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 BURKE, BRISTOL, AND THE CONCEPT
 OF REPRESENTATION

 JAMES CONNIFF
 San Diego State University

 ON NE of the most important developments in the study of political thought
 in recent years has been the use of conceptual analysis. In the words of one
 of its most important practitioners, this approach begins with the assump-

 tion that, "since human beings are not merely political animals but also language
 using animals, their behavior is shaped by their ideas."l Therefore, most of the
 scholars who employ this approach see the first task of political theory to be the
 clarification of terms. In describing her study of representation, Hanna Pitkin
 writes:

 ... my first working assumption has been that representation does have an
 identifiable meaning, applied in different but controlled and discoverable
 ways in different contexts. It is not vague and shifting, but a single, highly
 complex concept that has not changed much in its basic meaning since
 the seventeenth century.2

 The application of conceptual analysis to the study of political thought is of great
 value but it is also open to a number of criticisms. For example, the assumption
 that concepts have meanings which must be discovered seems debatable. Thus,
 Pitkin goes on to admit that a number of theorists have formulated incorrect
 definitions of representation.3 But, if concepts have clear meanings, why have
 astute theorists missed them? However, I would like to raise two other objections
 in this paper. I shall argue that a conceptual approach may lead to difficulties if
 it ignores the social context of a thinker's work, or if, in considering one aspect of
 a thinker's work, it ignores the relation of that concept to his work as a whole. By
 way of example, I shall examine the political context of Edmund Burke's theory of
 representation and the relationship of that theory to his views on the English
 constitution.

 Before proceeding, it might be useful to survey some of the literature on Burke's
 theory of representation. From the standpoint of conceptual analysis, the task is to
 clarify Burke's concept with great care, to concentrate on ascertaining what he
 intended to say, and to leave aside the question of what is to be done with the con-
 cept once it is derived. Without doubt, the finest example of this approach is the
 chapter on Burke in Pitkin's The Concept of Representation.4 In Pitkin's eyes,
 Burke's theory centers on Parliament. The role of representatives in Parliament,
 according to Pitkin's view of Burke, is to discover and enact what is objectively best
 for the nation.' Therefore, government is a question of reason and wisdom and not

 Hanna Pitkin, The Concept of Representation (Los Angeles: University of California Press,
 1967), p. 1.

 2 Ibid., p. 8.
 3 Ibid., p. 10. The view that concepts are objective in nature and the role of the scholar is to

 discover their meaning seems, further, to contradict the apparent relativism involved in
 an approach which emphasizes comparisons of the way language is used in various con-
 texts. To some extent, the contradiction is in Pitkin's source- the later Wittgenstein.
 See Allan Janck and Stephen Toulmin, Wittgenstein's Vienna (New York: Simon and
 Schuster, 1973), pp. 239 ff.

 4 Pitkin, The Concept of Representation, pp. 168-89.

 Ibid., p. 169.
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 of will, and the correct policy in any situation can emerge only from legislative dis-
 cussion. This theory has the further consequence that "... a government is not
 to be conducted according to anyone's wishes..." for it is a matter of enacting
 truth.6 Burke thus is seen as regarding representation as a special instance of a
 general theory of trusteeship. To say that government is a trust is to say that it
 must be conducted in the interest of the governed. This is not, however, to say
 that the government is to be popularly controlled. Burke does not, in Pitkin's view,
 believe that the trustees (representatives) are controlled by the people or account-
 able to them. The trustee is to use his own judgment to decide what is in the
 interest of his constituents, and he is then to enact it regardless of their opinions,
 for their opinions are quite likely to be wrong.

 The key to Pitkin's interpretation of Burke's theory of representation is the
 concept of objective interest. She claims that, "for Burke, political representation
 is the representation of interest, and interest has an objective, impersonal, unat-
 tached reality."7 According to Pitkin, this is true not only on the national level but
 also on the district level. That is, the representative is chosen not for people but
 for interests. Thus, "Burke conceives of broad, relatively fixed interests, few in
 number and clearly defined, of which any group or locality has just one."8 Since
 it is interests which are represented and not people, it is not necessary that each
 district or group of people choose a member of Parliament; it is sufficient that their
 interest be represented, even if it is done by a representative chosen from some other
 geographical location. This, then, is the theory of virtual representation. A district
 is represented as long as its interests are protected by some member of Parliament.
 If this is so, what is the significance of election? Why must any of the members of
 Parliament be elected? Pitkin offers several reasons. On the one hand, "elections
 are merely a means of finding the members of a natural aristocracy...."9 Further,
 even virtual representation must have some basis in the actual. An interest must
 have somebody to protect it. It is not essential that every area which shares the
 interest be represented, but some must or the interest's grievances will not be aired.
 Finally, there must be some bond of sympathy between the people and their rulers;
 this bond can only be maintained if at least some of the rulers are directly elected.10
 Yet, even in these cases of actual representation, the voters are not to seek to con-
 trol the representatives through instructions, and they should be removed only for
 corruption or lack of ability.1

 Though a great deal could be said in evaluating Pitkin's analysis, I would like
 to concentrate my attention on the concepts of objective interest and of policy
 making as its implementation regardless of the popular will. Despite its central
 importance to Pitkin's argument, it seems to me that the sketchiest reading of
 Burke's major works makes clear that Burke did not believe in objective interest.
 Early in his career, the concept was associated by Burke with Bolingsbroke and
 with the French revolutionaries later on. In both cases, he denounced it in the
 strongest terms. In "Thoughts on the Causes of the Present Discontents," written
 in 1770, Burke refers to the scheme to unite the country under the king in a policy
 of objective truth as "a scheme of perfection to be realized in a monarchy far

 Ibid., p. 169.
 7 Ibid., p. 168. For such an important point, Pitkin's documentation for the view that Burke

 believes in objective interest is quite scanty. Her argument appears to rest on such
 secondary sources as Samuel H. Beer, "The Representation of Interests in British Govern-
 ment: Historical Background," American Political Science Review 51 (September 1957:
 613-50, and Ernest Barker, Essays on Government (New York: Oxford University Press.
 1951), pp. 154 ff.

 8 Ibid., p. 174.
 ' Ibid., p. 171.
 0Ibid., p. 173.
 " Ibid., p. 180.
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 beyond the visionary republic of Plato."12 Politics is not a question of truth-
 enactment, for "whether a measure of government be right or wrong, is no matter
 of fact, but a mere affair of opinion, on which men may, as they do, dispute and
 wrangle without end."13 Lest this be thought a single isolated exception to a general
 rule, let us look at some other works. In the "Appeal from the New to the Old
 Whigs," Burke denounces the abstract thinking of those who insist on doing what is
 "right"; "with them there is no compromise. All other governments are usurpations,
 which justify and even demand resistance."l4 Indeed, "no man who assumes their
 grounds can tolerate the British Constitution in Church or State."'5 Why? Because,
 in Burke's view, the British constitution is dependent on compromise and modera-
 tion. It forms a political system in which all parties eschew absolutes and seek to
 resolve their differences peacefully through bargaining in Parliament. For Burke,
 the chief political virtue is not wisdom but prudence. As he puts it in the Reflec-
 tions, a good politician is one who "... when the equipoise of the vessel in which he
 sails, may be endangered by overloading it upon one side, is desirous of carrying
 the small weight of his reason to that which may preserve its equipoise."16 Since
 he serves moderation and compromise, and not absolute truth, such a politician
 does not easily override the wishes of his constituents. He has no basis in truth for
 doing so. Thus, Burke makes it clear that in the final analysis it is the will of the
 people which must prevail no matter how mistaken the representative believes it
 to be.17

 Still, Pitkin's presentation has the considerable merit of being systematic and
 of recognizing the complexity of Burke's theory. Other, more traditional history of
 ideas, approaches to Burke's thought fail to produce a coherent account of his
 theory of representation and are therefore inferior to Pitkin's discussion. Such
 commentators as O'Gorman, MacCunn, and Chapman realize that Burke believes
 in conflict resolution through compromise and rejects the idea of a general good.
 On the other hand, their treatment of the issue of accountability - that is, of the
 relationship between the representative and his district - is totally inadequate, for
 they deny that Burke held the representative accountable at all. Thus, O'Gorman
 writes, "Burke believed that government should exist for the good of the people
 but not that it should be controlled by the people."18 MacCunn makes a more
 detailed statement of the same position:

 By all means let electorates express their grievances, wants, and demands,
 both on their ownl account and on that of the larger British public behind
 them; by all means let them watch how their representatives vote, but let
 them never presume to dictate to the men of their choice how these things
 are to be dealt with and remedied."'

 3 Edmund Burke, "Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents," The Works of the
 Right Honorable Edmund Burke (Boston: Little, Brown, 1889), 1: 454. My argument
 here refers to the concept of "general interest," and not to the related, though different,
 point of whether Burke believes that districts have single unitary interests. As for the
 latter point, it seems to me that Pitkin's claim is equally mistaken, for Burke recognizes.
 and indeed glories in, the diversity of England. Significantly, Pitkin cites Beer, not
 Burke himself. See The Concept of Representation, p. 174.

 " Burke, "Thoughts. . . Discontents," p. 532.
 t Burke, "An Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs," Works, 4: 206.
 Ibid.

 'm Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France, and Thomas Paine, The Rights of
 Man (New York: Anchor Books, 1973), p. 266.

 17 As Pitkin recognizes, pp. 180-82. Her reconciliation of freedom for the representative and
 ultimate popular control is unconvincing, however, for it tums Burke into an optimistic
 believer in the eventual victory of truth over falsehood. See pp. 340-41 below.

 Frank O'Gorman, Edmund Burke His Political Philosophy (Bloomington: Indiana Uni-
 versity Press, 1973), p. 61.

 '~ John MacCunn, The Political Philosophy of Burke (New York: Russell and Russell, 1965),
 pp. 165-66.
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 In short, Burke is made to believe in elections without consequences. Repre-
 sentatives are to be chosen, but the choices are to be meaningless, for they are not
 to be judged. The question is why have the elections at all? Are we really to
 believe that Burke held representation through elections essential to free govern-
 ment, but that he also believed that such representation serves no useful purpose?
 In the face of such an obvious contradiction, some writers seek a resolution in his-
 tory. Chapman writes,

 The choice of the people at any discrete moment, Burke said, whenever it
 can come to act, is or ought to be irresistible, but he was confident that
 unless it were momentarily stirred up into a "tumultuary and giddy
 choice," it would act consistently with the choice of the people at other
 discrete moments, that is consistently with the choice of the nation, in the
 perfect freedom of duty.20

 Unfortunately, this saves Burke from inconsistency at the cost of making him a
 romantic believer in the wisdom of the majority - a position which he clearly never
 held and which runs contrary to the course of his thought. The difficulty remains;
 these commentators are committed to a view of Burke on representation which
 prevents them from giving a convincing explanation of why representation is es-
 sential to his political thought.

 II

 Why are the major accounts of Burke's position on representation so unsatis-
 factory? As I suggested at the outset, it seems to me that the causes are two: a
 general lack of familiarity with the political situation at Bristol at the time of Burke's
 speeches there, and a failure to place Burke's arguments on representation within
 the context of his theory of the state. Let us now begin to remedy these faults by
 taking a closer look at the Bristol speeches. Burke served as one of the two repre-
 sentatives in Parliament from Bristol from 1774 to 1780. He came to Bristol because

 he had lost the patronage of Lord Verney and with it his previous seat. Bristol was
 prepared to accept him, even though Burke was a Whig and the city usually voted
 Tory, out of a sense of rebellion against the government's American policy.21
 Bristol, at that time the second largest city of the kingdom, had its wealth tied to
 the colonial trade. As one of the leading opponents of the administration's policy
 of repressing American trade, Burke seemed the perfect spokesman for Bristol's
 interests. Unfortunately, "... the election of 1774 was like a sudden love-match.
 based on an ardent but ignorant affection, and divergences of views and of temper
 began to appear as soon as the marriage was celebrated."22 While the city had op-
 posed the government's policy in America, once the war started, the city rallied to
 the Crown. Burke, however, continued to oppose the policy. At the same time, his
 stand on other issues created considerable opposition in Bristol. By 1780, Burke's
 chances for reelection were slight.

 Of the four speeches Burke made at Bristol, the first, upon arrival in 1774,
 need not concern us here; the fourth admits the impossibility of winning the poll in
 1780, and is, except for one point, also of little importance. The second speech was
 delivered after the election of 1774. In it Burke offers his most theoretical state-
 ment of the relationship between voters and their representatives. The issue which
 concerns Burke is that of instructions. The other successful candidate had endorsed
 the right of the constituents to instruct representatives how to vote in Parliament,

 20 Gerald Chapman, Edmund Burke the Practical Imagination (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
 versity Press, 1967), p. 164.

 21 Ernest Barker, "Burke and His Bristol Constituency," Essays on Government (New York:
 Oxford University Press, 1956), p. 177.

 Ibid., p. 182.
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 but Burke disagrees. He admits that a representative ought to be close to his con-
 stituents; their wishes ought to have great weight with him and he should give com-
 plete attention to their interests. Yet, what means he is to employ in that service
 is for him to determine. Government is not a question simply of will or inclination;
 rather, it involves judgment. It is not a matter of what people want, but of what
 is best to be done. It is quite possible, then, that judgments may be in error. Fur-
 ther, it is likely that the judgments most prone to error are those which are most
 remote. The representative is the man on the scene; he is the political expert.
 Therefore, "your representative owes you, not his industry only, but his judgment;
 and he betrays, instead of serving you, if he sacrifices it to your opinion."23 Burke
 goes on to argue that a member of Parliament must participate in debate and dis-
 cussion, study issues carefully, and consider the interests of the entire country before
 making up his mind how to vote. The will of his own district is only one of the
 factors he must keep in mind as he decides.

 The second Bristol speech seems to support the view that Burke holds that
 representatives are not accountable to their districts. However, Burke goes on in
 the third speech to considerably modify that impression. The third speech opened
 Burke's campaign for reelection in 1780, and is, therefore, a detailed defense of
 his conduct in office. Indeed, while there is some discussion of the theory of rep-
 resentation, the vast bulk of the speech is a reply to four specific charges. The first
 of these is that Burke has neglected the affairs of the city. Burke agrees that he has
 spent little time in Bristol- he does not live there and has visited only twice in the
 last six years - but he denies that he has not served the city well. Indeed, he sug-
 gests, "I could hardly serve you as I have done, and court you too."24 Burke also
 quickly passes over the charge that his stand in favor of the reform of the laws
 requiring imprisonment for debt conflicts with Bristol's interest. He points out that
 an imprisoned person cannot repay the debt and suggests that debtors should be
 allowed their freedom so they can work to repay their obligations.25 To a third
 charge - that he has supported Irish trade - Burke pleads guilty. However, he
 maintains that his support of the Irish will benefit Bristol in the long run by pre-
 serving the Empire. This choice is, he claims, between liberalization and war. Look
 at America; there all concessions were refused. And the result was that "from war
 and blood we went to submission, and from submission plunged back again to war
 and blood, to desolate and be desolated, without measure, hope, or end."26 Surely,
 England can learn from experience to avoid such consequences. By far the largest
 section of the speech is taken up with the final issue: the question of Catholic
 emancipation.27 Bristol was a zealously Protestant city, but Burke had voted to
 repeal a series of anti-Catholic acts. His defense is simply that his action was cor-
 rect. Considerations of religious toleration and practical political prudence com-
 bine, in his view, to legitimate his stand.

 While the third Bristol speech is a detailed lawyer's brief rather than an ab-
 stract exposition on representation, when viewed in conjunction with the other
 Bristol speeches it does offer a consistent theory of representation. The second
 speech and the opening passages of the third speech ask for the sympathetic under-
 standing of the voters. Burke stresses the difficulty of the job of a representative.

 23 Edmund Burke, "Speeches on Arrival at Bristol and at the Conclusion of the Poll," Works,
 2: 95.

 "' Edmund Burke, "Speech to the Electors at Bristol," Works, 2: 373. The speech was de-
 livered on September 6, 1780.

 2 Ibid., pp. 385 ff.
 28 Ibid., p. 381. The spectre of America hangs over the Bristol speech. It seems clear that

 Burke's relatively progressive stands on the issues of Irish Trade and Catholic emanci-
 pation are due in part to his belief that a hardline approach only served to provoke
 rebellion in America and might well do so elsewhere.

 ' Ibid., pp. 390 ff.
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 He further asks that voters judge their representatives on general points rather
 than on the details of their actions. However, once these basic points are made,
 Burke does not hesitate to answer specific charges about his conduct. He proceeds
 to claim that where he and Bristol disagree his voice ought to prevail because he is
 right and Bristol wrong. In this defense of Irish trade he says, "instead of requiring
 it from me, as a point of duty, to kindle with your passions, had you all been as cool
 as I was, you would have been saved disgraces and distresses that are unutterable."28
 Because the representative is more informed than the voter, the voter ought not to
 seek to instruct the representative. Burke's second Bristol speech makes that quite
 clear. He asks, "... what sort of reason is that in which the determination pre-
 cedes the discussion, in which one set of men deliberate and another decide, and
 where those who form the conclusion are perhaps three hundred miles distant from
 those who hear the argument?"29 Yet, Burke is also clear on another point. If the
 district and the representative persist in disagreeing, the district has a right to
 remove the representative. Burke says as much in the third speech, but it is the
 fourth and last speech which is most unequivocal. He says, "... I received your
 trust in the face of day, and in the face of day I accept your dismission...."30 A
 close reading of all the Bristol speeches reveals that there is a solution to the prob-
 lem of accountability in Burke's thought. While he does advocate broad leeway
 for the representative, the representative must defend his policies and must submit
 to the judgment of his constituents. Right or wrong, they prevail.

 III

 Careful consideration of the Bristol speeches thus produces the beginnings of
 a coherent theory of representation, but we are still in danger of misunderstanding
 that theory unless we also understand Burke's theory of the constitution and the
 place of Parliament in that theory. Burke's theory of the constitution is largely a
 defense of the settlement of 1688-90. The value of the constitution established
 then is, according to Burke, that it created a government balanced between royal,
 aristocratic, and democratic elements, with the weight slightly in favor of monarchy.
 England is thus best described as a limited monarchy. The possession of such a
 system is quite fortunate, for "... a monarchy is a thing perfectly susceptible to
 reform, perfectly susceptible of a balance of power, and that, when reformed and
 balanced, for a great country it is the best of all governments."31 Two aspects of
 this settlement are of particular importance. First, the overall structure of govern-
 ment must reflect the royal predominance. As Burke put it,

 . . . everything republican which can be introduced with safety into either
 of them (England and France) must be built upon a monarchy - built
 upon a real, not a nominal monarchy, as its essential basis; that all such
 institutions, whether aristocratic or democratic, must originate from their
 crown, and in all their proceedings must refer to it ...32

 28 Ibid., p. 380.

 29 Edmund Burke, "Speeches on Arrival at Bristol and at the Conclusion of the Poll." The
 speeches were delivered on October 13 and November 3, 1774, respectively. The speech
 at the conclusion of the poll is the second Bristol speech.

 "3 Edmund Burke, "Speech at Bristol on Declining the Poll," Works, 2: 429. After arriving
 at Bristol and making the speech of September 6, Burke began to campaign for election;
 however, it soon became obvious that he had alienated too many voters. He, therefore,
 conceded defeat on September 9, 1780.

 "a Burke, "An Appeal...," p. 106.

 32 Ibid., pp. 109-10. Surprisingly few of the commentators admit Burke's emphasis upon the
 importance of the Crown. They often speak as though Burke held a theory of Parlia-
 mentary supremacy in both legislation and administration. See MacCunn, for instance,
 The Political Philosophy of Burke, pp. 174 ff.
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 Second, it is vital that the monarchy be counterbalanced by other offices of state
 structured to give expression to both the aristocracy and the democracy. The king
 must govern, but his governing must be controlled. The balance of elements will
 insure moderation. Burke argues, "the whole scheme of our mixed Constitution is
 to prevent any one of its principles from being carried as far as, taken by itself, and
 theoretically, it would go."33 A successful policy must be widely popular and prob-
 ably a result of compromise among a large number of interests. Thus, ". . in the
 British constitution, there is a perpetual treaty and compromise going on...."934
 This emphasis on compromise makes clear that when Burke speaks of the common
 good or interest he means the best policy or most acceptable alternative, not some
 abstract concept or Platonic idea.

 Within this system, Parliament checks the Crown and speaks for the people.
 In this regard, Burke does not say a great deal about the House of Lords, but prefers
 to concentrate his attention on the Commons. In his view, the Commons controls
 the Crown in part through its power to consent to laws. However, since in Burke's
 day legislation was commonly thought to be of less significance than administration,
 the major weapon of Parliament is its oversight of the conduct of the king's min-
 isters. The danger is that "the discretionary power of the crown in the formation
 of ministry, abused by bad or weak men, has given rise to a system, which, without
 directly violating the letter of any law, operates against the spirit of the whole con-
 stitution."35 To counter such action, Parliament ought to avoid sharing complicity
 in royal policies and should organize itself to resist them in the name of the people.
 For this purpose, the creation of political parties based on sound principles of
 government is most useful. Burke argues, "whilst men are linked together, they
 easily and speedily communicate the alarm of any evil design. They are enabled
 to fathom it with common counsel, and to oppose it with united strength."36
 Where the enemies of liberty organize, the only protection for good men is to also
 be organized. This may even require party government, for

 it does indeed imply the necessity of having the great strongholds of gov-
 ernment in well-united hands, in order to secure the predominance of
 right and uniform principles; of having the capital offices of deliberation
 and execution of those who can deliberate with mutual confidence, and
 who will execute what is resolved with firmness and fidelity....37

 As a last resort, if the king will not appoint ministers who are properly principled,
 and if the ministers he does appoint refuse to listen to reason, there remains the
 remedy of impeachment.38

 Burke believes that the success of Parliament in resisting the Crown is directly
 dependent on its proximity to the people. The closer the relationship between the
 people and their representatives, the better able those representatives will be to
 stand against the persuasions of the ministers and the greater the opportunity of the
 constituents to notice any lapse in the zeal of their members. This is not, however,
 to argue that the people's every wish is to be done. In Burke's view, "the people
 are the natural control on authority; but to exercise and to control together is

 3{3 Burke, "An Appeal ...," p. 207.

 34 Ibid., p. 208. It is this argument, repeated at many other points in Burke's works, that rules
 out the concept of objective interest.

 5 Edmund Burke, "Thoughts ... Discontents," p. 469.
 : Ibid., p. 525.

 3T Edmund Burke, "Observations on a Late Publication Entitled 'The Present State of the
 Nation,'" Works, 1: 419.

 ' For an interesting discussion of this issue, see Harvey C. Mansfield, Jr., Statesmanship and
 Party Government (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 146 ff.
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 contradictory and impossible."39 The relationship is rather more complicated; thle
 people are to express their grievances and the representatives are to seek the actual
 remedies. Burke writes,

 The people are the masters. They have only to express their wants at
 large and in gross. We are the expert artists, we are the skillful workmen,
 to shape their desires into perfect form, and to fit the utensils to their use.
 They are the sufferers, they tell the symptoms of the complaint; but we
 know the exact seat of the disease, and how to apply the remedy accord-
 ing to the rules of art.40

 Government, as Burke often notes, is a trusteeship. This means that the members
 of Parliament are to act in what they believe to be the best interests of the people,
 and, generally, the people are best served by leaving them broad leeway. Yet, at
 times of crisis, the people are well advised to be more careful. If there seems to be
 a threat to their liberty, "the people ought to be excited to a more strict and
 detailed attention to the conduct of their representatives."41 Even in the most
 peaceful of circumstances, the people have the right to remove representatives for
 whatever reason they choose. Burke never contests the right; at most, he questions
 the wisdom of exercising it for insufficient cause.

 This brings us to two constitutional issues concerning representation which re-
 quire further discussion if Burke's theory is to be fully understood. The first is the
 question of majority rule. According to Burke, popular control of government is
 essential. In a speech on economical reforms, he argues in favor of a reform bill
 because ". .. . it is necessary from the demands of the people, whose desires, when
 they do not militate with the stable and eternal rules of justice and reason (rules
 which are above us and above them), ought to be as a law to a House of Com-
 mons."42 Again, in the "Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents," Burke
 can be found urging the strictest public scrutiny of the conduct of members of Par-
 liament. Yet, it is equally clear that Burke does not extend his concept of popular
 control to include majority rule. In the "Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs,"
 he writes, "the number engaged in crimes, instead of turning them into laudable
 acts, only augments the quantity and intensity of the guilt."43 In fact, a sizable
 section of the "Appeal" consists of a detailed, and theoretically impressive, critique
 of majority rule.44 Burke develops his case through an analogy to the government
 of a corporation. He argues that if government is truly based on contract, there
 can be majority rule only if all the parties to the contract agree, but, given the
 general incapacity of the masses, they would be foolish to create a majoritarian
 government. If the original contract did not call for majority rule, it can be added
 only by unanimous agreement. Applying this abstract argument to England, Burke
 denies that the country was originally ruled by the majority or that the Revolution
 of 1688 added it to the political system.

 How can Burke reconcile his support for popular control with his opposition
 to majority rule? We have already seen that deemphasizing the role of popular con-
 trol in Burke's thought results in unacceptable consequences.45 On the other hand,
 an emphasis on popular control can lead to majoritarian conclusions. An interest-
 ing solution to this dilemma is offered by Mansfield who asserts that Burke sees

 39 Burke, "An Appeal.. .," p. 164.
 40 Edmund Burke, "Speech on Presenting to the House of Commons a Plan for the Better

 Security of the Independence of Parliament, and the Economical Reformation of the
 Civil and Other Establishments," Works, 2: 357.

 4" Burke, "Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents," p. 521.
 42 Burke, "Speech on ... Economical Reformation ...," p. 271.
 43 Burke, "An Appeal. . .," p. 163.
 44 Ibid., pp. 116 ff and especially pp. 161-85.
 4 See p. 332 above.
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 the political party, united on first principles, as a substitute both for the uncon-
 trolled, hence dangerous, statesmanship of Bolingbroke and for majority-rule
 democracy.46 This is an ingenious argument, but, unfortunately, it doesn't quite
 work. Its strength is that it offers a plausible account of the "Thoughts on the
 Causes of the Present Discontents." In that work, written in the early 1770s, Burke
 does indeed offer party government accompanied by close constituent control of
 representatives as the answer to the machinations of what he calls the Court Cabal
 (Lord Brute and associates).47 However, the problem is that Burke thought of the
 events of that time as exceptional, and the "Thoughts" thus represents the high
 watermark of his sympathy for majority rule. The weakness of Mansfield's case is
 that it doesn't help us with Burke's later works which are much less friendly to
 parties. One might, for example, wonder why, if Burke means to substitute loyalty
 to party for loyalty to a district, does he say nothing about a party at Bristol. Burke
 offers reasons why he should not be expected to obey the popular will of Bristol,
 but none of them has anything to do with party. Burke is indeed a party man, but,
 as the example of the French Revolution makes clear, there are limits to his loyalty.

 It seems to me that the answer to the problem of majority rule and popular
 control in Burke's thought lies in his conception of the "people." Mansfield writes
 about the role of the people in Burke's thought as though Burke thinks of the
 people as an undifferentiated mass of equal or nearly equal units. But this is clearly
 not the case, for Burke sees the people as a corporate body. Thus, its voice, as
 MacCunn argues, is ". . .the voice not of the majority but of the organized people
 - the people in his own sense of the term, as shifted by 'the discipline of nature,'
 not only ... into many ranks, classes, and interests, but into many grades of political
 capacity and incapacity."48 Since the members of the state vary widely in their
 places and talents, they ought also to vary in the extent of their political participa-
 tion and in the degree to which they exercise control over the members of Parlia-
 ment. Even early in his career, Burke opposed a broad suffrage. In "Observations
 on a Late Publication Entitled 'The Present State of the Nation'" he opposed in-
 creasing the number of voters in these words: "I believe that most sober thinkers
 on this subject are rather of opinion, that our fault is on the other side; and that
 it would be more in the spirit of our constitution, and more agreeable to the pat-
 tern of our best laws, by lessening the number, to add to the weight and indepen-
 dency of our votes."49 Burke believes that most people are incapable of choosing
 for themselves; to give them the vote would be to expose them to the corrupting
 designs and finances of the ruling ministry. A better alternative is to restrict the
 vote to the leaders of society, allowing them to speak for the masses. Popular con-
 trol is thereby retained, but the dangers of majority rule are avoided. Stability is
 gained, and nothing is lost; the natural ties of interest in a hierarchical social order
 insure that the leaders will look after the interests of the others, for they are in-
 cluded in their own.

 Mansfield, Statesmanship and Party Government, p. 165 ff, especially p. 196.
 4, See Burke, "Thoughts. . . Discontents," especially p. 525 ff. "Thoughts" and its companion

 work, "Observations on... 'The Present State of the Nation.' " were attacks on two
 fronts. Burke sought to discredit the Government and to downgrade Chatham as a
 possible leader of the opposition. The criticism of corruption is thus directed against the
 Administration and the praise of party is intended to stress the superiority of the Rock-
 ingham connection over Chatham. The works must, therefore. be read with great care,
 for they are both more anti-monarchical and more pro-party than most of Burke's
 writings.

 48 MacCunn, The Political Philosophy of Burke, p. 163.

 49 Burke. "Observations," pp. 370-71. A good discussion of Burke's argument linking exten-
 sion of the suffrage to greater royal power may be found in O'Gorman, Edmund Burke
 His Political Philosophy, pp. 36-7. O'Gorman's work is, however, open to the same
 objection as Mansfield's: that it elevates Burke's stand on a single issue into a lifetime
 philosophy.
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 The second issue which requires discussion is virtual representation. Virtual
 representation is based on a commonality of interest between a district and a rep-
 resentative rather than an actual choice of the representative by the district. A
 member of Parliament who shares the interests of a district and who acts in its

 behalf may be said to represent that district even if he never sets foot in it and is
 not elected by it. Burke not only accepts virtual representation but, in fact, rec-
 ommends it highly. He writes, "such a representation I think to be in many cases
 even better than the actual. It possesses most of its advantages and is free from
 many of its inconveniences... the people may err in their choice; but common
 interest and common sentiment are rarely mistaken."50 Indeed, the concept is per-
 vasive in Burke's thought. Since virtual representation occurs any time that there
 is a community of interest between the people and members of the government who
 are not chosen by them, it can even be argued that the king and the lords share in
 it. In "Thoughts," for example, Burke argues precisely this position in denying that
 Parliament's job is to be the people's representative.51 He holds that all of the
 government represents the people and that Parliament's exclusive role is to check
 the power of the other branches. The difficulty that virtual representation presents
 for the student of Burke's thought is that it seems to be extended too far, for it
 implies that representation need not be direct to be effective. If a community of
 interest is all that is required, and if a district can be adequately represented
 even if it is unable to exercise the franchise, why should any district be allowed
 to vote?

 The answer is that Burke qualifies the importance of virtual representation in
 two ways. First, virtual representation must have some basis in direct representa-
 tion. Burke maintains,

 The member must have some relation to the constituent. As things stand,
 the Catholic, as a Catholic, and belonging to a description, has no virtual
 relation to the representative - but the contrary.... Gratitude may not
 always have a very lasting power; but the frequent recurrence of an ap-
 plication for favors will revive and refresh it, and will necessarily produce
 some degree of mutual attention. It will produce, at least, acquaintance.52

 If there is no grounding in direct representation, ruler and subject become un-
 familiar, understanding and sympathy between them are lost, and the basis upon
 which virtual representation makes sense is destroyed. Therefore, some representa-
 tives, at least, must be elected directly. Secondly, there are conditions under which
 even a combination of virtual and actual representation will not do. In discussing
 the issue of American taxation, Burke argues that the distance between the colonies
 and England and the differences in their circumstances make actual representation
 impossible and any claim of virtual representation absurd. In refusing to extend
 the concept of virtual representation to America, Burke comments, "so, then,
 because some towns in England are not represented, America is to have no repre-
 sentatives at all."53 His conclusion, that America should be left largely self-
 governing, might be interpreted to mean merely that virtual and actual representa-
 tion must be combined, but I think it goes beyond that. I believe that Burke is
 arguing that to be truly part of the community, a group must have meaningful
 direct representation. That is, not just some direct representation but substantial
 direct representation- representation which has a chance of making a difference

 50 Edmund Burke, "Letter to Sir Hercules Langrishe on the Subject of the Roman Catholics
 of Ireland," Works, 4: 293. Ironically, this statement, so often quoted as a defense of
 virtual representation, actually occurs in an argument rejecting the application of the
 theory to the case of the Irish Catholics.

 B Burke, "Thoughts ... Discontents," p. 492.
 62 Burke, "Letter to Sir Hercules Langrishe . ..," p. 293.
 56 Edmund Burke, "Speech on American Taxation," Works, 2: 70.
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 in Parliament. At least part of any representation must be direct, responsive to the
 interests in question, and controlled by those interests. In the case of America, and
 in the cases of the Irish and English Catholics, these conditions are not met. Burke
 therefore proposes that the groups either be granted self-government or incor-
 porated into the community complete with parliamentary representation. In sum,
 virtual representation is not a substitute for direct representation; it is an inferior
 complement, which, in some cases at least, is unacceptable even in that role.

 IV

 What, finally, are we to make of Burke on representation? Given the context
 we have discussed, what emerges as his view of the relationship between a repre-
 sentative and his constituents is indeed a kind of trusteeship. What this means is,
 first, like the trustee of a corporation, the representative must serve the interests of
 the trustor. He is to act in what he believes to be the best interest of his client.

 The representative ought to consult with his constituents, listen to their complaints,
 and be mindful of their needs. Of the constituents, Burke says, "their wishes ought
 to have great weight with him; their opinions high respect; their business unremitted
 attention... ."4 But, in the end, while the voter is fully capable of feeling a need
 for action, he is not competent to decide what that action should be. It is the duty
 of the representative to shape the vague feelings of a district into governmental
 policy. Generally speaking, then, it is up to the representative to decide what the
 interests of his constituents require. Further, when the representative acts in Parlia-
 ment, he is to act for the good of the entire nation; where the interests of his district
 conflict with those of the nation, it is the latter which are to prevail. As Burke puts
 it, "if the local constituent should have an interest or should form a hasty opinion
 evidently opposed to the real good of the rest of the community, the member for
 that place ought to be as far as any other from any endeavor to give it effect."55
 This is so, not, as Pitkin would have it, because there is a clash of abstract objective
 interests or between particular and general wills, but simply because what benefits
 the country at large is preferable to what benefits a single district. Burke thinks in
 terms of groups with interests, material and otherwise, not in terms of objective
 goods. In his view, politics is based on compromise and bargaining rather than the
 search for some abstract right, and Parliament is an arena for debate and concilia-
 tion not a Platonic Academy.

 However, given this: given that the representative ought to be allowed great
 freedom, given that he ought to be judged liberally, and given that he ought not to
 be removed for simple disagreement, he may yet be removed. At Bristol, Burke
 claims to take pride in being attacked, for "the charges against me, are all of one
 kind, that I have pushed the principles of general justice and benevolence too
 far... ."56 What is more, he promises that, if reelected, he will continue in the
 same way

 It is certainly not pleasing to be put out of the public service. But I wish
 to be a member of Parliament, to have my share of doing good and resist-
 ing evil. It would therefore be absurd to renounce my objects, in order
 to obtain my seat.57

 Still, it is up to the voters. Burke never denies their right, indeed, their duty, to
 remove a representative for any reason they choose. The issues discussed at Bristol
 are among the most important concerns of his career - American policy, the

 54 Burke, "Speeches on Arrival at Bristol and at the Conclusion of the Poll," p. 95.
 J Ibid., p. 95.

 Burke, "Speech to the Electors at Bristol," p. 423.
 T Ibid., pp. 421-22.
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 government of Ireland, and Catholic rights - and Burke clearly believes that the
 city is not simply mistaken but positively unjust in the policies it pursues. When the
 time comes, however, he presents his case, accepts the judgment of the people, and
 retires in good grace. In other of his works, Burke goes further. In "Thoughts on
 the Cause of the Present Discontents," Burke urges the voters to keep very close tabs
 on their representatives. He sees the issue between the administration and its op-
 ponents as so important that "the electors ought to esteem it no less culpable in
 their member to give a single vote in Parliament to such an administration, than
 to take an office under it; to endure it, than to act in it."58 Burke's opposition to
 instructions to the representatives before they act ought not to obscure his very real
 commitment to their accountability after they act. He never doubts the representa-
 tive's obligation to explain himself and the right of the voters to pass judgment on
 that explanation.

 Viewed against the background of the politics of the late eighteenth century,
 the interpretation of Burke's view of representation as trusteeship must be qualified.
 It must be recognized that Burke does not think that the representative's role is
 exclusively or even principally legislative in nature. In his time, the role of Parlia-
 ment as a legislature was just becoming more important than its role as an overseer
 of the ministries. These, in turn, were responsible to the king, not to Parliament.
 Thus, Burke believes that one of the most important ways in which Parliament
 serves the people's interest is through checking the authority of the Crown by block-
 ing improper actions of the administration. Indeed, it would be a step toward
 tyranny for Parliament to become an active positive force in government. Among
 the complaints leveled against the court cabal in the "Thoughts on the Cause of
 the Present Discontents" is that ".. . the control of Parliament upon the executory
 power is lost; because Parliament is made to partake in every considerable act of
 government."59 The truly vital function of the representative is not to enact the
 will of his constituents; it is, rather, to protect their interests. And an important
 reason why it is unnecessary for voters to have the authority to instruct representa-
 tives is that the representatives, once in Parliament, are not really expected to
 initiate programs but to respond to actions taken by the administration. In short,
 the members of Parliament don't rule; they defend the people against royal misrule.
 If we are to describe Burke's position on representation as a form of trusteeship.
 we ought also to understand that it is a defensive trusteeship.

 V

 Pitkin's conceptual analysis thus fails to produce an adequate interpretation
 of Burke's theory of representation though, as I have shown, such an interpretation
 is possible. What is more, it fails in predictable ways. First, the failure to see the
 concept of representation as part of a system of ideas clouds the understanding,
 not only of the system, but of the concept itself. Pitkin achieves a consistent inter-
 pretation of Burke's position by postulating that Burke sees the job of the repre-
 sentative as the discovery of an objective common good, but Burke expressly denies
 the existence of an objective good in any number of works and consistently de-
 nounces its proponents as dangerous idealogues. A second problem is the failure
 of those who employ conceptual analysis to relate a thinker's concepts to the con-
 crete context of political practices of his time. However, reading Burke in the
 proper context is crucial, for the French and American Revolutions, and subsequent
 events, had not then remade the face of the political map. Burke wrote within the
 confines of the political system of 1688; his theory, therefore, must be approached

 58 Burke, "Thoughts . Discontents." p. 524.
 69 bid., p. 495.
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 froin the framework of limited monarchy, restricted suffrage, and government by
 administration rather than legislation. The failure to recognize this basic point is
 responsible for the common misunderstanding of Burke's position on the delegate-
 trustee controversy. That controversy assumes the existence of a democratic political
 system in which majority rule prevails and the legislature enacts the popular will.
 Burke does not write with such a system in mind, for he does not believe in majority
 rule, and he sees the duty of the legislature as the control of administration and the
 resistance to tyranny. For Burke, the central concern is not insuring that the
 majority gets its way, but providing for adequate legislative and popular oversight
 of policy. Furthermore, when he does turn to the reconciliation of the desire of
 the constituent to instruct the representative and the obligation of the representative
 to follow his conscience, Burke's discussion of the problem is a very sensitive render-
 ing of the merits on each side in the light of the circumstances of the particular
 case. It is of interest to both scholars and politicians caught in similar dilemmas
 because, given his political system, it is balanced and not an expression of some
 theoretical extreme. By abstracting concepts from the circumstances in which they
 are applied, conceptual analysis fails to allow for the weight of those circumstances.
 Consequently, the sense of moderation, prudence, and compromise, so vital to an
 understanding of Burke is lost. To the extent that conceptual analysis treats ideas
 in a social and political vacuum, it loses too much.
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