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Öz 
Sanatsal değerin Yapay Zeka (YZ) varlığındaki tek boyutlu çerçevesi, Immanuel Kant’ın “çıkar 
gözetmeyen estetik yargı” anlayışı doğrultusunda bu kuramsal-felsefi çalışmada incelenmiştir. 
Çalışmanın temel amacı bir sanat eserinin estetik değerinin kökenine, insan ya da algoritma 
kaynaklı oluşuna, bağlı olmadığını göstermektir. Ampirik araştırmalar yürütmek yerine, çalışma 
mantık eleştirisine dayanmakta ve Kant’ın Yargı Gücünün Eleştirisi adlı eserinin bazı bölümlerini 
YZ tarafından üretilen sanat eserleriyle birlikte analiz ederek sonuçlara ulaşmaktadır. “Çıkar 
gözetmeme”, “amaçsız amaçlılık” ve “kavrama dayanmayan evrensellik” gibi önemli Kantçı 
kavramlar, estetik yargı çerçevesinde yaratıcılık ve niyeti önemsizleştiren yaklaşımı 
meşrulaştırmak üzere yeniden tanımlanmaktadır. İnsan dışı oluşları nedeniyle YZ sanatını 
eleştiren görüşlerin, Kantçı estetik perspektiften bakıldığında geçerliliğini tamamen yitirdiği 
ortaya konmaktadır. Çalışma soyut biçimin kendisinin ve gözlemci zihni üzerindeki etkisinin, 
estetik yargı için yeterli olduğunu öne sürmekte; böylece yaratıcının kim olduğuna bakılmaksızın 
sanatsal değeri kapsayıcı bir yaklaşımla değerlendirmektedir. 
 
Anahtar kelimeler 
yapay zeka, kant felsefesi, sanat felsefesi, yapay zeka sanatı, görsel sanatlar 
 
 
Öne çıkanlar 
• Sanat eserinin estetik değeri, üreticisinin insan ya da yapay zeka olmasıyla değil, biçimsel 

özelliklerinin gözlemci üzerindeki etkisiyle belirlenir. 
• Kant’ın “çıkar gözetmeyen yargı” anlayışı, yapay zeka tarafından üretilen sanatın estetik 

değerlendirilmesi için uygun bir felsefi temeli oluşturur. 
• Yapay zeka sanatının “sanatçı dehası” ve “yaratım süreci” kavramlarını sorgulaması, estetik yargının 

odağını üretimden biçimsel yapıya yönlendirir. 
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Abstract 
This theory-philosophical study explores the notion of artistic value in the context of artificial 
intelligence (AI) through Immanuel Kant’s concept of “disinterested aesthetic judgment.” It argues 
that the aesthetic value of an artwork is independent of its origin, whether human-made or 
algorithmically generated. Rather than empirical data, the research relies on a logical critique and 
close reading of Kant’s Critique of Judgment in conjunction with AI-generated art. Key Kantian 
ideas such as disinterestedness, purposiveness without purpose, and universality without a 
concept are reinterpreted to support the view that authorship and intention are irrelevant to 
aesthetic judgment. From this perspective, critiques of AI art based on its non-human origin lose 
validity. The study concludes that an artwork’s abstract form and its effect on the viewer’s 
cognitive faculties are sufficient grounds for aesthetic appreciation, offering a universal and 
author-independent model for evaluating artistic merit. 
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Highlights 
• The aesthetic value of an artwork is determined not by whether it is created by a human or artificial 

intelligence but by the impact of its formal qualities on the observer. 
• Kant’s concept of “disinterested judgment” provides a solid philosophical basis for the aesthetic 

evaluation of AI-generated art. 
• AI art’s challenge to the notions of “artistic genius” and “creative process” redirects the focus of 

aesthetic judgment from production to formal structure. 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4803-7999
https://doi.org/10.46372/arts.1714896


Kantçı estetikle yapay zekâ sanatının değerlendirilmesi 

arts.artuklu.edu.tr | 2025 | Ekim | 15. sayı 

169 

Introduction 

 

The ongoing developments in AI technologies are radically transforming boundaries of 
“art”. Visual art created by AI systems now feature in galleries, contests, and online 
stores, which raises new issues concerning the creator, innovation and significance of 
art. Such progress refutes traditional standards of beauty, most of which are grounded 
in the constellations of human self-concerned impulses, sentiment expressiveness, or the 
sociological context of a biological artistic etiology. It has been suggested that the 
discourse surrounding AI-generated imagery and its classification as art lacks the 
nuance characteristic of traditional artistic media. This point is underscored in the 
observation: “The discourse around the classification of AI-generated imagery as art is 
currently somewhat homogeneous, lacking the more nuanced aspects that would apply 
to more traditional modes of artistic media production” (Smith & Cook, 2023, p. 1).  

In this light, Kant's theory of indifferent aesthetic appreciation/disinterested aesthetic 
judgment provides an applicable framework. This research investigates if the imposed 
limits of Kantian aesthetics, particularly in his Critique of Judgment (1790), can best be 
perceived as analyzing the value of beauty in artworks constructed through algorithms 
rather than human intellect. “Everyone must admit that a judgement about beauty, in 
which the least interest mingles, is very partial and is not a pure judgement of taste” 
(Kant, 1914, p. 47). This principle shows that aesthetic judgments rest on disinterested 
contemplation, independent of both the creator’s identity and the object’s intended 
purpose. The defining research question is the ontological significance, or insignificance, 
of the creative action in relation to the beauty value of the piece of art. More specifically, 
does it make a difference as to whether a piece of art is produced by an individual or by 
an artificial intelligence if both elicit the same appreciation from the viewer? In Kantian 
terms, can we claim that beauty, as perceived through disinterested aesthetic judgment, 
is autonomous from the object's origin or intended purpose? 

The essence of the study seeks to justify the argument that the aesthetic value does not 
stem from the creator’s identity/ intention but the formal attributes of a work of art and 
its ability to provide universal, disinterested pleasure. This follows Kant’s “purposiveness 
without purpose” and the assertion that true aesthetic appreciation occurs devoid of 
concepts, wants, or interests. The significance of this inquiry is to change how we think 
about art and creativity with emerging technologies. By evaluating the art generated by 
AI using a formalist Kantian approach, the study attempts to offer a non-human centered 
paradigm of aesthetic value that goes beyond the human/non-human distinction. This 
research is more conceptual than empirical. It does not incorporate the analysis of 
statistical data or audience surveys, but rather offers close readings of texts on Kant and 
contemporary discussions on AI-generated art. The study is guided by the following 
questions: What is the application of disinterested judgment as proposed by Kant in AI 
generated works? Can Kantian aesthetics provide a rational basis for evaluating artworks 
that lack human intention or emotional investment? And finally, what are the 



Evaluating AI art through Kantian aesthetics 

arts.artuklu.edu.tr | 2025 | October | Issue 15 

170 

implications of Kant's aesthetic theory for redefining the criteria of artistic legitimacy in 
the age of intelligent machines? 

 

Methodology 

 

In this study, a critical philosophical approach has been applied, derived from a close 
reading of Kant’s Critique of Judgment, and articulated in relation to the contemporary 
problem of AI-generated art. The analysis proceeds by: 

1. Investigating the aesthetic debate, particularly the issues of mechanical 
reproduction and the corresponding AI issues concerning the visual arts. 

2. Analyzing the disputes over the concepts of Disinterestedness, purposiveness 
without a purpose, universality without a concept, and the reason for such 
supporting arguments so strongly. 

3. Showing the application of the arguments of AI generated art within the 
framework of the Kantian aesthetic and how on the basis of these principles, 
aesthetic judgment can be made irrespective of authorship, origin, or the process 
of creation. 

4. Defending why the process of creation should have no bearing on the aesthetic 
value and possible dissenting arguments concerning the relevance of such 
aesthetic position from the Kantian perspective. 

This focus approaches the artwork as masterfully created and mechanically reproduced 
works to emphasize internal formal properties as ontologically independent from 
everything external, thus creating a coherent framework to challenges concerning 
evaluating art in a world of fast emergent technologies. 

 

Findings and discussion 

 

The shifting sands of aesthetic judgment in the age of AI 

 

Throughout history, the value of artwork has always been associated with different 
attributes like an “aura” Suffused around the creator, their unparalleled brilliance, or the 
extraordinary framework of history within which a piece is created (Smakic, 2025, p. 185). 
In The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction, Walter Benjamin (1969) argued 
that the mechanical reproduction of artworks strips them of their “aura,” or the sense of 
authenticity bound to the temporality and spatiality of the object. This perspective 
separates the artwork from handcraft-based production and redefines its aesthetic value 
within a mechanized context. The essay examined the socio-economic realities of society 
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and sought to predict the future evolution of capitalism, stating that unlike manual 
reproduction, mechanical reproduction enhances precision in mass production. A work 
of art, according to Benjamin, possesses unique aesthetic authority, known as “aura.” 
However, a mechanically produced copy lacks this quality and thus alters the original’s 
cultural context, which, Benjamin argues, diminishes the original’s aesthetic value. The 
creation of AI technologies capable of generating visual works of art poses a serious 
challenge to traditional theories of aesthetics. The striking complexity and creativity 
found in AI-generated images forces one to reconsider long-standing ideas of art and 
beauty, especially regarding the figure of the artist, the concept of imagination (whether 
it be generative or algorithmic), and artistic valuation.  

Discussions on the phenomenon of AI art usually oscillate between understanding it as a 
simple instrument versus one that radically transforms the understanding of creativity 
and production (Silbey, 2025, p. 1231). The qualities of AI art’s repeatability and lack of an 
“original” directly oppose Benjamin's “aura”. This conflict underlines an important gap in 
basic aesthetic theories reliant on some form of origin or distinct identity. For AI art to 
be approached with an aesthetic focus, less of these extrinsic determinants is required. 
This need drives aesthetic investigation towards formalism, wherein the basis of the 
evaluation becomes the work itself, and not its creation. This is advantageous for Kant, 
who, contrary to a judgment of aesthetics, drew consideration of such factors detached 
from reality. This development suggests that the rise of AI art is not merely a 
technological disruption but a philosophical impetus, prompting a fundamental shift in 
aesthetic discourse towards object-centric or formalist models, thereby granting 
renewed relevance to Kantian aesthetics. However, from a Heideggerian perspective, the 
perception of art is tied to an understanding of its creation context. It has been suggested 
that “our perception of art depends on our understanding of the context of its creation: 
human-made art is experienced as an interplay between the artist and nature” (Kraatz & 
Xie, 2023, p. 235). This interplay is either absent or minimized in AI-generated art. 

This article states that beauty pre-exists in the formal qualities of an artwork and is 
independent of the conditions which gave rise to the conditions including the work, 
whether through human or AI interaction, the intention of the maker, or the identity of 
the maker. Kant’s theory of disinterested aesthetic judgment provides the specific, 
strongest philosophical structure for explaining this autonomy, or outline “vertical” 
logic, in heretofore unexamined details in his Critique of Judgment (1790) (Kerimov, 2019). 
In Kant’s theory, the point of emphasis is the value imparted by an object in appreciation, 
which is completely detached from any practical interest or determinate concept, and is 
almost universally valid, supports the argument for the absence of a creative process 
concerning its aesthetic value (Dalton, 2015). The aim of the research presented here is to 
demonstrate that Kant's theory of disinterested aesthetic judgment is the most logical 
and sound of all other theories in regard to artistic value, especially with AI-generated 
art, by advanced arguing that process of creation is ontologically unrelated to intrinsic 
beauty. In order to do so, the following hypotheses need to be answered: 

1. How does Kant's concept of “disinterestedness” fundamentally detach 
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aesthetic judgment from an object's origin, purpose, or creative process? 

2. In what ways do Kant's related concepts, “purposiveness without purpose” 
and “universality without a concept”, reinforce the autonomy of formal 
beauty? 

3. How can a Kantian formalist perspective be applied to AI-generated art to 
evaluate its aesthetic merit, sidestepping traditional debates about 
authorship and aura? 

4. What philosophical justifications, rooted in Kantian thought, support the 
argument that the creative process is ontologically irrelevant to the aesthetic 
value of the final work, and how can common counterarguments be addressed 
within this framework. 

 

Kant’s theory of disinterested aesthetic judgment: a foundational analysis 

By redirecting the focus of aesthetic inquiry from an object’s intrinsic properties to its 
“subject who judges and reflects” (Liu, 2025), Kant underwent a paradigm shift regarding 
an object’s aesthetic consideration or appreciation. Having called it an aesthetic 
“Copernican turn”, Graben (2024) explains that while the starting point of aesthetic 
judgment stems from subjective sentiment of pleasurable feeling, it simultaneously 
“claims universal validity”. Taste leads to a feeling that is not cognitive or logical and 
hence, governed by aesthetic subjectivity. The key tension that needed address was how 
the pleasure of aesthetics could simultaneously be subjective and, externally validated. 
His answer is in the framework of the imagination and understanding, and the “free play” 
of human faculties and their cognitive structures (Palmer, 2008). To the extent that all 
rational beings possess these faculties, there is freedom in their use when engaging with 
attractive forms: the subjective pleasure that results from this interplay may be 
communicable, albeit not with a predetermined concept, and still be granted universality. 
These do not objectively stem from the properties of an object, but rather the inherent 
structure of humanity’s a priori cognition. The framework applies directly to AI art 
because it provides a basis to evaluate any artwork across the board, free from the 
considerations of intent and consciousness, rather calculating the degree of investment 
into the mental faculties of the human alongside the work’s free play. This enables 
aesthetic discussion that is fundamentally greater than the man and machine.  

The underlining premise of Kant’s aesthetic argument rests upon the idea of 
“disinterested pleasure”. Aesthetic pleasure unlike pleasure from the agreeable (personal 
satisfaction) or from the good (utility or moral value), does not concern itself with any 
“interest” regarding the object’s existence, usefulness, or its purpose. The concept of the 
good is described as “whatever by means of reason pleases through the mere concept,” 
further explained as follows: “In both [good for something and good in itself] there is 
always involved the concept of a purpose, and consequently the relation of reason to the 
(at least possible) volition, and thus a satisfaction in the presence of an object or an action, 
i.e., some kind of interest” (Kant, 1914, p. 50). This distinction highlights why AI art, which 
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exists outside of a human-centric concept of purpose or utility, requires a different 
evaluative framework. Interest deem it as the pleasure blend notion of existence 
representation and connection to desire (Daniels, 2008).  

For a judgment of taste to be pure, there a maintaining indifference to the object in 
concern, and the practical society surrounding it. This indifference is necessary for 
universal communicability and claim objective validation. Moreover, eulogised aesthetic 
judgement disregards conceptual content to be grounded in determinate concept of what 
the object ought to be or what its purpose is (Liu, 2025). Had such a notion been engaged, 
the course of reasoning would shift from aesthetic to cognitive or teleological. Aesthetic 
appreciation is mostly misapprehended as a lack of interest. In this regard, Kantian 
disinterest is a far more active stance and refers to a position that “peels away” all 
personal motives and objectives, along with moral, historical, and functional concerns. 
Even in regard to the object’s origin and function, focus is restricted to the form as it is 
perceived. This vivid abstraction goes as far as deeming the aesthetic judgment free of 
peculiar personal influences. This energetic straining is exactly what enables the 
assessment to assert universality. In the case of art produced by an AI, this kind of 
passivity allows consideration of the so-called disinterest of the creator circumventing 
the so-called explanatory vacuum of a machine's creation. By claiming that the only 
relevant judgment is one that prioritizes detachment from the object of consideration 
and the intent of the creator, the absence of human intelligence or conventional artistic 
struggle in AI diminishes its impact on the assessment. Attention is limited to the 
attributes of the artwork and the impact they produce through cognitive processes.  

One of the most striking contradictions in Kant's reasoning about beauty is 
“purposiveness without a purpose” (Zweckmäßigkeit ohne Zweck). That idea captures 
the distinctive peculiarities of a beautifully crafted object: the object appears to be 
constructed or ordered for a particular purpose, specific and ascertainable, never actually 
can be assigned to it (Dalton, 2015). This idea is crucial within the broader framework of 
Kant’s philosophy. The notion of “purposiveness without purpose” can be interpreted as 
a precursor to a more expansive, posthumanist understanding of art, best described as a 
practice of “world-making rather than just representational” (Zylinska, 2014, p. 105). This 
perspective helps to apply Kant's abstract ideas to contemporary art practices and 
highlights the artwork's role in actively shaping our understanding of reality, rather than 
merely reflecting it. The understanding is directed toward regularities and order, while 
freely synthesizes the sensory manifold. Their spontaneous accord brings pleasure 
(Graben, 2024). Balance is a subjective purposiveness experienced by the observer, not an 
objective characteristic residing in the object’s external purpose. The “form of 
purposiveness,” on the one hand, can be found in the subjective play of the faculties and 
on the other, in the objective shape of the object. Both of them give rise to a constraining 
“spatial disruption” which eludes definition, pointing towards a cause (purpose) that 
remains elusive. This idea is crucial in the broad framework of Kant's philosophy. It is 
located as a middle term between the free world of moral agency and the determined 
world of nature. The aesthetic judgment is isomorphic with a hinting order which 
resonates, albeit in a non-deterministic way, with our cognitive powers and posits non-
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conceptual ideas that are devoid of a particular notion (Ostaric, 2019). For AI art, this 
enables us to perceive the world as something that possesses meaning which lies beyond 
scientific explanation or any moral order prescribed. So, in art produced by AI, even in 
the absence of conscious intention in the human sense, the algorithm's output can exhibit 
intention in a formal sense, which can be appreciated and critiqued at the level of genuine 
aesthetics.  

The judgment pertains to the response of a given form of art on the rational powers of a 
person or society rather than the response which is perceived as emanating from the 
intent which is woven in the programming. The lack of relevance of the creation of an 
object is further asserted and is profoundly shaped by the form itself; the object, as 
appreciated, is detached from the intentional genesis imposed upon it. Aesthetic 
judgments tend to be “without a concept” and “universality”. Therefore, while there is no 
rule or concept that logically defines what beauty is, the enjoyment that comes with 
beauty is, however, reasonably expected, particularly from all rational beings. This 
expectation of universal communicability relies on a presupposition of a “common sense” 
(sensus communis). The “common sense” here is not an empirical communal sense based 
on experiences, but rather the transcendental possibility of communally shared aesthetic 
experience. It is based on the fact that every human being has the same basic faculties of 
cognition (imagination and understanding) that function, when confronted with beauty, 
in harmony, collaboratively and complementarily, free play.  

Although the universality of aesthetic judgment is based subjectively, relating to feelings, 
the distinctly normative demand accompanying it is: “everyone should agree” (Palmer, 
2008). The “ought” here is not a logical assumption that is taken from a concept. Instead, 
it is a necessary premise for the existence of aesthetic communication where shared taste 
can be presupposed. This means that although aesthetic judgment can be described as 
deficient in objective scientific reasoning, it is certainly not arbitrary. The judgment does 
point to a shared fundamental human aesthetic sensibility. This normative component 
becomes essential for forming valid aesthetic arguments about AI art. Should a piece of 
AI art trigger the “free play” of cognitive powers and disinterested satisfaction, it will be 
regarded, with good reason, as beautiful in a universal sense. This evaluative statement 
subsequently involves a normative claim which demands consensus from other people, 
irrespective of whether the artwork is AI generated or not. This is how the art produced 
by artificial intelligence integrates into a system of absolute aesthetics.  

For AI-generated art, the considerations of aesthetic judgement need to be broader. 
Unlike other claims of beauty, here, Kant states that the “sublime design” and “having 
endured tremendous agony while crafting a work” clearly does nothing to justify 
aesthetic value. Observers elicit beauty as a product of formal unity and self-contained 
wholeness of harmonious elements of an artwork. He preserves the artist's persona, 
personal stakes, and even the techniques of the artist's actual execution as “objects of 
interest” which cannot, in their essence, exclude themselves from appeal and thus by 
definition are void from pure aesthetic judgement. The pure judgment of taste regarding 
the object with determinate internal purpose could only be pure if the judge did not 
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possess any idea of that purpose, or otherwise abstracted from that purpose consciously 
during judgement. There is the “genius” of the artist, defined by Kant as a person with a 
“natural gift” who “gives the rule to art,” but the self-description or scientific indication 
of the methods they use to bring their creations into being is something emulated 
geniuses will never disclose.  

There is implicit logic which is not instructions but a “rule” contained within art that 
must be deciphered from it. An artist works with a notion of a creative will, not a totalized 
notion of a concrete object that closes off free exercise of the faculties (Clewis, 2023). 
Kant's idea of “blind genius,” or the artist who, for all their imaginative power, cannot 
explain the logic governing the creation of their work, has a striking philosophical 
counterpart in the “black box” problem of modern AI systems. If the most sophisticated 
human creativity is unable to be exercised fully in the freedom of self-reflective 
awareness of its processes, then the question of architecture of AI, devoid of “intention,” 
“skill,” and “struggle,” starts becoming less of a philosophical problem in regard to beauty. 
It turns to the other side, where the shift is from creation to the ability of the created 
object to provide nonpartisan satisfaction and activate thinking. This shift neutralizes 
arguments waged against AI art that invoke its non-human derivation, or lack of 
humanitarian perceivable intent. It demonstrates that, even within a traditional 
philosophical framework of human artistic creation, the specific details of the creative 
process are ultimately secondary to the aesthetic effect of the artwork itself. 

 

A Kantian formalist reading of AI-generated art 

The process of generating images using AI involves advanced deep learning techniques 
that blend basic formal components such as color, line, texture, composition, perspective, 
and geometry in a strategic manner. A new formalism approach focuses on 
“computational formalism,” where the formal elements are analyzed using a computer 
while almost entirely ignoring other contextual elements. Vision-based machine learning 
systems, for example, operate with a lower level of abstraction which entails dealing with 
individual pixels and measuring attributes such as color, brightness, contrast, edge 
definition, and texture (Wasielewski, 2023). Some learning algorithms, like generative 
adversarial networks (GANs), are tailored for data generation by accurately learning and 
reproducing intricate formal structures, which expressive AI specializes in, from 
abundant training data. In aesthetics, AI and deep learning models emphasizing 
generative approaches are taught to reason like humans using design principles rooted 
in the Kantian view centered on the “form of purposiveness” and the “harmony of its 
manifold to form a unity” as a formal object to produce consideration pleasing art. These 
models are built to manipulate and create the formal components of images that include 
pixels, lines, colors, and other graphic elements. This direct, often decontextualized, 
manipulation of formal properties, independent of external narrative or utilitarian 
purpose, makes AI art an ideal subject for Kantian formalist analysis. In a manner that 
unlike human art, which is typically burdened with historical and narrative elements, 
may never accomplish as purely, Kantian thought centers on form. This connection 
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implies that AI art is not simply at odds with formalist aesthetic theory, but rather in 
some respects embodies a more pure form of beauty as Kant would imagine. It avoids the 
controversies surrounding AI's “soul” or “humanity” by concentrating on what can be 
empirically validated and perceptibly appreciated, neatly sidestepping considerations 
regarding the “soul” or “humanity” of AI works. This focus not only offers a new way to 
evaluate AI-generated art but also provides a unique opportunity to deepen the 
understanding of human aesthetics. It has been noted that “computational aesthetics 
help us improve understanding of human aesthetic perception” (Arbiza Goenaga, 2020, 
p. 54). 

From Kant's perspective, the nature cannot be considered human is irrelevant when it 
comes to the object of wonder and admiration; therefore, AI artworks can be regarded as 
indisputably comparable to human creations in terms of aesthetics. If an image produced 
by an AI system provokes l' intérêt désintéressé, which means disinterested pleasure that 
stems only from the image’s structure and not from any other interests, by Kantian 
terms, it is accepted to be beautiful. Empirical studies support this theoretical position, 
showing that human observers are capable of expressing strong preferences toward 
unlabeled AI-generated artworks over human-made ones, even when they know the 
pieces are AI-sourced. This discovery strongly suggests that aesthetic liking might 
function without the understanding of the authorship, or the processes of creation. The 
finding that AI art can be preferred even when its AI origin is detectable (van Hees, 
Grootswagers, Quek & Varlet, 2025), provides vital Albertian support, though non-
philosophical, to the claim that aesthetic value is not bound to the process or origin of an 
artifact. If the experience is disinterested, then knowledge of authorship cannot take 
away the pleasure obtained from the form. The existence of preference and its 
detectability coupled reinforces the view that it is formal autonomy, not the source, that 
primarily triggers the aesthetic response to the artwork. It also clarifies the distinction 
between pure aesthetic judgment (that is, disinterested) and other judgments that are 
likely to bear interest (that is, valuing human effort). This fundamentally counters a 
persistent assumption of human authorship being essential for the aesthetic value. It 
provides an illustration of Kant's theoretical arguments within art today, proposing that 
to experience art is to engage with the faculties of the perceiver and the shape of the 
object displaying the properties of the form, regardless the nature of the creator.  

The “aura” of art embodies the originality, uniqueness, and history of the artwork. It bears 
the greatest value in works of art which Benjamin believed was destroyed by mechanical 
reproduction. Aura, for Benjamin, was lost due to the infinite reproducibility of AI images 
and images not having a singular “original” in the traditional sense. Kant, however, would 
argue that without aura there is no diminished value towards aesthetics, but rather 
advantage depending on perception. AI generated art lacks a unique origin or specific 
historical existence which creates the ideal of disinterestedness, meaning all form devoid 
of non-visual aspects of history, cult, or context is evaluated. This verdict stimulates the 
artistic vision and eases the burden of external historical interests. From Benjamin’s 
perspective, loss of aura marks cultural disadvantage; but in the case of AI art, the lack of 
singularity and reproducibility aligns with opposing view. The aura-less characteristic 
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aids in freeing aesthetic observation from the “interested” binds that surround 
traditionally valued artworks, historical importance, market value, and the artist's 
biography. By stripping away these external interests, AI art, by its nature, encourages 
the disinterested contemplation that Kant champions, potentially making it a more ideal 
subject for pure aesthetic judgment than traditional art forms burdened by their 
historical and cultic value. This reframes the perceived “problem” of AI art's lack of aura 
into a philosophical asset. It positions AI art as a vehicle for achieving a purer form of 
aesthetic experience, aligning perfectly with Kant's criteria for disinterested judgment 
and offering a novel perspective on its aesthetic legitimacy. 

 

The ontological irrelevance of the creative process 

The beauty and appreciation of art highlights the interplay between imagination and 
understanding and intellect irrespective of the methodology or procedure employed to 
create said object or piece. This, as stated in (Liu, 2025), gives reason as to why the 
appreciation of artwork is to be enjoyed as purely aesthetic by the observer as the creative 
process is ontological irrelevant. The appreciation and enjoyment derived from the 
beauty and form of an artwork disinterested pleasure elicited from perception without 
reference or regard to motive, origin, or purpose from the act of creation. Classical 
theories have sought to bound art to its creation, paying attention to the artist's 
craftsmanship, intentions, and toil. The emergence of the skilled artist gives rise to new 
aesthetic theories. Rather, the emphasis is on an active perception of appreciation of 
beauty appreciating art as opposed to creation. As defined by Kant, the shift gives reason 
as to why aesthetics value shifts from the act of perception on creation. The giving and 
genesis of aesthetic value is irrelevant due to the fact there exists no commanding 
imperative to a sublime act. As a host of experiences that deeply capture personal 
engagement, art also remains highly social and collective. In essence, this fracturing 
position of philosophy means that it is mostly irrelevant “who” or “how” something is 
made concerning the “what” when discussing its value. As a result, AI, in particular, 
expands the concepts of property, market and “artist” identity defined historically, 
emphatically, and profoundly oriented by human emotion. Aesthetic appreciation no 
longer becomes bound by the birth of an idea crafted by a human’s thought.  

Genius in Kant’s sense refers to an ability transcending cultivation, a “natural gift”, which 
gives the “rule to art”, however he accordingly states that this rule is not given explicitly 
voiced through teaching by the genius. “The author of a product for which he is indebted 
to his genius does not himself know how he has come by his Ideas; and he has not the 
power to devise the like at pleasure or in accordance with a plan, and to communicate it 
to others in precepts that will enable them to produce similar products” (Kant, 1914, p. 
189). This notion of “blind genius” is a crucial parallel for understanding AI-generated art. 
The resulting work, whose merit in his view transcends any aesthetic dissection, is 
defined not by the creator’s psyche or biography but by the impeccable form shaped by 
the genius. With AI (understood as non-human intellect devoid of artist’s traditional-
human traits), the elegant, rational form devoid of humanity, traditionally incubated the 



Evaluating AI art through Kantian aesthetics 

arts.artuklu.edu.tr | 2025 | October | Issue 15 

178 

idea, annihilates the phenomenon of genius artist wrought by society. There is a line of 
reasoning that proposes viewing AI as capable of great minds but not of geniuses without 
fundamentally altering this argument to spirit, which defines a shift from the non-
conceptual rule foundational novelty to born instinct. Still, even this distinction centers 
on the product’s invention or infringement and not the creator's internal condition. If the 
so-called human genius, to use Kant's expression, is blind, that is, the rules are not applied 
externally but instead contained within the product and mechanically enacted by the 
artist then the robotic nature of AI, which similarly generates outputs according to 
intricate, and frequently ambiguous, internal “rules”, aligns perfectly with Kant. The AI’s 
ability to generate formally cogent works compels reevaluation: if the impact on the 
viewer is perceptible beauty, then the aesthetic judgment propounded regardless of 
whether the imputed genius is human or machine becomes secondary. The accent is no 
longer on the wonder of the creator, but on the creation and its demonstrated beauty. It 
indicates that the genius in question now may have to be revised chiefly as a consequence 
in relation to the work of art and exemplary character of the work, rather than the 
conscious capacity of the author. This reinforces the lack of relevance of the creative 
process to the aesthetic value of the artwork in question.  

A philosopher may discern both creative processes as human and algorithmic to be, in 
essence, systems bound to rules or patterns. The algorithms created in the neural 
networks and deep learning models, including GANs, use advanced techniques, including 
deep training, to produce new outputs. This new output is created through the 
sophisticated application of learned patterns which were found in the data provided. The 
patterns that inspire human creativity, especially the essence of genius, a form blind to 
its own frameworks, AI employs algorithms and structures that rely on protocols, 
whether expert systems or networks composed of layers of nodes. This observation 
challenges the conventional distinction between human-made and machine-made art, 
suggesting that aesthetic value emerges from the overall effect rather than the creator's 
hand or intention.  

An AI might lack emotion, consciousness, or intent, but devoid of regard for the creator's 
state, one turns the work’s value determinant to the aesthetic judgment, thus 
disregarding the creator’s internal condition which is Kantian irrelevant. This radical 
approach declares the “who” or “how” of creation holds no intrinsic weight to the 
aesthetic value of the “what.” As previously mentioned, this raises important questions 
for the future of “art”, “artist”, and “creativity” in their forms, derived aesthetical 
legitimacy as not originating the work, but its formal features and ability to evoke a 
primal response from the public. Standard rebuttal remark cites the artist emotionally 
expressing something for viewers to experience as a valid counterpoint to objectivity. 
Within a Kantian framework, however, these are deemed “objects of interest,” and 
therefore taint the unclouded assessment of beauty within form. While emotions 
certainly enhance the energies of imagination or allow for unobstructed aesthetic 
experiences to be mentally visualized, they are not the preeminent source of the beauty, 
which is composed of unselfish pleasure. In his terms, interested feelings like “charms” 
or “agreeables” are set apart from disinterested pleasure, which is beauty. Another 
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critique states that aesthetic judgment is culturally relative by default, opposing any 
claim made on behalf of universal standards by Kant. Acknowledging the realm of ideals 
of beauty albeit differently per culture and era, he feels equally certain possessing them 
diplomatically to lay preconditions of taste as universally possible within the aesthetic 
judgement structurally so far culturally specific fundamentals. Disinterestedness, in this 
instance, enables the appreciation of art from multiple cultures by looking at its basic 
formal properties and omission of preexisting ethical or cultural biases. 

 

Conclusion 

In this article, it has been maintained that beauty is entirely self-sufficient and 
independent of external elements such as the factors involved in the creative process, the 
artist’s intention, or the origin of the artwork itself. It demonstrates that Kant’s 
conception of disinterested pleasure provides a viable philosophical framework for 
evaluating AI-generated art, revealing its potential to embody formal beauty 
independent of human intention. It has also been argued that the most rigorous, 
coherent, and objective evaluation of artistry, particularly in the context of emerging AI 
art, can be found within AI system frameworks grounded in the concept of aesthetic 
disinterest as formulated by Kant. The main principles of Kantian aesthetics - disinterest, 
purposiveness without purpose, as well as universality without a concept – achieve this 
autonomy by insisting that the attention focal point be shifted from the object’s origin to 
its form and its impact on the subject's universal cognitive faculties.  

Additionally, AI’s ability to execute complex formal manipulations aligns with Kant’s 
emphasis on form, reinforcing the relevance of his aesthetic theory in the context of 
contemporary AI art. Furthermore, the notion of “blind genius”, applicable to both human 
and algorithmic creation, further strengthens Kant’s philosophical framework. 
Supporting the claim of an absence of defining features resulting from the creation 
process marks a significant change in perspective on the understanding of artistic value. 
It shifts aesthetic evaluation from a deeply biographical and skills focus on the artist to 
one that looks at reception and formal qualities of the artwork, as its ability to invoke a 
detached, effortless, and appreciative response becomes the primary metric of merit. 
This shift restructures deeply held beliefs about authorship, originality, uniqueness, and 
the “human touch” in art. In this view, grounded in Kant, art and beauty are independent 
of their locus, as the independence of their derivation endows them with aesthetic 
significance. AI art, for instance, aptly embodies and strengthens this perspective. Its 
nature as a product without traditional authorship and interests makes it a striking 
contemporary illustration of this Kantian idea. From this perspective, AI art can be 
regarded as an expansive sphere of aesthetic inquiry and evaluation, as opposed to a 
challenge to human artistry, creativity, or value, situated in an enduring philosophical 
tradition. It offers a wide range of possibilities for reshaping the human understanding 
of art beyond the act of creation. Nevertheless, the application of Kantian principles to AI 
art is not without limitations. Kant’s framework presupposes human faculties of 
judgment, raising questions about whether machine-generated works can fully 
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participate in such evaluative processes. Future research could compare Kantian and 
post-structuralist interpretations of AI art, investigate audience reception empirically, or 
explore hybrid works that combine human and machine authorship.  
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