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I ntr_oduction

In this essay we will attempt to demonstrate that American

foreign policy during the postwar era was initiated, planned, and
carried out by the richest, most powerful, and most internatjonal-
minded owners and managers of major corporations and financial
institutions. None of the factors that are often of importance on
domestic issues—Congress, labor, public opinion—had anything
but an occasional and minor effect on foreign policy. If there is
one “issue-area” that is truly and solely the domain of a power
elite grounded in ar-American “pper class of corporate rich, it is
foreign policy.

In preparation for an empirical demonstration of these asser-
tions, it is necessary to provide a general framework. In Who
Rules America? 1 presented the evidence for the existence in
the United States of a social upper class of rich businessmen and
their descendants.! This social class of business aristocrats, which
is nationwide in its scope, gradually came into existence in the
last part’ of the mnineteenth century. Based upon fabulous cor-
porate wealth, it is knit together by exclusive private schools,
Ivy League colleges, expensive summer. zesorts, sedate gentlemen’s
clubs, and a variety of other social institutions too numerous to
mention here. From the point o view of research on the control
of foreign policy, the most important outcome of this investiga-
tion of the social upper class was a set of criteria for identifying
its members. The most useful of these were a listing in any
edition of the Social Register except for that of Washington, D.C.
(which automatically lists important government figures regard-

I wish to thank my undergraduate research assistant, Mark Goldowitz,
for his help in gathering and organizing much of the material for this paper.
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less of social background); attendance at the most prestigious
of the private schools (e.g., St. Paul's, Choate, Groton, Middle-
sex); and membership in the most elite of the city clubs for men

(e.g., the California Club of Los Angeles, the Pacific Union of .

San Francisco, the Knickerbocker of New York, the Somerset of
Boston, the Rittenhouse of Philadelphia). Using these criteria,
along with four miner onés that were less useful, it was possible
to show that members of this privileged class control major
businesses, Jlarge charitable foundations, and leading opinion-
forming associations. For example, to present one small part of
the evidence, 62 percent of all directors of the largest fifteen
banks were members of the upper class, as were 54 percent of the
outside directors of the top twenty industrial corporations and
53 percent of all directors of the 1ead1ng fifteen transportation
companies.2 In the case of charitable foundations, twelve of the
thirteen with assets over $100 million in the early 196Q)s were
controlled by this same small group.® It is not possible to repeat
all of the evidence, but suffice it to say that there were several
thousand men, a great many of whom were members of the social
upper class, who 1nter10cked and overlapped in most of the
major non-governmental institutions of ‘American society.

This group of interlocking overlappers make up what C.
Wright Mills called the “power elite.”* We have borrowed this
term from Mills, but redefined it in such a way as to make it more
suitable for an analysis based upon socioeconomic classes.
Whereas Mills defined the power elite as those who hold com-
mand posts in the major institutions of American society, we
define the power elite as active, working members of the upper
class and high-level employees in institutions controlled by mem-
bers of the upper class. Thus, for example, the presidents of U.5.
Steel and the Rockefeller Foundation are members of the power
elite whether they are members of the upper class or not be-
cause both of those Institutions are controlled by members
of that small social group. While this conception of the power
elite is formally different from Mills’ definition, it leads em-
pirically to identifying the same persons he did as a power elite.
Again to take only a quick example, the military, which is one

i
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arm of Mills' power elite, is controlled by the corporate rich
through their control of the Dzpartment of Defense and through
non-governmental army, navy, and air force associations which are
financed and directed by corporate executives and their com-
panies.*5

. Building on the aforementioned criteria of upper-class mem-
bership and redefinition of the power elite, Who Rules America?
presented evidence which suggests that the power elite control
the most important agencies and departments of the federal
government, In-particular, the departments most concerned with
foreign policy—State, Defense, Treasury—were outposts of the
power elite, invariably run by representatives of the biggest and
most internationally oriented corporations.” However, the book
did not go into detail on foreign policy or any other issue-area
because the primary goal of that book was to show which institu-
tions, as opposed to issues, are dominated by the power elite.
While the issue-area of foreign policy is basically controlled by
State, Defehse, Treasury, and certain private associations noted
in Who Rules America?, it is possible and worthwhile to go into
greater detail on it. There are two reasons for such an under-
taking.

First, if it is true, as many would now argue, that foreign policy
issues determine the framework within which all types of policy-
making take place, and if the power elite tend to dominate this
issue-area, then it follows that the power elite rulg America,
even if they do not involve themselves or fight for their optimum
outcome on every domestic, state, and local issue. Mills put the
case very well: “If it is too much to say that, for many of the elite,
domestic politics have become important mainly as ways of re-
taining power at home in order fo exert abroad the power of
the national establishment, surely it is true that domestic decisions

*“Corporate Ttich,” “corporate elite,” and “power elite” are roughly
synonymous terms. The corporate rich or corporate elite are the core of

‘the power elite which is the operating arm of the social upper class. In

turn, this social upper class ctan kte called a “goverding class” or “ruling
class.” It also should be added that the oft:heard phrase "estabhshment
has about.the same meaning as “power elite.”*
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in virtually all areas of life are increasingly justified by, if not
made with, close reference to the dangers and opportunities
abroad.”® Second, such a study is able to answer in considerable

detail the charge that those claiming control by the corporate

rich do not show the specific mechanisms by which this supposed
control is accomplished. In the case of foreign policy, at least,
we have found such a-determination very straightforward.

To begin at the beginning, foreign-policy-making takes place
within_ an “environment” or setting: - the international com-
‘Toumity of nations, American public opinion, the mass media,
political interest groups, agencies of the Executive branch, and
committees of the Congress. However, as we hope to show, the
effect of some of these is rarcly felt and is often used as an
excuse or rationalization (e.g., public opinion), while others are
usually by-passed: (e.g., Congress). Furthermore, it is possible to
be much more concrete in spelling out the immediate context
within which decision-makers function. In general, the most
important institutions in foreign policy decision-making are
large corporations, closely related charitable foundations, two or
three discussion and research associations financed by these cor-
porations and foundations, the National Security Coungil of the
federal government, and special committees appointed by the
President. To be sure, this is only the most important core, for
there are several other private and university-affiliated research
and opmlon-moldmg organizations, not to mention several other
agenc1es of the federal government

The Council on Foreign Relations

To give empirical flesh to all these generalizations, there is no
“better starting point than the Council on Foreign Relations
(CFR). It is the key “middle term,” so to speak, between the large
corporations on the one hand and the federal government on the
other. By studying its conmections in both directions, we will
be able to establish the first link in the specific mechanisms by
‘which the corporate rich formulate and transfer their wishes into
government policy. While it would be hard to underestimate

Who Made American Foreign Policy, 1945-1963?/29

the importance of this organization in understanding the overall
framework for American foreign policy, we do not want to over-
emphasize it, and we will see that there are other links between
big business and big government.

The Council on Foreign Relations is a non-partisan research
and discussion group dedicated to informing citizens about world
affairs and creating an interest in international relations. Despite
its reputed prominence and the fact that it was founded in 1921,
most information on it comes from its own publications: a fifteen-
year history, a twenty-five-year history, and annual reports, One
of the few who has written on it, Washington journalist Joseph
Kraft, noted in 1958 that it was mentioned omly five times in -
Time magazine in the peried 1953-1958.2 We can go one step
further and say that there has never been any research paper on it
in any scholarly journal indexed in the Social Science and Hu-

manities Index. While this is surprising, there are several ways to

establish CFR's importance. They include testimony by journal-
ists and scholars, the acknowledged pre-eminence of its journal
(Foreign Affairs), the nature of its financial backing, the com-
position of its leadership and membership, and the presence of
its members in federal govérnment positions.

To begin with c-:xpert testimony, Kraft called CFR a “school
for statesmen” which “comes close to being an organ of what C.
erght Mills has called the Power Elite—a group of men,
similar in interest and outlock, shaping events from invulnerable
positions behind the scenes.”1® Douglass Cater, a journalist who
served on the staff of President Lyndon B. Johnson, has noted

that “a diligent scholar would do well to delve into the role of

the purely unofficial Council on Foreign Relations in the care
and breeding of an incipient American Establishment.”** The
New York Times called it “z testing ground for new ideas, with
enough political and financial power to bring the ideas to the
attention of the policy-makers in Washington.”®? Political scien-
tist Lester Milbrath noted that “the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, while not financed by govermment, works so closely with
it that it is difficult to distinguish Council .actions stimulated
by governmerit from autonomous actions.”13
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Empirically speaking, such ‘reputational” evidence is the
least important of our ammunition. Far more important is
CFR’s financing and leadership. Aside from. membership dues,
dividends from invested gifts and bequests, and profits from the

sale of Foreign 4ffairs, the most important sources of income are

leading corporations and major foundations. In 1957-1958, for
example, Chase Manhattan, Continental Can, Ford Motor,
Barkers Trust, Cities Service, Gulf," Otis Elevator, General
Motors Overseas Operations, Brown Brothers, Harriman, and
International General Electric were paying from §$1,000 to
$10,000 per year for the “corporation. service,” depending upon
the size of the company and its interest in international affairs.*
More generally, in 1960-1961, eightyfour large corporations and
financial. institutions contributed 12 percent ($112,200) of CFR's
total income. As to the foundations, the major contributors over
the years have been the Rockefeller Foundation and the Carnegie
Corporation, with the Ford Foundation joining in with a large
grant in the 1950’s. According to. Kraft, a $2.5 million grant in
the early 1950°s from the Ford, Rockefeller, and Carnegie foun-
dations made- the council “the most important single private
agency conducting research in foreign'affairs””15 In 1960-1961,
foundation money accounted for 25 percent of CFR income.

‘The foundations which support GFR -are in turn directed by
men. from Bechtel Construction, Chase Manhattap, Cummins
Engine, Corning Glass, Kimberly-Clark, Monsanto Chemical,
and dozens of other corporations. And, to complete the circle,
most foundation -directors are members of CFR. In the carly
1960's, Dan Smoot found that 12 of 20 Rockefeller Foundation
trustees, 10 of 15 Ford Foundation trustees, and 10 of 14 Carnegie
Corporation trustees were members of CFR.16 Nor is this inter-
locking recent: in 1922, for example, CFR honorary president

!

*The benefits of subscribing to this corporation service are as follows:
free consultation with all members of the CER. staff, subscriptions to Forsign
Affairs for leading officers of -the corporation, the use of the coundil’s excel-
lent library (which is second to none in its field), and the zight to nominate
one “promising young executive” to participate in seminars wheh the council
conducts each’fall and spring for the benefit of the corporations,
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Elihu Root was president of the Carnegie Corporation, while
John W. Dayvis, the corporation lawyer who ran for President on
the Democratic ticket in 1924, was a trustee of hoth the Carnegie
Corporation and CFR. '

A consideration of the leadership and membership of CFR are
equally conclusive in -establishing its relationship to the power
elite. Its founders included two lawyers and two Wall Street
bankers.'7 The single permanent official at its outset, Hamilton
Fish Armstrong, and the first editor of Foreign Affairs, Archibald
Coolidge, were both from well-known upper-class families. Nor
has anything -changed since the early 1920’s, with 14 of the 22-
recent or current directors as of the early 1960's being listed in
the Social Register. Among the most prominent of the recent
directors highly visible in the corporate elite are Frank Alt-
schul, Elliott V. Bell, Thomas K. Finletter (one-time Secretary
of the Air Force}, Devereux 'G. Josephs, John J. McCloy, David
Rockefeller, and Adlai-E. Stevenson. _

The CFR limits itself to 700 New York area residents and 700
non-New York residents (ro women. or foreighers are allowed to
join). As of. the mid-sixties, 46 percent of the resident members
and 49 percent of the non-resident members were listed in the
Social Register® The counci’s only other formal associates are
the Committees on Foreign Relations that have been formed in
about thirty cities across the country. These committees come
together at dinners and other occasions to hear speakers (mostly
supplied by CFR) and exchange ideas. The committee program
has been financed since 1938 by the Carnegie Corporation.’® We
were able to locate information on 509 committee members from
29 cities ranging in size and importance from Philadelphia,
Detroit, and Atlanta to Albuquerque, Boise, and Little Rock. A

significant minority (41 percent) were corporate executives and

bankers. Twenty-one percent were lawyers, almost half of whom
(44 percent) .were also corporate directors. Thus, a small major-

‘ity (51 percent) were directlv involved in business enterprises.

Another $ignificant .group ccnsisted of educators (22 percent),
‘most of whom were college presidents, political scientists, econo-
mists, and deans.” Seven percént. of those studied were editors or
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publishers, while the remainder were small numbers of govern-
ment officials, politicians, church leaders, physicians, account-
ants, and museum directors.* . _
Turning to the all-important question of government involve-
ment, the presence of CFR members in government has been
attested to by Kraft, Gater, Smoot, CFR histories, and the New

York Times, but the point is made most authoritatively by John )

J. McCloy—Wall Street lawyer, former chairman of Chase Man-
hattan, trustee of the Ford Foundation, director of CFR, and a
government appointee in a variety of rolessince the early 1940's:
“Whenever we needed a man,” said McCloy in explaining the
presence of CFR members in the modern defense establishment
that fought World War II, “we thumbed through the roll of
Council members and put through a call to New York.”20 Ac-
cording to Kraft, “When John McCloy went to Bonn as U.S.
High Commissioner, he took with him a staff composed almost
exclusively of men who had interested themselves in German
affairs at the Council.”?* CFR members were also prominent in
the U.S. delegation to the founding of the United Nations, and
several dézen have held high posts in postwar administrations.
One Annual Report noted the following in an obituary notice:

Mr. Dulles was a member of the Council almost from the start. He
wrote an article on ““The Allied Debts” for the first issue of Foreign
Affairs and six more articles thereafter, including two while Secretary
of State. Xle participated in numerous study and discussion groups

over the years and spoke often at Council afternoon meetings and
dinners, twice as Secretary of State 22 o

- Now that we have located CFR .in sociological space as an
institution of the corporate rich, we are in a position to see
what it does and how effective it is in shaping foreign policy.
As to what CFR does, in addition to serving as a talent pool and
training ground for government service, it is a tax-exempt, non-
partisan organization which .sponsors education, discussion, and
research on all aspects of foreign affairs. As part of its educa-
_ tional effort, it brings before its exclusive membership leading

* My thanks to Sue Brenn, an undergraduate research assistant, for gather-
ing the information on CFR committee members for the early 1960’.
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scholars and government officials from all nations to make off-
the-record speeches and to answer questions from members. And,
as Kraft notes, this not only “educates” the members, but it gives
them a chance to “size up” important leaders with whom they"
will have to deal.*2 Also uncer the heading of education, CFR
publishes Foreign Affairs, by far the most important journal in
its field, and three annual surveys—Political Handbook of the
World, The United States in World Affairs, and Documents on
American Foreign Relations. .
Despite the importance of speeches and publications, we thnflk
the most important aspect of the GFR program is its special
discussion and study groups, which bring together about twenty-
five businessmen, government officials, military men, and scholars
for detailed discussions of specific topics in the area of foreign
affairs, Discussion groups explore problems in a general way, try-
ing to define issues and alternmatives, and often lead to a study
group. Study groups revolve around the work of a council research
fellow (financed by Carnegie, Ford, and Rockefeller) or a staff
member., This group leader usually presents monthly papers

_which are discussed and criticized by the rest of the group. The

goal of such study groups is a detailed statement of the problem
by the scholar leading the discussion. In 1957-1958, for example,
the council published six books which grew out of study.gr.oups.
Perhaps the most famous of these was written by Henry Kissinger,
then a bright young Harvard product who was asked. by CER
to head a study group. His Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy
was “a best-seller which has been closely read in the highest
Administration circles and foreign offices abroad.”2¢ As for his
study group, it included “two former chairmen of the Atomic
Energy Commission, a Nobel Prize winner in physics, two former
civilian secretaries in the Defense Department, and representa-
tives just below the highest level from the State Departme‘nt, the
Central Intelligence Agency, and the three armed se‘;wces..”25
When economist Percy Bidwell of the CFR stafl led a discussm.n
of foreign tariffs, an issue which will be discussed later in this

* A perusal of any CFR annual report will show that a foreign ofiicial
visiting in New York who is anyone at all will be speaking or meeting with
the council.
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paper, the study group included ten corporate representatives,
ten economists, two communications experts from MIT’s Center
for International Studies, 2 minor Defense Department official,
and a foreign service officer.?¢

It is within these discussion and study groups, where privacy
is the role so that members are encouraged to speak freely, that
members of the power elite study and plan how best to attain
American objectives in world affairs. It is here that they discuss
alternatives arid hash out differences, far from the limelight of
official government and mass media. As the New York Times
says of these “unpublicized luncheons” and “closed seminars”:
“Except for its annual public Elihu Root Lectures, the Council’s
talks and seminars are strictly off the record. An indiscretion can
be grounds for termination or suspension of membership. . . ."*27
Such discussions also help to reduce the effect of political changes
In Kraft’s words: “. . . the Council plays a special part in help-
ing‘to bridge the gap between the two parties, affording un-
officially 2 measure of continuity when the guard changes in
Washington.”28 .

Given the prwacy of its chscussmns (it is quite open about
everything else), can ‘we know the relationship between CFR. and
government policy? Can we go beyond the fact that CFR con-
ducts research and discussions and that its members hold respon-
sible posmons in the federal government? It is not only secrecy
which makes this question hard to answer; there is also the
problem that CFR as an organization does not take a partisan
stand. T'o answer such a quesnon satisfactorily would require a
large number of studies of various decisions and their outcomes,

*Crmc:s of a power clite theory often call it “conspiratorial” which is
the academic equivalent of ending a discussion by yelling Communist. It is
difficult to lay this charge to rest once and for all because these critics really
mgan something much broader than the dictionary definition of conspiracy.
All right, then, if “conspiracy” means that these men are aware of their inter-
ests, know each other personally, meet together, privately. and off the record,
and try to hammer out a consensus on how to anticipate or react to events
and issues, then there is some conspxrmg that goes on in CFR, not to mention
in the Comrittee for Economic Developiilent, the Business Council, the
National Security Gouncil, and the Central Intelligence Agency.
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including an understanding of who initiated, supported, and
opposed various proposals.”®® In lieu of such studies, which are
almost impossible under even the best of circumstances, several
suggestive examples will have to suffice, along with the general
testimony of Kraft (“It has been the seat of some basic govern-
ment decisions, has set the context for many more”) and the New
York Times (“Discussion groups, scholarly papers, and studies
sponsored by the Council laid the groundwork for the Marshall
Plan for European recovery, set American policy guidelines for
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and currently are
evolving a lomgrange- analysis of American attitudes toward
China").3¢ More concretely, Kraft claims that CFR action was
responsible for putting Greeniand out of bounds for the Nazis,
for shaping the United Naticns charter, and for softening the
American position on German postwar reparations, among others.
One of the most impressive pieces of evidence is that four CFR
planning groups set up in 1959 with aid from the Rockefeller
Foundation, were taken (along with most of their personnel) into
the State Department in 1942 “as the nub of its Advisory Com-
miitee on Postwar Planning Problems.”st And it was supposedly
a special CFR briefing session in early 1947 that convinced Under-
secretary of State Robert Lovett of Brown Brothers, Harriman
that “it would be our prmc1pal task at State to awaken the na-
tion to the dangers of Communist aggression.’s2

In summarlzmg CFR and its role, despite the fact that 1L is an
organijzation “most Americans have never heard of, ™ we think
we have clearly established by a variety of means that it is a key
connection ‘between the federal government and the owners and
managers of the country’s largest corporations. X it is not all-
embracing in its importance, it is certainly a considerable under-
statement to speak ‘of CFR members and members of similar
power elite assoclations, as one scholar does, as “external bureau-
crats” who supply the government with information, perspec-
tives, and manpower.® In our view, what knowledge we have
of CFR suggests that through it the corporate rich formulate gen-
eral guidelines for American foreign policy and provide the
personnel to caxry out this policy. But we also know that the
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evidence we have presented is not enough for those scholars who
prefer to analyze actual decisions. Then too, skeptics can point
out that CFR has no "policy” (other than the all-dmportant
policy of international involvement, as opposed to isolationism,
for which it is called “Communist” and “un-American” by older-
fashioned, natiomalistic critics). Furthérmore, skeptics can say
that CFR's members have other institutionl and association affili-
ations that may be more important in determining their out-
look. For all of these reasons, we will let the case for CFR rest
at this point, noting the presence of its directors and merbers
only in passing, and instead emphasizing the direct corporate
connections of important decision-makers.*

Other Links

The Council on Foreign Relations is by no means the only
middle term between the corporations and the federal govern-
ment in the issue-area of foreign policy. There are many others,
perhaps the most important of which are the Committee for
Economic Development, the RAND Corporation, and a handful
of research institutes affiliated with elite universities. Turning
to the first of these, the Committee for Economic Development
(CED) is a tax-exempt research organization which is in many
ways the counterpart on economic policy to the Council on
Foreign Relations. While its concentration on monetary and
economic problems makes it more prominent on issues involving
Treasury and Commefce, it has on several occasions played 2
major role in shaping foreign policy.%® Organized in' the early

*It shonld be noted that Kraft is among the skeptics. Despite all the
comments we have quoted from him on the power of CFR, he concludes
that “even that cock will not fight” as far as calling CFR part of any power
elite. This is because CFR has assumed “semi-official duties only in emergen-
cies,” because it “has never accepted government financial suppert,” and
because its recommendations “have subsequently all stood test at the polls
or in Congress.” Furthermore, there are “divergent views” within the council,
and such an organization is necessary because issues are too complicated
for the ordinary citizen, who is all wrapped up in his private life. Kraft's
concluding sentence seems to be a challenge to those who might criticize—
he quotes Voltaire asking, “What have you got that's better?"
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1940's to prepare for postwar reconversion to a civilian economy,
CED’s original leaders were financier Jesse Jones, then Secretary
of Commerce, and millionaires Pawnl Hofman and William

" Benton. These three men brought together corporation execu-

tives and bankers with outstanding economists for weekend study
sessions which were intensified versions of the CFR study groups.
Out of these sessions have come the guidelines for American
economic policy in the postwar era, including some of the pro-
visions of the Employment Act of 1946, the stabilized budget
concept, longrange fiscal and monetary policy, and certain
aspects of the Marshall Plan. Perhaps the most impressive evi-
dence for CED prominence in foreign policy is that its corporate
elite members and hired economists were the men who moved
into the government o administer the Marshall Plan. That CED
head Paul Hoffman of Studebaker and the Ford Foundation be-
came administrator of the Marshall Plan. is only the surface of
the iceberg.

The relationship of CED to the corporations really does not
need to be established, for membership is expressly limited to
businessmen and implicitly to representatives of the biggest and
most important corporations in the country. Among its original
and most active members have been Ralph Flanders, the Vermont
toolmaker and Boston banker; Thomas B. McCabe, head of
Scott Paper Company; Clarence Francis of General Foods; Mar-
ion B. Folsom of Eastman Kodak; William L. Clayton of Clayton,
Anderson; William L. Batt of SKF Industries; Charles E. Wilson
of General Electric; Eric A. Johnston of the Brown-Johnston
Company; Chester C. Davis cof the Federal Reserve Bank of St.
Louis; and §. Bayard Colgate of Colgate-Palmolive-Peet. As with
CFR, many CED members have become officials in the federal
government: 38 of the trustees during CED's first fifteen years
held elected or appointed positions.?” Flanders and Benton be-
came senators, McCabe became head of the Federal Reserve Bank
under President Truman, and Folsom, Clayton, William C.
Foster, and Wayne C. Taylor held important posts in major
departments. As of the early 1960’s, 48 of 190 CED trustees were
at the same time members of CFR.

Perhaps the bestknown of the power elite’s large research
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organizations is the RAND Corporation, a name which is an
abbreviation of "“Research ANd Development.” It has been
credited with many technical innovations and operational sug-
gestions.®® Started after the war with government research con-
tracts and Ford Foundation money to “think” for the air force,
RAND has since expanded its staff and facilities to provide this
service for the entire federal government. Its 500-man professional
staff 1s well paid and well educated (150 have Ph.D.s) because
RAND was purposely .set up as a non-governmental agency so
that civil service rules and salary scales could be avoided in order
to attract the finest talent money could buy. It is governed by a
board of trustees which is dominated by representatives of the
corporate rich. In 1963, when RAND published a report on its
first fifteen years, the board included executives from CRS,
Hewlett-Packard, Owens-Corning Fiberglass International, Mon-
santo Chemical, and New England Electric System, as well as the
president of one of the Carnegie foundations, a leading official
in the Council on Foreign Relations, the former vice-president of
the Carnegie Corporation (then president of Cornell), and the
presidents of MIT and Rice universities.*3* Seven of the seven-
teen trustees were members of CFR And of fifteen former trustees,
seven were leading figures in the corporate world (the rest were
university administrators or physicists). The most important of
these- former trustees was H. Rowan Gaither, a West Coast at-
torney and Ford Foundation trustee who was one of RAND's
key organizers. Flis legacy is seen in two of the 1968 trustees
who are not with one of the companies listed above: Frederick
‘Anderson is-a partner in the investment firm of Draper, Gaither,
and Anderson; Edwin E. Huddleson, Jr., is a partner'in the law
firm of Cooley, Crowley, Gaither, Godward Castro, and Hud-
dleson. _

In addition to CFR, CED, and RAND there are many other
associations and research organizations controlled by members
of the power elite. About 800 study centers consult for the Defense

* The president of RAND since its mceptlon, TR, Collbohm is 2 former
vice-president of Douglas Aircrafi.
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Department alone.*4 But instead of trying to outline any more
specific links, we want to turn to a more general, less direct link
between the corporate rich and the federal govermment, the
world of academic scholarship. As we have seen in the case of
CFR, CED, and RAND, corporate leaders are not adverse to
seeking advice from professional researchers, a fact which has
led to claims that “experts” control the country. Without empha-
sizing the direct power of these scholars, for they are often
ignored and seldom have decision-making roles, we can add that
the power elite pay for their training and encourage them by
monetary inducements to study certain questions rather than
others. This is accomplished, first, by the general framework
created at major universities through financing and through
service on boards of trustees#? Second, it is accomplished by
foundation grants which encourage research on specific questions.
Thus, Rockefeller, Carnegie, and Ford money are responsible
in one way or another for zlmost all American research on non-
Western aréas.*® While many of these grants are to universities
for scholarships and to individuals for specific research projects,
the foundations also provide money for institutes affiliated with
universities. For example, Ford and Catrnegie money finance a
Russian Research Center at Harvard, Rockefeller money finances
a Russian Research Center at Columbia. Consider the situation
on the specific topic of military affairs:

Between 1950 and 1960, Harvard, Princeton, Columbia, Chicago,
Pennsylvania, MIT, and Johns Hopkins all opened special institutes
for the study of defense problerus. . . . Ford ($214,800 for Harvard's
Defense Studies Center) and Carnegie (§141,000 for Chicago's Center
for the Study of American Foreign Policy and Military Policy)
rained down funds. Books by the dozen (fifteen in nine years from
Princeton zlone) rolled oirt.54

*Many of these organizations arve discussed in Arthur Herzog's The War-
Peace Establishment, although rot all the organizations noted in his haok
are outposts of the power elite. Herzog alsc testifies to the importance of
CFR without discussing it: “. . . a private but highly infivential circle that
comes close to being the foreign policy establishment of the T.5."%
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The interrelationship of corporate-controlled foundations,
think factories, and university research institutes can be demon-
strated by studying the prefaces to leading books in the field of
foreign affairs. ¥or example, Gabriel A. Almond of the very
prominent Princeton Genter of International Studies (publisher
of World Affairs, which is second only to CFR’s Foreign Affairs
in this field) offers thanks to the Carnegie Corporation for the
funds which made possible his study, The Appeals of Gom-
munism. Carnegie also supplied.the funds for The Civic Gulture:
Political Attitudes and Democracy in Fivé Nations, co-authored
by Almond and Sidney Verba, Thomas C. Schelling of the Center
for International Affairs at Harvard wrote The Strategy of Con-
flict during a veardong stay at the RAND Corporation, while
Herman- Kahn did most of the research for On Thermonuclear
War,- published by the Princeton center, while zt the RAND
Corporation. Lucian Pye’s dspects of Political Development was
written while at the MIT Center for. International Studies, with
the help of Carnegie money. Walt W. Rostow of the MIT
center, a leading adviser to Democratic Presidents during the
1960's, wrote his “non-communist manifesto,” Stages of Economic
Growth; during 2 “reflective year” grant provided by the Carnegie
Corporation.* Harry Eckstein edited Internal War for the
Princeton center with the help of Carnegie funds; an earlier
version of Eckstein's own contribution to that hook, “On the
Etiology of Internal Wars,” was published in Social Science and
National Security, a book which had government circulation

only.}

* 1t is now kpown that this center received CIA funds as well as founda-
tion grants during the 1950's. Iis director, Max Millikan, who was also
head of the World Peace Foundation during the 1950’s, had sexved as an
assistant director of the CIA in Washington®-

1 According to one source, it is “standard procedure at MIT and else-
where” to publish two versions, “one classified for circulation within the
intelligence community, the other ‘sanitized’ for public consumption.™s
While we do not believe for a minute that the power elite tell these scholars
what to say, it should be clear that members of the power elite see no
reason to discontinue-their support of such efforts. The whole thing has
been explained by political scientist David Easton: “A deeper social reason
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Up to this point we have approached our question from one
direction enly. That is, we started with various non-governmental
institutions known to be involved in foreign alfairs and showed
through studies of their financing, membership, and leadership
that they are controlled by the corporate rich. We then presented
evidence as to the importance of these arms of the power elite
in determining government policy. As impressive as the evidence
from this approach is, it is.not sufficient in and of itself. It is
also necessary to start from the other direction, the important
institutions and agencies within the government that are com-
cerned with foreign policy, and work back to their ties with the
corporate elite. It is to this task that we turn in this section.
Our goal is to complete the framework within which specific

foreign policy events must be analyzed. As with non-government
institutions, there are too many government units to analyze

them all in any detail, Fortunately, as on the non-government
side, there are some that are more important than others. These
include the State Department and the Defense Department, and
one that stands above all others, the National Security Council
(NSC), which was created in 1947 as the top policy-making unit

“of the federal government.

The National Security Council

The NSC was developed by the corporate rich, after much
debate among the armed services and their various protagonists

for the faiture of political science to transcend its limitations . . . lies in the
proximity of political research to social forces that determine social policy.
. . . Entrenched power groups in society, those who have a firm hold on a
particular pattern of distribution of sacial goods, material and spiritual,
have a special Teason to look askance at this probing into the nature and
source of their social positions and activities, They are prone to stimujate
research of a kind that does not inguire into the fundamentals of the exist-
ing arrangement of things.™™ Or, as noted in a preliminary report of an
American Political Science Association committee on professional standards,
“. .. problems arise not so much because a scholar is told by his sponsors
what to write but rather because a schelar may, wittingly or unwittingly,
condition his manuscript to the assumed or divined values of his financial

sponsoxs.’
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in Congress, on the basis of experience in attempting to coordin-
ate departments and military units during World War IIL It is
strictly an advisory group, headed by the President and now
including as statutory members the Vice-President, the Secre-
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the director of the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. However, “the Presi-
dent can also ask other key aides to take part in Council delibera-
tions.”4? As statutory advisers it has the director of the Central
Intelligence Agency and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The machinery of the NSC is very flexible and has been
used in different ways by different Presidents. President Eisen-
hower, for example, enlarged and formalized the NSC, giving
it many powers traditionally thought of as belonging to de-
partments. President Kennedy dismantled much of this machin-
ery, cut its size to a minimum, met with it less frequently, and
gave more responsibility for carrying out NSC decisions to the
departments. However different Presidents may use it, the NSG
is a key foreign policy organ of the U.8. government.*

Before studying the personnel of the NSC, it is instructive to
summarize briefly a detailed case study on how the National
Security Act was formulated.5® Such an account demonstrates the
importance of specially appointed “outsiders” in shaping govern-
ment policy. In this case, the key outsider was investment banker
Ferdinand Eberstadt, a former partner in the finance house of
Dillon, Read who had gone on to start his own investment
house. Eberstadt was asked to come up with a plan to satisfy
all sides in the argument over how to reorganize the natiomnal
defense establishment. The appointment came from the Secre-
tary of the Navy, James Forrestal, a former pre51dent of Dillon,
Read and a good friend of Eberstadt’s. Eberstadt in turn talked
informally with other financiers, including Bernard Baruch, de-
veloping the report which was the basis for the agreement which
finally led to the National Security Act.5? The final form of the
act was determined by a compromise between the differences of

# For details on the NSC and its use by various Presidents, see the testi-
mony by members of the power elite and scholars in The National Security
Council: Jachson Subcommitice Papers on Policy-Making at the Presidential
Level (New York: Frederick Praeger, 1965).

e SRS

Who Made American Foreign Policy, 1945-19632/43

Forrestal and Sectetary of War Robert Patterson, a Wall Street
lawyer who had gone into government service early in the 1940%s
as a special assistant to Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson. Along
with military leaders Lauris Norstad, Forrest Sherman, and

"Arthur Radford, the important figures in bringing about the

compromise between Forrestal and Patterson were three very
prominent members of the corporate elife, Robert Lovett, John
I McCloy, and Stuart Symirgton.*52

Who are the men who siz on the National Secunty Council?
We partially answered this question in Who Rules America? by
showing that the heads of State, Defense, and Treasury during the
postwar years have almost without exception been members of
the power elite. (Although not a statutory member, the Secretary
of the Treasury has been asked by all three administrations under
consideration to sit on the WSC.) For example, Robert Lovett of
Brown Brothers, Harriman served as Secretary of Defense, as did
Charles Erwin Wilson of General Motors, Neil McElroy of
Proctor and Gamble, Artemus Gates of Morgan Guaranty Trust,
and Robert McNamara of Ford Motor. Treasurers have included

"John Snyder of the First National Bank of St. Louis, George

Humphrey of Hanna Mining, Robert Anderson of the W. T.

‘Waggoner oil estate and the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas,

and Douglas Dillon of Dillon, Read; heads of State included
John Foster Dulles of Sullivan and Cromwell, Dean Rusk of the
Rockefeller Foundation, Dean Acheson of Covington and Burl-
ing, General George C. Marshall, and Boston aristocrat Christian
Herter. We can now be more specific by looking at the composi-

* The National Security Act provided for the coordinatior of the entire

- defense establishment. In addition to the National Security Council, it also

established the Secretary of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and
the National Security Resources Board {now rcorganized as the Office of
Givil and Defense Mobilization). It was = weak act which left the Secretary
of Defense in a very teauocus position, Later amendments strengthened his
control over the three services (and removed their heads from the NSC)
and gave him a larger staff. The amendments also strengthened the control
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over operational military units. With these and
other stight modifications, the National Security Act and the National
Security Council remain at the heart of -the U.S, system for foreign and
defense policy.
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tion of the NSG when it was studied by journalists during the
Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy administrations.

When John Fischer of Harper’s Magazine wrote of “Mr. Tru-
man’s Politburo” as “the most powerful and least publicized
of all government agencies,” it included, in addition to Acheson,
Maxshall, and Snyder, the following corporate rich: Averell Har-
riman of Brown Brothers, Harriman, Charles Edward Wilson of
General Electric, and Stuart Symington of Emerson Electric.5
The secretary of the NSC was a big businessman from St. Louis,
Sidney Souers. His assistant was James Lay, a former employee of
utilities companies whom. Souers had met during World War IL.
Others present for NSC meetings were Alben Barkley, Vice-
President, General Walter Bedell Smith, director of the CIA, and
General Omar Bradley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.*

When U.S. News and World Report ran a story in 1956 on
“How Ike Makes the Big Decisions,”55 the following were regu-
larly a part of the NSC, in addition to Dulles, Humphrey, and
Charles Erwin Wilson: ) )

Richard Nixon, Vic'e'-President, who was selected and financed for
a political career by top corporate executives in Southern California.36

Arthur S. Flemming, a lawyer who was formerly president of Ohio
Wesleyan University.

Percival Bruﬁdage, a partner in Price, Waterhouse & Company.

Allan Dulles, a former partner in the large corporate law firm of
Sullivan and Cromwell. . .

Lewis Strauss, investment banker and personal financial adviser to
the Rockefellers.

William I. Jackson, a lawyer who managed ‘the investment firm of
John Hay Whitney, as well as sitting on the board of Great Northern
Paper and Bankers Trust.

® If Fischer is right, the NSC was especially jmportant under Truman:
“Mr. Truman has delegated his authority in foreign affairs to the uttermost
limit that the Constitution permits. Froo the day he took office, he appar-
ently recognized his own shortcomings in this field, and ke has leaned
heavily—sometimes almost. pathetically—on the judgment of his ‘experts.’ "
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Dillon Anderson, a Houston corporation lawyer who was the Presi-
dent's Special Assistant for National Security Affairs.57

Harold Stassen, former governor of Minnesota and former president
of the University of Pennsylvania.

Admiral Arthur W. Radford, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

Managing the NSC for President Kennedy was aristocrat
McGeorge Bundy, who played a leading role in foreign affairs
throughout the 1960's until he left government service to become
president of the Ford Foundation. His staff included Walt Rostow
of the MIT Center for International Studies, Harvard economist
Carl Kaysen, Michael Forrestal (son of the former president of
Dillon, Read), and Robert Komer (a government official). The

following were members of the NSG Executive Committee which
_met regularly over a period of two weeks to deteimine American

reaction daring the Cuban missile crisis of 1962:%

Lyndon Johnson, Vice-Presicent, representative of Texas oil inter-
ests.59 T

Dean Rusk, formerly president of the Rockefeller Foundation.
Robert MclNamara, formerly president of Ford Motors.
Robert F. Kennedy, 2 multimillionaire from Boston.

Douglas Dillon, a former president of Dillon, Read.

Roswell Gilpatric, 2 corporation lawyer from New York.

McGeorge Bundy, a Boston aristocrat who was formerly a dean at
Harvard,

Adlai Stevenson, a corporation lawyer from Chicago.

“John McCone, a multimillionaire industrizlist from Los Angeles.
Dean Acheson, ‘E_l corporation lawyer and former Secretary of State.
Robeft Lovett, an investment banker with Brown Brothers, Harriman.

General Maxwell Taylor, a Presidential adviscr at the time, and
former chairman of the Mexican Light and Power Comparny, Ltd.

Major General Marshall 8, Carter, Deputy Director of the CIA.
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George Ball, a Washington corporation lawyer, later to become a
partner in Lehman Brothers.

Edwin M. Martin, a State Department official specializing in Latm
America,

Llewellyn Thompson, a foreign service officer.

Theodore C. Sorensen, Presidential speechwriter and adviser.

Special Government Gommittees

It is important to look at one other “institution” of the federal
government which is essential in understanding how the cor-
porate rich are involved in foreign policy. These are the special
commissions, “blue ribbon" citizen committees, and “task forces™
appointed by the President to make recommendations on specific
problems:

Despite the extensive government apparatus for policy-making on
problems of national security, the American President in the post-
war period has, from time to time, appointed groups of private
citizens to investigate particular problems and report to the National
Security Council. Some of these groups have performed their task
without the. public's ever becoming aware of their existence; others
have in one way or another come to public attention.. Among the
latter are those which have become known under the names of their
chairman: Finletter, Gray, Paley, Sarnoff, Gaither, Draper, Boechen-
stein, and Killian,80

These committees are almost without exception headed by mem-
bers of the corporate rich and staffed by the employees and
scholars of the foundations, associations, and institutes outlined
in previous sections. For example, among the eight committee
heads mentioned in the previous quotation, seven are corporate
executives and the eighth is the chairman of MIT. All are affili-
ated with the Council on” Foreign Relations, three with the
Commitiee for Economic Development. We believe it is by means
of these committees -that the policy recommendations of the
power elite’s non-government groups are given official sanction:
they become the “reports” of the specially appointed committees.
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The circuit between corporations (and their foundations and
associations) and the government is thus completed.

Two such committees, the Gaither Committee and the Clay
Committee, have been studied in detail by social scientists. The
Gaither Committee was appointed in the late 1950's by President
Eisenhower to reconsider American military preparedness. H.
Rowan Gaither, its head, is the aforementioned attorney and
Ford Toundation official who was instrumental in organizing
the RAND Corporation. Other members of the corporate elite
on the eleven-man committee were Robert C. Sprague, William
C. Foster, and William Webster (also a trustee of RAND). Two
other prominent members were James A, Perkins, a vice-president
of the Carnegie Corporation at the time, and scientist Jerome
Weisner, who became a “wezlthy man” as one of the owners of
the Rockefeller-fimanced ITEK Corporation.s! Other members
were James Baxter, a college president; Robert Calkins, an
economist who had been a GED consultant before becoming
head of The Brookings Institution (yet another research organi-
zation founded, financed, and directed by the corporate rich);
John Corson, research director for the Cooperative League of
America; Robert G. Prim, a mathematician who directed research
for Bell Telephone; and Hector Skifter, a radio engineer who
was a consultant for the Department of Defense. Six of the
eleven are members of CFR. -

Much of the detail work of the Gaither Committee was as-
signed to a technical staff drawn from the military and from
various non-government institutes, including RAND and the
Institute for Defense Analysis. The committee also had an
advisory panel of corporate and military leaders. The final report,
highly critical of the emphasis on nuclear weapons and the de-
emphasis of conventional ground forces, was discussed at a

. special meeting of the NSC on November 7, 1857. Over forty

people attended, including financiers Robert Lovett and John
J. McCloy, who predicted that the business community would
support the President if he requested increased spending for
defense.® President Eisenhower was hesitant, but it is interesting
that the Kennedy Administration adopted an approach much like
that advocated by the Gaither Report. Among President Ken-
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nedy's appointees who had been on the Gaither Committee or its
advisory panel were arms control chief Foster, disarmament
negotiator McCloy, and science adviser Weisner.*

Equally impressive was the composition and effect of the Clay
Committee, selected by Presidemt Kenmedy to reconsider U.S.
foreign aid policy. In addition to Lucius Clay, a retired army
general who sat on the boards of a half-dozen major corporations,
the committee consisted of financier Robert Anderson, financier

Robert Lovett, banker Eugene Black, corporation lawyer Fer- -

man Phleger, corporate leader L. F. McCollum, college president
Clifford Hardin, economist Edward S. Mason (a member of CFR,
a consultant to CED), physician Howard A. Rusk (no relation
to Dean Rusk); and labor leader George Meany. All but Lovett,
Rusk, and Meany are in CFR. With Meany dissenting, the com-
mittee suggested large cuts and other changes in foreign aid.
Although the cuts were apparently more than President Kennedy
expected, “In an aid message to the Congress President Kennedy
deferentially referred to the Cldy Report seven times, setting
forth in detail how the new aid program was based on the
application of standards ‘affirmed by the Clay Committee.” "¢

The Military and Foreign Policy

Up to this point, we have presented what could be termed
“positive” evidence for control of foreign policy by the power
clite, first from the direction of prestigious non-government
institutions, then from the direction of the government institu-
tions most involved in foreign policy. We now want to approach
the problem from another dngle, by considering the possible
power of other groups. This gives us a chance to use the detailed

* The military stance of the 1960’s may also derive from the report of =
special Rockefeller-financed panel on international security of the late 1950%,
said to be very similar to the still-secret Gaither Report® In any case, there
were four people who participated in the Gaither Committee work who also
helped with the Rockefeller report.® More generally, the first three of six
Rockefeller-financed panels (Prospect for America) were directly concerned
with foreign affairs. Members of those three panels who became part of the
Kennedy Administration were A. A. Berle, Jr,, Ghester Bowles, Harlan Cleve-
land, Roswell Gilpatric, and Dean Rusk.®
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research of a great many social scientists, the upshot of which is
that there is really no other candidate ‘that can be claimed to
have any great effect on the making of foreign policy.

The military is often put forth as a key determiner of policy,
particularly when it involves -military spending or military
action. David Riesman, for example, wrote that military men
“control defense and, in part, foreign policy.”87 If this view has
not been laid to rest by the sociological study of the Professional
Soldier by Morris Janowitz, which concluded that the military
does not have any significant effect on foreign policy, then it has
been by the case studies coming out of the Institute of War and
Peace at Columbia University, particularly a study entitled The
Gommon Defense by Samuel P. Huntington. Summarizing his
own work and, that of his colleagues on several postwar defense
decisions they analyzed in detail, Hluntington concludes that:

Perhaps more striking is the relatively unimportant role which they
played in proposing changes in policy. In no case did they effectively

© prevent major new policies and Jin no case did they effectively pre-
vent changes in old omes . . . more than anything else, one is struck
by the tendency of the military to cmbrace the broad policy stefus
guo. . . . General Landon was much more ready to accept existing
policy than the State Department members of. the NSC-68 drafting
group . . . even in the New Look the initiative for a new strategy

* and its principal ideas came as much from the President, Humphrey,
and Dulles as from Radforc. . . . A year later it was the civilian
Gaither Committee, not the Joint Chiefs, which challenged existing
policy and succeeded in producing minor changes in it. The initia-
tive in military policy rested with the civilian executives, the decision
on military policy with the President.68

It is difficult to go beyond Huntington’s emphatic and un-
equivocal conclusion, but we might say that the key civilians in
each case were members of the corporate rich. We have already
scen. this in the Gaither Report; here we will only add brief
comments on the all-important National Security Gouncil docu-
ment N5C-68, formulated shortly before the Korean War. This
position paper, calling for a general rearmarment, was, according
to Huntington, the U.8. reaction to the first Soviet nuclear test
and the Communist takeover in China.®® The initiative for the
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study came from corporation executive Sidney Souers, NSG
secretary at the time, and corporation lawyer Dean Acheson, Sec-
retary of State. The chairman of the study was Paul Nitze, head
of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff. Nitze, who was
later to play an important role in the Kennedy Adminisiration,
was a partner in Dillon, Read, which had already contributed
Forrestal, Eberstadt, and William ¥I. Draper to the postwar
effort, and was later to contribute Douglas Dillon, first as Ambas-
sador to France,.then as Undersecretary of State and Secretary
of Treasury.*

In short, if the United States in, the postwar.era has adopted

what Mills called a military definition of reality, it is because

this was chosen by leading members of the corporate rich on the
basis of their understanding of national goals and international
events, not because it was somehow foisted on them by the mili-
tary men they interact with at high-level military “colleges,”
promote and retire within the Department of Defense, and hire
into large corporations upon retirement. ' ‘

il

Congress and Foreign Policy

Although Congress is involved in foreign affairs through cer-
tain Constitutional powers and through its final authority for
financial appropriations, it is seldom offered as a significant
factor in making foreign policy. Nevertheless, the possibility must
be considered. One political scientist concerned with Conggess,
James A. Robinson, concludes that “Congress's influence in
foreign policy is primarily (and increasingly) one of legitimating
and amending policies initiated by the executive to’ deal with
problems usually identified by the executive.”" Lewis A. Dexter
summarizes a great many interviews on Capitol Hill by report-
ing that no one he talked to ever claimed that Congress had any
role in formulating defense policy, while Roger Hilsman and
H. Field Haviland, Jr. both. conclude that superior information
and other resources give the Executive the initiative over the

* Qnly Brown Brothers, Harviman among finance houses comes close to
this performance, contributing Lovett, Hairiman, and Senator Prescott Bush
of Connecticut. -
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}_egislators."1 Further, it seems that Congress has given up some
of its determinative powers on foreign matiers: with the enact-
ment of the Reciprocal Trade Act in the 1950, it turned over
much of its power on tariffs; in the postwar era it has by and
large lost its right to declare war.

In a summary of the role of Congress in sixieen pastwar foreign

olicy issues that have been the object of case studies, Robinson
is able to find only one initiated by Congress and three where
Congress had “major influence.” The one clear case where a
member of Congress was both an initiator and the major influ-
ence was the Monroney Resolution; but this was merely “a simple
Senate resolution suggesting that the Administration study the
possibility of proposing to other governments the establishment
of an international development association as an affitiate of the
World Bank.”"#*

The interpretation of the other two cases of “major influence”
is open to question. As to the less important of the two, Congress
is said to have had major influence on the Vandenberg Resolu-
tion of 1948, which “provided the legitimation for the origins of
United States participation in the development of the North
Atlantic "Treaty.”?® However, the idea was initiated by Secretary
of State Marshall and Undersecretary of State Lovett, and it was
written by Lovett and Vandenberg in close collaboration. Robin-
son considers Vandenberg to be the “predominant influence”
because he suggested that several Senate-initiated concerns about
the United Nations be included in the resolution.

The most important issue on which Congress supposedly had
a major influence was the problem of whether or not to aid the
French at Dien Bien Phu in 1954. According to the conventional
account, Secretary of State Dulles was urging President Fisen-
lllower to provide the French with air support, as was the chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Arthur W. Radford.
To prepare for this possibility, Eisenhower asked Dulles and
Radford to call together eight key Congressional leaders for the
purpose of discussing a joint resolution on the part of Congress
which would express support for the action. When the Congress-
mer learned that the British were reluctant to join such a venture

and that other military advisers were opposed, they conditioned




59/Corporations and the Cold War

their support on British acceptance of the plan and certain con-
cessions by the French. Dulles then tried to bring the British and
French into the ag'reeﬂ'lent, but in the end had to acquiesce in

their plan to negotiate a truce and divide the country. This con- .

ventional summary of the decision-making process is then
interpreted as an example of Congressional veto power, often
with a reference to Chalmers Roberts’ account in The Reporier.™
Surprisingly enough, a close reading. of Roberts’ article leads
to quite a different conclusion, for he states unequivocally that
the pivotal role was played by the National Security Council.
His account, based upon confidential talks with insiders and
never questioned as to its reliability, tells how the crucial decision
was reached long before Congressional leaders were finally ap-
proached: | ‘ '

It is my understanding, although I cannot- produce the top-secret
NSC paper to prove it, that some time between Ely’s arrival on
March 20 [with. the news that the French could not hold out much
longer] and the DullesRadford approach to the Congressipnal leaders
on April 8, the NSG had taken a firm position that the United States
could not afford the loss of Indo-China to the Gommunists, and that
if it were-necessary to prevent that loss, the United States would
intervene in. the war—provided the intervention was an allied ven-
ture and provided the French would give Indo-China a real grant
of independence so as to climinate the colonialism issue, The de-
cision may have-been taken at the March 25 meeting. It is also my
understanding that this NSG paper has on it the approving initials
D.D.E*15 : ‘

Roberts goes on to say that Dulles then made a speech in New
York on March 29 calling for a “united action” of the major
powers. Roberts implies that it is neither surprising nor particu-
larly obstructive that the legislators should repeat this demand:

The newspapets were still full of reactions to this speech when the
Congressional leaders, at the April 8 secret meeting with Dulles and
Radford, insisted that Dulles should line up allies for “united action”
before trying to get a’joint resolution of Congress that would com-
mit the nation to war.?®

#Tven the italics are Roberts's,
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. As it turned out, Dulles could not get the British and French
to go alomg with the American plan. They already had other
plans, and the French continued to be as obstinate as they had
been during the previous five years about granting any of the
concessions to Vietnam that the U.S. had been demanding as
completely necessary. (The French feared an “American take-
over” and wanted to keep trade and cultural influence in the area
if they lost the war.") The one question that thus remains is
whether or not Congress could have shown independent power
by refusing to grant the President’s request to take part in a
“united action.” “This point,” says Chalmers Roberts, “is worth
a final word':

On returning from Geneva in mid-May, I asked that question of
numerous senators and representatives. Their replies made clear that
Gongress would, in the end, have done what Eisenhower asked, pro-
vided he had asked for it forcefully and explained the facts and
their relation to the national interest of the United States.”8

In short, on the basis of Roberts's account there is not the slightest
reason to believe that Congress had anything to do with the U.S.
decision to refrain from bombing Dien Bien Phu. The important
decision was made in the National Security Council and would
not have been resisted. by Congress. What the outcome actually
suggests is the limitations of American power over the British
and French, along with the reluctance of a majority of the leading
decision-makers within the NSC to risk involvement in a major

war in Asia at that time,7®

If Congress exercises no” decision-making power in the area
of foreign policy, it does seem to have the power to harass
certain initiatives by the Executive branch because of its control
of the purse strings. Fowever, even this seeming veto power
melts away or is neutralized when the power elite make a con-
certed effort: T'wo rather nice examples demonstrate this, the
first concerning tariff policy, the second concerning aid policy.
In the first case, leading members of the power elite during the
1950’s were advocating further reductions in tariffs, as they had
been doing for some time. They had gone through the wsual
procedures: a special commission to study the matter (headed by
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former Inland Steel executive Clarence Randall) and a special
commiittee of private, individuals to influence opinion (the
Committee for a National Trade Policy, headed by John Cole-
man of Burroughs Manufacturing, Charles Taft, Hairy Bullis
of General Mills, John J. McCloy of Chase Manhattan, and
corporation lawyer George Ball).* Congress resisted their plans,
and they reccived much less than they asked throughout the
1950’s. Behind this Congressional reluctance, however, were
powerful business interests—in short, there was a conflict within
the power elite. President Kennedy moved to remedy the situation
when he took office. First, he appointed George Ball of the Gom-
mittee for a National Trade Policy as Undersecretary of State
for Economic Affairs, making him “the man who was personally
responsible for the conduct of the nation’s foreign economic
policy.”80 Second, to help with his Trade Expansion Act, Ken-
nedy appointed as his special aide Howard G. Petersen, president
of the Fidelity-Philadelphia Trust and the head of a CED com-
mittee on tariff policy.8! As he had done previously as a GED
spokesman, Petersen, along with others, met with leaders of the
aggrieved industries, primarily chemicals and textiles, and offered
them special concessions. These maneuvers and changes “cut the
protectionist coalition to shreds.”$2 The bill passed Congress:
“It was the indirect effect of the administration’s approach to
and conversion of the textile lobby and to numerous other busi-
nessmen that indirectly affected Congress.”

The second example is more complex. When fully elaborated,
it shows both disagreement within the power elite and the
lengths to which members of the power elite must go before
having their way with a Congress that has many delaying powers.
To put it -as briefly as possible, and ignoring members of the
power elite within Congress (they are few),’ many members of
Congress in the mid-1950’s were increasingly restive about the
foreign aid program. Several wished to reassess the entire pro-
gram, but since they were almost totally lacking in the expertise

» At least two staff members of the Randall Commission were at the same
time in the GFR study group on tariffs mentioned earlier.
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to condulct the necessary inquiry, several reports were undertaken
by a variety of “independen:” research organizations. According
to a scholarly account by H. Field Haviland, Jr. of The Brook-
ings Institution, the most important of these reports was done
by Max Milliken and Walt Rostow.of the Center for Inter-
national Studies at MIT.% This organization, as we have already
‘_Pointed out, was supported by both the CIA and by major
foundations, and is thus sponsored by the same group of men
who are heavily represented in the Execative branch. Haviland
also claims that “the other reports were in harmony with the
Milliken-Rostow thesis.”® This is perhaps to be expected. They
were done by, among others, The Brookings Institution and the
National Planning Association (in 1958 the latter had ten of its
forty-three directors in common with CFR, eight with CED*).

Despite the relative wnanimity of the reports, there was still
resistance within Congress. Once again, however, it is likely that
this reflected an ongoing struggle within the power elite, who
are by’ no means unanimous on the amount and conditions for
granting foreign aid. As in the case of tariffs, this Congressional
veto power (which amounts o reducing aid requests) would, we
believe, diminish if the power elite could make up its collective
mind. The disagreement in this instance manifested itself in
terms of two reports' by corporate elite groups. The first, by vet
another specially appointed Presidential committee, was known
as the Fairless Report after its chainman, Benjamin Fairless of
U.S. Steel. The second réport was by an official government
agency -called the International Development Advisory Board,
created in 1950 as “the chief public advisory group associated
with the economic assistance program.”# Its head at that time was
corporate leader Eric Johnston, one of CED’s founders and a
former president of the U.S. Chamber of -Commerce. The dif-
fe}"ences in the two reports reflect a long-standing disagreement
within the corporate elite that has been sketched out very nicely
by poli'tical scientists David McLelland and Charles Wood-

* Your NPA officers were in hoth CFR and CED. Of twenty-one of the

forty-three NPA directors directly involved in.the business world, six were
leading labor leaders, and two were farm representatives.
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house.8? Sitting on the more conservative committee along with
Fajrless and labor leader John L. Lewis were five prominent
members of the power elite:

Colgate W. Darden, Jr., married to the daughter of Irénée duPoni,
president of the University of Virginia, and a director of DuPont,
U.S. Rubber, and the Life Insurance Company of Virginia.

Richard R. Deupree, chairman of the board of Proctor and Gamble.

Whitelaw Reid, chairman of the board of the New York Herald
Tribune. ‘

Walter Bedell Smith, vice-chairman of the board of American Ma-
chine and Foundry Company, former military officer, and former
director of the CIA.

Jesse W. Tapp, chairman of the board of the Bank of America.

The second corporate group was more diversified sociologically.
In addition to Johnston and five other corporate leaders, it in-
cluded two college deans, two labor union leaders, one farm
organization representative, a member of the U.S, Committee for
UNICEF, and the president of Virginid State College.

After tracing the 1957 aid bill through the conflict over these
two reports and the usual nightmarish tangle within Congress,
Haviland concludes his case study as follows:

.. . this case study highlights the conclusion. that, despite the power-
ful “veto” function of the Congress, as well as the stimulating effect
of the special legislative studies, the executive branch had the ad-
vantage of the initiative, supported by tremendous staff and intelli-
gence resources. Behind the facade of the “administration position,”
however, were important and continuing differences within and
among the. principal departments and agencies concerned, usually
related to vested institufional interests and closely tied parallel
differences within the Congress and the general public.*88

* The reference to differences within the government concerns, ariong other
things, the fact that Eisenhower appointed a fiscal conservative, George
Humphrey of Hanna Mining, to head Treasury, and an isolationdist, John
Iloliister of the Taft law firm in Gincinnati, to head the International Co-
operative Administration.™
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If Congress is not a mere rubber stamp that jumps every time
the power.elite in and around the Executive branch snaps its
fingers, it is for all its complaining, delaying, and threatening a
rather impotent body when compared with the Executive branch,
which can get its way with Gongress on foreign affairs any time it
wants with patience, tact,% research,” and vigorous leadership
by the President.®® And when Congress seems most resistant, a
closer look often reveals disagreement within the power elite.

Public Opinion and Foreign Policy

Public opinion used to be considered by some scholars as an
important factor in determinirg foreign policy, but studies over
the past decade have by and large failed to support this hypoth-
esis. T'oday it is usually put forth by journalists caught up in the
rush of day-to-day events and by politicians wishing to cater
to the voters or disguise their real motives. The most corzprehen-
sive overall schema on this problem is provided by James N.
Rosenau in his Public Opinion and Foreign Policy.% On the
basis of empirical research by himself and others, he divides the
population into three groups: the mass public, the attentive
public, and the opinion leaders. The overwhelming majority of
the people are in the first group. They are seldom aware of
fqreign policy issues, read little about them, get what opinions
they have from the mass media, and react emotionally to slogans
and crises. The second group, making up at best a few percent
of the population, are slightly better educated than the mass
pt_xblic, have a little more money, and read more on foreign
affairs. ‘They tend to acquire their opinions from the “quality
media” such as the New York Times, Harper's Magazine, and
The Reporter®s On the few occasions they have been studied in
any detail, it is found they are businessmen, lawyers, and pro-
fessional people,®® and, as we will see, they are the people who

. join discussion groups and associations concerned with foreign

policy. They actually provide the “public” which the opinion-
leaders use as their sounding board. The third group, opinion-
leaders, are those who shape public opinion. In theory, according
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to Rosenau, opinion-leaders may or may not be the same persons
who are decision-makers. He concludes, however, that on foreign
policy the opinion-leaders tend to be the same persons who are
the decision-makers- within the federal government.* In short,
at least on the issue of foreign policy, the power elite is also a
major factor in shaping public opinion.

Huntington comes to similar conclusions from decision-making
analyses of military and defense policies. Fe finds the public-
opinion-poll evidence against any determinative force by public
opinion so “overwhelming” that “even a wide margin of error
would not invalidate the conclusions-drawn from them.”® Re-
viewing this evidence, he finds that public opinion was never im-
portant, was often in conflict with what the Administration was
doing, and often changed after the Administration took its actior.
By juxtaposing quotes from corporate leaders with opinion poll
data, he shows that clairas of responding to popular demand can
be no more than an illusion or rationalization. In 1953, when

Budget Director Joseph Dodge of The Detroit Bank said there.

would be cuts in military expenditures to “‘meet public demand,”
a Gallup poll found only 19 percent of the people thought the
U.S. was spending too much for defense.% In.early 1957, shortly
- after Defense Chief Charles Wilson of General Motors said that
“the people in the country are’in no mood to spend more dollars,”
a Gallup - poll showed that only 9 percent thought defense
spending should be cut. Sixty percent thought it should stay
about the same and 22 percent thought it ought to be increased. 1

On-the basis of the work by Rosenau, Huntington, and others,
it is possible to suggest that public opinion is actually shaped by
the foreign policy pursued by the power elite rather than the
other way around. This may not be the case with domestic policy,
where people have their own observations and personal con-
tacts to-aid their understanding, but it is the reality in foreign
affairs, where people have to rely on what the power elite tells
them through the Executive branch, foreign policy discussion
associations, and the mass media. By far the.most important
factor in this is the attitude of the President, who, as we have
noted briefly in this chapter and showed in greater detail in Who

i
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Rules America?, surrounds himself with members of the power
elite as department heads, advisers, dlplomats and special emis-
saries.!® As political scientist Aaron Wildavsky notes, 92 most

eopie are willing to follow the President on foreign policy, and
Samuel Lubell has documented this in interviews with a great
many people at the time the Russian sputnik was launched:

. especially striking was how closely the public’s reactions cor-

" responded to the explanatory “line” which was coming from the

White House. . . . In talking about sputnik, most people tended

to paraphrase what Eisenhower himself had.said. . . . In no com-

- munity did I find any tendency on the part of the public to look

for leadership to anyone else—to their newspapers, or radio com-

mentators, to Congressmen, or to men of science. Nor, with some

exception, could people be said to be in advance of the President,
or to be demanding more action than he was108

Another political scientist, Elmer Cornwell, provides further
evidence of the President’s importance in shaping public
opmlon M0z

It used to be thought that public opinion was powerful because
the public would seek revenge at the polls, thus making the
elected officials responsible to its-whims and demands. However,
studies show that revenge voting over a single issue is seldom
the case'® and that politicians are aware of this fact.108 The
important thing is the overall relationship of the politician to
hig. constituents. In the case of the Presidency, this is doubly
true. Nor does the evidence support the idea that government
officials are sometimes so cowed by public opinion that they will
fear to take action in the future on unpopular issues that have
caused discontent in the past. This theory was popular following
the Korean War with those who feared that public wrath over the
drawn-out, indecisive nature of that war would inhibit an Ameri-
can President from undertaking $imilar -actions in the future,207

“TI'he most important foreign policy issue of recent years sup-
posedly- affected by public opinion concerned the decision of
whether or not to support the French in Vietnam in 1954. Ac-
cording to the argument put forth, for example, by both Herbert
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Aptheker and Richard Rovere in criticizing Mills for down-
grading the power of the masses, the public prohibited this inter-
vention by frightening the Congressmen who had returned to the
grass roots between sessions of the Congress.’®. This in turn
caused the Congressmen. to “veto” the request for permission
to give air support to the French. We have discussed this decision
in terms of the misinterpretation of the role of Congress. Here
it is only necessary to add that polls at this time showed a
majority of the public willing to go along with the contem-
plated action in Vietnam: -

Asked in May and September of 1953 and again in April of 1954
whether the American Ajfr Force should be used if necessary to
prevent Communists taking over all of Indochina, from 52 to 60
percent agreed that it should. In all three of the polls, a larger per-
centage still, that is from 59 to 65 percent, favored sending American
troops, with always about a third of the sample opposed to either
alternative.109 :

The Presidency and the Executive branch in'general are not
the only means by which the power elite influences public opinion
on foreign policy. It also does so through certain associations and
through the creation of special citizens’ committees designed to
influence opinion on a single issue. The most important associa-
tions are the oft-noted Council on Foreign Relations, the Foreign
Policy Association, and -the National Advertising Council. As
shown in Who Rules America?, these three are tightly inter-
locked.110 Most FRA directors -are CFR members as well as
business leaders, while the corporationfinanced NAG has repre-
sentatives from CFR, FPA, and CED among its directors. Except
for its publications, CFR works primarily with opinion within
the elite. It is the FPA which deals with public opinion within
the attentive public. This group sponsors World Affairs Coun-
cils, discussion groups, and speakers. ‘The FPA is “non-partisan,”
but the important fact remains, as Rosenau notes, that an organi-
zation such as FPA “establishes the width, depth, and direction
of the channel”’ of communication. And, as Bernard C. Cohen
concludes in. a study, of groups such as FPA (which summarizes
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evidenct.: showing that the members are better educated and have
higher incomes than the general population), they seldom seri-
ously discuss political policies at ali, let alone alternative policies.
They tend to keep discussions apolitical, emphasizing the social,
economic, cultural, and historical aspects of foreign affairs. They
also provide a great deal of positive information on the nature
and rqle of the 'United Nadons, which has gotten them a had
name in some circles.112

The National Advertising Council is probably less important
than the CFR and FPA. It merely places corporate-financed adver-
tising in the mass media. These advertisements advocate general
propositions such as “support the United Nations” or “give
money to Radio Free Europe.” These communications may have
a “sleeper effect” or create general ideological acceptance of inter-
national involvement, but such effects are difficult to measure
or prove. Perhaps what we should say in the case of the NAGC
is that the power elite utilizes all avenues to reach the general
public.

As noted, the power elite also tries to influénce public opinion
through the formation’ of publicity committees composed of
prominent private citizens. The origins of one such committee
have been studied in considerable detail by James N. Rosenau in
National Leadership and Fcreign Policy 8 In early 1958, Presi-
dent Eisenhower asked corporate executive Eric Johnston,
founder of CED and a former president of the U.S. Chamber of
_(]qmmerce, to head a special White House meeting to convey
mion_nation to the public on foreign policy aspects of national
sec:un'ty.ll4 Johnston and his staff invited over 1,000 corporate,
organization, community, and labor leaders to this one-day con-
ference of meetings and speeches. Qut of the meetings came 2
new'_citizens’ committee, the Committee for Inmternational Eco-
nomic Growth (CIEG), charged with the responsibility of carry-
ing the conference’s message to the entire populace. Its original
n:fembers, in addition to Johnston, were General (and corporate
director) Lucius Clay, Milton Eisenhower (president of Johns
Hopkins), Barney Balaban (2 motion-picture theater owner and
prESId_ent of Paramount Pictures), General Alfred Gruenther,
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Mrs, Eleanor Roosevelt, Mrs, Helen R. Reid (her husband was
a wealthy businessman, her sons are Whitelaw and Ogden Reid),
and George Meany {labor leader).”

There are mumerous other such committees, but none have
been studied in any detail. One of the most important helped
convince the country of the need for the Marshall Plan:

When the Committee for the Marshall Plan was formed, Stimson
[Wall Street lawyer, CFR director, former Secretary of State and
Secretary of War] agreed to serve as natiomal chairman. Former
Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson became chairman of an execu-
tive committee. . . . The executive committee included Dean Acheson
(then in private life), Winthrop W. Aldrich, James B. Carey,; David
Duhinsky, Herbert H. Lehman, Philip Reed, and Herbert Bay-
ard Swope.t Its membership consisted of more than three hundred
prominent citizens in different patts of the country. . . . Regional
committees were promptly -organized, the cooperation of national
organizations enlisted, and relevant publications given wide circula-
tion. The Committee promoted broad news and editorial coverage
in metropolitan newspapers, set up a speakers' bureau, and em-
ployed a news agency which arranged for press releases, a special
mat service for small town and country newspapers, and natiomal
and local radio broadcasts.ti® )

Within certain limits, then, there is every reason to believe
that the power elite is relatively successful in shaping public

* Rosenau also sent an eight-page, 7l-item questionnaive to 1,067 confer-
ence participants. Fle réceived a return of 61 perceat, 2 much greater return
than is nsually expected from mailed gquestionnaires, From all evidence the
veturns are a representative sample of the participants, although Rosenan
takes pains to make no special clzims for them. Reluctant to generalize, and
immediately emphasizing the diversity of the total group, he does summarize
his findings by saying- that “the natiomal leader is a middle-aged, white,
Protestant, upper-class male from the Eastern seaboard, who has had exten-
sive education and who is likely to be a businessman while at the same time
holding a variety of unrernunerated posts in outside organizatajons.”

+ Winthrop Aldrich is a banker and an uncle of the Rockefeller brothers;
James B. Carey is a labor leader; Herbert Lehman was of the Lehman
Brothezs investment firm; Philip Reed is an executive with General Electric;
Herbert Bayard Swope is a former New York newspaper editor and the
-brother of a former president of Géneral Electric; and David Dubinsky Is a
labor leader,
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opinion on foreign policy through its control of the Executive
branch, through organizations such as CFR and FPA, and
through special committees such as CIEG and the Committee
for the Marshall Plan. As Gabriel Almond concludes in The
American People and Foreig?: Policy, “one might almost say ‘who
mobilizes elites, mobilizes the public’ 117

Conclusion -

In this paper we have shown who dominates the all-important
issue-area of foreign policy, namely, a power elite which is rooted
in the dividends and salaries of large corporations and financial
institutions. We have done this in two different ways, one posi-
tive, one negative. The positive way was to present criteria for
membership in a' power elite that is the operating arm of the
national upper class and then show that the key persons and
institutions in and out of government who determine foreign
policy are part of this power elite. The negative way was a
process of elimination. We summarized evidence which suggests
that other possible candidates for control of foreign policy—the
military, Congress, public opinion—are of very minor importance
for this issue-area, although they may be important on other
1SsUES. )

In addition to showing who made foreign policy, we have
shown how they do it—through participation in key government
positions, through serving on specially appointed committees and
task forces, and through finarcing and leading major non-govern-
ment policy-planning, opinion-forming, and opinion-dissemina-
ting organizations. :

It is also important to note what has not been demonstrated.
We have not proved that the power elite act only or primarily in
terms of the interests of-the corporations which are their ultimate
base of power. We have not shown why they do what they do.
However, it is certainly possible to make the beginmings of a case
on this on the basis of the economists’ assumption that people
tend to act in their self-interest, and the psychologists’ and sociolo-
gists’ finding that people perceive and interpret the world in terms
of their individual upbringing, cultural background, and occu-
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pational roles. We would consider the following facts significant:
The power elite are by and large part of an upper class of corpo-
rate rich which owns an overwhelming amount of corporate
stock and has a set of educational and social institutions that
are distinctive to-this small group. Most of the power elite’s
members also receive non-dividend income and other “higher
emoluments” from the corporations and. their closely related
charitable foundations. When these considerations are put along-
side the very great importance of overseas operations to the
health of many large American businesses, it is really hard to
believe that we dom't know why the corporate rich are so con-
cerned with these matters.®
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