sublime could be presented without being
evoked. The presentation–representation confu-
sion thus has implications for a Kantian account
of the sublime in art. An artwork can present and
evoke the sublime, leading to an aesthetic experi-
ence.

In conclusion, I do not see any good reason to
presuppose that the phenomenology of the artis-
tic sublime is necessarily different from that of the
natural sublime. Abaci’s article assumes that the
responses are qualitatively different. I believe this
is because Abaci believes that a model of the artis-
tic sublime must follow Wicks and Pillow (pp. 246,
251n33), whom he justly criticizes (p. 244).4 But we
need not draw a parallel between sublimity and ge-
nius or make connections between aesthetic and
rational ideas as Wicks and Pillow do. We do not
have to propose a new or distinct phenomenology
of the experience of the artistic sublime, as Abaci
assumes. Despite Abaci’s acute examination of the
possibility of artistic sublimity, it remains to be
shown why the fact that the aesthetic object, the
artwork, is produced by an artist necessarily limits
the capacity of that object to evoke the sublime. A
work of art can elicit a feeling structurally the same
as what we experience in an engagement with the
sublime in nature. Art can elicit the sublime for
Kant.
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Artistic Sublime Revisited: Reply to Robert
Clewis

I am thankful to Professor Clewis for his com-
ments on my article “Kant’s Justified Dismissal
of Artistic Sublimity.”1 There I argue that the ab-
sence of an account of artistic sublimity in the
Critique of the Power of Judgment is not a trivial
gap in the architectonic of the book, but rather a
theoretically significant one.2 The way Kant con-
structs the concepts of sublimity and art leads to
certain problems that leave no room for a coher-
ent theory of artistic sublimity in Kant’s critical
aesthetics, but perhaps only a set of impure cases.
I raise three such fundamental problems: (i) Kant
specifically takes nature as the broader context of
objects that elicit the sublime; (ii) artworks are ir-
reducibly purposive objects whose forms and mag-
nitudes are determined by human ends; (iii) Kant
thinks that art ought to represent whatever it rep-
resents beautifully. So anyone with a claim to a
Kantian theory of artistic sublimity has to present
us with a convincing explanation of the absence of
an actual account in Kant’s text, address the prob-
lems I raise, and take on the burden of a positive
account that is able to explain our aesthetic re-
sponse to purportedly sublime artworks in terms
of judgments of sublimity as Kant understands
them.

Clewis’s response to my article neither provides
an explanation of this gap in the Critique nor ad-
dresses the problems I raise. It rather presents a
set of arguments for a positive account of artistic
sublimity. I believe my article considers most of
these arguments. Here I will try to state my posi-
tion on them more clearly. For an easier compar-
ative read, I will adopt the structure that Clewis
uses in his response.
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i. the fundamental role of ideas

Clewis first argues for the insignificance of the ob-
ject in the experience of the sublime, emphasizing
the “ultimately mental character” of this experi-
ence and the important role of rational ideas in
it. He writes: “strictly speaking, an idea of reason,
not nature or art, elicits the sublime. The object
is only the stimulus for the mental movement”
(p. 167). This is, however, not quite accurate. An
idea of reason is not what elicits the experience of
the sublime but it is what is revealed through it.
Clewis gives the impression that the sublime is a
completely introspective experience elicited and
executed by the ideas of reason, and he thereby
overlooks its indispensable perceptual aspect.
Kant insists that in the experience of the sublime
our ideas of reason, that is, infinity or moral free-
dom, are revealed as a result of the failed percep-
tual efforts of our power of imagination to com-
prehend the magnitude or power of the object in
question. Therefore, the argument for the insignif-
icance of the object does not work.

Without explaining what he takes to be the
difference between the two notions, Clewis ex-
presses the view that experience of the sublime
is “elicited” by ideas of reason, while it is merely
“stimulated” by objects. I am not entirely sure
what he has in mind here, but it appears to me that
Clewis sees a connection between that view and
“objective subreption.” According to Kant, what
is truly sublime is not the object itself, but the idea
of reason called to mind through our experience
of that object. From this, Clewis, like Kirwan and
Dunham, too easily concludes that whether the
object is natural or artistic is irrelevant in stimu-
lating the sublime.

As Clewis notes, I reject this argument on the
ground that it isolates objects from their broader
contexts. Although Clewis claims that I “simply
assert” that in the case of the sublime, this con-
text must be nature, and that this begs the ques-
tion, the relevance of the context of the object is
perhaps the most important of the problems my
article raises for any account of artistic sublimity.
Briefly, I argue that the distinctive feature of the
Kantian sublime is its being a revelation of hu-
man rational (cognitive and moral) freedom from
(and superiority over) sensible nature. Since this
is not a revelation that we reach through any re-
flection on freedom, but rather an eventual reve-
lation unexpectedly following the initial feeling of

displeasure, an intimidation for the insignificance
of our sensible existence, elicited by a sensible ob-
ject, nature should be understood as the context
to which this object belongs. Therefore the fact of
objective subreption does not render the object
insignificant, nor does it undermine the relevance
of its context. On the contrary, it makes it all the
more explicit that the sublime, with both of its
negative and positive phases, reflects the contrast
between our rationality and sensible nature.

ii. impure sublimity

Clewis also claims that an account of “impure sub-
limity” is needed in Kant’s aesthetic theory. But
the way he motivates this claim seems odd: “Since
the ideas are fundamental, how should we con-
ceive of the role they play in the actual act of
judging? I suggest that we need an account of im-
pure sublimity (on analogy with impure beauty)”
(p. 168). Clewis is misled by the view that ideas of
reason ground judgments of sublimity and thinks
that such involvement of ideas in the sublime ren-
ders it impure. He has in mind the allegedly ana-
logical case of “impure” or adherent beauty where
the judgment is grounded upon a concept of what
the object ought to be rather than its mere form. I
already argued that ideas of reason do not ground
or elicit judgments of sublimity but are revealed,
or if the subreption is to be disclosed, judged to
be sublime, through judgments of sublimity. Thus
the role of ideas of reason in the sublime is not re-
ally analogous to that of the concepts in adherent
beauty. Besides, if Clewis is right, then all cases
of the sublime must be deemed impure because
the involvement of ideas of reason is a definitive
feature of the Kantian sublime.

Apparently, Clewis wants to argue that some
account of impure sublimity would accommodate
the artistic sublime. He asserts that “like impure
beauty, impure sublimity can be elicited by natu-
ral and artistic objects alike,” but he does not pro-
vide a positive explanation of how this is possible
(p. 168).

However, as Clewis observes, my article leaves
the door open for the possibility of impure sub-
limity. I also find Clewis’s suggestion of an anal-
ogy with adherent beauty worth considering as a
starting point, if, of course, we put aside his un-
fortunate allusion to the involvement of the ideas
of reason and reconstruct the analogy on the right
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basis. What makes an adherent beauty adherent?
The presupposition of a concept of what the ob-
ject ought to be in the judging of its beauty (§16,
5:229). Those passages from the “Analytic of the
Sublime” (§26, 5:252–253) and the “General Re-
mark” (5:270), where Kant states that he chooses
his examples from pure cases of sublimity, confirm
that the free–adherent or pure–impure distinction
applies to all aesthetic judgments. Thus, an impure
judgment of sublimity would be one that is based
on a concept of the object’s end or purpose. Now,
this framework conception of impure sublimity
makes one thing clear. If there is to be (a judg-
ment of) artistic sublimity, it is necessarily impure,
because artworks are irreducibly objectively pur-
posive.

Yet there are two points to be made here. First,
it is still curious that Kant does not continue his
discussion of the sublime with an account of im-
pure sublimity. Though Clewis implies that it is
there, the textual parallel with impure beauty does
not really exist. Second, and more importantly,
an account of impure sublimity would accommo-
date the artistic sublime if the only problem with
the latter were the objective purposiveness in art-
works. There are other problems to be addressed.
Kant’s conception of art as beautiful representa-
tion is one such problem, for it both renders the
artistic representation of even the sublime mixed
up with beauty and further complicates the idea
of a judgment of artistic sublimity. Contrary to
Clewis’s suggestion, here I am not only talking
a type of sublime such as the “magnificent sub-
lime,” which could be observed in nature as well
as in art, but I am raising the more basic question
of the sublimity of art given Kant’s insistence that
art ought to represent beautifully.

Clewis finds my interpretation of the sublime
“too cognitive and self-reflective regarding one’s
freedom,” because he thinks I lay too much em-
phasis on the awakening of one’s awareness of her
freedom in the experience of the sublime (p. 168).
But this is not an entirely fair criticism. I suggest
that the discovery of one’s freedom in the sublime
cannot always be as explicit as Kant describes it,
and that to claim such explicit consciousness of
the subreption for the subject would be analogous
to claiming that we are constantly aware of the
pure subjectivity of space and time in our ordi-
nary cognitive experience.3 But one should note
that Kant is giving a theoretical account of what he
thinks is happening in a certain kind of aesthetic

experience. The fact that the actual subject may
have only a tacit awareness of her mental move-
ments does not undermine the validity of Kant’s
theoretical account.

iii. the conception of art

Clewis offers two main suggestions regarding the
conception of art to support his view that there is
room for artistic sublimity in Kant’s aesthetics.

First, he suggests that if genius is “a product of
nature,” then nature can be thought of as eliciting
the sublime through the art of genius. This is a sug-
gestion that I consider in my discussion of Kant’s
theory of genius as a place where some scholars
look for room for artistic sublimity.4 Broadly put,
my view is that it is true that Kant’s theory of
genius blurs the nature–art divide, but there are
still fundamental differences between our appre-
ciation of the work of genius and our experience of
the sublime, particularly with respect to the func-
tion of imagination and the role of ideas.

Second, Clewis refers to those nonrepresenta-
tional artworks that are designed to be the right
perceptual settings for eliciting the sublime, the
so-called Stella-Serra cases. In my article I argue
that judgments on these cases would have to be
impure on account of the fact that they are objec-
tively purposive (or contrapurposive). Although
these works do not give the viewer a concept of
what they are meant to be in the way the repre-
sentational artworks do, they are still intentionally
designed for the purpose of doing violence to the
viewer’s imagination.

Clewis recognizes the purposiveness inherent
in Stella-Serra cases, which means he should rec-
ognize that this makes them at best impurely sub-
lime. I understand Clewis to be making two points
about the problem of objective purposiveness.
First, he suggests that it is in fact not a problem,
because the existence of artistic intentions does
not prevent us from experiencing artistic beauty.
Then, he recourses to the possibility of perceiving
artworks as “mere magnitudes” rather than pur-
posively crafted objects, a possibility that I raise in
my article and dismiss as untenable. I will briefly
address these two points in reverse order.

Clewis points out that my article does not ex-
plicitly show why we cannot appreciate artworks
as mere magnitudes. I take the explanation to be
straightforward, however: even if it is supposed
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that we can abstract ourselves from our aware-
ness of what the object in question is and perceive
it as a mere magnitude, we will not be appreciat-
ing an artwork anymore. According to Kant, our
awareness of an artwork as such is a prerequisite
for our aesthetic appreciation of art (§45, 5:306).

The first point is a fair one. But still, we should
not rely too much on the imperfect parallel with
the case of artistic beauty. The experience of the
sublime is neither a merely mental (rational) nor
a merely perceptual (imaginative) experience, but
a successive mixture of both. I hold that artworks
can meet the perceptual criteria of the sublime.
For with the right magnitude, form, and vantage
point, any object can create the effect of formless-
ness by stretching our power of imagination be-
yond its capacity of comprehension. But although
this perceptual operation is necessary for the over-
all experience of the sublime, it is not sufficient.
Taking the perceptual qualities of the Stella-Serra
cases to be sufficient for our aesthetic responses
to them to be judgments of sublimity would leave
out the pleasant, mental component of the expe-
rience of the sublime and diminish it to a mere
perceptual procedure. The sublime is an aesthetic
experience with strong intellectual implications,
such as the contrast between humanity and nature
and the rational freedom of the former from the
latter. The character of the object has to be rele-
vant to the reconstruction of this contrast. Neither
every reflection on the ideas of infinity and moral
freedom nor every stretching of our imagination
beyond its capacity are necessarily experiences of
the sublime. Clewis is inconsistent in his formula-
tions of the composition of the experience of the
sublime. In the first part of his response, he em-
phasizes only the rational component and argues
for the unimportance of the object of perception
in the sublime. Now, regarding the Stella-Serra
cases, he seems to consider only the perceptual
component as sufficient for the sublime.

Finally, Clewis introduces a distinction be-
tween “presentation” (Darstellung) and “rep-
resentation” (Vorstellung), claiming that this
distinction will help a Kantian account of artistic
sublimity. He argues that an artwork can present
or evoke the sublime without representing the
sublime. He criticizes me for not recognizing the
distinction and suggests that I am “wrong to imply
that art must represent the sublime and cannot
present it” (p. 169). This is an unfair suggestion if

not a profound misunderstanding of my argument.
I raise reservations for the possibility of artworks
evoking judgments of sublimity in the sense Kant
outlines in the “Analytic of the Sublime.” Yet I
never imply that if art is to evoke the sublime, it
must do so through the representation of the sub-
lime. Despite Kant’s narrow conception of art as
beautiful representation, I also consider the possi-
bility of nonrepresentational forms of art, that is,
Stella-Serra cases, evoking the sublime, in addition
to various possible artistic representations of the
sublime. I argue against art’s ability to evoke judg-
ments of sublimity in general and do not restrict
evocation to representation. Clewis’s distinction
does not bring anything new to the discussion in
his favor.

The Kantian sublime is a special type of aes-
thetic experience carefully defined as involv-
ing distinctive phenomenological and intellectual
components. The fact that Kant’s only account of
the sublime exclusively takes objects of nature as
eliciting this experience is theoretically suggestive.
The sublime has a crucial role for Kant’s ultimate
ethical ambitions of demonstrating human ratio-
nal superiority over nature and thereby the real-
izability of human ends in nature. If we stretch
Kant’s conception of the sublime too much and
overlook its distinctive features in order to have a
broader application, it loses its philosophical force
and crucial role in Kant’s project.
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