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1 Revisionism Again - The Bald Facts 

One of our somewhat observant members has 
called attention to the existence in our bosom of a 
clique of revisionist historians. He tootled a 
muffled call for additional recruits, and I am now 
streaming to his banner, in a way. As I am not very 
good in history, my revisionism will be in genetics 
or sociology. Not that I am good in them either, but 
I am made bold by the fact that nobody else is much 
better. 

The reason for my dilemma between socio
logy and genetics is that my subject fits into two 
current controversies which stir me. One is the 
various liberation movements messing up our horizons; 
those are sociology. The other is the heredity
environment flap about IQ's: that one is genetics . I 
have about decided to dig around in genetics, but I 
am still tempted by the cliches o,f liberation. 

Now to our subject. Consider these men. 
Aristotle, Roger Clark, Shakespeare, John Peck, Lenin, 
Charles Robertson , Socrates, Doug Mansfield, Picasso, 
Ed Merkel , Julius Caesar, George Stimson, Winston 
Churchill, and George McGovern . Aside from their 
manifestly superior brains, what these men have in 
common is their baldness. I do not claim a cause
and-effect relationship between galdness and brains, 
but it is apparent that an association exists which 
has not yet been fully exploited. And as this assoc
iation is obvious, it must be conceded that the bald
pates have been discriminated against. For example, 
Caesar was murdered , Socrates was executed, and Mc
Govern was buried. 
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The data on discrimination are persuasive. 
I t is estimated that 40% of all mature U.S. males are 
bald (Intellectual Digest, December, 1973. p. 69), 
yet at least 75% of all male business executives are 
mop headed. Similarly in academia, by my personal 
census, no more than 22% of male professors, assoc
iates, and assistants are bald . This shows how per
vasive the discrimination has become. 

The picture is no grighter when women enter 
the statistics. Because women are never bald, and 
account for about 50% of the adult population, the 
appropriate ratio for bald-pates in all job categor
ies will go below 40% as women increase their pene
tration - and that must be closely watched - but 
notel the male bald-headed ratio can never justly 
go below 20%, and this assumes full 50% penetration 
by women, which has happened nowhere except in beauty 
shops . I t is probably significant that in the entire 
beauty shop industry there is only one well document
ed* instance of a male bald-headed operator or styl
ist. Indeed there is every reason to think that 
women are themselves the most prejudiced hair chauv
inists in our society. 

This discussion explains why a bald libera
tion movement is tempting . It could result in a 
gi gantic social benefit, especially for the causes 
of justice and the bald. On the other hand, there is 
the genetic problem, which perhaps ought to be dealt 
with first. For if baldness and superior brains are 
inherited, the bald-headed demand for social justice 
will be immeasurably strengthened. 

It is here that we find ourselves in the 
comple~ mazes of Coleman, Jensen, Jencks, and Herrn
stein - not to mention the currently disreputable 
Shockley. These people, their staffs, suttelites , 
followers, and friends have used 15 ,000,000 sheets of 
paper and corresponding barrels of ink to argue , and 
prove to the satisfaction of 98% of their readers, 
that heredity is all-important in I.Q. testing. The 
other 2% are people who read them to dig up quota
tions to refute out of context, who in turn convince 
98% of their readers. As the pro-heredity 98% and 

*By my wife. 
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the anti-heredity 98% speak, respectively, Urdu and 
Swahili, they do not communicate with each other' 
they squat in swarms of their followers and yell: 

There is, in addition, a statistically 
impossible group of five people - of whom I am one -
W?O can read both languages with open minds. Of the 
flve , three - of whom I am again one - cannot make 
m~ch out of the argument, except that everybody is 
Slncere as all hell. The remaining two have straight
ened it out but do not agree with each other. It 
seems important to me to figure out who is right, but 
that seems to concern only us three. Everybody else 
is concerned primarily with his own purity, virtue, 
and private monopoly on revelation. 

Thus, a typical pro-heredity conclusion 
goes something like this, after twenty pages of argu
ment on who did what right or wrong about statistics. 
I quote Dr . Brassheadof Rough Rock Teacher::> I "Thus, 
if superior intellectual capacities are inherited, 
and if these capacities produce success, and if in
come and prestige depend on success, and if socio
economic grouping is the product of income and pres
tige, and if social class depends on socio-economic 
grouping , and if social class implies the existence 
of groups graduated hierarchically in accordance with 
the power and privilege they exercise, then it is 
perfectly plain that we are heading toward a society 
in which power and privilege are inherited. This is 
not my fault. It is genetics' fault." 

The answer, from Professor Nusskopf of 
M. l .T., goes about like this s "Dr. Brasshead may be 
a competent psychologist, but he knows little about 
statistics , and evidently less about genetics . That 
is the longest and worst syllogism I ever ran into, 
and I know something about syllogisms. In addition, 
it is undemocratic, it is contrary to the Constitu
tion, and if it means anything at all, it strengthens 
the case f or environment. Environment is the key that 
unlocks the lock that locks the lock of intelligence, 
thus unlocking the lock confining individual capacity. 
The important thing is not the l ock." 

And the rejoinder from Dr. F~rtete of Stan
ford: "Everything Dr. Brasshead says 1S not only 
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perfectly true but is well known and has long been 
accepted by geneticists - with one minor exception , 
which strengthens rather than weakens the case for 
genetic s . He has not made adequate allowance for the 
factor of genetic regression. This is the principle 
that all genetic characteristics regress toward a 
mean: the brightest fathers have less bright child
ren , and the dullest fathers have less dull children, 
and so on through several generations until everybody 
i s about the same . This principle has no environ
mental basis whatever, and incalculably strengthens 
the case for genetics . In addition, it makes Dr. 
Brasshead ' s syllogism more constitutional , though it 
does destroy his conclusion." 

These are samples of the kind of dialogue 
that kindles passions in the field . As I am one of 
the five who read both, you may as well take my word 
for it that I have read most of the literature, and 
have selected my samples fairly, though you can ex
pect argument on that score from both Brasshead and 
Nusskopf . The significant fact, to me, is that all 
these scientists have overlooked baldness as the one 
clear, determinative factor. As old Nusskopf himself 
would say, baldness is the key that unlocks something. 

Look at the facts. Male pattern baldness, 
the official name of garden-variety baldness, is 
transmitted from the male, through the female, to the 
succeeding male. This is the way genetics sometimes 
works , as we all know because of Queen Victoria and 
hemophilia. I t has also been attested by common 
obs ervation since ancient times that baldness is gen
erally associated with superior mental capacities, 
an association first remarked, I believe, by Aris
totle, noted in his day for his acute powers of 
observation , who was himself bald . It is not nec
essary, however, to rely solely on the folk-wisdom 
of the ages . Fortunately a great deal of testing 
has been done, and all that is needed to make the 
data conclusive is to correlate I.Q. ranges with 
baldness. This will be a good deal of work for some
body, but I have made a few pilot studies of my own 
which plainly indicate how test results can be 
arranged to support the conclusion . 

First of all , I eliminated all environ-
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mental factors and all heredity factors except bald
ness. I then computed I.Q. test ranges for those re
maining, following which, in order to make personal 
observation, I hunted around for the people .tested, 
and when they could not be located I sent question
naires to their last known addresses. This gave me 
a baldness range which I then superimposed on the 
I.Q. range. The results were startling I with a few 
statistically insignificant exceptions, all the bald 
had brains. Some, of course, had more brains than 
others, but that was entirely to be expected; there 
would otherwise have been no purpose in bothering 
with a range at all. 

So here is a draft of the concluding lines 
of my explosive - one might say seminal - paper 
entitled Preliminary Observations on the Correlation 
between I.Q. Test Results and Hereditary Hairiness: 

"It is totally unnecessary to become in
volved in arguments about the heritability of brains. 
Such arguments are emotion-laden, and all too often 
are sexist, racist, reactionary, narrow, unconstitu
tional, anti-social, and .contrary to sociology, 
economics, psychology, anthropology, and astrology. 
Though there is an extremely high correlation between 
baldness and brains, and though baldness is unques
tionably 95% to 98% hereditary, the statistical 
correlation remains merely a correlation and nothing 
more. It is baldness which is inherited, not brains. 
That the two are closely associated is no more than 
a fortuitous irrelevance, though the association un
doubtedly has great significance in determining who 
has brains and who has not." 

Okay, Nusskopf . it's a fast grounder to you. 

Edward W. Merkel 

2 Decay Q£ Disgust? 

As Hamlet said to his mother, when compar
ing his late father to his villainous uncle. "Look 
h~re, upon this picture, and on this." And, as Hamlet 
dld not say to his mother. "Decide for yourself." 
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. The two pictures which this paP7r ~ill . 
present for your judgment are of Great Br~taln durlng 
and after the General Strike of ~926 and of. Great 
Britain before and after the nat~onal elect~on of 
February 28, 1974. The two crises, th~u~h by n~ . 
means identical, were in some ways strlkln~lY s~m~lar. 
Each began with a Conservative government.ln power. 
In both cases the crisis started with a d~s~ute over 
wages between the government and the coal m~ners, 
expanded to include railway workers, electrlcal work
ers, and the iron and steel industry. Both caused 
severe public distress throughout the country. And, 
in the view of many observers, both appeared to be 
not only a conflict between labor and a rival govern
ment in power but also a case of labor versus the 
rest of the nation. But the outcome in the two crises 
was radically different. The General Strike of 1926 
proved to be a nine-day fiasco. The troubles of 1974 
ended in the overthrow of the Tories and the installa
t i on of a Labour Prime Minister . What happened in 
Britain during the intervening forty-eight years? 
Was there a decline, or even a decay, in the British 
national character? 

As usual , important and complex questions 
are easy to ask, hard to answer. My answer, based on 
still tentative grounds, by the way , is based on per
sonal observations rather than news reports and what 
passes today for "interpretive reporting." In 1926 I 
happened to be living in England. Last summer I 
spent some time there staying with friends in London. 
During th7 intervening years I had been in England, 
a? a forelgn correspondent or editor, perhaps twenty 
tlmes. But, before expressing any opinion about what 
happened between 1926 and 1974, it would be wise to 
analyze the two crises in a little more detail. In 
the spring of 1926 the coal miners decided to walk 
out and the three other great workers' federations 
the railwaymen, the engineers, and the transport 
workers -- followed suit. On May 1 the leaders of 
two hu~dred separate unions met and voted to confer 
executlve powers on the Trades Union Congress. The 
TU~ called a General Strike, involving the two hundred 
un~ons, effective at midnight of May J. Then the 
press went on strike -- a decision almost unthinkable 
in a nation religiously devoted to free speech. For 
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a few days the strike paralyzed railway , bus, tram, 
and subway transportation . Then the docks closed 
down , foll owed by the iron foundries . By this time 
it was apparent that the TUe was determined to win its 
demands by paralyzing the national life . What had 
started out as a labor-industrial dispute had clearly 
turned into a challenge to the unwritten British con
stitution. 

What was the response of government and the 
rest of the public? First, the Conservative govern
ment of Stanley Baldwin invoked the so-called Emergen
cy Act of 1920 and received a majority of 380 to 108 
in the House of Commons . An emergency base was set 
up in London ' s Hyde Park for the distribution of milk 
and other foods . Military and naval forces were sta
tioned in readiness at strategic points. Perhaps more 
significant was the response of powerful labor leaders 
and many even of the rank and file . Former Prime 
Minister Ramsay MacDonald predicted that the strike 
mus t lead to "bitter and blinding reaction." The 
powerful Labourite Ernest Bevin said publicly that 
the strike was a mistake . Some of the strikers be
lieved, and said, that their heart was just not in 
it. Most significant of all was the response of the 
non-striking public. In London and other cities. 
countless thousands of workers organized car pools 
or walked to work . Bitterly resenting the walkout of 
the press workers , the reading public turned to the 
wireless for news. Allover the country, handbills, 
leaflets and ads pasted in shop windows asked for 
volunteer workers in every field you can imagine , and 
got an amazing response. 

My own experience at an Oxford college was 
interesting . Most of the English students at that 
time were below normal height and weight owing to the 
deprivations of' World War I during their childhood. 
But the entire English , as well as the Canadian, 
Australian , and New Zealand members of the student 
body seemed to decide over-night to return home or 
somehow move to London to volunteer . Those with strong 
Labourite sympathies apparently decided to move out a s 
well and the colleges were left barren , except for the 
relatively few Americans and East Indians. One husky 
COllege-mate from rural Yorkshire volunteered and 
worked as a train fireman. In my college the Rector 



called upon me to read the lesson in chapel every 
morning because no one else was available, except 
for an Indian prince who spent the day wandering for
lornly about the empty quadrangles. 

Well , the General Strike lasted just nine 
days and ended in total failure. One result of the 
fiasc o was a law making general strikes illegal on 
any grounds. The failure taught everybody a great 
lesson: modern industrialism, which made the General 
Strike possible. also made it incapable of success. 
Any self-disciplined nation can decide promptly what 
i t can do without and can organize and train volun
teers to run absolutely essential services. 

Now let's look at the 1974 British crisis. 
It began, as I said, in the coal mines, which had 
been nationalized, with wage demands far above the 
statutory ceilings set by the government when it also 
established price controls to combat inflation. The 
miners ' slowdown and walkout was followed by a series 
of wildcat transport strikes or refusals to work 
overtime. The coal shortage caused a fuel shortage, 
intensified by a 40 per cent rise in the cost of oil 
fr om the Middle East. The results: a rise in unem
ployment, dimly-lit and poorly-heated homes, offices, 
and factories. and an unparalleled decline in the 
British balance of payments . 

Once again, as in 1926, a Conservative 
government was in power, led by Edward Heath . He 
ordered a three-day work-week, which meant millions 
of workers on short-time and a sickening decline in 
exports. When the unfavorable trade balance struck 
an all-time low equivalent to $5 billion, l~ath de
cided what seemed to him a telling move. Taking his 
cue from Baldwin in 1926, he asked the questionw 
"Who governs Britain -- Parliament or the labor 
unions?" and called for the February 28th national 
election. 

That was a poor gamble, for several reasons. 
Heath figured that British voters in 1974, like those 
of 1926, would see the basic issue as a self-enclosed 
minori ty pitting itself against a national majority. 
He assumed that the majority, resenting the hardships 
f orced upon them, would rally en masse behind him as - , 
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the 1926 majority had rallied behind. Stanley Baldwin. 
But Edward Heath is no Stanley Baldwl~ , that appa:
ently modest and unas suming man who dlsplayed a wl~l 
of iron when confronted with a real challenge to hlS 
party or his nation, who kept his mouth shut when he 
had nothing important to say, and who always counted 
his marbles carefully before entering a critical 
game, as every statesman or politician must. Heath, 
characteristically, had failed dismally to count his 
marbles in advance. The election result was 296 
Tories and 301 Laborites, 21 ass orted nationalists, 
and 14 Liberals. Only a squeaking alliance with the 
Liberals could give him a plurality, and the Liberals 
liked him less than they liked Laborite Harold Wilson. 
Heath had failed to realize that the national mood 
of 1974 was not that of 1926. He had failed to allow 
for popular discontents unknown in 1926 -- severe 
national inflation, widespread dissatisfaction with 
the terms forced upon Britain by France for joining 
the Common Market, which Wilson had opposed and Heath 
had enthusiastically endorsed. Finally, both of the 
major parties in that indecisive eler.tion, had dio
counted public discontent with party politics -- not 
so strong, perhaps, as in the United States, where 
the polls show a Democratic-controlled Congress 
rating as low in public opinion as a Republican Pres
ident, but strong enough. So the recent election 
may very well be the result not of a decay in the 
British national character but of disgust with the 
way the nation is being governed. 

Needless to say, Prime Minister Wilson's 
control of Parliament is exceedingly tenuous. By 
granting the miners a 29 per cent raise in pay he 
ended the coal strike. But he still has to deal with 
the pay demands of workers in power stations and 
steel plants and on the docks. The changes he wants 
in the Common Market must be worked out, if at all, 
with the successor to the late President Pompidou. 
And if Wilson knows the answer to the spiralling in
flation that now plagues all industrial nations, the 
rest of the world would earnestly like to hear it. 

For one who cannot consider any problem 
without affixing blame, the choice in Britain is wide 
and varied. The Tories can blame the miners, their 
union allies and the Labourite leaders. The Labour
ites can bla~e Heath f or bad guessing , not only in 
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calling for the election but for assuming that the 
growth in the British economy between 1971 and 1973 
would cure all the nation ' s problems. And the lonely 
Englishman who sits at noon in Trafalgar Square 
brooding over the future , can damn all politicians. 
But nobody, not even Jaclc Anderson, can blame Water
gate. 

Joseph W. Sagmaster 

3 ~ Small Paper ~ g Large Subject 

Early in 1848, there appeared in Paris a 
pamphlet entit1ed "Manifesto of the Communist Party." 
The crux of its message was contained in three abrupt 
sentences. "The workers have nothing to lose but 
their chains. They have the world to win. Workers 
of the world, unite!" 

Was the pamphlet written by an enchained 
worker? Not at all. One co-author was Karl Marx, the 
s on of a Frankfurt lawyer , safely middle-class , a 
university graduate, a newspaperman by profession. 
The other co-author was Friedrich Engels, son of a 
well-to-do cotton manufacturer, also safely middle
class , sufficiently gifted as a businessman to become 
a partner and then the head of the British affiliate 
of his father ' s firm. 

The pamphlet was well timed. There was 
much suffering and unrest throughout Europe . The end 
of the Napoleonic Wars was followed by the spread of 
the Industrial Revolution to the Continent. Factories 
were springing up in and around the larger cities, 
attracting the landless peasants and laborers from 
the countryside. By 1848 there were enough factories 
to cause destitution among the handicraft workers 
whose livelihood they were destroying , but not enough 
to~ovide employment for all those who were attracted 
to the cities by stories of steady work at high wages, 
or by the allure that city lights have always had for 
country folk. In the late 1840's there was real dis
tress among the lower orders, who had acquired a name 
of their own, that is, the proletariat, a Latin deriv
ative which, for that very reason, did not spring up 



from below but was bestowed from above, by those 
who had the skill to attach verbal labels to things. 

Restless Paris, the very synonym for revo
lution, was no worse off than other cities; it was 
probably better off than London, or Vienna, or the 
cities of the British Midlands, Nonetheless , the 
1845 harvest in France had been poor, the l8L~6 har
vest disastrous, and in 1847, a year of a world-wide 
depression, the price of bread rose by a third. 

The Marx-Engels Manifesto was addressed in 
the first instance to the workers of Paris. Did it 
impel a starving and desperate proletariat to rise 
and overthrow their oppressors? It did not. The 
vocal opposition to the government of King Louis 
Philippe was spearheaded by the official parliament
ary minority, made up of middle-class politicians and 
intellectuals, elected under a franchise that re
stricted the vote to the well-to-do. Calling them
selves "the people," they clamored for something 
vague called "reform,. defined as many ways as there 
were reformers, their only common ground being a de
mand for the broadening of the franchise, to allow 
a larger segment of the middle class to vote. Noth
ing so reckless as universal suffrage - just a larger 
share of power for the middle class. 

Things came to a head on February 22, 1848, 
as a result of the banninh by the govetnment of the 
holding of a political banquet in Paris . Such func
tions are not normally attended by unemployed work
ingmen, and when the ban was announced, it ' was not 
they, but about 700 medical and law studentG who rose 
in protest and marched through the streets waving 
their arms and shouting slogans. A weak and confused 
government allowed them to get away with it. A power 
vacuum having thus been displayed, it was promptly 
filled . The next day, looting began, barricades were 
erected, there was shooting, soldiers and civilians 
were killed, and the elderly, humane king abdicated. 
Not until the following day, by which time freedom. 
or at any rate something , had already triumphed, did 
the workers of Paris 'adopt the Marx-Engels precept. 
They threw off their chains in predictable fashion. 
The Tuileries were sacked from top to bottom. the 
royal winecasks were opened. and so much of the wine 
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was allowed to run out that when the cleanup began, 
the well-preserved bodies of a number of revelers who 
had drowned in the wine, were found. A happy death, 
but not What Marx and .Engels had had in mind. The 
proletariat had two wee~s of what the American poli
tical scientist Edward C. Banfield has called rioting 
for fun and profit, and when it was allover, who do 
you think was in control of the government? No, not 
the proletariat, but the masters of the word, the 
orators and publicists, headed by the poet Martine, 
no less. 

Four months later, when the proletariat 
tried a revolution of their own, without middle-class 
leadership, it was ruthlessly put down by the burgeoi s 
government. Prominent among the troops that crushed 
the revolt were units of the Garde Nationale, made up 
of shopkeepers and white-collar people generally. 
Nearly 1,500 of the workers were killed, but the 
gentlemen who had spearheaded the original movement 
for reform survived, to hold office and live happily 
under the reign of Emperor Napoleon III . 

News of the revolution in Paris precipita
ted a rash of revolutions in the German states, the 
Italian provinces of Austria, in Hungary, and in Aus
tria itself. The revolution in Vienna began in the 
University, with the medical students in the lead. 
Their demands were modest enoughc abolition of the 
censorship and freedom to teach. The Austrian censor
ship was sufficiently stupid, but let us recognize 
that its abolition would have made little difference 
to the people - and that meant 99% of the population -
who had neither the desire nor the means to buy books 
or newspapers. 

A minor incident in the academic uproar in 
Vienna is too good not to mention. A meeting of the 
2,000-man student body was scheduled for March 12. 
The police, expecting trouble, asked the rector of the 
University if he would like their help. The rector 
begged them to stay away, and promise.d that he and 
the professors would maintain order. The police agreed, 
and as you have already guessed , serious disorder 
followed. Nevertheless , the Viennese revolution fell 
far below the Parisian standard in rioting and blood
shed. There was some vionence and looting, and a 
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great deal of smashing of machinery in the factories, 
but, whatever the reason may have been - Austrian 
nonchalance or perhaps good sense - the workers re
mained quiescent. Indeed , Marx and Engels, on a visit 
to Vienna, decided that Austrian workers were intell
ectually t oo backward to be ready for the social revo
lution. The students ran the city for six months, and 
it was a euphoric time for all , until Prince Wind
ischgraetz recaptured the city for the Imperial gov
ernment in October. 

It is impossible in a budget paper to de 
scribe the primarily nationalist revolutions in 
Hungary and Lombardy in 1848, nor the revolutions, 
bred of military defeat and collapse, in Germany , 
Austria and Hungary in 1918, and in Russia a year 
earlier. All these revolutionshad characteristics 
in common , and of course each had special features of 
its own. The most important common characteristic 
was that initially, each of them had middle-class 
leadership, which claimed to speak for a mystic 
entity called "the people." 

Now let us go back to the prototype of all 
revolutions, the French Revoluti on of 1789. Your 
picture of it probably comes from The Tale ~ Two 
Cities, a survey course on Modern European Hlstory, 
or perhaps Carlyle. Here were the poverty-stricken, 
exploited peasants and artisans, groaning under the 
iron heel of an effete aristocracy, an immoral 
clergy, and a profligate , despotic government , rising 
in their wrath, throwing off their chains, and , after 
some regrettable but unavoidable excesses, establish
ing Liberty , Equality and Fraternity on am imperish
able foundation . It is a picture to cause all lovers 
of the people to glow with pride. 

Unfortunately, the reality was quite diff
erent. The royal government was not despotic - it 
was hopelessly ineffectual. Taxation was indeed 
heavy, and bore most heavily on the peasants, artisans 
and townspeople. Nonetheless , by 1789, a third of the 
French peasantry owned their land; they were not any 
worse off than their German contemporaries. for 
example, and were immeasurably better off then the 
serfs of Eastern Europe . It was certainly not they 
who rebelled. Who did? 



For the beginnings of this revolution, one 
must go back a generation or more, to the men of the 
Enlightenment, or, in our terms, the intellectuals, 
nearly all of the middle class, to Diderot , Voltaire, 
d'Alembert, Rousseau and others. Their story, and 
the story of their immense influence on their con
temporaries, is too long for a budget paper. You 
will have to take it on faith that it was they, and 
not the peasants and artisans, who rebelled. Their 
writings stultified authority, destroyed the self
confidence of the governming classes, made any kind 
of government, or even an orderly process of reform, 
virtually impossible, and filled theyounger members 
of the educated middle class with an unreasoning 
revolutionary fervor. The representatives of the 
Third Estate in the States General which met in 1789, 
and the Legislative Assembly which succeeded it, were 
not the downtrodden peasants and artisans, but the 
men of the word , the lawyers, doctors, parish priests, 
writers, journalists. teachers. With the aid of a 
weak and incompetent government - the one essential 
ingredient of all successful revolutions - it was they 
who made the French Revolution. 

The common people, those who attacked the 
Bastille, the mob of the political clubs, the jury 
and audience of the Revolutionary Tribunal , the perpe
trators of the massacres, were merely the tools of 
the orators and politicians. And as for the peasants, 
they were too busy buying up land with depreciated 
currency to bother their heads with what the noisy 
politicians in Paris were doing . 

When the Revolution had run its course, 
t hose of its promoters and leaders who had managed 
to survive, became the pillars of the Napoleonic 
Empire and of the Bourbon Restoration, the senators, 
members of the House of Peers, ministers, administra
tors and judges . Like the missionaries in Hawaii, 
t hey had begun by doing good and ended by doingwell. 

After this quite superficial surveY7~ few 
specimens, we may ask ourselves the question, what 
i s the nature of revolutions? The historian E. H. 
Carr holds that every revolution has both an element 
of continuity and an element of change; conservatives 
usually emphasize the continuity, while radicals pre
fer t o focus on the break with the past. I take no 
sides in that dispute; my concern is to look for 
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common characteristics, if any. 

There is, I think , a consistent pattern in 
the few revolutions I have discussed ,which I believe 
is also present in those that there has not been . 
time to describe . Contrary to common belief and to 
the more rhapsodic historians, it is not the aggrieved 
masses who make revolutions ; they are always the work 
of an intellectual , articulate, radicalized middle 
class, those who have the education and the leisure 
to persuade themselves and each other that the poli
tical, social or economic system under which they 
live is imperfect and hence unacceptable, that someone 
below them suffers under injustice and oppression 
and needs to have that fact communicated to him: and 
that the injustice and oppression must be eradicated 
forthwith. I t isal very altruistic . Then, when the 
high-minded clamor does produce a revolution, and the 
revolution is already an accomplished fact . the 
"people" - that is, the masses - take over, and the 
high-minded goals disappear in an orgy of riot, de
struction and bloodshed, much to the chagrin of those 
who had only the welfare of their fellow-man at heart . 

Then comes the third stage . The revolution 
of the masses is put down or quiets down of its own 
accord. The shooting stops, the scars heal, monu
ments are erected, and new holidays are declared. At 
that point, who is running the show? The formerly 
oppressed masses? Not at all. There may be a new man 
at the top , a Napole on in place of Louis XVI . a Lenin 
in place of Nicholas II, but the group in effective 
control, and usually with increased power. is the 
same as that which ran the establishment before - the 
professionsl, the bureaucrats, the technicians, the 
academnic ; in other words, the intellectual middle 
class. And the masses? They, less those who lost 
their lives in the revolution, and are represented 
by the monuments I have mentioned, are just where 
they were before. at the bottom of the heap. 

Vie may well join the British historian, 
Edward Crankshaw, in asking this questions "Was the 
rise of the radical intelligentsia ~esirable. was 
their unchecked progress necessary ln order that m~n
kind might be led to the broad uplands of dem?Crat1c 
freedom? Or was the very concept of democrat1c free-
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dom a blind alley, developed to make the world safe 
for an intelligentsia which is only happy when play
ing at politics , at no matter what cost in suffering 
to the multitude?" 

And that, in conclusion, brings us to the 
extremely valuable lesson this paper endeavors to 
teach. If you are at all concerned about the possi
bility of revolution, don't worry about the lower 
classes, but do keep a careful eye on your intellect
ual friends and their sons and daughters. 

Stephen Z. Starr 




