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Editorial Introduction
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My first encounter with Edmund Burke was when I was fourteen. Three of my friends, I, and one of our fathers were on a car trip to Washington, D.C. when, at Massachusetts Avenue and 11th Street NW, we saw a large bronze statue whose pedestal was inscribed "BVRKE." Of course, we rowdy teenagers had a big laugh trying to pronounce that name as it was written; but that night, back home in Pennsylvania, I looked up Burke in our Encyclopaedia Britannica and thus began a lifelong admiration of him.

Burke was born in Ireland, probably in Dublin, on January 12, 1729 (though perhaps in County Cork as late as 1730). His parents were Richard Burke, a lawyer who had converted from Catholicism to established Irish Protestantism for the sake of his career, and his Catholic wife, Mary, née Nagle. As a child, Burke spent much time with his mother's relatives in County Cork. In 1741 in Ballitore, County Kildare, he entered the boarding school of Abraham Shackleton, a Quaker immigrant from Yorkshire. From April 1744 to January 1748 he was a student at Trinity College, Dublin, where he received his baccalaureate. Little is known of his life from 1748 to 1757, except that his first crossing of the Irish Sea to England was in 1750 when he began studying law at the Middle Temple in London; that he gave up law; that he travelled in Europe; and that, on March 12, 1757, he married Jane, the daughter of Christopher Nugent, an Irish Catholic physician. His first two books, A Vindication of Natural Society and A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful, appeared in 1756 and 1757, respectively.

On the strength of these two books, Burke soon developed a commendable reputation which enabled him to begin a career in politics. In 1761 he became the private secretary to William Gerard Hamilton, the chief representative of the British government in Ireland. After breaking acrimoniously with Hamilton in 1764, Burke accepted in early 1765, via the intercession of Charles Townshend, a similar post with Charles Watson-Wentworth, Marquis of Rockingham, who was to hold two brief terms as British prime minister from 1765 to 1766 and in 1782. Impressed for several years with the young intellectual, one of Rockingham's cronies, Ralph Verney, rigged an election which allowed Burke to enter the House of Commons in December 1765 as the member for Wendover, Buckinghamshire, where, as far as we know, Burke himself had no direct connection. Thus from the start and until the end of his career, Burke owed more to his sponsors than to his constituents. Through various expediencies, he became the member for Malton, Yorkshire, in 1774; for Bristol from 1774 to 1780; and for Malton again from 1780 until he retired in June 1794.

In 1769 Burke moved permanently to Beaconsfield, Buckinghamshire, and died there on July 9, 1797.

Burke is remembered as a political conservative, and some of his latter-day admirers have even dubbed him "The Father of Modern Conservatism." This designation is not quite accurate and not quite fair. Indeed, it might be better applied to Joseph de Maistre, Robert Peel, or the authors of The Federalist Papers. Burke's reputation as a conservative stems mainly from his opposition to the French Revolution, which began when he was already sixty. Before that, many of his positions could readily have been seen as more moderate, perhaps even progressive. He always described himself as a Whig, not a Tory, and even though he was aligned with the so-called "Rockingham Whigs," the right wing of the party, the fact that he never became a Tory is significant.

Throughout his life, Burke championed democratic values, liberty, and human rights. His natural sympathy for British colonists worldwide fostered his outspoken and eloquent support for granting or preserving the rights that King George III sought to deny to the American colonists. Hence Burke found himself mostly on the American side of the issues that led to the American Revolution. This is why his statue stands at a prominent intersection in the capital city of the United States.

Burke's support for democracy was cautious. He distrusted the uneducated classes, deplored the popular overthrow of authority in the French Revolution, and always put the interests of the upper classes first, but still tried to limit the executive caprice of the British monarchy. His qualified support for limited democratic reforms may seem today like attacks on democracy, and indeed he was no egalitarian, but his record speaks for itself in the light of his era. For example, his opposition to slavery predated that of William Wilberforce and his arguments against excessive punishment predated those of Sir Robert Thomas Wilson.

Burke's mature philosophy of art arose in his mid-twenties, after he had abandoned the study of law but before he began his career in politics. He had examined theories of beauty and had read On the Sublime by the ancient Greek rhetorician and critic, Longinus, as part of his early studies at Trinity. How he had first become interested in the philosophy of art we do not know, but his empirical approach to it seems quite natural in view of the mid-eighteenth-century Anglo-European Zeitgeist among the neo-classical intelligentsia, which involved a general awe of science, both rational or mathematical and empirical. Alexander Pope, in his "Epitaph Intended for Sir Isaac Newton," epitomized this spirit:

Nature and Nature's laws lay hid in night:
God said, Let Newton be! and all was light.
Burke's essay on the sublime has been a seminal work in the philosophy of art ever since its first publication. If the delight or pleasure that he takes in the misfortunes of others (e.g., Part I, Sections XIII-XV), whether actual, historical, or fictitious, seems callous or even cruel to us, let it be remembered that he was a child of his time, and lived comfortably in the days of frequent public hangings, long before the general populace seriously questioned the ethics, social efficacy, or cultural impact of such spectacles. Also, we can brush aside Burke's now discredited typical late eighteenth-century views of biology, chemistry, physiology, psychology, etc., for despite all this, his philosophical meaning remains defensible, mutatis mutandis, even in view of more modern versions of these sciences. Likewise, we can discount his pervasive undercurrent of sexism, racism, paternalism, and Eurocentrism. Again, he was a child of his time. His philosophy of art, beauty, nature, and the sublime does not suffer on these era-specific points, but stands or falls on its own timeless merits. To attack his philosophy via any of these ancillary routes would be anachronistic at best and more likely just plain petty.

The following bibliography shows that this book has been continuously in print since its first edition appeared anonymously on April 21, 1757 (not in 1756 as is sometimes reported). As mentioned above, its popularity among the British powers-that-be helped to launch his political career. A French translation was published in both Paris and London in 1765 and a German translation appeared in Riga in 1773.

But if Burke's theory of the sublime has had much influence in the philosophy of art, then it has had even more in literature, the plastic arts, and popular culture. From the middle of the eighteenth century through the end of the nineteenth, from Sturm und Drang to German romanticism, from Ossian's pseudonymous poetry to cheap novels of gothic horror, from Théodore Géricault's Raft of the Medusa to the Hudson River School, from Alpine vistas to the Brooklyn Bridge, the sublime - and Burke's interpretation of it - achieved tremendous appeal.

Apparently, what inspired Burke to write about the sublime was his conviction that the traditional Platonic ideal of beauty was inadequate to account for all the varying degrees and types of emotional potency that derive from the everyday experience of sense objects. Until Burke's time, and since Plato, the philosophy of art - or "aesthetics," as Burke's older contemporary Alexander Baumgarten more narrowly called it - had been centered on identifying, defining, and appreciating "beauty" or "the beautiful." Burke was one of the first serious thinkers to discern the inadequacy of that approach. Hence he shifted his focus toward "sublimity" or "the sublime." By introducing sublimity as beauty's complement and partner, he thus hoped to create a comprehensive schema for understanding the emotional side of sense perception.

This book presents both philosophy of art and critical aesthetics. The two are conceptually quite distinct. The difference is that philosophy of art considers general issues of the ontology, meaning, and value of works of art, while critical aesthetics considers specifically, often on a case-by-case basis, what constitutes "beauty" or other types of worthiness in art.

Within the Epicurean tradition, broadly conceived, Burke grounds his analysis of aesthetic experience and sensibility, and of beauty and sublimity, in a consideration of pain and pleasure. Whereas classical or Lucretian Epicureanism would tend to see pain as more or less the natural condition of life, would define pleasure as the removal of pain, and would interpret pain and pleasure only as relative to each other, not as positive or independent values or qualities in themselves; Burke, on the other hand, prefers a threefold schema, not pain and pleasure as an oscillating pair whose meaning is only in their relation, but rather pain and pleasure each as a departure from the third term, indifference, which Burke regards as more nearly the natural condition of life, i.e., the "usual state" of the mind (Part I, Section III). In thus extolling indifference, and despite the ancient Epicurean ideal of ataraxia, Burke resembles more the Stoics than the Epicureans.

There has always been an affinity between British empiricism and ancient Epicureanism, particularly regarding the sympathetic focus of both schools on the pain/pleasure dualism - and Burke is no exception. Although Epicurean sentiments are more easily seen in empiricists inclined toward utilitarianism, such as Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, and in those inclined toward some degree of ethical hedonism, such as John Locke and David Hume, they are naturally present in the thinking of all who prefer to reason inductively. Catherine Wilson - even while not mentioning Burke - clearly spells out these associations in Epicureanism at the Origins of Modernity (Oxford: Clarendon, 2008).

For Burke, pain is not the absence or removal of pleasure, nor pleasure the absence or removal of pain, but both are "positive" qualities (Part I, Section II). He distinguishes between positive pleasure, which he calls simply "pleasure," and relative pleasure, which he calls "delight," i.e., pleasure relative to either pain or indifference. Accordingly, the removal of pain or danger is "delight," not pleasure; and the removal of pleasure is not pain per se, but exists in three degrees: indifference, disappointment, and grief (Part I, Sections IV-V). Our wish to avoid pain inclines us toward acts consistent with our self-preservation (Part I, Section VI), while our wish to experience pleasure inclines us toward all kinds of social encounters (Part I, Section VIII), not because society is intrinsically pleasurable, but because lack of society is painful.

Burke characterizes our experience of the sublime as "delight," by which he means something like "thrill." While our experience of the beautiful is a "positive pleasure," or a pure pleasure in itself, our experience of the sublime is only a "relative pleasure," insofar as it is conditioned by terror and pleasurable only to the extent that we are removed from the terror or safe from its danger (cf. Part I, Section IV). The sublime is that which is hideous, frightening, gigantic, dangerous, or repulsive and would affect us as such under normal circumstances. But the fact that we can enjoy the sublime without feeling enfeebled, terrorized, overwhelmed, endangered, or nauseated - but merely awestruck - indicates that these counterintuitive reactions are not the normal circumstances which we would expect from the hideous, the frightening, etc. Thus our experience of the sublime is not natural, but conditioned, and indeed against our normal instincts to feel enfeebled, terrorized, etc.

Insofar as Burke claims (Part I, Section VII) that pain is more powerful than pleasure, we might therefore infer that the sublime is more powerful an affective force than beauty, because, while beauty gives us pleasure, that which, on the other hand, would under normal circumstances give us pain or put us in danger, becomes sublime to our aesthetic sense at a certain psychological distance. Hence in saying, "When danger or pain press too nearly, they are incapable of giving any delight, and are simply terrible; but at certain distances, and with certain modifications, they may be, and they are, delightful, as we every day experience" (Part I, Section VII), Burke would be a natural precursor of Edward Bullough's "'Psychical Distance' as a Factor in Art and as an Aesthetic Principle" (British Journal of Psychology 5, 2 [June 1912]: 87-118). Bullough argues famously that by bracketing, ignoring, or countermanding our natural fear of pain or danger in a given situation, we may then experience that situation with a keen aesthetic awareness which provides a subtle, thrilling pleasure or, as Burke would say, "delight." In other words, we may thereby experience it as sublime. The "distances" of which Burke and Bullough each speak are not only external or physical, but also internal and psychological; and the "modifications" of which they also each speak are primarily psychological and unnatural, engendering and optimizing what Bullough calls "psychical distance," in order to achieve the best possible aesthetic effect. That is, to perceive the sublime rather than the painful or dangerous, we invent a new, artificial distance, different from the natural distance, which enables us to block out reality and thus perceive a potentially painful or dangerous situation as unreal and therefore sublime.

Burke apparently takes the beautiful and the sublime to be mutually exclusive; hence he depicts beauty very narrowly - more so than most of us likely would - and with unabashed subjectivity, as what we might now call "daintiness," in order to characterize more precisely the sublime, the main topic of his book. To put Burke's theory rather facetiously: The sublime is awe-inspiring; the beautiful is awww-inspiring.

In his essays "Of the Sublime" ("Vom Erhabenen," 1793) and "On the Sublime" ("Über das Erhabene," 1801), Friedrich Schiller also appears to understand the sublime and the beautiful as conceptually, emotionally, and experientially quite distinct from each other; yet he does not explicitly say either that something sublime cannot be beautiful or that something beautiful cannot be sublime. He appears to privilege the sublime over beauty; i.e., while our appreciation of beauty ties us down forever to the merely sensuous, our feeling of sublimity allows us to escape, as it were, temporarily at least, into the realm of the rational awareness of sense objects, thus creating, instead of the immediate "gut reaction" which we typically associate with our perception of beauty, a certain psychological distance between ourselves and whatever objects we perceive as sublime. In the later work Schiller writes that the sublime prevents beauty from letting us lose our dignity. Indeed, we might become giddy over something we deem beautiful, but never over anything that strikes us as sublime. Nevertheless, he claims in the same paragraph that our respective sensitivities to the sublime and the beautiful complement each other so that, only if we are equally sensitive to both, are we capable of being rational citizens of the natural world.

The photography of Ansel Adams may provide an anachronistic counterexample to the assertions of both Burke and - as we shall see below - Kant that the beautiful and the sublime are mutually exclusive. In his photographs of El Capitan, for example, Adams has created classically beautiful representations of a sublime object, and in so doing has revealed the beauty of this sublimity.

Those who believe that an object can be at once both beautiful and sublime, e.g., an Alp, a lion, or the Grand Canyon, will find much at fault in Part III, on beauty, the weakest part of Burke's book. It is weak because, here more than in any of the other parts, Burke allows his personal opinions to run wild. He claims in Part III, Section XII, that beauty is an objective or inherent property of physical things, is immediately sensuous, is not given to reason, and is analyzable into more fundamental objective or inherent properties which include, as we read in subsequent sections, smallness (XIII), smoothness (XIV), curvature rather than angularity (XV), delicacy (XVI), and pastel coloring (XVII). But surely other people of at least equal sensitivity could see real beauty in large, erose, angular, robust, and brightly colored objects, such as the iridescent sunlit southern slope of an Alp. Even if we were to see this Alp as sublime, we would be hard-pressed not to see it also as beautiful. Yet Burke projects his own subjectivity as a regulative ideal onto everyone else's subjectivity. By presuming that everyone who is not mad or defective would naturally share his view of beauty, i.e., by suggesting that everyone naturally agrees about beauty, Burke's argument for the proper constitution of beauty commits the ad populum fallacy.

Another aspect of Burke's ad populum argument for the universality of the criteria of beauty is his appeal to physiognomy  (Part III, Section XIX). Mostly because of the influence of the Swiss theologian Johann Kaspar Lavater (1741-1801), the study of faces as foolproof indicators of inner character was widely accepted from the late eighteenth century until well into the nineteenth. Even though Lavater's major work (Physiognomische Fragmente, 4 vols., 1775-1778; English translation: Essays on Physiognomy, 3 vols., 1789-1798) postdates the first edition of Burke's essay on the sublime by eighteen years, physiognomy was already a major topic among the learned throughout Western Europe and was being put to practical use by many professionals, especially portrait artists, when Burke began his philosophy of art.

Part III, Section X, is also problematic, for there he asserts that the roughness of the father prevents our loving him, but engenders only reverence, admiration, and fear, while the softness of the mother inspires great love and affection for her, but no fear. Similarly, in the same section, he shows Cato as authoritarian, domineering, wrathful, and grim, while Caesar is a man of the people, generous, public spirited, and merciful. Cato we fear and admire, but Caesar we love and follow. The analogy to the sublime and the beautiful is obvious. By insisting that the sublime is always hard while the beautiful is always soft, his argument for the distinction between the sublime and the beautiful, being as different as father and mother or Cato and Caesar, commits the ad misericordiam fallacy.

Burke would have had an adversary in G.E. Moore, who, without naming Burke, criticizes those who define the beautiful as "that which produces certain effects upon our feelings" (Principia Ethica [London: Cambridge University Press, 1968], p. 201). For Moore, the adjective "beautiful," like the adjective "good," is undefinable, even though the nouns "the good" (p. 8) and "the beautiful" (p. 201) are both definable. He claims that whatever is beautiful would probably be definable as "that of which the admiring contemplation is good in itself" (p. 201). In other words, "beautiful," even though undefinable, may be defined in terms of its relation to something which is undefinably "good." He further claims that the naturalistic fallacy is committed as often with beauty as with good (p. 201). The naturalistic fallacy is committed when, by listing or describing some objective properties, we profess to have defined some additional property which, even though perhaps objective, is a whole either more than or different from the sum of these parts (p. 10). Moore uses the example of "yellow." We may exhaustively list and describe certain physical and objective properties, such as a specific light wavelength, which always pertain to yellow, but in so doing we cannot capture, or even approach capturing, our actual experience of yellow (p. 10). Similarly, Burke's attempt to define beauty by listing and describing certain objective properties or "positive qualities" (Part III, Section XII) such as smoothness, etc. (cf. Part III, Section XVIII), cannot - even if we accept Burke's controversial assertions that these properties or qualities always pertain to beauty - approach adequately characterizing our actual experience of beauty, which experience must be considered in any satisfactory definition of beauty.

Indeed, Burke is suspicious of the whole process of definition in general. His terminology is not precise. He seems to acknowledge this anti-philosophical aspect of his philosophy, insofar as, in "On Taste," he defends his deliberate vagueness by claiming that definitions make terms too rigid or too restrictive and can never capture the full scopes of either their denotations or especially their connotations. Moreover, at the end of the penultimate paragraph of "On Taste," he also defends what we may interpret as his oversimplification of complex issues by paraphrasing, but not naming, Ockham's Razor.

Burke uses terms such as "impression" and "idea" according to the meanings that Locke established for them and that Hume largely adopted. Much of Burke's book is a dialogue with Locke and Hume, both explicitly and implicitly. It is well to keep this in mind, because, for example, if we apply our common early-twenty-first-century American notion of "idea" to Burke's text, he will, at least in those passages, make little sense to us. For Burke, the word "idea" usually means something more akin to "mental image" than to "concept" or "content of discursive thought."

Hume claims that ideas derive from impressions and then serve as raw material for the imagination, which, as he writes in An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Section V, Part II, is the most free faculty of all. Nevertheless, for a free faculty, it is remarkably impotent. It cannot genuinely "imagine," but can only associate ideas with one another in ever-refreshing combinations. Burke agrees with Hume in A Treatise of Human Nature, Book I, Part I, Section I, that the imagination, like the senses, is essentially the same in all humans and that the imagination cannot create anything new, but only cobbles together apparent novelties from pre-existent ideas and impressions. Yet at the same time, Burke distances himself from Hume. In "On Taste," Burke rejects an aspect of Humean skepticism out of hand as "vain and frivolous," taking a view similar to that of Thomas Reid, who holds in Essays on the Powers of the Human Mind, Volume II, Essay VII, Chapter IV, that Hume's method, by using reason to disavow reason, is inherently self-contradictory and would lead us to believe absurdities. We would do well to read Burke's "On Taste" together with Hume's "Of the Standard of Taste," which, as one of his Four Dissertations, appeared in 1757, two months before the first edition of Burke's book. Partially in response to Hume, Burke added the introduction, "On Taste," for the second edition in 1759.

Despite Burke's lack of philosophical rigor, Kant takes him quite seriously. In the Critique of Judgment, Sections 23 and 29, he accepts Burke's duality of "positive" and "negative" pleasure in our respective enjoyments of the beautiful and the sublime. In Sections 23-30, Kant argues progressively to the point that whatever seems naturally sublime manifests subjective purposefulness and is thus not really "natural" at all, and that the sublime and the beautiful are distinct from each other because the sublime is essentially without form while beauty and form are essentially connected, with the recognition of form, i.e., boundedness, being a necessary but not sufficient condition for an a priori judgment of beauty. For Kant, our appreciation of the sublime is a rational interpretation of our sensations of something huge, formless, horrible, irrational, or frightening, while our judgment of beauty consists in our immediately agreeable feeling of liking a well-formed object of sense experience.

For Burke too, clarity and well-formed-ness lend themselves to beauty while obscurity and relative formlessness lend themselves to sublimity. He uses the word "obscure" in two senses: "dark" in the visual sense and "unclear" in the conceptual sense. Both senses imply a great power to affect the emotions. The visually dark is naturally terrifying and thus leads to ideas of the sublime (Part IV, Sections XV-XVI). The conceptually unclear is more emotionally potent than the conceptually clear. In Part II, Section [IVa], Burke writes that obscure poetry is more powerful than clear painting. Clarity removes mystery; but obscurity enhances mystery, which stimulates fear and doubt, and hence creates the experience of the sublime.

Is Burke's philosophy of art quasi-objectivist or truly subjectivist? That is, do some, or perhaps all, objects of perception exert upon us a certain force or power which compels our specific interpretation of them or, on the other hand, is it the case that, as Shakespeare's Hamlet asserts (Act II, Scene ii, line 259), "There is nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so"? Do objects of perception affect us in what would later be called a Pavlovian way or is this rather a Protagorean world in which each of us can say that whatever seems, is? Burke's text offers plenty of evidence for the Pavlov side. For example, he writes that the screams of wild animals have an immediate and visceral effect on us (Part II, Section XX). But for the Protagoras side, there is precious little, if any, evidence to support it in this book. Indeed, I could find none at all.

Burke claims that our experiences of the sublime and the beautiful derive from a "force" of perceived objects producing "effects" upon our "passions," but he remains unclear about whether sublimity and beauty are this "force" or these "effects." He implies that the relationship between perceived objects and our emotional reactions to them is causal, but he does not specify the mechanics of this supposed causality. In any case, his philosophy seems subjectivist not only because he grounds it in his own personal observations and interpretations, generalized over all humanity, but also because of its focus on the observed or inferred differences and similarities in perceptiveness, receptivity, and taste among humans. For example, anyone may be terrified by a thunderstorm or awed by a sunset, but only sensitive persons would be amused by a Rococo miniature, fascinated by a Baroque opera, or impressed by Michelangelo's David, while Philistines and those whom Burke designates as "the common sort" or "the vulgar" (Part II, Section [IVa]), for whom sublimity and beauty alike are alien notions, would just shrug their shoulders in ignorance of the power of any of these things in artistic representations.

Among empiricists, Burke is a subjectivist in the sense that he infers his conclusions from his own personal feelings and from his observations - either direct or indirect through reports or literature - of the personal feelings of others, especially those of like-minded others; but he is a quasi-objectivist in the sense that he pretends to the general or even to the universal. Whether such pretense is justifiable philosophically in view of such subjective grounding is an open question.

Typical of empiricists, both Hume and Burke mistake empirical generalization for universal validity - at least until some better alternative or falsifying datum comes along. For a skeptic, Hume makes a striking number of positive and often unsupported pronouncements, e.g., "... nature has established connections ..." (Enquiry, Section V, Part II) and "... consciousness never deceives" (Enquiry, Section VII, Part I). Burke is no skeptic, but he sometimes falls into this same bad habit - and moreover, often in agreement with Hume. For example, in "On Taste," Burke writes that insofar as taste is part and parcel of the imagination, it is the same for all humans. But just a few paragraphs earlier, Burke betrays his method in the phrase, "... all men are nearly equal in this point." He seems not to recognize the difference between "all" and "nearly all," i.e., between valid inferential reasoning and invalid yet occasionally verifiable statistical reasoning. Burke seems not to realize, e.g., in Part IV, Section VII, that one person's pain may be another person's pleasure. As in this case, he is often too quick to generalize, projecting what are apparently his own feelings, or the normally shared feelings of upper-class, educated Britons and Irish, upon the mass of humanity at large. Those observed or inferred people who do not fit such generalization over human nature or allow it to be raised to the level of the universal are either mad or defective.

Even though not a subjectivist himself, Kant agrees with Hume, Burke, and other subjectivists that there is no consistent, objective, or absolute principle of taste (Section 34). Nevertheless, Kant claims that judgments of taste have a universal and a priori basis (Sections 36-38). Because the subjective conditions of our understanding, i.e., the formal structure by which we judge objects of perception, are transcendental conditions which are identical for all rational beings; and because such judging pertains only to the formal, i.e., the potentially beautiful, properties of objects (Section 38); therefore the rapport between objective representations and these subjective conditions is - in theory - valid for everyone.

Burke's gold standard of truth seems to be, not logic, but consensus, or what he imagines is the consensus of sane and mature human minds. That is, if many people disagree on a matter of opinion, and thus create factions, then that opinion is ipso facto suspect; but if, on the other hand, there seems to be general agreement about a matter of opinion, then that opinion is probably true. A clear example of this approach is in Part III, Section IV, where he argues that since there are many factions of disagreement about which proportions constitute beauty in the human body, therefore proportion cannot be an element of such beauty. Moreover, in Part I, Section XVIII, and Part III, Sections IV, VI, IX, XIV, and XVI, he assumes universal agreement that women are more beautiful than men; identifies women, because of their beauty, as the natural objects of human lust; and argues therefrom that imperfection, weakness, softness, smoothness, delicacy, fragility, timidity, and even distress - being deficits of masculinity - are components of human beauty in general and feminine beauty in particular.

Kant rejects Burke's empiricism, and hence likewise his generalized subjectivism. Accordingly, Kant also rejects "voting" (Section 31), as it were, and other a posteriori means of determining matters of taste, i.e., judgments of beauty. A judgment of the sublime is not a matter of taste, but rather a reaction of our subjective reason to our being confronted by something that unsettles us. For Kant, empirical reasoning in general can never be philosophy, insofar as any conclusion it achieves, even if deduced, is essentially statistical, not conceptual. Indeed, a reading of Burke's Inquiry supports this interpretation of empiricism. Burke's frequent statements in the form, "All men are agreed ...", "Everyone will be sensible of ...", "Nobody will say that ..." "... we are more deeply affected ...", etc., present generalizations which seem to him to admit of no or few exceptions, yet in fact there may be some people who believe, against Burke, that lions are beautiful, roses are ugly, or women are strong.

Burke compares the various objects of perception, not just art objects, in terms of their respective effects on the minds and emotions of their perceivers. He argues that sense objects which seem vast, overwhelming, strong, inescapable, dark, gloomy, terrifying, rough, or (potentially) painful are "sublime," while those which seem relatively small, delicate, weak, ethereal, bright, cheery, harmless, smooth, or (either actually or potentially) pleasurable are "beautiful." He is ambiguous about whether sublimity and beauty are properties of objects or the content of the reactions of perceivers; but the weight of textual evidence suggests that Burke intends them to be regarded as the properties of objects. This evidence consists mainly in his frequent assertions that certain kinds of perceived objects have certain reproducible kinds of effects (or "affections," as he says) upon perceivers. That is, objects of perception have a certain force and exert a certain kind of power upon perceivers, i.e., they can serve as "causes" of "effects."

But what does Burke mean by "cause"? What, in his theory, is it to "cause" or "produce" an effect? He does not use the word "cause" in the strict, billiard-ball sense, but rather to indicate something like "influence" or "process of affectation emerging from a certain 'power'." In 1739, when Burke was ten, Hume introduced his probabilistic theory that cause is a habitual notion derived from our observations of constant conjunction. Even more extreme along this line was Thomas Brown, who in his 1804 Inquiry into the Relation of Cause and Effect, defined "cause" as any event of the type P which is always observed to immediately precede another event of the type Q and which thus justifies us in believing that P-type events will continue indefinitely in the future to immediately precede Q-type events. From Hume to Brown and beyond, British empiricism made serious challenges to traditional, objectivist, rationalist, Aristotelian, and scholastic ideas of causality. As a solid British empiricist himself, Burke was surely aware of this development. But just how much he assimilated it into his philosophy of art is another open question.

In Part IV Burke considers causality as regards the power associated with aesthetic awareness, but he does so mostly by means of examples rather than rigorous philosophical analysis. These examples provide ample propadeutic for and an expedient segue into Part V, where Burke exalts words over images because words work connotatively and directly upon the imagination, and are more powerful than visual images or other immediate sensations, which work primarily upon the senses but only indirectly upon the imagination. To whatever extent aesthetic experience is reduced to sense experience, then to that extent it is shallow and unrewarding. To be meaningful and even worthwhile at all, it must also have a psychological dimension which is as profound as possible, and this qualitative profundity may be enhanced deliberately by - pun intended - sublimating our emotions, opening ourselves to the full import of the object, and imagining the power of its creator. Words provide this dimension. In this way the seductive attraction of power, even dangerous power, sometimes trumps the attraction of delicacy, refinement, or other kinds of beauty. Hence sublimity, the product of words and reason, is more fascinating than beauty, the product of the senses and emotions, even though beauty may be naturally more attractive. Indeed sublimity may be irresistible, whereas we could conceivably dismiss even the most beautiful object as a bauble.

The familiar slogan, "One picture is worth ten thousand words," is generally held to favor the picture, not the words. But on the other hand, we get the idea that Burke would prefer to have the words instead of the picture, because, as he often claims in this book and especially in Part V, words can convey sublime levels of richness, subtlety, allusion, abstraction, and psychological detail that pictures, however well-executed, simply cannot. Even so, Burke is quite clear that whatever sublimity comes from words, and thus makes words more powerful than pictures, comes not from words themselves as tools of description, but rather from the power, skill, and passion of the speaker, writer, or poet.

Descriptionalists of the Daniel Dennett camp would find in Burke a natural ally against pictorialists of the Jerry Fodor camp (cf. Readings in the Philosophy of Psychology, edited by Ned Block [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1981], Volume 2, Part 2, "Imagery"). Specifically, Burke's proto-descriptionalism would support Dennett's contention that, if pictorialism were true, then we should be able to count the stripes in our mental image of a tiger. Moreover, Burke would not commit what Block has named the "photographic fallacy," i.e., the mistaken belief that all mental images either resemble or should resemble photographs rather than, say, abstract paintings or stick figures, and that thus they either are or should be accurate representations. Burke avoids this fallacy because he discounts the power of images, even clear images, to do their proper job, and cites several ways in which they fail (e.g., Part II, Section IV; Part V, Sections V, VII). He argues that images, being necessarily imitative, are thus also necessarily vague, imperfect, and
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