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 ON REVOLUTION: BURKE THEN AND NOW

 1. EDMUND BURKE AND

 THE THEORY OF REVOLUTION

 MICHAEL FREEMAN

 University of Essex

 I XEVOLUTION was one of the great topics of classical politi-
 cal theory. It obviously ought to remain an important topic for political

 theory and political science. In the early years of the behavioural move-

 ment, it was fashionable to lament the fact that political science had

 ignored the study of revolution in favour of theories and empirical
 investigations based on such allegedly opposite concepts as "stability,"

 "equilibrium," and "consensus." At first sight, the lament no longer
 seems justified. We seem now to have a large number of theoretical and
 empirical studies of revolution.

 This is, however, an illusion. That it is so has become more and more

 apparent in the last few years, during which empiricist theorising about
 revolution has been conspicuously failing to make progress. This

 gloomy conclusion can be demonstrated in several ways. A number of

 reviews of the literature on the empirical theory of revolution have, for
 example, judged the results to be meagre. The following reaction is
 quite typical.

 A UTHOR'S NOTE. This article is based on research carried out with the aid ofa personal
 research grant from the Social Science Research Council of the United Kingdom. The

 author would like to express here his appreciation of the Council's generosity.

 POLITICAL THEORY, Vol. 6 No. 3, August 1978

 ? 1978 Sage Publications, Inc.
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 [278] POLITICAL THEORY / AUGUST 1978

 Unfortunately, the main feature that may be noted about much of the theoretical

 analysis of revolutions is its thinness and triviality.... With the exception of the

 Marxian tradition, the theories tend to leave the reader with the fairly disappointed

 feeling that perhaps the whole exercise of reading and examining the theory was

 not worth the effort.,

 (I am not at all sure that Marxism is an exception to the general weak-

 ness of theories of revolution; but I leave it aside because it raises too

 many special problems.)

 Another sign that the empiricist theory of revolution has been run-

 ning into difficulties has been the strange career of the subject itself. In

 1964, Harry Eckstein declared: "Revolution is one of the classic themes

 of social thought; among the great thinkers there is scarcely one who has

 failed to come to grips with it."2 Yet he himself proposed that the subject

 of empirical theory be changed from revolution to internal war. In 1970,

 Ted Robert Gurr wrote a much-acclaimed book entitled Why Men

 Rebel, which is in fact not about rebellion but about political violence.3

 This nervousness on the part of the empirical theorists about what their

 theory is a theory of is reflected in the relevant article, by Charles Tilly,

 in the Greenstein-Polsby Handbook of Political Science, which is en-

 titled "Revolutions and Collective Violence."4 In some parts of his

 article Tilly treats this as one subject, at other times as two.

 A third weakness of current empirical theories of revolution also

 concerns their subjects. In 1964 Eckstein wrote that no questions about

 "internal war" had been more thoroughly neglected than those raised by

 their long-run consequences. "Despite the protracted normative argu-

 ment between pro-revolutionaries and anti-revolutionaries, initiated by

 Paine and Burke, almost nothing careful and systematic has been
 written about the long-run social effects of internal wars. . . . But in

 regard to etiology, to 'causes', we are absolutely inundated with print."5

 The situation has scarcely changed since then. Tilly's article in the
 Greenstein-Polsby Handbook deals almost entirely with the etiology of
 revolutions and has very little indeed to say about their long-run social
 effects.

 The empiricist theory of revolution suffers, then, from three serious
 weaknesses: (1) it has been judged fruitless by several commentators

 with no epistemological prejudices against empiricism as such; (2) it has
 shown itself unsure as to whether it can produce a theory of revolution,
 as distinct from some other phenomenon such as "collective violence";
 (3) it has largely failed to tackle what it has itself identified as a major
 problem: the theory of the long-run consequences of revolution. Before
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 I proceed to show how all these difficulties can be, indeed have been,

 handled more successfully within a quite different epistemological

 framework, I wish to make clear what I mean by identifying the above

 approaches to theory construction as empiricist.

 The critical question is: what makes an empirical theory empirical?

 Gurr, in Why Men Rebel, defined "theory" thus: "an interrelated set of
 general, falsifiable hypotheses that specify causal or concomitant rela-

 tionships between independent and dependent variables."6 Eckstein's

 definition was similar.7 No doubt, there are varieties of empiricism. But

 I assume that such a definition of "theory" is typically empiricist.

 The principal contention of this article is that Edmund Burke gave us

 a theory of revolution which is superior to recent empirical theories,

 even when judged by certain important empiricist criteria. This he did
 even though the metaphysical and epistemological basis of his theory

 was not empiricist. My further contention is that, precisely because the

 theory is not empiricist, and despite the fact that its foundations are of

 no philosophical interest, it is more fruitful than are our recent empiri-
 cist efforts.

 Burke was not an empiricist because he did not acknowledge the fact-
 value distinction; because he did not formulate "hypotheses" in a

 falsifiable form; and because he (occasionally) invoked Providence as an
 explanatory factor. In recent years, there has been much dispute about
 the place of "natural law" in Burke's political theory.8 Some say it was
 fundamental; others say it consisted of superficial rhetorical flourishes.

 Burke may have been pious or he may have been pragmatic, but no one

 claims that his philosophical position was an empiricist one.

 Because he was not an empiricist, Burke has never been taken

 seriously by empiricist theorists of revolution. Tilly, for example, in his
 contribution to the Greenstein-Polsby Handbook, provides a bibliog-

 raphy of some 175 items on "Revolution and Collective Violence" with-

 out listing one work by Burke. Neither Eckstein nor Gurr pays him any
 serious attention.

 But Burke's theory of revolution has fared little better with com-
 mentators with less bias against nonempiricist political theory. John

 Plamenatz, for example, wrote in Man and Society that "Burke's con-

 ception of society, as a well-integrated whole with long-established
 institutions supported by venerable;prejudices, made it impossible for
 him to give a convincing explanation of anarchy and revolution."9

 A common variant of Plamenatz's contention that Burke was unable
 to give any convincing explanation of revolution is that he was only able
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 to explain revolutions, especially the French Revolution, by means of a
 "conspiracy theory," it being rightly assumed that conspiracy theories

 do not provide convincing explanations of revolution.'0

 I have sought elsewhere to refute the "no-explanation" and "con-

 spiracy-theory" views of Burke. " I shall recapitulate the argument here

 as briefly as possible. Burke believed (rightly) that revolutionary con-

 spiracies existed. He also believed (rightly) that they sometimes made
 an important contribution to the causes of revolution. He morally dis-

 approved of one particular revolutionary conspiracy he believed to exist
 (the French) and expressed his disapproval in extremely forceful

 language. In this one case, his moral disapproval led him to attribute

 "responsibility" for the Revolution to the "conspiracy" and, conse-

 quently, to hold it to be a cause. This has led to the widespread scholarly
 view that he held a conspiracy theory of revolution in general and a con-

 spiracy theory of the French Revolution in particular. This view is none-
 theless incorrect.

 It is incorrect because, although Burke did sometimes place great
 emphasis on the conspiracy of revolutionary leaders, he never said that

 their conspiracy was the sole or a sufficient cause of Revolution. A

 marked characteristic of the strongest "conspiracy" passages is their

 extreme vagueness about how the conspiracy works. This, for instance,
 is as specific a charge as Burke ever made that the French Revolution
 was brought about by a conspiracy: "It was by art and impulse; it was by

 the sinister use made of a season of scarcity; it was under an infinitely

 diversified succession of wicked pretences, wholly foreign to the ques-
 tion of monarchy or aristocracy, that this light people were inspired

 with their present spirit of levelling."'2

 By contrast, there are other passages in which Burke gave a relatively
 clear sociological account of the forces which may undermine a prosper-
 ous and seemingly stable society. In this account, conspiracy was given a

 place, but a secondary one.

 Burke's most careful account of the part played by "conspiracy" in
 the causation of revolution is to be found in his Appealfrom the New to

 the Old Whigs (1791).

 Great discontents frequently arise in the best constituted governments from causes
 which no human wisdom can foresee, and no human power can prevenL . . .

 Governments of all kinds are administered only by men; and great mistakes, tend-

 ing to inflame these discontents, may concur.... In such circumstances the minds

 of the people become sore and ulcerated . . . From their disgust at [public] men,
 they are soon led to quarrel with their frame of government, which they presume
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 gives nourishment to the vices, real or supposed, of those who administer to it....

 Then will be felt the full effect of encouraging doctrines which tend to make the
 citizens despise their constitution.13

 Note well that Burke wrote this passage during the French Revolution;
 that, in it, he saw "great discontents" arising from causes which "no

 human power can prevent"; that mistakes of government might inflame
 these discontents so that the people came to quarrel with their frame of
 government; and then-only then-would be felt the full effect of

 encouraging doctrines which tended to make the citizens despise their
 constitution. This last is the conspiracy clause: revolutionary con-
 spiracies, for Burke, were always conspiracies of subversive doctrines;
 and they always took effect in a society rendered unstable by other
 causes. 14

 The case that Burke could offer an explanation of revolution, which
 did not rely on a conspiracy theory, and which found a place for revolu-
 tionary conspiracies within a more complex sociological account, can
 be established by considering a passage from his Letter to William Elliot
 (1795). The prosperity of Europe on the eve of the French Revolution,
 he wrote, was unprecedented. But this prosperity "contained in itself the
 seeds of its own danger." It caused "laxity" and "debility" in "one part of
 society" (the aristocracy). It produced bold spirits and dark designs in
 "the other" (the bourgeoisie). A false philosophy passed from academies
 into courts, and "the great themselves were infected with the theories
 which conducted to their ruin." "Men of talent began to compare, in the
 partition of the common stock of public prosperity, the proportion of
 the dividends with the merits of the claimants. As usual, they found their
 portion not equal to their estimate (or perhaps to the public estimate) of
 their own worth."

 Thus, Burke has established a social crisis: unprecedented prosperity
 has produced a conflict between a debilitated ruling class and a bold,
 talented, and aggrieved middle class. Only now is there a hint of subver-
 sive conspiracy.

 Religion, that held the materials of the fabric together, was first systematically
 loosened. All other opinions, under the name of prejudices, must fall along with it,

 and property, left undefended by principles, became a repository of spoils to tempt
 cupidity, and not a magazine to furnish arms for defense.'5

 The "systematic loosening" of religion is the conspiracy phrase (it
 was carried out, Burke said in the Reflections, by a "literary cabal"),'6
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 but this subversion is, once again, only one factor in a general system

 of disorder.

 One cause of the Revolution, therefore, was increased prosperity,

 leading to moral decay and class antagonism. Another was division

 within the ruling class. The French monarchy, to secure the allegiance of

 the nation to itself, had dissolved all other allegiances. It had created

 antagonism between itself and the nobility, the clergy, and the magis-

 tracy. Once the allegiance of the people to the crown was broken, "the

 whole frame of the commonwealth was found in a state of disconnec-

 tion."l7 In this account, too, conspiracy plays a minor role.

 Burke held that revolutions never took place in the absence of radical

 and widespread grievances. "General rebellions and revolts of a whole

 people," he declared in his Letter to the Sheriffs of Bristol (1777) a

 propos of the American Revolution, "never were encouraged, now or at

 any time. They are always provoked."' 8 Conspirators never make revo-

 lutions out of nothing. Radical and widespread grievances may arise

 among the people as a result of oppressive government; of clumsy,
 stupid, or simply excessive government; they may also arise under good

 government as a result of inevitable human fallibility and uncontrol-
 lable circumstance. All the properties of governments that may create a

 grievance in the first place may inflame it by an inappropriate response.

 In such a situation, the availability to the aggrieved of a revolutionary
 ideology may turn turmoil into revolt.

 Burke did not, of course, have a systematic theory of the causes of

 revolution-he was opposed, on epistemological principle, to system-
 atic theory-but he did give quite a detailed account both of factors
 tending to weaken ruling classes and social orders and those tending to
 arouse the populace to revolution. His theory of the causes of revolution
 may not have been very original-then, he did not value originality in
 political and moral theory-and it contained no truths forgotten by
 modern empiricist theorists. But "etiology" is their strong point. My

 contention so far has been that, contrary to much scholarly opinion, it

 was not Burke's weak point. But his strong point was that he was able to

 go far beyond mere etiology.

 In his essay of 1964, to which I referred earlier, Eckstein suggested

 that questions about "internal war" can best be arranged in relation to

 "phases through which every internal war must pass." These phases are

 prerevolutionary conditions, courses, outcomes, and longer-run conse-

 quences.'9 This notion of ""phases" is obviously quite crude, but it is
 worth noting that Eckstein had said, earlier in the essay, that some of the
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 great thinkers had been interested in formulating generalisations about

 the causes, course, or consequences of revolution. Eckstein's phases of

 internal war are, therefore, very similar to (his account of) the classical

 phases of revolution.

 Since much of Burke's most interesting theorising about revolution

 was developed through his analysis of the French Revolution, and since

 he died in 1797, he was not well placed to construct a theory of the

 "longer-run consequences" of revolution. In Eckstein's terms, his theory
 was at most one of revolutionary "outcomes." However, Eckstein ad-

 mits that the distinction between "outcome" and "longer-run conse-
 quence" is not precise. This is reinforced by the fact that he associates

 the Paine-Burke debate with the long-run effects of revolution. I wish

 now to show-and this is my principal contention-that Burke was

 superior to the modern empiricists, not merely in having a theory of
 revolutionary outcomes as well as one of revolutionary etiology, but
 in having an integrated theory of the causes, courses, and outcomes of

 revolution.

 Let us start with the simple notion that a radical and widespread
 grievance is a necessary condition of revolution. This notion was the

 main link between Burke's account of the causes of revolution and his

 account of its dynamics and outcome.

 The concept of "grievance" raised, for Burke, epistemological prob-

 lems whose solution had definite political implications. He distin-
 guished between "real" or "practical" grievances, on the one hand, and

 "false" or "speculative" grievances on the other. The best judges of a
 practical grievance were the poor, for such a grievance was a matter of

 feeling, and the poor had generally felt most of the practical oppression.

 But they were not good judges of the real causes of their oppression, nor

 of the appropriate remedies for it, for such judgments were matters of

 reason, and their reason was weak. These judgments should be made by

 the "sober, rational, and substantial" part of the population.20

 In a situation of practical oppression, the crucial question was

 whether the oppressed would be led by the sober, rational, and substan-

 tial, or by "artful men" who exploited irritations of the popular mind,
 presumably by identifying false causes and inappropriate remedies.

 If it was ("normatively") crucial to which of these two groups the
 oppressed would turn, then it was necessary to specify the conditions

 under which they would seek out the one or the other. Burke stated two

 conditions under which the oppressed would be likely to take the
 "wrong" (i.e., the revolutionary) turning. The first was when the
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 government was unsympathetic to the practical grievance. The Ameri-

 can Revolution was an example of such a situation.2'

 The second condition under which the oppressed would not turn to

 the rational and substantial was when these latter were in disarray. This

 is to repeat, from a different perspective, a point already made: when the

 ruling class was weakened by moral decay and/ or internal conflict, the
 people would turn to "counterelites" for the solution of their problems.

 Counter-elites were not sober, rational and substantial. Their social

 origins did not suit them to be good rulers. Lawyers were an especially
 important case. If lawyers were not won over to the service of the state

 by "great honours and great emoluments," they could be extremely

 dangerous to it. Their training made them "acute, inquisitive, dexterous,

 prompt in attack, ready in defence, full of resources." Simple people

 judged a bad principle of government only by an actual grievance.

 Lawyers judged the seriousness of the grievance by the badness of the
 principle.22

 Lawyers were both too clever and not clever enough. They were too

 clever insofar as their dexterous minds delighted in turning practical

 grievances into issues of principle, thereby fanning the flames of dis-

 content. They were not clever enough in that the talent that made a good

 lawyer was quite different from that which made a good ruler. In the

 Reflections, Burke declared:

 when men are too much confined to professional and faculty habits, and, as it were,

 inveterate in the recurrent employment of that narrow circle, they are rather

 disabled than qualified for whatever depends on the knowledge of mankind, on

 experience in mixed affairs, on a comprehensive connected view of the various

 complicated external and internal interests which go to the formation of that multi-
 farious thing called a state.23

 The narrowness of lawyers, and of other talented persons outside the

 established ruling class, did not, however, merely lead to incompetent
 government, should thty be thrown into positions of leadership during a
 revolution: it led to tyranny. Revolution placed untried talent in power.
 Only experience taught the complex difficulties of rational reform.
 But destruction and depotism were simple. When there were radical and
 widespread grievances because of the palpable defects of old establish-

 ments, and when government did not respond to the expression of such
 grievances, the wholesale destruction of existing institutions would be-

 come an appealing remedy to the aggrieved. But it would not be appro-
 priate.24
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 Burke's view that revolutionary change necessarily led to destruction

 and tyranny was not a product of the French Revolution. In 1780, in his
 Speech on Economical Reform, he had written:

 in hot reformations, in what men, more zealous than considerate, call making clear
 work, the whole is generally so crude, so harsh, so indigested; mixed with so much

 imprudence, and so much injustice; so contrary to the whole course of human

 nature, and human institutions, that the very people who are most eager for it are
 among the first to grow disgusted at what they have done.25

 This passage referred to hasty reform, but applied a fortiori to revolu-
 tion. Note how Burke attributed to radical reforms, and closely asso-
 ciated, qualities denoting incompetence and qualities denoting oppres-
 siveness: crude and harsh; indigested, imprudent, unjust, and contrary
 to human nature.

 Radicals, being "hot" and "zealous," did not consider the conse-
 quences of their actions: "when people see a political object, which they

 ardently desire, but in one point of view, they are apt extremely to
 palliate, or underrate the evils which may arise in obtaining it."26

 The vices of radicals were moral as well as intellectual. These moral
 failings were exemplified for Burke by Rousseau. Rousseau, he said,
 displayed "an austere virtue pursued to an unsociable fierceness."27
 Radicals generally, he believed, hated vice too much and loved men too
 little.28 But Burke also held Rousseau's virtue to be sham. This sham
 virtue was the model for the French revolutionaries. "Benevolence to the
 whole species, and want of feeling for every individual with whom the
 professors come in contact, form the character of the new philosophy."29
 Both of these moral failings enabled radicals to take up the cause of the
 people and go on to oppress them.

 The judgments which revolutionaries made of existing institutions
 were not only crude and harsh; they were based upon the false premise
 that all authority must be subject to the test of reason. It could never be
 legitimated by "prejudice." As a consequence, revolutionary regimes
 were no more secure than their predecessors. "By what they call reason-

 ing without prejudice, they leave not one stone upon another in the
 fabric of human society. They subvert all the authority which they hold,
 as well as all that which they have destroyed."30 Those who engaged in
 daring innovations could not limit their destructive effects at will. They
 taught the world disrespect for authority. It was absurd to think that

 order could be established upon principles of confusion or that a stable
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 government could be constructed with the materials and instruments

 of rebellion. 3

 In this difflculty, the revolutionaries of France did as well as they
 could. To govern the people, they must incline the people to obey. Thus

 they began to declame against tumult and confusion. They made daily

 harangues on the blessings of order, discipline, quiet, and obedience to

 authority.32 But to no avail. "Every part of their own policy comes
 round, and strikes at their own power and their own lives."33

 But why was it not possible that the revolutionary ideology would
 legitimate the new order? Burke gave two answers: the first concerning
 persons and institutions, the second concerning ideas and rules. The
 monarchy had been legitimated by the title and virtues of Louis XVI and
 by fourteen hundred years of constitutional continuity. These had
 proved insufficient to defend it against the new philosophy. The
 monarchy had been replaced by "Messrs. Brissot, Vergniaud, Con-

 dorcet, Anarcharsis Clootz, and Thomas Paine"-untried outsiders.
 Those who had been taught to disobey the former would have no reason
 to obey the latter.

 But this answer was not satisfactory because it did not explain why
 the ideals of the Revolution could not confer legitimacy upon the new
 men as it discredited the ancient institutions. To meet this objection
 Burke argued that age did not legitimate by itself. But it did breed

 expectations. It fixed rights and duties. It was a "compass to govern
 US."34 The revolutionary ideology proclaimed rights, but not duties,
 least of all those of order, discipline, quiet, and obedience to authority.
 And, even the rights it offered were new and abstract-and therefore
 of dubious value.

 Thus it was that, in Burke's view, revolutionary ideology led naturally
 to the rule of force. Why should not the people say to a government
 composed of rebels: "Why should we not choose to disobey you, who
 chose to disobey your rulers?" To this question, Burke maintained, the
 rebel government had only one answer: "We will send troops."35

 Burke identified five sources of obedience to the state: love, rever-
 ence, ideology, interest, and fear. The only safe bases ofjust government
 were habitual love and reverence. Every man should look upon even the
 faults of the state "with pious awe and trembling solicitude."36 When
 traditional authority was destroyed, so were habitual love and reverence
 as the bases of political obedience.

 On the scheme of this barbarous philosophy.. laws are to be supported only by
 their own terrors, and by the concern, which each individual may find in them, from
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 his own private speculations, or can spare to them from his own private interests.

 In the groves of their academy, at the end of every visto, you see nothing but the
 gallows.37

 Speculation was intrinsically unstable. Few men had a private interest
 in revolution, since it destroyed the wealth of the nation.38 Only the
 gallows remained.

 When the people disobeyed, the rebel government had to send troops.
 Burke's observations on the relationship between revolutionary govern-
 ments and the military deserve attention. As early as 1790, he wrote:
 "Every thing depends upon the army in such a government as yours....
 You see by the report of your war minister that the distribution of the
 army is in a great measure made with a view of internal coercion."39

 Later, Burke was to state even more clearly that the revolutionary
 regime in France was a military dictatorship.

 Whose who arbitrarily erected the new building out of the old materials of their
 own convention, were obliged to send for an army to support their work.... At
 length, after a terrible struggle, the troops prevailed over the citizens.... Twenty
 thousand regular troops garrison Paris. Thus a complete military government is
 formed. It has the strength, and it may count on the stability, of that kind of
 power.... Every other ground of stability, but from military force and terror, is
 clean out of the question.... The whole of their government, in its origination, in
 its continuance, in all its actions, and in all its resources, is force; and nothing but
 force.40

 The revolutionary regime in France was a tyranny. The country
 consisted of two descriptions: oppressors and oppressed. The flrst con-
 trolled the state, the army, the public revenue, and the property of the
 nation. They could pay the poor to control the rest. The outcome was
 what is now called totalitarianism.

 Committees, called of vigilance and safety, are every where formed; a most severe
 and scrutinizing inquisition, far more rigid than any thing ever known or imagined.
 Two persons cannot meet and confer without hazard to their liberty, and even to
 their lives. Numbers scarcely credible have been executed, and their property
 confiscated.4'

 One must not judge of the state of France by what had been observed
 elsewhere. "It does not in the least resemble any other country. Analogi-
 cal reasoning from history or from recent experience in other places is
 wholly delusive."42
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 Force was the origin and the continuance of the revolution. This was

 partly because force was its only resource. But there was another sup-

 port for revolutionary force: "criminal means once tolerated are soon

 preferred." Deceit and violence, Burke held, began as means to the end

 of public welfare, but became ends in themselves, public welfare becom-

 ing merely their "pretext." This was, in part because they presented

 "a shorter cut to the object than through the highway of the moral

 virtues." But also in part, Burke suggested, because political violence

 was habit-forming.43

 Thus revolutions, for Burke, necessarily entailed two apparent
 paradoxes. The first was that their initiators were often their victims:
 "those who countenance great commotions in their beginnings, are

 those, who in the end, smart most for them in their fortunes."44 The

 second was that the excessive desire for freedom led to tyranny.45 Both

 paradoxes were only apparent for the relations of cause and effect they

 summarized were part of the nature of things. They were only paradoxes

 to those who held simple-minded views about politics.

 Burke believed that all societies and all governments had certain

 common requisites. They were also susceptible to certain common

 sources of disorder. Both sets of generalisations applied equally to

 revolutionary and traditional societies and governments. Both the

 requisites of order and the sources of disorder were rooted in certain
 universal features of human nature. Certain vices, disorderly appe-

 tites-such as pride, ambition, revenge, and ungoverned zeal-were the

 causes of the world's miseries. Religions, moral codes, ideologies, were

 the pretexts. The pretexts were always a specious appearance of a real

 good.

 The instruments of great public evils were always power holders. But

 you could not cure the evil by abolishing power. You could change the
 names of public offices-from king to president, say, or from emperor
 to chairman-but you could not change the need for offices and power.

 The danger in seeing the causes of evil in institutions rather than in
 appetites was that wickedness was inventive: pride, ambition, revenge,
 ungoverned zeal could persist through many institutional changes.
 Those who believed that the fundamental evils of the human condition
 could be remedied by the set of institutional changes called "revolution"
 would become victims of the perennial vices which continued their work
 through the new institutions, uncriticised because concealed by revolu-
 tionary ideology. "You are terrifying yourself with ghosts and appari-
 tions, whilst your house is the haunt of robbers." You are guillotining
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 the ghosts of the old ruling class, whilst a new ruling class has moved

 into power to oppress you.46

 The French Revolution, far from being simply a conspiracy of intel-

 lectuals, was, in Burke's view, a class war.

 [The republicans in France] have resolved . . . to reduce [the permanent landed

 interest] to a mere peasantry for the sustenance of the towns, and to place the true

 effective government in cities, among the tradesmen, bankers, and voluntary clubs

 of bold, presuming young persons; advocates, attorneys, notaries, managers of

 newspapers, and those cabals of literary men, called academies.47

 The Revolution was one of money and ideas against land. It was a

 bourgeois revolution. It was not only bourgeois in this sense, but also in

 the sense of a war of town against country. If the urban bourgeois were

 the victors, the victims were not only the landed aristocracy, but also the

 peasants.48 Social classes could be the bearers and the victims of the
 disorderly appetites.

 At first sight, Burke's enterprise was incommensurate with that of

 modern empiricist theorists of revolution. He did not offer a theory of

 revolution as such. He did not look for general laws. He did not sys-

 tematically compare revolutions. He opposed systematic theory on

 epistemological grounds. His concern was to criticise certain specific

 ideas of his time and what he took to be their practical implications. He

 even insisted on the uniqueness of the French Revolution.

 Yet Burke's critique of the French Revolution cannot be adequately

 understood without reference to the general theory upon which it rests.

 This theory can be reconstructed from three sources: (1) those ideas
 common to his analysis of different revolutions, especially the American

 and the French; (2) those generalisations or generalisable ideas, ex-

 plicitly relied on in the critique of the French Revolution; (3) general

 ideas about human nature, society, and government from which general

 ideas about revolution are, or can be derived.

 This theory did what no modern empiricist theory of revolution has

 done: it linked the causes, courses, and consequences of revolution. It
 referred us to structural change, tension, and conflict in society. It

 referred to the effects of economic growth; of changes in beliefs and
 values; of decaying elites; of disunity within the ruling class; of emerging

 classes and counterelites. It was also correctly concerned with subver-

 sive ideology and the social role of the intellectuals who created and

 manipulated it.
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 Burke's theory of the course and outcome of revolutions was based

 upon what may loosely but graphically be called his Hobbesian view of

 unrestrained man and the social need for power and order. In contrast

 to Hobbes, Burke emphasised the need for traditional culture to miti-

 gate the evils of power. Revolutions destroyed this culture. They were

 carried out and maintained, therefore, by unmitigated power.

 Revolution, according to Burke, had two other consequences of the

 first importance. The first of these was counterrevolution. Burke, of

 course, passionately advocated counterrevolution against the regime of

 revolutionary France. But, in his thought, counterrevolution was not

 merely a prescription, but an empirically probable consequence of

 revolution. Since revolution led to anarchy and tyranny, counter-

 revolution was likely. Whether it occurred depended upon a number of

 intrinsically unpredictable factors, such as the will and unity of the

 deposed ruling class and its natural foreign allies. If the counter-revolu-

 tion were successful, its government would necessarily have many of the

 same features as that of the revolution, for it would face many of the

 same problems. It would have to exercise "some sort of power, equal at
 least in vigour, vigilance, promptitude, and decision, to a military

 government."49

 Burke also believed that revolution bred counterrevolution in a quite

 different way. Revolution in one country would lead the rulers of others

 to suppress dissent more forcefully and to fear the effects of reform.50

 The last consequence which Burke attributed to revolution was

 more revolutions. He feared the spread of the French Revolution to

 Britain. But he also thought that it might spread much further afield. A

 single spark may start a prairie fire.5' He believed, too, that the success
 of the American Revolution was one of the causes of the French.52

 Burke's theory of revolution may be severely criticised on various
 grounds. He was a biased and unreliable reporter of contemporary
 events. His general conservative politics and his unwillingness ade-

 quately to acknowledge the misery in which many people lived both in

 England and France is incompatible with the humanitarianism which he
 professed and sometimes practised. His method is unsystematic and
 unscientific. Its underlying natural law philosophy is unoriginal and

 crude. From both the scientific and the moral points of view, the theory

 is most unsatisfactory. Yet it has neglected strengths, it is in certain

 important respects much superior to modern empiricist theories, and its

 defects are such that criticism of them can lead to progress in the theory

 of revolution.
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 The chief general virtue of Burke's theory of revolution, when com-

 pared with those of the modern empiricist school of political science, is

 that it is based, not on a dubious analogy with the physical sciences

 (theory entails quantification), but on a political theory which includes

 a theory of human nature, of society, and of historical change. It is a

 theory about the experienced world-and is, in this sense, an "empiri-

 cal" theory-but Burke's view of the world, or, more precisely, his view

 of what needed to be said about the world, was based on a moral theory.

 This moral and political theory specified proper and improper means

 of historical change and led him to analyse why sometimes the first was

 chosen and sometimes the second, and what the consequences of each

 choice were.

 Precisely because Burke's theory of revolution was based on such a

 moral and political theory, it achieved two results beyond the reach of

 the modern empiricist approach. First, because it valued tradition, it
 was able to detect the world-historical significance of the French

 Revolution as the first great modernising revolution. Second, because
 it valued order as the basis of progress conceived in terms of "rational

 liberty," it analysed the consequences of a radical attack on order (i.e.,
 revolution) and the relationship of those consequences to "'progress."
 Thus, it is intrinsic to Burke's political theory to recognise the possibility

 both of unique "world-historical" events and of general laws, while
 retaining strong doubts about universal generalisation. It is also intrin-

 sic to his theory to analyse the causes, courses, and consequences of

 revolution in a unified manner. The empiricist approach, by contrast,
 because of its scientism, is commited to generalisation per se, and is thus
 unable to make qualitative discriminations between revolutions. It has
 also been unable to transcend its concern with etiology.

 The empiricist approach to revolution has been primarily interested
 in technical methods rather than moral problems. As a result, the prob-
 lems it has set itself to solve have been technical problems, which have

 lacked clear moral and political significance precisely because of the

 epistemological inhibition from basing scientiflc theories upon moral
 theories. But the empiricists have not only been led, as a consequence,
 to moral and political triviality, they have even failed to attain their goal
 of freedom from values. Gurr refers to the ethical dimension of political

 violence; Eckstein to the ideological debate between Burke and Paine.

 Both, therefore, acknowledge that the scientific study of revolution has

 a moral dimension, but both produce theories that are inadequate to the
 moral problems raised by the phenomena of which they purport to offer
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 a scientific account. Burke, on the other hand, whose concerns were

 primarily moral and ostensibly not scientific, offers a theory of revolu-

 tion of greater scientific merit.

 Burke's analysis is weakened by his conservative bias, not so much

 because he idealised the old regime (for he did not always do so), nor

 because he attributed the revolution to an unexplained conspiracy (for

 he did not always do so), nor yet because he exaggerated the evil conse-

 quences of the revolution (for he was far from being wholly wrong about

 these), but because, although he did recognise the defects in the old

 regime, he underestimated the pressures for social and political change.
 This is seen most clearly, not in his writings on the French Revo-

 lution, but in his opposition to electoral reform in England. In his

 economic writings, Burke was a champion of the wealth-producing

 bourgeoisie, but he wished to restrict severely the political role of this

 class. The central contradiction in Burke's political theory is not, as has

 often been supposed, between youthful radicalism and senile conserva-

 tism, for he remained throughout his career a conservative reformer,

 but between his bourgeois conception of civil society and his aristo-

 cratic conception of the state.53 The chief weakness of his political
 theory, and, as a consequence, of his theory of revolution, was that he

 was a conservative utopian: he wished to conserve what could not be

 conserved. His theory suffers from this weakness even though he ex-
 plicitly affirmed that a society must constantly change in order to con-

 serve its fundamental principles.

 It is a characteristic weakness of conservative thought to look to very

 short-term causes and consequences of revolution, because, with this

 focus, the thesis of subversive conspirators and disastrous consequences
 can more easily be maintained. It is a merit of Burke's theory that, as we
 have seen, he was able to see the Revolution as part of a broader, long-

 term development of radical ideas and bourgeois economic growth.

 The value to us of Burke's theory of revolution is necessarily limited
 by the fact that it was an attempt to solve a problem that belonged to his

 time. The problem was this: what happens to liberty and property when

 the traditional institutions and culture which support them are des-
 troyed by revolution? Many revolutions have taken place since Burke's

 death and they give rise to different problems, requiring different
 theories to solve them. We are not now concerned to conserve the con-
 stitution which was the object of Burke's affection. We may have a quite
 different conception of "liberty." But the problems of tracing out the

 conceptual and empirical relationships between tradition, liberty, and
 revolution are certainly not obsolete.
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 Revolutionary ideologies and objectives have, obviously, also

 changed. In particular, socialism and nationalism have displaced lib-
 eralism. Consequently, the problems arising from the relation between
 goals and achievements must be differently analysed. But, again, there is
 a general problem which persists: how can "principles of confusion"

 (ideologies of rebellion) be converted into principles of order (ideologies
 of obedience)? There is, therefore, both discontinuity and continuity
 between the problems which concerned Burke and those which should
 concern the modern theorist of revolution.

 Theories are attempts to solve problems, but problems arise from
 facts which have been interpreted as problematic by preexisting the-
 ories. Revolution was a problem for Burke because it threatened

 institutions valued by his political theory. The modern theorist of revo-

 lution is likely to need a different theory from Burke's, not only because
 he faces different facts, but because he may well have a different political
 theory which identifies different problems. For example, a typical prob-
 lem for the contemporary Marxist is how to overcome the difficulties of
 the "transition to socialism." For the modern liberal, it is whether
 revolution, liberty, and economic development can be made compatible.

 Burke's theory of revolution included general laws: e.g., speculative
 revolutions lead first to anarchy, then to tyranny. But it also taught us
 that revolutions at different historical moments must be understood
 differently. A particular revolution may be unprecedented-and there-
 fore not be wholly intelligible by general laws derived from previous
 revolutions-because it is part of, or the product of, an historically
 unprecedented social development.

 Two methodological rules for theorising about revolution can be de-
 rived from this idea. The first is that any particular revolutionary project
 has a unique place in the history of revolution and this place may influ-
 ence the occurrence or nonoccurrence of a revolution; whether, if it

 occurs, it has this or that course; or this or that consequence. The second
 is that each revolution is related to a particular "conjuncture" in the eco-
 nomic, cultural, and political development of its society, and this rela-
 tionship will decisively affect the causes, course, and consequences of
 the revolution. These rules do not exclude generalisation but they
 emphasise unique features of revolutions. For instance, Burke empha-
 sised the unique relationship of the French Revolution to the American
 and to intellectual and economic developments in eighteenth-century
 France. Similarly, we could not give an adequate theoretical account of
 the Chinese Revolution without specifying its particular relationship
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 with the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 and with the economic and

 political circumstances of twentieth-century China.

 An adequate theory of revolution will, therefore, include general

 laws, although they will not be such trivial ones as are found in the

 empiricist theories. But it will also be able to specify the unique histori-

 cal location and significance of any particular revolution.

 A third methodological rule is implicit in the above two. Revolutions

 must be understood in an international context. For Burke, it was a

 leading feature of revolutions that they had international consequences.

 The social forces which led to revolutions and shaped their courses were

 also likely to be international. The international forces which cause and

 shape revolutions in the modern world would require no emphasis if it

 were not for the fact that they are largely ignored by empiricist theories.

 Burke provides us with certain laws of revolution, which are far from

 trivial, and an historical-international perspective. Perhaps the greatest

 limitation of his theory for modern purposes is that it is not addressed to

 socialist or nationalist modernizing revolutions. This may seem a very

 great defect unless we remember the methodological principle that we

 should not abandon a useful theory, however great its defects, unless we

 have a better theory to put in its place. We do not have such a theory.

 Marxism and modernization theory will appear to be plausible candi-

 dates to some, but both have severe limitations despite their undoubted

 merits. Burke provides a more subtle analysis of revolutionary authori-

 tarianism than Marxism can. Modernization theory cannot displace

 Burke's theory of revolution because it is not concerned with the same

 problems.

 Yet it is within the area defined by these three theories that the most

 potent problems of the modern theory of revolution lie, and not within

 that defined by the empiricist approach. The questions they raise are
 the following.

 (1) Under what conditions is a traditional elite or ruling class overthrown by a revo-

 lution led by a modernizing elite?

 (2) Why have a small number of such revolutions been regarded as of exceptional
 importance ("world-historical," -great revolutions")?

 (3) What factors influence the success or failure of a modernizing revolution in

 achieving its objectives, in particular, the objectives of economic development,
 national independence, freedom, democracy, and distributive justice?

 (4) Why do some modernizing revolutions adopt socialist ideologies and objec-

 tives and some not, and what, if any, difference does their choice make to the
 course and outcome of the revolution?
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 (5) How far, and in what ways, are the causes, courses, and consequences of

 modern revolutions affected by the location of the societies in which they take

 place (or fail to take place) in the international cultural, political, and economic

 system?

 (6) How far, and in what ways, are modern revolutions affected by their location

 in history, in particular by their relation to other revolutions, to the level of

 development of the societies in which they take place, and to that of other

 societies with which they have significant connections?

 Questions do not constitute a theory. But they are an important step

 towards theory construction. These questions are not trivial and they

 are about revolution. They thus take us two steps forward from empiri-

 cist theories of revolution. They are not arbitrary: they are suggested by

 other theories which are defective but fruitful. The theory of revolution,

 I suggested at the beginning of this article, is not in a healthy condition.

 Asking better questions may be the best way to begin building better

 theories.

 A final word about "empiricism." I have criticised an approach to the
 theory of revolution which I have called "empiricist." But my thesis has
 been methodological, not epistemological. I have not argued for the

 rejection of "empiricism" as an epistemological position. And I have not

 argued for any particular rival to it. These epistemological questions I
 leave open. I have merely been arguing that a particular and very influ-

 ential interpretation of empiricism has proved to lead to a dead end. The

 alternative approach I have proposed certainly breaks with orthodox

 empiricism in some important respects, namely, in seeking to integrate

 the moral and empirical dimensions of the theory of revolution, in insist-

 ing upon an historical understanding of revolutions, and insisting upon

 a theoretical account of the unique significance of particular revolu-

 tions. To spell out the precise epistemological implications of raising

 such questions is beyond the scope of the present enterprise.

 NOTES

 1. A. S. Cohan, Theories of Revoluiion: An Introduction (London, 1975), p. 21 1. See
 also, Michael Freeman, "Review Article: Theories of Revolution," British Journal of
 Political Science 2 (1972), pp. 339-359.

 2. Harry Eckstein (ed.) International War: Problems and Approaches (London,
 1964), p. I (emphasis added).

 3. Ted Robert Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton, 1970).
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 4. Charles Tilly, 'Revolutions and Collective Violence," in Fred I. Greenstein and

 Nelson W. Polsby (eds.) Handbook of Political Science, Vol. 3 (Reading, MA, 1975), p. 5.

 5. Eckstein, Internal War, p. 28; see also, Harry Eckstein, "On the Etiology of

 Internal Wars,' History and Theory 4 (1965), p. 136.

 6. Gurr, pp. ix, 16-17.

 7. Eckstein, Internal War, pp. 8-9.

 8. See, for example, Peter J. Stanlis, Edmund Burke and the Natural Law (Ann

 Arbor, 1958); Burleigh Taylor Wilkins, The Problem of Burke's Political Philosophy

 (Oxford, 1967); Conor Cruise O'Brien, "Introduction" to Reflections on the Revolution in

 France (Harmondsworth, 1969); Frank O'Gorman, Edmund Burke: His Political Philos-

 ophy (London, 1973).

 9. John Plamenatz, Man and Society, Vol. 1 (London, 1963), p. 362.
 10. See Francis P. Canavan, The Political Reason of Edmund Burke (Durham,Duke

 University Press, 1960), p. 71; Wilkins, p. 167; Alfred Cobban, Edmund Burke and the

 Revolt Against the Eighteenth Century (London, 1960), p. 120.

 11. Michael Freeman, 'Edmund Burke and the Sociology or Revolution," Political

 Studies, 25 (1977), pp. 459-473.

 12. Edmund Burke, An Appealfrom the New to the Old Whigs, in The Works and
 Correspondence of Edmund Burke, Volume 4 (London, 1852), p. 423 (hereafter cited as
 WC).

 13. Ibid., pp. 482-483.

 14. See Edmund Burke, Address to the King (1777), WC, Vol. V, pp. 526-527.

 15. WC, Vol. V, p. 147.

 16. Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France(Harmondsworth,1968),
 pp. 211-212.

 17. The Correspondence of Edmund Burke, Vol. 4 (Cambridge and Chicago Univer-

 sity Presses, 1970), p. 242 hereafter cited as Corr.

 18. WC, Vol. 3, p. 314.

 19. Corr, p. 31.

 20. Edmund Burke, Letter to Sir Hercules Langrishe (1792), WC, Vol. 4, p. 533.

 21. Edmund Burke, Letter to the Sheriffs of Bristol (1777), WC, Vol. 3, p. 315.
 22. Edmund Burke, Speech on Conciliation with America, WC, Vol. 3, p. 256.

 23. Burke, Reflections, p. 133.
 24. Ibid., pp. 278-280.

 25. WC, Vol. 3, p. 353.

 26. Edmund Burke, An Appealfrom the New to the Old Whigs, WC, Vol. 4, p. 406.
 27. Annual Register (1759), p. 479.

 28. See Stanlis, p. 178.

 29. Edmund Burke, Letter to a Member of the NationalAssembly (1791), WC, Vol.4,

 p. 374.

 30. Burke, Appeal, WC, Vol. 4, p. 465.
 31. WC, Vol. 5, pp. 169-170.

 32. Ibid., pp. 156-157.

 33. Ibid., p. 165.
 34. Burke, Reflections, pp. 172-173.

 35. Ibid., p. 349.

 36. Ibid., p. 194.
 37. Ibid., pp. 171-172.
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 38. Ibid., p. 353.
 39. Ibid., p. 344.

 40. Edmund Burke, Fourth Letter on a Regicide Peace, WC, Vol. 5, pp. 463-464
 (emphasis added).

 41. Edmund Burke, Remarks on the Policy of the Allies (1793), WC, Vol. 5, p. 27.

 42. Edmund Burke, Thoughts on French Affairs (1791), WC, Vol. 4, p. 576.
 43. Burke, Reflections, pp. 172, 176-177.
 44. Corr, Vol. 6, p. 103.

 45. Burke, Reflections, p. 261.
 46. Ibid., pp. 247-248.
 47. Burke, Thoughts on French Affairs, WC, Vol. 4, p. 558.
 48. Burke, Reflections, p. 348.
 49. Burke, Remarks on the Policy of the Allies, WC, Vol. 5, pp. 52-53.
 50. Burke, Reflections, p. 125.
 51. Corr, Vol. 7, p. 383.
 52. Edmund Burke, Second Letter on a Regicide Peace, WC, Vol. 5, p. 338.
 53. For a provocative discussion of Burke's ambivalence towards the bourgeois and

 the aristocratic, see Isaac Kramnick, The Rage of Edmund Burke (New York, 1977). 1 am

 broadly in agreement with Kramnick's thesis but am concerned more with its implications

 for his theory than for his personality.

 Michael Freeman is a Lecturer in Government at the University of Essex, England.

 He is author of Edmund Burke and the Critique of Political Radicalism and

 coeditor, with David Robertson, of Frontiers of Political Theory (both forth-
 coming). He has contributed articles on democratic theory and the theory of

 revolution to various leading journals.
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