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fO RtW O RD  
BY NOAM CHOM SKY

In our book Manufacturing Consent, devoted to the subordination of 
the major media to the interests of state-corporate power, Edward 
Herman and I opened with a dedication to the memory of Alex 

Carey. This was far more than a testimonial to a close personal friend 
and valued co-worker. It was also a bare and inadequate way to try 
to express our indebtedness to him for his uniquely important work 
on 'the ideal of a propaganda-managed democracy’ that the highly 
class-conscious business community in the United States has sought 
to achieve, with the dedicated support of major segments of the 
intellectual culture. His contributions to the thought and under
standing of those fortunate enough to have known and worked with 
him can at last be sensed by a larger public, though only partially, 
with the publication of some of his major essays, preliminaries to a 
major work on the role of propaganda in democratic societies that he 
never completed, to the great loss of all who care about freedom and 
its enemies.

T he  twentieth century', Carey writes, 'has been characterized by 
three developments of great political importance: the growth of 
democracy, the growth of corporate power, and the growth of corpo
rate propaganda as a means of protecting corporate power against 
democracy'. That the growth of corporate power would undermine 
freedom and democracy had been understood by classical liberal 
opinion well before the contours of the future industrial capitalist 
society could be clearly discerned. In his later years, Thomas Jefferson 
warned that the newly rising 'banking institutions and moneyed 
incorporations' would destroy the freedoms won in the American rev
olution, becoming the foundation of a 'single and splendid govern
ment of an aristocracy’ if given a free hand. So they were, to a degree 
that exceeded Jefferson’s worst nightmares, though not through the
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expression of popular will: rather, primarily by courts and lawyers, 
acting in 'technocratic insulation’ from the annoying public, to bor
row some of the lingo of World Bank recommendations.

The establishment and growth of democracy has always been a 
prospect greatly feared by 'the masters of mankind', who understand 
that it can only impede the pursuit of their 'vile maxim’: 'All for our
selves, and nothing for other people’ (Adam Smith). Smith had in 
mind particularly the 'merchants and manufacturers' who were 'by far 
the principal architects' of policy in his day, designing it so that their 
interests were ‘most peculiarly attended to’, whatever the impact on 
others, including the people of England. In later years the institutions 
of the masters have taken new forms, and the problem of ensuring 
that the levers of state power remain firmly in their hands has arisen 
in new ways as well. But basic themes persist in different guise.

At the time of the first modern democratic revolution in seven
teenth-century England, the self-described 'men of best quality’ 
expressed deep concern that the ‘rascal m ultitude' m ight seek to 
enter the public arena, aroused by pamphleteers, itinerant preachers, 
and other riffraff who had 'made the people thereby so curious and 
so arrogant that they will never find humility enough to submit to 
a civil rule’, one eminent intellectual warned. Particularly disturb
ing was their outspoken wish to be ruled neither by King nor 
Parliament, the official contestants in the civil war, but 'by country
men like ourselves, that know our wants’. 'I t will never be a good 
world while knights and gentlemen make us laws, that are chosen 
for fear and do but oppress us, and do not know the people’s sores', 
their subversive pamphlets declared. Such sentiments echo through 
the centuries, always arousing contempt and fury, and if necessary 
ample terror and violence, on the part of the men of best quality, who 
rule by right. They were willing to grant the people too certain 
rights, but within reason, and on the principle that 'when we men
tion the people, we do not mean the confused promiscuous body of 
the people’, as another seventeenth-century authority explained. 
'Day-labourers and tradesmen, the spinsters and dairymaids’ must be 
told what to believe, John Locke observed after the democratic 
upsurge had been quelled: 'The greatest part cannot know and there
fore they must believe'.

The ‘crisis of democracy’ of the seventeenth century brought into 
sharp relief a distinction between 'aristocrats’ and ‘democrats' that 
was drawn by Thomas Jefferson as he pondered the fate of the 
American democratic experiment. Jefferson’s ‘aristocrats' are 'those 
who fear and distrust the people, and wish to draw all powers from
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them  into the hands of the higher classes’. His ‘democrats’, in con
trast, ’identify with the people, have confidence in them, cherish and 
consider them as the honest & safe, altho' not the most wise deposi
tory of the public interest’. The aristocrats, in this sense, include 
Smith’s ‘merchants and manufacturers' and their successors who 
gained control over the economy and political system, developments 
that Jefferson viewed with dismay because of the obvious contradic
tion between democracy and capitalism, whether in the state-guid
ed Western model, or some other. Also among Jefferson's ‘aristocrats’ 
are the twentieth-century progressives whom Alex Carey discusses in 
the essays that follow, including the distinguished ‘public intellec
tuals’ and founders of contemporary academic social science who 
urged the ‘responsible men’ of the community to recognize the 
‘ignorance and stupidity [of] ... the masses’, not succumbing to 
’democratic dogmatisms about men being the best judges of their 
own interests’ (Walter Lippmann, Harold Lasswell). The general 
public, mere 'ignorant and meddlesome outsiders’, must not intrude 
in the management of public affairs; for their own good, they must 
keep to their ‘function’ as ‘interested spectators of action’, not ’par
ticipants’, though they may be permitted to select periodically 
among the ‘responsible men’ whose task it is to analyse, decide, and 
rule. As explained by William Shepard in his presidential address to 
the American Political Science Association in 1934, government 
should be in the hands o f ‘an aristocracy of intellect and power', not 
directed by 'the ignorant, the uninformed, and the anti-social ele
ments’. ‘The public must be put in its place’, Lippmann admon
ished, so that the ‘responsible men’ may ‘live free of the trampling 
and the roar of a bewildered herd' as they do their necessary work, 
for the common good.

Remaining unspoken, to be sure, is a hidden premise: the 
‘responsible men’ gain this impressive status by virtue of their ser
vice to the interests of those who truly own and manage the society. 
It was not because of a low IQ that the leading figure in the 
American labor movement, Eugene Debs, was in jail while such 
thoughts as these were gaining respect and prominence in the ideo
logical institutions.

The spectrum of ‘aristocrats’ extends from the liberal and pro
gressive thinkers to those who are still more extreme in their disdain 
for the rabble. Reactionary statists of the Reaganite variety, absurd
ly called ‘conservatives’ in contemporary Newspeak, are typical 
examples. Unwilling to grant the public even the role of 'interested 
spectators of action’, they favour clandestine operations —  secret
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from no one except the domestic public —  and harsher censorship to 
protect the powerful state they nurture as a welfare state for the rich; 
and, of course, greater power in the hands of the protected and pub
licly subsidized 'private sector’, which operates in virtual secrecy. 
Another version of the same basic doctrines is the Leninist variety of 
Marxism, founded on the belief, put into operation at once as the 
Bolsheviks took state power, that the stupid and ignorant masses 
must become a 'labor army’ subordinated to the revolutionary intel
lectuals, who will drive them to the future designed by their betters 
—  as always, in the interests of the bewildered herd.

To ensure that the 'ignorant and meddlesome outsiders' have the 
proper beliefs has become a task of growing importance, as their 
struggles have gradually expanded the scope of democratic institu
tions. The basic problem is one that had intrigued David Hume, 
who, in considering his First Principles of Government, expressed his 
puzzlement over ‘the easiness with which the many are governed by 
the few’ and 'the implicit submission with which men resign their 
own sentiments and passions to those of their rulers’. 'W hen we 
enquire by what means this wonder is brought about’, Hume con
cluded, ’we shall find, that as Force is always on the side of the gov
erned, the governors have nothing to support them but opinion. 'Tis 
therefore, on opinion only that government is founded; and this 
maxim extends to the most despotic and most military governments, 
as well as to the most free and most popular'.

Hume seriously underestimated the capacity of the powerful to 
control the rabble by force, lessons that are constantly being taught 
in gruesome ways, though generally kept from the public eye unless 
some power interest can be served by lamenting properly selected 
evil works. The m atter was considered in an important conference 
organized by Jesuits and lay associates in San Salvador in January 
1994, unreported in the United States. Reflecting on the conse
quences of the recent state terrorist projects that Washington had 
organized and directed in its Central American domains, with the 
Church a prime target, they took special note of ‘what weight the 
culture of terror has had in domesticating the expectations of the 
majority vis-a-vis alternatives different from those of the powerful ... ’; 
the destruction of hope, they recognized, is one of the great achieve
ments of the Free World doctrine of 'low intensity conflict', what is 
called ‘terror’ when conducted by official enemies.

Nonetheless, Hum e’s basic point is well taken, and is of partic
ular significance with the decline of traditional means to keep the 
public arena safely under proper management.



F o r e w o r d

Alex Carey's enquiries unravel the story as it has unfolded 
through the twentieth century, in its manifold aspects: advertising 
devoted to creation of artificial wants; the huge public relations 
industry with its goal of diversion to meaningless pursuits and con
trol of 'the public mind'; academic institutions and professions, 
today under renewed assault from private power determined to 
narrow still further the spectrum of thinkable thought; the increas
ingly concentrated media, in which, as one leading academic media 
scholar wrote a few years ago, 'the taboo against criticism of the sys
tem of contemporary enterprise is, in its unspoken way, almost as 
complete ... as criticism of communism is explicitly forbidden in 
the Soviet Union' (Ben Bagdikian).

‘The public m ind’ was recognized long ago by corporate leaders 
to be ‘the only serious danger confronting’ their enterprises, and the 
major ‘hazard facing industrialists’, along with ‘the newly realized 
political power of the masses’, which had to be beaten back. From 
the early nineteenth century, it was no small task to impose capital
ist values on human beings, with very different conceptions of a 
decent existence —  ideas that found expression in the lively work
ing-class press, as they had in the classical liberal thought that has 
long been rejected and forgotten. In the early days of industrial cap
italism, the independent press condemned the 'degradation and the 
loss of that self-respect which had made the mechanics and laborers 
the pride of the world’, as the system of wage labor was imposed and 
free people were forced to sell themselves, not what they produced, 
becoming 'menials' and ‘humble subjects' of 'despots'. Its writers 
described the destruction of ‘the spirit of free institutions’, with 
working people reduced to a ‘state of servitude’ in which they ‘see a 
moneyed aristocracy hanging over us like a mighty avalanche threat
ening annihilation to every man who dares to question their right to 
enslave and oppress the poor and unfortunate’. 'They who work in 
the mills ought to own them ’ and thus overcome ‘the blasting influ
ence of monarchical principles on democratic soil’, workers in New 
England industries declared well before radical intellectuals entered 
the fray, recognizing that in the new 'manufacturing population' 
that is being created, the ’tendency in the scale of civilization, 
health, morals, and intellectuality, is manifestly downwards’. Such 
sentiments did not pass unnoticed by southern slave-owners, who 
used them in defense of the paternalistic practices of masters for 
whom people were at least considered capital to be preserved.

Reviewing such material seventy years ago in his classic study of 
mid-nineteenth-century American labor, Norman Ware observes that
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the imposition of industrial capitalism and its values ‘was repugnant 
to an astonishingly large section of the earlier American community’. 
The primary reason was 'the decline of the industrial worker as a 
person’, the ‘degradation’ and ‘psychological change’ that followed 
from the 'loss of dignity and independence’ and of democratic rights 
and freedoms. These reactions were vividly expressed in the working- 
class literature, often by women, who played a prominent role despite 
their subordination in the general society.

‘For working people', labor historian David Montgomery 
observes, ‘the most important part of the Jeffersonian legacy was the 
shelter it provided to free association, diversity of beliefs and behav
ior, and defiance of alleged social superiors in society’. The structures 
of civil society ‘obstructed bourgeois control of American life at 
every tu rn’, and therefore had to be destroyed. Hence the unremit
ting efforts to demolish the independent press and effective forms of 
community solidarity, from trade unions to political clubs and orga
nizations. US labor history is unusually violent in comparison with 
other industrial societies, and it was not until the Great Depression 
that elementary rights were won, soon to be lost, in part as a result 
of the huge propaganda campaigns that Carey describes. These con
tinue to the present, with the ’concerted efforts' of corporate 
America, described by the Wall Street Journal with much enthusiasm, 
'to change the attitudes and values of workers' with a variety of 
devices of indoctrination and stupefaction designed to convert 
‘worker apathy into corporate allegiance’.

As for unions, the favored device of recent years has been cor
porate crime. Reviewing some of the methods encouraged by 
Reaganite 'conservatives’, Business Week reports in 1994 that ‘Over the 
past dozen years, in fact, U.S. industry has conducted one of the most 
successful antiunion wars ever, illegally firing thousands of workers 
for exercising their rights to organize’. ‘Unlawful firings occurred in 
one-third of all representation elections in the late '80s, vs. 8% in the 
late ’60s.’ Crime does pay, particularly when state power stands 
firmly behind it. The independent press, which retained its vigor 
until the Second World War in the United States and for another 
th irty years in Britain, succumbed finally to concentration of capital 
resources in the 'free market’, removing a significant support for the 
vibrant working-class culture that had survived considerable repres
sion, notably under the progressive Wilson Administration.

In Third World domains, more direct means have been used to 
'domesticate the expectations’ of people tainted by the hope for free
dom, with considerable success even where a democratic culture had
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once flourished. Chile is an important case. The US-backed military 
dictatorship and the subsequent ‘fragmentation of opposition com
munities’, Latin Americanist Cathy Schneider observes, ‘has trans
formed Chile, both culturally and politically, from a country of 
active participatory grassroots communities, to a land of disconnect
ed, apolitical individuals’ —  just the outcome to which the huge 
resources of the ideological institutions have been devoted where 
violence is not so readily available.

The effects of the vast campaigns of ideological warfare are 
sometimes rather complex. The late 1993 debate over NAFTA, one 
of the mislabelled ‘free trade agreements’, was instructive in this 
regard. I t had been anticipated that the accord would sail through 
unnoticed, bu t public opposition developed. Much of it was orga
nized by the usually quiescent labor movement, which proposed 
constructive alternatives, as did the Congressional Office of 
Technology Assessment and others —  all ignored in favor of the 
executive version of NAFTA, carefully crafted as an investor rights 
agreement. The unanticipated popular reaction elicited a propagan
da campaign of quite unusual fanaticism. The media —  which, like 
the corporate world in general, were close to 100 percent in support 
of NAFTA —  followed the President’s lead as he denounced the 
‘real roughshod, muscle-bound tactics’ of organized labor, ‘the raw 
muscle, the sort of naked pressure that the labor forces have put on’, 
even going so far as to resort to ‘pleading ... based on friendship’ 
and ‘threatening ... based on money and work in the campaign’ 
when they approached their elected representatives, a shocking 
interference with the democratic process. Front-page stories fea
tured the President’s call to Congress ‘to resist the hardball politics' 
of the ‘powerful labor interests’. At the far left of the permissible 
spectrum, New York Times columnist Anthony Lewis berated the 
‘backward, unenlightened’ labor movement for the ‘crude threaten
ing tactics’ it employed to influence Congress. The attem pts of 
working people to approach their elected representatives aroused 
particular hysteria, across the spectrum. Corporate lobbying, which 
overwhelmed the meager capacities of labor, passed virtually un 
noticed; that is only reasonable, on the understanding that the role 
of the state is to serve the masters. The facts were so dramatically 
obvious that the New York Times, after the vote, even permitted 
itself the usually forbidden phrase ‘class lines’ in describing the 
‘nasty’ and ‘divisive battle’ over NAFTA, now happily concluded.

The passionate denunciations of labor had a curious impact on 
public attitudes. Surprisingly, most people continued to oppose the
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executive version of NAFTA to which consideration was restricted 
by the ideological institutions, but later polls showed that about 
two-thirds criticized unions as unreasonably opposed to change and 
‘too involved in politics’, particularly on the NAFTA issue. The pro
paganda barrage seems to have left opinions on NAFTA relatively 
unchanged, while causing people to oppose the major popular forces 
that represented those opinions and sought to protect them in the 
political arena. A closer analysis suggests further modifications of 
H um e’s maxim. As in ‘the most despotic and military governments’, 
control of opinion is not all that important, as long as other means 
are available to ensure that people have 'humility enough to subm it’ 
to the rule of the masters.

Changes in world order provide new ways to contain the ‘crisis 
of democracy’ that liberal elites perceive when the public seeks to 
escape its assigned spectator role. The enormous growth of power of 
financial capital since the early 1970s and the accelerated globaliza
tion of the economy place unprecedented power in the hands of in
creasingly concentrated and virtually unaccountable institutions of pri
vate power, transnational in scale, carrying out centrally managed 
planning and transactions (much of it mislabelled 'trade') beyond public 
scrutiny or interference. As in earlier eras, structures of governance 
are coalescing around the centers of real power, giving rise to what 
the international business press has called a ‘de facto world govern
ment’: the IMF, World Bank, GATT and the new World Trade Orga
nization, G-7 and European Union executive power, and so on. These 
processes have many welcome effects. They protect wealth and privi
lege from both market discipline and public interference. And they 
tend naturally to increase the polarization of global society, as the 
sharply two-tiered Third World model, with sectors of great wealth 
amidst increasing poverty and despair, extends increasingly to the richer 
societies as well, the United States and Britain leading the way.

But these developments have their problems too. It may be no 
easy task to control growing masses of people who are superfluous for 
profit-making, and therefore lack rights in accord with the value sys
tems that m ust be implanted. The problems are variations of famil
iar ones, and the means available to ‘the masters of mankind’ are 
adaptations of the old as well. Equally venerable is the need for peo
ple to draw aside the veil of deceit and imposed ignorance, and to 
persist in the unending struggle for freedom and justice. To this end, 
Alex Carey’s work has made a distinctive and powerful contribution.

Noam Chomsky, 17 August 1994
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INTRODUCTION

The development of a theory of persuasion began as long ago as 
500 BC in the Greek city-states. A t that time philosophers com
piled a set of rules for the use of rhetoric and persuasion. So com
pelling were these systems that only small changes in theory took

place uncil the Industrial Revolution opened the way for mass per
suasion through mass marketing. After 1900 marketing studies 
began to be made of consumers’ wants and habits and their suscep
tibility to alternative kinds of salesmanship. It was, however, the 
advent of World War I which provided mass propaganda with its 
central place in twentieth-century political thinking. For the first 
time propaganda was used as a systematic weapon of war.

Two men on either side of the Atlantic were deeply affected 
by this development. They were the democrat Harold D. Lasswell, 
the first modern analyst of propaganda, and Adolf Hitler, arguably 
its most perverse practitioner. Lasswell wrote his doctoral dissertation 
on the subject and called it ‘Propaganda Techniques in the World 
W ar’. Several years earlier Hitler had written Mein Kampf, in which 
he described how effective the Allied propaganda was in contrast to 
German attempts at persuasion, the incompetence of which he 
believed had contributed to the demoralization of German soldiers 
and civilians and hence to Germany’s defeat.

Lasswell’s overall conclusions on the importance of propaganda 
and on who won the propaganda war in World War I were not 
markedly different from H itler’s. Later the fascist H itler was to turn 
his attention to managing public opinion in totalitarian Germany, 
while the democrat Lasswell studied the need for managing public 
opinion in democratic America. W hile totalitarian propaganda is 
universally condemned in the West as the loss of personal and demo
cratic freedom, the management of public opinion in a democracy is 
generally considered to be good business. Why the discrepancy?

Lasswell always seemed too mesmerized by the power of propa
ganda to propose a pluralistic defence against the management of
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public opinion in democracies like Australia and the United States. 
In this century many academics like Lasswell, as well as many mem 
bers of the ‘free’ press, have tacitly assumed the need to take the risk 
out of democracy by assisting in the management of public opinion—  
a management which has been in the interests of business. This 
imprudent academic and media conformity has helped to close the 
American mind to the kind of critical thought needed for a healthy, 
culturally diverse and pluralistic democracy. That this management 
of democracy should seem necessary and go unchallenged for so long 
in what is often hailed as the leading democracy in the world is a sit
uation which reflects on the intellectual character of political and aca
demic leaders in the United States.

Unlike most of his academic colleagues, Alex Carey rejected this 
undemocratic tradition of managing public opinion within democ
racies. He did this by empirically analysing the propaganda strate
gies and programs which were put in place this century in the 
United States and Australia, programs designed to take the ‘risk’ out 
of these democracies. The essays appearing in this book represent a 
major challenge to the continuing effects of this covert and widely 
orchestrated series of campaigns. Alex Carey has traced how the ‘risk' 
to democracy has been constructed out of a perceived risk to business 
interests and how business interests are not sold to the public overt
ly as sectional interests protecting their wealth but instead are linked 
to national interests. National interests therefore come to be seen as 
identical with business interests and so together are represented by 
such emotive words as ‘freedom’, ‘freedom of the individual’, ‘free 
enterprise’ and ‘the free market’.

The identification of business interests with national interests in 
patriotic strategies ’for or against’ the nation has been stunningly suc
cessful over a long period. These propaganda programs construct the 
‘risk’ to democracy as coming from the unions and from such govern
ment initiatives as welfare and environmental policies, as well as from 
any government intervention in the economy directed at redistribut
ing wealth. These community and public policies and programs are 
never attacked as a ‘risk’ to democracy because they may involve some 
redistribution of wealth. Propaganda does not work in such straight
forward ways. Rather, community policies and activities are charac
terized as a ‘risk’ because they reduce the ’freedom’ of the individual, 
restrict ‘initiative’, or hamper ‘free’ enterprise. The identification of 
patriotism with the ‘freedom’ of business interests is the simplest of 
covert messages. That this simple regime of thought-control should 
prove to have been so triumphant, with so little public resistance,
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must be put down to its persistent, repetitive orchestration.
One effect of these propaganda programs has been to generate 

public cynicism in the capacity of governments to protect, represent 
and enhance the public interest. As the nature of representative 
government is about politicians seeking large numbers of votes, 
almost every politician in the United States and Australia must 
become and has become an advocate for business. Those who resist 
are denied money, media space and business backing. Governments of 
whatever political persuasion are therefore held captive to business in
terests and so have largely failed to take the necessary action to protect 
the interests of the wider community. As an Australian politician for 
almost fourteen years I have had direct experience of the methods by 
which governments reactively and continually place business interests 
before public interests. Witness the difficulties of environmental leg
islation and enforcement in the United States and Australia over the 
last two decades, or the difficulties the Clinton administration has 
encountered in introducing universal health insurance. The failure of 
governments to protect the interests of the wider community has 
probably produced more widespread disillusionment with democratic 
institutions in the United States than in Australia, for Australia has 
tended to lag behind America in reproducing democratic propaganda 
campaigns.

N ot only does there seem to be widespread social fragmentation 
and disillusionment with democracy in the United States, but the pos
sibility of reversing this sense of alienation appears to many of us to be 
already lost. Any Democrat president who wants to institute the des
perately needed reforms in health, welfare and the environment faces 
one of two options. He can stick by his reform program and suffer a 
loss of public confidence through orchestrated campaigns to publicly 
portray him as 'too liberal' and ineffectual (the Carter image) or too 
indecisive or sexually indiscreet (the Clinton image). Alternatively, a 
reforming Democrat president can move further to the Right, forget 
his promises and become part of the propaganda campaign. Given the 
history of democratic propaganda in the United States, some of us 
doubt that another Roosevelt or New Deal is possible. The political 
system is now so attuned to business interests that this kind of 
reformer could no longer institute the substantial health, welfare, edu
cation, environmental and employment reforms the country needs.

These are the conclusions to be drawn from Alex Carey's schol
arly research into democratic propaganda. In this book he documents 
the Americanization programs which began before World War I, 
which have continued through the McCarthy era until today, and
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which have been exported to Australia. He takes us back to when 
business started the Americanization movement, ostensibly to 
Americanize the immigrant worker, who was perceived as being 
under threat from the subversive forces of the Industrial Workers of 
the World. W hat started as a method of controlling the political 
opinion of immigrant workers quickly turned into a massive pro
gram for controlling the thinking of an entire population. One of the 
most startling examples of the escalation of the whole population in 
the processes of propaganda was how the Americanization program 
(a word which conjures up the 'thought police’) came to be trans
formed into a national celebration day for the fourth of July. To many 
of us it comes as a shock to discover that American Independence 
Day had its beginnings in a business-led program to control public 
opinion, rather than as the direct expression of a nation celebrating 
its historical birth (see p. 60).

Through his careful and sometimes exhaustive work in detailing 
the processes, rituals, celebrations, symbols and propagation m eth
ods of these crusades, Alex Carey provides us with a historical con
text to much of the string-pulling behind our thinking.

W hen he died in 1988 Alex Carey left behind a mountain of papers 
and articles, many of which had never been sent to any publisher. 
Taking the Risk out of Democracy represents a selection of those papers 
and articles which, taken together, add up to a history of democratic 
propaganda in the United States and Australia. If there are gaps in 
this history it is because the material was written as individual articles 
and was not originally designed to constitute chapters in a larger 
corpus. This particular selection of papers may not have been made by 
Alex, particularly Chapter 3 with its heavy indebtedness to 
Hartm an, bu t I have included this essay because it covers a signifi
cant period in the American history of propaganda, and without it 
the rest of the book would be less intelligible.

Like most politically active people in Australia in the 1970s and 
1980s I knew of Carey's anti-Vietnam writing and speeches, but it 
was not until I met him in the early 1980s that I became aware of his 
interests in industrial psychology and propaganda. In a chance meet
ing with his daughter Cathy in 1988 I was surprised to learn that the 
bulk of her father's work remained unpublished. In 1992, with the 
support of Carey’s family, I began work on editing this book.

Alex Carey was a rare kind of academic. He was a public intellec
tual passionately committed to social justice issues. Perhaps one of 
the reasons for that commitment was that he came to university late.
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His parents owned a sheep property near Geraldton in Western 
Australia and, as the only son, he was required by his father to stay at 
home and work the farm. Careys headmaster travelled all the way 
from Perth to persuade his parents to let him go to university after he 
finished secondary school, but to no avail. Carey then turned his ener
gies to improving the family property, which had become run down. 
Though there was much about the life that he liked, it ran against his 
natural inclinations, yet despite this he became a competent former 
and was known as a good judge of sheep. (This capacity may well have 
foreshadowed his later work in propaganda.) Eventually the Korean 
War brought high wool prices and after eleven years Carey was able 
to sell the family property, which he had managed successfully, and 
enrol at London University.

Appointed as a lecturer in psychology in 1958 at the University of 
New South Wales, Carey continued in that position until his death. 
Over the years he lectured in industrial psychology, industrial rela
tions and the psychology of nationalism and propaganda. Each of these 
subjects he took outside the classroom as the theoretical basis for his 
own political activism. Consequently he became very well known to 
the Australian public on a range of issues. He is best remembered for 
his outspoken opposition to the Vietnam War, but he was also 
involved in less public enterprises, for example his influential reports 
and evidence to government committees and industrial inquiries.

Like everything he did, Alex Carey took his liberal humanism 
seriously. He was one of the founding members of the Australian 
H um anist Society in I960, and one of the society’s most public 
spokesmen. In those days the Humanist Society produced a series of 
influential reports. One of these was the Sex, Marriage and Divorce 
Report; when in the mid-1970s the federal Attorney-General, 
Lionel Murphy, radically rewrote the Family Law Act, the ensuing 
legislative changes were based almost entirely on that report. Alex 
Carey also helped to provide the initial stimulus for the formation of 
the Australian Council for Civil Liberties, an organization which has 
now largely taken over from the Humanist Society.

Two things about Alex Carey impress. He was a very courageous 
man and he had tremendous political integrity. On the first count, 
he never shrank from the personal attacks of the 'mainstream' as rep
resented by business interests and many of his colleagues.A long
time union official who had seen the inside of many industrial 
disputes told me that he had never witnessed anything to equal the 
range and ferocity of vilification directed at Carey by several of his 
colleagues during the course of his work in the industrial area. As
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for integrity, Carey was held in high regard by the union officials he 
worked with, both for his applied skills and for his commitment to 
progressive 'interactive’ reforms. More generally, he was an outspoken 
public intellectual in a country that has a cultural cringe about 
intellectualism. He said and did what he believed in. One of his 
strongest convictions was that the material he was studying would 
provide truths which could change society for the better. He was one 
of the few academics who understood the complexities of industrial 
relations because he was willing to 'mix i t ’ with those involved, but 
he was never willing to forgo, for the sake of fraternal interests, his 
com m itment to new research and rigorous analysis.

This last point is pertinent to this book. If it has any impact on 
its readers it will come not from its polemics but from the enormous 
amount of empirical evidence Carey presents. Slowly the reader is 
overwhelmed by the sheer amount of detail.

Carey's interest in propaganda in democracies grew out of his 
study of industrial psychology in the 1960s. This interest was forti
fied in 1978 when he spent twelve months at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology studying with Noam Chomsky. Some of the 
articles published here were written at that time. Australia has been 
the recipient of much of the democratic propaganda produced in the 
United States, and the nature of this ‘colonial’ relationship is docu
mented in the second part of this book.

W hat is startling about Taking the Risk out of Democracy is how 
it undermines our commonsense opinions about freedom, liberty 
and civil rights. We do not have to engage with theories of propa
ganda, because the nature of this history does not demand that 
kind of reading. We have only to be able to follow the story of how 
a m inority set of business interests sold their values and perspec
tives to the rest of society. The selling of these values has been so 
successful that most of us have taken them on board w ithout any 
sense of having been brainwashed. Take, for example, the current 
case of the Young Achievers program where Australian high school 
students spend twelve months learning how to make a profit by 
starting up a company. Most of us tend to view this activity as 
unproblematic. Yet imagine for a moment that we change the sub
ject so that the students spend twelve months learning how to 
establish and run a trade union. Such an educational activity is 
likely to be- widely denounced as biased, one-sided and ‘inappro
priate’. Yet what has changed? In both cases a set of economic 
interests seek to have their values inculcated in the young. That 
profit over community appears more acceptable is only one indica
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tion of the nature and effects of propaganda in our democracies.

Since Alex Carey’s death in 1988 the world has changed dramatical
ly with the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe. No longer are 
the Cold War and the communist bogy available as symbols for mobi
lizing public opinion in favour of business. Yet while the McCarthy 
era has passed, the overall effect of such a long history of intolerance 
and social engineering continues on in many forms. It continues in 
the declining membership of unions and the ‘bad’ press unionism 
generally receives. It is seen in the way environmental policies are 
automatically inhibited and marginalized as anti-business, anti
progress and therefore anti-social. It is seen in the way the 'free' press 
of the United States and Australia reacts against proposals to democ
ratize the media. It is seen in the ease with which individuals who 
seek policies for the betterment of their community are labelled 'Left 
liberals’. It is apparent in the alienation, racial prejudice and social 
fragmentation evident in the United States and Australia today.

In Australia the effects of this history of democratic propaganda 
can be seen in the pervasive idolatry of the ‘free market’. In the last 
decade in almost every sphere of government of all partisan persua
sions, the 'free m arket’ has taken precedence over public and com
m unity interests. The notion of community interest has lost its tra
ditional central, democratic place and is now referred to as ‘non- 
m arket’ benefits: a marginalized element within a market focus. In 
this climate it is possible to talk of community health only in terms 
of the costs to employers of lost production. In this climate it is pos
sible for education to be reformed into a training reform agenda. In 
the Australian training reform agenda a slippage has occurred 
between education and training, so that those in charge cannot dis
tinguish between the two. In this agenda successful reform is 
referred to as 'Competitive Skills for Australians and Australian 
Enterprises’ by the Allen Consulting Group, who in 1994 were 
asked to review the progress of the agenda. To speed it up we are 
urged to develop a training ’m arket’ which is centred on direct 
client-to-trainer providers, to ’customize’ courses for industry and 
to focus on the competitive needs of industry. This is the language 
of the 'free m arket’ applied to education, which has traditionally 
been seen as having non-market benefit.

In a climate where there is an almost religious worship of the ‘free 
market’ it is possible for a federal Labor government (traditionally 
representing unions and workers) to set up an Inquiry into a National 
Competitive Policy. This Hilmer Inquiry has equated ‘anti-competitive
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potentials’ with the public interest and seeks to institute measures so 
that non-market benefits have to prove their worth. This position 
reverses the democratic ‘onus of proof, in that it is democracy which 
now has to prove its worth to the market, rather than the market 
proving its worth to the democratic community.

The effects of this history are also to be seen in Australian gov
ernment policies of privatization and the widespread uncritical accep
tance of these policies. Australian governments have always controlled 
more of the social resources than administrations in the United States. 
But now in this country there is an assumed, almost habitual, policy 
of selling off government instrumentalities to private enterprise. The 
reason? It is now simply accepted that government organizations are 
always and by definition inefficient. Thus to increase their efficiency 
it is necessary to sell them off to the private sector. This is the estab
lished wisdom that comes from the long heritage of democratic pro
paganda. Never mind that this wisdom is empirically wrong, as 
instanced by Telecom Australia, which is one of the most efficient 
large organizations in the world. The policy assumes that to break it 
up and sell it off is automatically a progressive move.

The policy of privatization is usually justified by common sense 
and by value-free’ words like ‘initiative’, ’efficiency' and competi
tion’. Recently added to this vocabulary are several newly created 
verbs of business. These are designer words intended to reinvest the 
old concepts of sacking employees and reducing overheads with new 
technological meanings that also entail the benefits of a ‘free market’. 
To continue the business program of privatization we are now told of 
the benefits arising from ‘downsizing’ and ‘outsourcing’. These are 
new verbs for sacking employees and reducing public bureaucracy by 
contracting work out to the private sector. The established wisdom is 
that these words will improve efficiency and competitiveness and will 
lead to privatization. No one has yet calculated the social cost, the 
quality of work performed or the overall public benefit of these poli
cies, and no government is likely to be interested while it is taken for 
granted that the nation’s future lies with business interests.

These are the continuing undemocratic effects of nearly a hun
dred years of democratic propaganda in this country and the United 
States. This is a history which is important to read and know about 
so that its gestures and programs of intolerance, alienation and social 
divisiveness, which will continue on in different forms in the future, 
can be resisted and changed.

Andrew Lohrey
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C H A R IE R 1

THE ORIG INS OF 
AM ER ICAN  PROPAGANDA

In 1942 Henry Wallace coined the phrase ‘the century of the 
common m an’ to epitomize his belief that American (and world) 
society would come under the influence of the needs and aspira

tions of the great mass of ordinary people. He foresaw a society 
where education, science, technology, corporate power and natural 
resources would, to an unprecedented extent, be controlled and used 
in the service of large humane ends rather than in the service of 
individual power and class privilege (Blum 1973:635—40).

In the United States, which is often seen as the epitome of a mod
em democracy, the outcome has been very different from Wallace’s 
expectations. The ‘common man', instead of emerging triumphant, 
has never been so confused, mystified and baffled; his most intimate 
conceptions of himself, of his needs, and indeed of the very nature of 
human nature, have been subject to skilled manipulation and con
struction in the interests of corporate efficiency and profit.

It is a central thesis of this chapter that the failure to move sig
nificantly towards the ‘people’s revolution’ and the ‘century of the 
common m an’ foreseen by Wallace is due in important measure to 
the power of propaganda. For sixty years in the United States propa
ganda techniques have been developed and deployed to ensure that, 
though the common man escape the coercive control of political 
despotism, he will remain manageably in the service of interests 
other than his own. Domestic propaganda is propaganda directed, 
not outwards to control or deflect the purposes of some external 
enemy in wartime, but inwards to control and deflect the purposes 
of the domestic electorate in a democratic country in the interests of 
privileged segments of that society.

Academic and practising experts are agreed on what propaganda 
consists of:



Propaganda is the m anagem ent o f collective attitudes by the m anipulation 
o f significant symbols . . .  Collective attitudes are amenable to many modes 
of alteration . . .  in tim idation  . . .  economic coercion . . .  drill. But their 
arrangem ent and rearrangem ent occurs principally under the im petus of 
significant symbols; and the technique of using significant symbols for 
th is  purpose is propaganda. (Lasswell, Bardson and Janow itz 
1953:776-80)

Thus the successful use of propaganda as a means of social control 
requires a number of conditions: the will to use it; the skills to pro
duce propaganda; the means of dissemination; and the use of ‘signif
icant symbols', symbols with real power over emotional reactions —  
ideally, symbols of the Sacred and the Satanic.

The United States has, for a long time, provided all of these con
ditions in greater abundance than any other Western country. I shall 
consider each of these conditions in turn.

The w ill
Contrary to common assumptions, propaganda plays an important 
role —  and certainly a more covert and sophisticated role —  in tech
nologically advanced democratic societies, where the maintenance of 
the existing power and privileges are vulnerable to popular opinion. 
In contrast, under authoritarian regimes power and privilege are not 
open and vulnerable to dissenting public opinion. This was the point 
made by Robert Brady after an extensive study of business and cor
porate public relations —  a term he uses to cover domestic propa
ganda. Brady (1943:288-9) concluded that in the United States, 
Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Japan during the half-century to 
1940, ‘broadly speaking the importance of public relations ... 
decreases as one moves away from countries with long and deep-seat
ed liberal, democratic and parliamentary institutions’. Brady argues 
that Italy and Japan had the least experience of democratic institu
tions and therefore produced the least competent propaganda. In 
Germany, where there had been greater, though still limited experi
ence of democratic institutions, ‘Nationalist Socialist propaganda was 
by all means better organised ... more vociferous and more versatile 
than the propaganda of either Italy or Japan’. At the other end of the 
scale, that is among countries with the longest experience of liberal, 
democratic institutions, ‘public relations propaganda ... in the 
United States ... is more highly coloured and ambidextrous than it 
has ever become, even in England'.

Professor Raymond Bauer (1958:126) comes to a similarly unex-
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peered conclusion from his study of social science in the Soviet Union:

O ne area o f social science th a t is ordinarily assumed to be useful to  a to ta l
itarian regim e is research on social and political attitudes . . .  Ironically, 
psychology and the o ther social sciences have been employed least in the 
Soviet U nion for precisely those purposes for which Americans popularly 
th in k  psychology would be used in a totalitarian s ta te  political propa
ganda and the control o f hum an behaviour.

I t is interesting to contrast these results with the situation in 
America as described by Harold Lasswell in 1927 when he wrote 
Propaganda Techniques in World War I. Lasswell unjustifiably believed 
that, in the after-knowledge of the Allied propaganda used during 
World War I, ‘familiarity with the behaviour of the ruling public has 
bred contem pt’. As a consequence he assumed that 'despondent 
democrats’ turned elitist, no longer trusting intelligent public opin
ion, and therefore should themselves determine how to make up the 
public m ind, ‘how to bamboozle and seduce in the name of the 
public good. Preserve the majority convention but dictate to the 
majority!’ (Lasswell 1971:4—5). Moreover, Lasswell's justification for 
‘democratic propaganda’ indicates a complacency wholly at variance 
with democratic values but in tune with the interests of private 
enterprise. Such a view tends to reinforce the legitimate role of 
propaganda in a democracy. Thus Lasswell can report, uncritically, 
that within recent years propaganda has become a profession. 'The 
modern world is busy developing a corps of men who do nothing 
but study the ways and means of changing minds or binding minds 
to their convictions. Propaganda ... is developing its practitioners, 
its teachers and its theories. It is to be expected that governments 
will rely increasingly upon the professional propagandists for advice 
and aid.'

Such control through propaganda is, Lasswell concludes, a 
response to ‘the immensity, the rationality, the wilfulness of the 
modern world. It is the new dynamic of [a] society .. .  [where] 
more can be won by illusion than by coercion’ (ibid.:34).

Finally, an illustration of democratic propaganda practice in 
the United States in the 1920s. In 1928-29 the Federal Trade 
Commission conducted investigations into the multi-million dollar 
propaganda activities of the private utilities. Mr B. J. Mullaney, 
director of the utility interests’ Illinois ‘information committee’, 
produced in testimony a statement that Robert Dahl has described 
as the ‘classic formulation of the importance of indirect techniques' 
of political influence. Mullaney observed:
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W hen a destructive bill is pending in the legislature it has to  be dealt w ith  
in a way to g et results. I am  not debating that. B ut to depend year after 
year on the usual political expedients for stopping hostile legislation is 
short-sightedness. In the long run isn 't it better and surer to  lay a g round 
work w ith  people back home who have the votes, so th a t proposals of this 
character are not popular w ith  them , rather than depend upon stopping 
such proposals when they g et up to  the legislature or commission. (Dahl

We could agree with Professor Harwood Childs when he con
tends that ‘Americans are the most propagandised people of any 
nation’ (Meier 1950:162).

Commercial advertising and public relations are the forms of propa
ganda activity common to a democracy. In the United States over a 
very long time now these methods have been honed by incompara
bly more skill and research than in any other country. In the 1940s 
Drew Dudley, then chief of the Media Programming Division of the 
Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion, not only observed 
with satisfaction that 'advertising is peculiarly American', but added 
on a note of (perhaps rather less well founded) pride that 'H itler ... 
employ[ed] the technique of advertising during the pre-war and war 
years, frequently referring to America's advertising in glowing and 
admiring terms in Mein Kampf, and later utilising advertising's pow
erful repetitive force to the utm ost' (Dudley 1947:106, 108).

The m e an s
United States pre-eminence in the means of communication through 
which to disseminate propaganda —  the scale and reach of the mass 
media from TV, radio and films to comic strips, nationally and inter
nationally —  has long been beyond serious challenge. However, it is 
the fourth condition, the creation and maintenance of emotionally 
'significant symbols’, that has given propaganda its extraordinary 
power and particular role in American culture.

The propagandist in the United States starts with advantages deriv
ing from independent features of American society which predispose 
its members to adopt —  or accept —  a duaiistic, Manichean world-

1959:30)
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view. This is a world-view dominated by the powerful symbols of the 
Satanic and the Sacred (darkness and light). A society or culture 
which is disposed to view the world in Manichean terms will be 
more vulnerable to control by propaganda. Conversely, a society 
where propaganda is extensively employed as a means of social con
trol will tend to retain a Manichean world-view, a world-view dom 
inated by symbols and visions of the Sacred and the Satanic.

In addition, US society has a pragmatic orientation. This is a 
preference for action over reflection. If the truth of a belief is to be 
sought in the consequences of acting on the belief, rather than 
through a preliminary examination of the grounds for holding it, 
there will be a tendency to act first and question later (if at all —  for 
once a belief is acted upon the actor becomes involved in responsi
bility for the consequences and will be disposed to interpret the con
sequences so that they justify his belief and hence his action). If it is 
that American culture, compared with most others, values action 
above reflection, one may expect that condition to favour a 
Manichean world-view. For acknowledgement of ambiguity, that is, 
a non-Manichean world where agencies or events may comprise or 
express any complex amalgam of Good and Evil —  demands con
tinual reflection, continual questioning of premises. Reflection 
inhibits action, while a Manichean world-view facilitates action. On 
that account action and a Manichean world-view are likely to be 
more congenial to and to resonate with the cultural preference found 
in the United States.

Moreover the kind of evangelical religious belief to which 
American culture has always been held hostage provides habits of 
thought already formed to accommodate the Manichean world-view. 
Some indication of the Manichean distinctiveness of American cul
ture is provided by an International Gallup Poll about religious 
belief conducted in America and ten European countries in 1968. 
The poll yielded the following results. More people in America 
claimed to believe in God (98 percent) and in Heaven (85 percent) 
than in any other country polled (cf. Britain, 77 percent and 54 per
cent; France, 73 percent and 39 percent). Similarly 60 percent of 
Americans claimed to believe in the Devil and 65 percent in Hell 
(Britain, 21 percent, 23 percent; France, 17 percent, 22 percent). 
Here too Americans led all the rest, with the single exception that 
they lost to Greece by 7 points with respect to the Devil. These are 
surely surprising results in a country characterized by more advanced 
technological development and a more extended educational process 
than any other.
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The Manichean dichotomy that has been most powerful —  as a 
means of social control —  in respect of both domestic issues and for
eign policy issues is not God/Heaven versus Devil/Hell but the sec
ular equivalent of these. Thus on the one hand an extravagant ideal
ization of the Spirit of America, the Purpose of America, the 
Meaning of America, the American Way of Life —  the transcendent 
values by which the United States is represented to the world as the 
Manifest Destiny of the world in Piety and Virtue (see Morgenthau 
I960). On the other hand the extravagant negative idealization of 
Evil secularized in communism/socialism as sui generis, in all places 
and at all times, malevolent, evil, oppressive, deceitful and destruc
tive of all civilized and humane values.

The most cursory acquaintance with American political propa
ganda will suggest that the psychological power of almost all such 
propaganda derives from a calculated exacerbation of American 
national sentiments. Notions like the American Way of Life, the 
Meaning of America, the Spirit of America, become symbols with 
the irrational power of the Sacred, and from an equally calculated 
exacerbation of American apprehension about the 'alien ideology’ of 
communism and all its allegedly un-American characteristics, com
munism/socialism, etc., become symbols of the Satanic. So long as 
these symbol-identifications can be maintained in popular sentiment 
it is a simple m atter to curb popular demand and support for signif
icant reform of the institutions and conditions of American society. 
By associating welfare provisions and other (selected) government 
interventions with Socialism/Communism and conversely the Free 
Enterprise System with Loyalty, Patriotism, Freedom, the American 
Dream, the American Way of Life, propagandists are doing no more 
than manipulating appropriate Satanic and Sacred symbols.

The manipulation of patriotic and nationalist sentiments has, 
above all else, given American anti-communism its remarkable psy
chological force as a means of social control. Peacetime ‘patriotic’ 
hysteria such as characterized the McCarthy period is a phenomenon 
largely peculiar to the United States among Western countries 
which have any extended experience with democratic forms of gov
ernment. Fear of communism as Satanic is largely derived from 
hypersensitive nationalism. In popular consciousness it comes large
ly from the representation of communism as threatening the cher
ished, the secular-sacred idealized ‘American Way’: threatening, in a 
word, ‘national security’ —  a term conceived of as broadly as the 
Middle Ages conceived of defence of the faith against threats and 
seductions from heretical ideas and agencies.
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It is no new notion, of course, that American anti-communism 
during the postwar decade took on a medieval temper (see Miller 
1964; Parenti 1970; Trevor-Roper 1967:53, 93)- Nonetheless some 
illustration in passing may be useful to remind us just how regres
sion toward a superstitious, magical world-view may be induced 
under the influence of aggravated nationalist faith. In the nineteenth 
century those who refused to accept the diabolism of old women 
were pilloried as 'patrons of witches' (Trevor-Roper 1967:48). In the 
decades after 1946 anyone who argued against the diabolical view of 
communism was likely to be pilloried as 'soft on communism' or as 
a 'communist fellow-traveller’.

In the sixteenth century witches were regarded as possessed by 
(that is, as obedient to remote and magical control by) the Devil. In 
1955 a reputable American journal that catered to intellectuals edi
torialized: ‘that [Ho Chi Minh] is our enemy is obvious. He belongs 
to that particularly dangerous species of men whose nervous system 
has been rewired to make it obedient to remote control from 
Moscow’ ('W ho-W hat-W hy' 1955:8).

During the past sixty years this form of crass stereotyping was 
made tolerable because of the defeat of a culture of critical con
sciousness.



C H A P It R 2

THE 
EARLY YEARS

The twentieth century has been characterized by three develop
ments of great political importance: the growth of democracy, the 
growth of corporate power, and the growth of corporate propa
ganda as a means of protecting corporate power against democracy.
There have been two principal aspects to the growth of demo

cracy in this century: the extension of popular franchise (i.e. the 
right to vote) and the growth of the union movement. These devel
opments have presented corporations with potential threats to their 
power from the people at large (i.e. from public opinion) and from 
organized labour. American corporations have met this threat by 
learning to use propaganda, both inside and outside the corporation, 
as an effective weapon for managing governments and public opin
ion. They have thereby been able to subordinate the expression of 
democratic aspirations and the interests of larger public purposes to 
their own narrow corporate purposes.

Corporate propaganda directed outwards, that is, to the public 
at large, has two main objectives: to identify the free-enterprise sys
tem in popular consciousness with every cherished value, and to 
identify interventionist governments and strong unions (the only 
agencies capable of checking the complete domination of society by 
the corporations) with tyranny, oppression and even subversion. The 
techniques used to achieve these results are variously called ‘public 
relations’, ’corporate communications’ and ’economic education’.

Corporate propaganda directed inwards, that is, to employees of 
the corporation itself, has the purpose of weakening the links between 
union members and their unions. Techniques employed in the United 
States for this purpose come under the broad disguise of ‘human rela
tions’, ’employee participation' and ‘employee communications’. From 
the beginning of the century large-scale, professionally organized
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propaganda campaigns have been a key feature of the political activi
ties of American business.

The use of these tactics to defend business interests against the 
mass-based power of popular governments and of the labour move
m ent has had large institutional —  hence enduring —  conse
quences for American society. Their long-continued use has brought 
into being a vast complex of institutions which specialize in propa
ganda and related social science research. This complex of institu
tions has been created expressly for the purpose of monitoring pub
lic opinion and managing it within ideological confines acceptable 
to American business.

For fifty years US business, alone in the world, made great 
progress towards the ideal of a propaganda-managed democracy. 
Since about 1970 business in other countries has begun to adopt the 
American model. Currently a rapid transfer to Australia of almost all 
aspects of the American system of ideological control is taking place. 
This transfer carries a profound threat to the traditionally egali
tarian values of Australian society at large, and to its democratic 
institutions and its union movement in particular.

As already indicated, there are two principal publics to which cor
porate proselytizing is directed: one within the corporation, one with
out. American business recognized long ago the political potential of 
the fact that it has a large proportion of the voting public within its 
own walls, as a captive audience for 'corporate communications’, on 
every working day of the year. In consequence the present analysis 
distinguishes between 'external propaganda’, which is directed to the 
general public, and ‘internal propaganda' directed to a corporation's 
own employees and commonly constituting a kind of battle with 
unions for the minds of the workforce.

Two limitations should be recognized which affect the argument 
and evidence of this study. The first concerns the paucity of earlier 
work in the field on which to build, the second the nature of the evi
dence available.

Despite the likely importance for American society of business 
propaganda on the vast scale that has developed, the subject has been 
largely ignored by the relevant scholarly disciplines over some sev
enty years. The neglect includes, moreover, the role of corporate 
propaganda in the drastic decline of the American labour movement 
in recent decades.

In the 1930s and 1940s there was a widely recognized shift in 
the focus of battle between American corporations and unions from 
direct violence and picket-line confrontation to a competition for
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public opinion via the mass media. The change in battleground gave 
immense advantage to the corporations, whose overwhelming 
resources, both in funds and in public relations talent, were there
after targeted on degrading the public standing of unions, and hence 
the vital legislative support available to them. Yet American stu
dents of industrial relations have given scant attention to the impor
tance for the American labour movement of the shift by American 
business to the conduct of industrial relations via public relations 
and propaganda.

The subject of the present enquiry also limits the form of rele
vant evidence. For the subject embraces a 75-year-long multi-billion 
dollar project in social engineering on a national scale. It is the 
nature of such an enquiry that it has more the nature of historical 
research than of a controlled experiment in social science. In conse
quence evidence surveyed has chiefly the character of correlations 
between the establishment of nationwide programs of propaganda 
and dramatic shifts in public opinion of a kind the programs were 
designed to bring about.

Readers will vary in their judgement about how far the evidence 
produced justifies a firm conclusion that Western societies face a 
serious threat from business propaganda to the integrity of their 
democratic systems. However I believe most people will recognize, 
at least, the profound importance of the questions raised and the 
urgency of the need for an end to their long neglect.

Finally, since the concept of propaganda is central to my argu
ment, I should provide some indication of the meaning I attach to 
it. By ‘propaganda’ I refer to communications where the form and 
content is selected with the single-minded purpose of bringing 
some target audience to adopt attitudes and beliefs chosen in 
advance by the sponsors of the communications. ‘Propaganda’ so 
defined is to be contrasted with ‘education’. Here, at least ideally, 
the purpose is to encourage critical enquiry and to open minds to 
arguments for and against any particular conclusion, rather than 
close them to the possibility of any conclusion but one. O f course, 
in daily life, mixed or ‘im pure’ cases predominate. But when deal
ing, as in the present study, with the work of public relations and 
propaganda professionals it is usually possible to apply the distinc
tion without difficulty.

Ironically, even while corporate propaganda overwhelms democ
racy, it is able to create an ever-strengthening popular belief that the 
free-enterprise system which sponsors it is some kind of bulwark 
and guarantor of a democratic society: that is, a society where official
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policies and values are realistically within the free choice of a major
ity of ordinary citizens. Indeed it remains, as ever, an axiom of con
ventional wisdom that the use of propaganda as a means of social and 
ideological control is distinctive of totalitarian regimes. Yet the most 
minimal exercise of common sense would suggest a different view: 
that propaganda is likely to play at least as important a part in 
democratic societies (where the existing distribution of power and 
privilege is vulnerable to quite limited changes in popular opinion) 
as in authoritarian societies (where it is not). It is arguable that the 
success of business propaganda in persuading us, for so long, that we 
are free from propaganda is one of the most significant propaganda 
achievements of the twentieth century.

The fir s t  p o p u la r  c h a lle n ge
Between 1880 and 1920 in the United Kingdom and the United 
States the franchise was extended from around 10-15 percent of the 
populace to 40 or 50 percent (Lippman 1955:39—40). Graham Wallas 
and A. L. Lowell, leading students of democracy in Britain and the 
United States, warned as early as 1909 of the likely consequences of 
this development. Popular election, they agreed, ‘may work fairly 
well as long as those questions are not raised which cause the holders 
of wealth and power’ to make the full use of their resources. But 
should they do so, ‘there is so much skill to be bought, and the art of 
using skill for production of emotion and opinion has so advanced 
that the whole condition of political contests would be changed for 
the future’ (Lowell 1926:43).

Four years later, in 1913, a committee of the US Congress was 
established to investigate the mass dissemination of propaganda by 
the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM), the leading busi
ness organization of the time, for the purpose of influencing legisla
tion by influencing public opinion. The committee appears to have 
been no little awed by the apparent ambitions of the NAM for meet
ing the challenge to its interests from popular democracy by con
trolling public opinion. It reported that the 'aspirations’ of the 
NAM were "so vast and far-reaching as to excite at once admiration 
and fear —  admiration for the genius that conceived them and fear 
for the effects which the ... accomplishment of all these ambitions 
m ight have in a government such as ours’ (Lane 1950:58).

The com m ittee’s report coincided with the beginning of World 
War I, during which the Allied governments expended unprece
dented resources on the development and dissemination of propaganda
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to heighten patriotism and hatred. Propaganda became a science and 
a profession. A campaign launched by President Wilson on America’s 
entry into the war in 1917 filled every home, workplace and leisure 
activity with its messages. The campaign produced within six 
months so intense an anti-German hysteria as to permanently 
impress American business (and Adolf Hitler, among others) with 
the potential of large-scale propaganda to control public opinion.

Walter Lippman, the eminent journalist, and Edward Bernays, a 
nephew of Sigmund Freud, served with Wilson’s propaganda orga
nization. Bernays led- the transfer of wartime propaganda skills to 
business’s peacetime problems of coping with democracy. When the 
war ended, Bernays (1952:87) later wrote, business ‘realized that the 
great public could now be harnessed to their cause as it had been har
nessed during the war to the national cause, and the same methods 
could do the job’.

The test of this expectation was not long in coming. W hen the 
war ended there was a confrontation between American business 
and labour. Business was determined to roll back the limited union 
gains made under wartime conditions. The confrontation culminated 
in the Great Steel Strike of 1919. The central issue of the strike was, 
in the words of Samuel Gompers, 'the right of wage earners ... to 
bargain collectively’ (Murray 1955:149). At the outset public opin
ion favoured the strikers, who worked an 84-hour week under noto
riously bad conditions.

Five days after the strike began the Steel Corporation launched 
a campaign of full-page advertisements which urged the strikers to 
return to work, denounced their leaders as 'trying to establish the 
red rule of anarchy and bolshevism' and the strike as ‘un-American’, 
and even suggested that ’the Huns had a hand in fomenting the 
strike’ (Commission of Inquiry 1921:97, 99). The strike was moni
tored by a remarkable body called the Interchurch World 
Movement (IWM) which comprised twenty-six Protestant churches. 
The IW M produced a two-volume report which concluded that the 
strike was defeated by ’the strike breaking methods of the Steel 
companies and their effective mobilisation of public opinion against 
the strikers through the charges of radicalism, bolshevism and the 
closed shop. None of which were justified by the facts’ and through 
'the hostility of the press giving biased and coloured news’ 
(Commission of Inquiry 1920:248). Under the influence of the steel 
companies the press built up false Red charges to make the public 
lose sight of the real issues. Historian Robert Murray (1955:152) 
sums up the consequences:



T h e  E a r l y  Y e a r s

W hen the strike ended in 1920 the men had gained not a single conces
sion . . .  tw enty lives had been sacrificed and ...  $112,000,000 ... lost in 
wages. Backed by a favourable public opinion which was based on an exag
gerated fear o f bolshevism, this corporation proved that not even 350,000 
strik ing  workers could prevail against it.

The Secretary of Labor of the period, Louis Post (1970), has 
described how, supported by corporate interests, the propaganda 
assault on public opinion was widened and extended until it pro
duced an anti-Red hysteria about an invented plan by workers and 
their leaders to overthrow the government. A McCarthyist period 
ensued from 1919 to 1921, more severe, though shorter in dura
tion, than the McCarthy period after World War II. Murray 
(1955:17) sums up the consequences for the entire American 
society: ‘the Great Red Scare soon subsided, but not before the 
forces of reaction ... achieved their goal. Civil liberties were left 
prostrate, the labour movement was badly mauled, the position of 
capital was greatly enhanced, and complete antipathy towards 
reform was enthroned’.

Meantime in Europe, where a similar progressive period was not 
cut off by a propaganda assault on public opinion, a different result 
ensued. Charles Forcey (1961:306) observes that 'after [World War 
I] in Great Britain and elsewhere liberal parties gave way to labour 
or social democratic groups’. In the United States by contrast poli
tics moved in the opposite direction and ‘the socialists during the 
twenties virtually disappeared while liberals were reduced to an inef
fective few’.

During the 1920s American intellectuals, reflecting on wartime 
and postwar experience, believed that democracy had reached a crisis. 
‘The manufacture of consent ... was supposed to have died out with 
the appearance of democracy', Walter Lippman (1932:248—9) wrote. 
‘But it has not died out. It has, in fact, improved enormously in tech
nique ... Under the impact of propaganda, it is no longer possible ... 
to believe in the original dogma of democracy’, that is, that it neces
sarily reflects the popular will in any significant way. Reviewing the 
experience of World War I, Professor Harold Lasswell, the leading 
American student of propaganda for the next fifty years, reached sim
ilar conclusions. In 1927 he warned that with the decline of the 
authority of crown, church and social class, and the rise of egalitarian
ism generally, propaganda had become the principal method of social 
control. ‘If the mass will be free of chains of iron', he concluded mor- 
dantly, ‘it must accept chains of silver. If it will not love, honour and 
obey, it must not expect to escape seduction’ (Lasswell 1971:222).
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The second  p o p u la r  ch a lle n ge
Throughout the 1920s American business had no more problems 
with democracy or trade unions. However, the onset of the Great 
Depression changed that situation dramatically. W ith tens of millions 
of jobless and hungry, business was initially stunned by the intensity 
of public hostility. For the first time American business’s ideological 
hegemony over American society was temporarily broken. It became 
politically and morally respectable to advocate government owner
ship, socialism and even communism, as alternatives to the free- 
enterprise system (a development which provided a m ultitude of vic
tims for the second McCarthy period of the 1950s).

By 1934 American business, led by the NAM, had oriented itself 
for a massive campaign to recapture public opinion. "Public policies 
in our democracy are eventually a reflection of public opinion’, the 
NAM warned its members, so public opinion must be reshaped ‘if 
we are to avoid disaster’ (Cleveland 1947:323—4). A nationwide 
assault on public opinion was rapidly co-ordinated. By 1935 the 
president of the NAM could report to a meeting of business leaders: 
'You will note especially that this is not a hit or miss program. It is 
skilfully coordinated so as to blanket every media ... and then ... it 
pounds its message home with relentless determination’ (Rippa 
1958:60). But while the Depression lasted, even the resources of 
business and its Red scare tactics could not rapidly prevail. As late 
as 1938 the NAM ’s board of directors, in a curiously Marxist for
mulation, still found the ‘hazard facing industrialists' to be ‘the 
newly realized political power of the masses’. It warned that unless 
their thinking was directed, ‘we are headed for adversity’ (ibid.:62).

The following year the La Follette Committee, a committee of 
the US Senate which had been established to investigate violations 
of the rights of labour, incidentally exposed the extraordinary scale 
of business’s assault on public opinion. O f the NAM in particular, 
the committee reported that it

blanketed the country w ith  a propaganda which in technique has relied 
upon indirection o f m eaning, and in presentation of secrecy and deception. 
Radio speeches, public m eetings, news, cartoons, editorials, advertising, 
m otion pictures and many other artifices of propaganda have not, in m ost 
instances, disclosed to the public their origin w ith in  the Association. (US 
Congress 1939:218)

In the same year Lasswell (1939:357), referring to the 'tremendous 
campaign’ that had been conducted by business, concluded that "for
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better or for worse’ the future of business ‘is bound up with 
propaganda’. Meantime public relations techniques for combating 
unions had also made progress.

U ntil the passage of the Wagner Act in 1935, which required 
management to bargain with representatives of labour, unions 
had few rights, and attem pts to organize workers were commonly 
met with violence and intimidation. After the Wagner Act the 
industrialists sought, in the words of the La Follette Committee, ‘a 
new alignment of forces’. That is, they sought, through propagan
da and other means, to arouse and organize the public at large ‘to 
do to labour on industry’s behalf what the individual employer him 
self could no longer do legally’ (Auerbach 1966:136—7). This tac
tic, it was reported at the time, ‘envisages a public opinion aroused 
to the point where it will tolerate the often outrageous use of force 
by police or vigilantes to break a strike’ (Chapman 1939:43-7).

The Remington Rand Corporation is credited with having ‘per
fected’ this tactic, whereafter it became known as the ‘Mohawk 
Valley Formula’. The NAM distributed details of the formula to all 
members in a special release in July 1936. 'In essence the Formula 
consists’, an academic who observed it in action later reported, ‘in 
employer mobilisation of the public ... in a labour dispute’ (Sward 
1939:66—7). Some excerpts from an account of its use will indicate 
its more significant features. These features foreshadow the general 
subordination of industrial relations to public relations that developed in 
the decades after World War II.

The dispute in the steel strike of 1919 was between the CIO and 
the Bethlehem plant at Johnstown, Pennsylvania, which refused to 
recognize the steel union. Bethlehem Steel was aided in the dispute

by the national publicity  of the Iron and Steel Institu te  and the National 
Association of Manufacturers. Radio programs, outdoor advertising, news 
services, films, and speakers bureaus deluged the country w ith anti-CIO  
propaganda. A full page advertisem ent in 375 papers at the outset of the 
C IO  steel cam paign had cost as m uch as $314,000. (ibid.:85)

Before the strike began, Bethlehem Steel, the NAM and the local 
Chamber of Commerce authorized two advertisements. ‘One dealt 
with "Americanism". The other was a standard NAM "harmony" 
appeal.’ During the strike a ‘"National Citizens' Committee’”, which 
purported to be a spontaneous expression of community sentiment, 
was launched by local businessmen. The committee engaged an adver
tising agency and a public relations counsel. More than $62000 in 
donations was collected. ‘The Committee twice broadcast its messages
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over a national network. Two full page advertisements ... appeared in 
thirty newspapers in thirteen states at a cost of $64,000.’

After the strike was broken a labor bulletin of the NAM epito
mized the rationale of the Mohawk Valley Formula. 'If there ever 
was a strike that was broken by public opinion and the determina
tion of employees to work, it was the one [at Johnstown]’ (ibid.:85, 
84, 90, 87).

After the strike James Rand addressed the ‘Citizens’ Committee’ 
and jubilantly declared: ’Two million businessmen have been looking 
for a formula like this and business has hoped for, dreamed of, and 
prayed for such an example as you have set’ —  an example that, he 
concluded, would ‘go down in history as the Mohawk Valley 
Formula’. Fourteen years later, in 1950, John Streuben (1950:231) 
wrote: ‘Since then these "scientific" methods of strike-breaking have 
been applied in every major strike in the country’.

The La Follette Committee summed up the propaganda tactics 
of the NAM in the 1930s as follows:

T he leaders of the association resorted to ‘education' as they had in ... 
1912—1921 . . .  They asked not w hat the weaknesses and abuse of the eco
nomic structure had been and how they could be corrected, bu t instead 
paid m illions to tell the public that nothing was wrong and that grave 
dangers lurked in the proposed remedies .. .  The association also consid
ered its propaganda m aterial an effective weapon in the fight against 
labour unions, (cited in Tedlow 1976:42)

Tedlow elaborates on the industrial relations methods of the cor
porations in the 1930s and the shift that occurred between the pre
war and postwar periods. In the 1930s ‘the corporate public relations 
apparatus had indeed sought to quell labour unionism’. Wherever 
the ‘most vicious anti-union tactics’ had been employed, the public 
relations apparatus 'had been used in tandem ... to protect the pub
lic opinion flank of the conservative corporation’. Thus Republic 
Steel hired the PR firm of Hill & Knowlton to look after its reputa
tion while it was ‘equipping a private army, employing an extensive 
espionage network, and locking workers out of plants’. Moreover, 
public relations had aided in the formation of citizens’ committees, 
which acted as a ‘vehicle of employee intimidation of workers after 
direct communication for this purpose was prohibited by the 
Wagner Act’ (ibid.:43). Auerbach concludes in this connection that 
during the 1930s:

W hile none of the steel companies eschewed traditional anti-union practis
es, they all added a modern refinement, the organisation and m anipulation
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o f public opinion. As one executive explained to the La Follette Com m ittee, 
'strike breakers and violence and things of that kind [are] things of the past. 
T he way to win or combat a strike was to organize com m unity sentim ent'. 
(Auerbach 1966:133; emphasis added)

In the 1930s industrial relations were first conducted through 
campaigns of direct violence and intimidation, with a protective 
screen of public relations activities; then, after the Wagner Act, by 
popular hostility and violence calculatedly aroused as a consequence 
of the company's public relations activities. In the final stage, after 
the war, the emphasis was shifted almost wholly to public relations. 
‘Symbolic of this shift’, Tedlow (1976:44) observes, ‘was a March 
1937 Printers Ink article which the NAM public relations staff 
believed to be sufficiently im portant to merit circulation to 
Association members’. The article held that, although many manu
facturers seemed to think that advertising was of no account as an 
anti-strike weapon, if they would just invest ‘one tenth of the money 
in advertising preparation that they are apparently quite willing to 
invest in labour spies, tear gas and other methods, which have proved 
worse than useless, they will stand a far better chance of winning 
public support than is possible under present circumstances'. Tedlow 
concludes that ‘most major employers have abandoned strong arm 
tactics while increasing their investment in public relations’.

During World War II it was necessary for American business 
to curb its 1930s campaigns, which sought to arouse public anxiety 
about the Roosevelt administration carrying the country towards com
munism or fascism. In the last year of the war, however, American 
business, and the NAM in particular, geared up, as it had after World 
War I, to beat back both government intervention and the growing 
power of unions. Beginning in 1945, the postwar conservative assault 
on public opinion revived the two dominant themes of the 1930s cam
paigns: identification of the traditional American free-enterprise sys
tem with social harmony, freedom, democracy, the family, the church, 
and patriotism; and identification of all government regulation of the 
affairs of business, and all liberals who supported such ‘interference’, 
with communism and subversion.

The p o stw a r  tr iu m p h  o t  co rp orate  p ro p a g a n d a
It is impossible, at less than book length, to describe adequately the 
propaganda onslaught by which, at the cost of the McCarthy period, 
business first beat back the unions with the Taft-Hartley Act and 
then secured a shift to conservatism in American politics similar to
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the shift which followed its campaigns of 1919-20. I shall, howev
er, provide an indicative sampling.

In December 1945 the NAM summarized its use of newspapers 
and radio during 1945:

Every day one or more news stories about the N AM  appears in newspapers 
in some part of the country and often in all newspapers in all parts o f the 
country . . .  O n the airlines [this year] NAM  members, officers and com 
m ittees spoke directly w ith  the public for a total of 1,350 hours o f tim e, 
or 56 full 24-hour days. T heir words reached in to  the homes of Americans 
and in to  barracks of Americans stationed in all parts of the world. ('NA M  
G ets the Story Across' 1945:29)

A Harvard University thesis describes the NAM’s propaganda activ
ities during 1946:

All available m edia were used to  arouse the general public to  insist th a t the 
country replace bureaucratic control w ith free com petition. A series o f four 
full page advertisements in more than 400 daily and 2,000 weekly news
papers carried the opening message . . .  For each advertisem ent a corre
sponding booklet was printed and distributed by the hundreds o f thou 
sands. Special articles were w ritten  for magazines, business periodicals and 
farm papers; the Association’s Industrial Press Service carried a steady 
stream  of statem ents and answers to 4 ,200 editions of weekly papers, 500 
editors of m etropolitan dailies and 2,700 editors of trade publications and 
employee magazines; 'B rief for Broadcasters’ told the story to 700 radio 
com m entators, and 'Industry 's Views’ channelled the Association’s beliefs 
to more than 1,300 editorial writers and columnists. (Cleveland 1947:341)

In the four years from 1946 to 1950 the NAM distributed 18640270 
pamphlets. O f  this number 41 percent went to employees, 53 per
cent to high school and college students and 6 percent (i.e. still more 
than one million) to community leaders, including ministers of reli
gion and women's club leaders throughout the entire nation. The 
NAM reported that the most popular propaganda weapon 'to reach 
masses of people in both the employee and student market with 
broad messages’ was the full-colour ‘comic type’ booklet (‘NAM 
Propaganda' 1951:9). Dramatizing the scale of its activities, the 
NAM reported:

I f  all N A M -produced pam phlets ordered for d istribution  to employees, 
students and com m unity leaders in 1950 had been stacked one on top  of 
the o ther they would have reached nearly four miles in to  the sky —  the 
height of sixteen Em pire State Buildings . . .  a record . . .  d istribu tion  [of] 
7 ,839 .039  copies. (ibid.:9)
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By 1946 the NAM was only one of a great number of business- 
sponsored organizations that were co-operating to drench the coun
try with anti-communist, anti-socialist, anti-union and anti-New 
Deal propaganda. An annual report of the US Chamber of Commerce 
summarizes one very specific part of its proselytizing activities dur
ing 1946—47 —  the distribution of large pamphlets of about fifty 
pages each:

1946. M ore than a m illion copies of the Cham ber pam phlet 'C om m unist 
Infiltration  in the U nited  States', were d istributed  —  and received w ith 
shocked surprise in many quarters.
1947. ‘C om m unists W ith in  the G overnm ent’, a Chamber publication, 
brought screams o f anguish not only from known Com m unists, bu t from 
others. A cabinet officer sought its w ithdrawal. However the governm ent’s 
loyalty program  —  inadequate bu t still a loyalty program  —  was begun. 
(Cham ber o f Commerce o f the US 1952:31)

In the pamphlet about communists in the government, pub
lished in January 1947, the chamber offers an estimate that about 
400 communists ‘hold positions of importance’ in government service 
in Washington alone. In particular, 'Soviet sympathisers' have, the 
chamber reports, infiltrated the State Department 'in important num 
bers’. The chamber specifically recommends a program for dealing 
with the alleged situation that foreshadowed the worst of the tactics 
adopted by Senator Joseph McCarthy's committee three years later, 
after McCarthy claimed to possess a list of 150 communists 
employed in the State Department (ibid. 1947:13—14).

Pamphlets of the above character were classified as part of the 
chamber’s 'Economic Education’ and ‘Economic Research’ programs. 
These publications were ‘reported to Congress, to the public via 
radio and television, and widely circulated among writers, speakers, 
students and teachers' (ibid. 1952:5).

Corporations realized they could use captive audiences of employ
ees for proselytizing purposes. ‘Many of the countries [j/V] largest 
firms', Fortune magazine observed in 1950, ‘have started extensive 
programs to indoctrinate employees’. These programs consisted of so- 
called ‘Courses in Economic Education’. They were given to employ
ees during working hours, in groups of ten to twenty, with tests to 
measure increase in commitment to the free-enterprise system 
(Viteles 1954:424—36; Williams and Peterfreund 1954). Sears’ 
Roebuck, for example, took three years to produce its own economic 
education program, which included a series of films and the training 
of 2600 'meeting leaders’. In 1952 these leaders conducted 71000
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meetings to put Sears’s 200000 employees through the course at a 
total cost of $6 million (Cellier 1953:29—40). The two leading eco
nomic education programs, both ‘evangelistic’ in temper, were pro
duced by Dupont and Inland Steel. By 1953 they had been used with 
about nine million employees (Cooke 1954:105).

A survey of corporations by the American Management 
Association (AMA) found ‘a good number of respondents actually 
stated that "propaganda” and "economic education" are synonymous 
in their companies. ‘We want our people to th ink righ t.’ 
Communism, socialism and particular political parties and unions, 
the AMA reported, ‘are often common targets of such campaigns’, 
which ‘some employers view ... as a sort of “battle of loyalties” with 
the unions’ (Williams and Peterfreund 1954:31, 14, 29).

The American Advertising Council represents large corporations 
and large advertising agencies. In April 1947 the council announced 
a $100 million advertising program which, over the next twelve 
months, would use all media ‘to “sell” the American economic sys
tem ’ to the American people. The program was officially described 
as a ‘major project of educating the American people about the eco
nomic facts of life’ (MacDougall 1952:568—9).

Daniel Bell, then an editor of Fortune, provides a perspective on 
both the scale and the anti-union and anti-New Deal purposes of 
these campaigns:

I t has been industry 's prim e concern, in the post war years, to change the 
clim ate of opinion ushered in by . . .  the depression. This ‘free enterprise’ 
cam paign has tw o essential aims: to re-win the loyalty of the worker which 
now goes to the union and to halt creeping socialism [i.e. the N ew  Deal] 
. . .  In  short the cam paign has had the definite aim  of seeking to  shift the 
Dem ocratic m ajority of the last 20 years into the Republican camp . . .

Bell sketches some of the resources, created to sell goods but now 
used in an overwhelming campaign to sell ideas. ‘The apparatus 
itself is prodigious: 1,600 business periodicals, 577 commercial and 
financial digests, 2,500 advertising agencies, 500 public relations 
counsellors, 4,000 corporate public relations departments and more 
than 6,500 “house organs" with a combined circulation of more than 
70 million.' O f the opinion-shaping product Bell observes: ‘The out
put is staggering. The Advertising Council alone, in 1950, inspired 
7 million lines of newspaper advertising stressing free enterprise, 
400,000 car cards, 2,500,000,000 radio impressions ... By all odds 
it adds up to the most intensive “sales” campaign in the history of 
industry’ (Bell 1954:254).
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American business’s pre- and postwar assaults on public opinion 
had a double objective: to turn the public against the Democratic 
administration of Roosevelt and Truman and their liberal support
ers, and to turn it against the growing power of the trade union 
movement that resulted from the Wagner Act of 1935. The first 
objective was achieved with the McCarthy period and the election of 
Eisenhower in 1952. Progress towards the second objective began in 
1937. There was in that year an unprecedented number of strikes, 
chiefly over demands for the recognition of unions provided by the 
Wagner Act. From 1937 onwards the high level of strikes, suspicion 
of union power and internal union problems 'all contributed to a 
shift in public attitudes', as did corporate propagandists, who ‘using 
all the devices of modern communication did everything they could 
to encourage this shift' (Wilcock 1961:308).

During the war business made unprecedented profits while 
wages remained controlled. W hen the war ended business had, in 
addition to its long-term objective of weakening the union move
ment, two immediate concerns: to minimize wage rises and maxi
mize price rises. It will be instructive to consider the methods by 
which all of these results were sought. Daniel Bell (1954:250-1) has 
described the circumstances:

W age rates during the war had been tethered by The Little Steel Formula, 
although income had risen because of extra overtime work. Now, as the 
work week fell, labour opened a drive to maintain take-home pay. Industry 
decided to sit tigh t. The result [in 1946] was the greatest strike year in 
American history . . .  In none of [the strikes] .. .  did industry attem pt the 
violence and back-to-work measures of the late thirties. The counter action 
came through the legislator ...  The fact that labour was powerful enough to 
shut down a whole industry lent colour to m iddle class fears that Big Labour 
was running the country. Each national strike ... w ith  the attendant pub 
licity about the economic effects, had given rise to outcries for action.

At the 1946 elections ‘labour problems’ was one of the chief 
political issues on which the Republicans won control of Congress. 
Shortly afterwards the NAM drafted a new labour law and arranged 
for its submission to the new Congress. 'Except for a ban on industry
wide bargaining’, Bell observes, 'the Taft-Hartley Act passed [in 
1947] embodied [the NAM ’s proposals] completely'. N ot surpris
ingly, 'it placed tremendous obstacles in the way of new organisation' 
of workers (Brandeis 1957:232). ‘Public opinion, however muddled’, 
Bell (1954:250-1) concludes, 'was the force which backed the new 
curbs on unions enacted in the post-war years'. Bell’s judgement is
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supported by Jack Barbash (1948:198), who observes that 'the 
General Motors strikes, like most of the other important strikes in the 
1945—6 upsurge, were fought not on the picket line ... but in 
Washington and in the press and over the radio’. The outcome was 
that while the unions won the strikes business won the public rela
tions battle —  with the Taft-Hartley Act as its prize.

Apart from the years affected by the Korean War, the American 
labour movement was never again able to increase the (low) propor
tion of the workforce it had organized. Thirty years later, in the face 
of a renewed public relations propaganda onslaught by business in the 
1970s, organized labour in the United States went into a steep and 
possibly terminal decline. It will therefore be worthwhile to look 
more closely at the public relations aspects of the 1945-46 strikes.

Business, which had bred and trained a public relations profes
sion for thirty years, conducted detailed opinion polls to monitor the 
impact of the strikes on public opinion. The following excerpts are 
from a report of polls conducted for business during December 1945 
and February 1946:

Strikes have held the lim elight . . .  for the better part of the year . . .  Now, 
w ith the culm ination of major strikes in the manufacturing industry, m an
agem ent has asked for a checkup on the after-effects. The resulting survey 
is directed to  two questions: How  well did the struck companies play cheir 
hand? D id the unions gain or lose in public favour? In short, w hat have we 
learned from the strike? H ere is a report of public th inking during the last 
half of February, nearing the close of the auto and steel disputes ...

The present survey, the authors observe, permits 'a direct compari
son’ with a similar survey in December 1945. In both cases the pub
lic’s reactions 'yield guide posts for handling strikes in the future’. 
For ‘a strike is not only a test of economic strength, it is a public 
relations problem of primary importance ... Smart managements 
give as much attention to public relations aspects of strikes as to eco
nomic and legal aspects’. For ‘people don’t like strikes. Strikes stir 
up public emotion —  leave lasting impressions ... People pay close 
attention to strikes. Therefore a strike is a potent public relations 
vehicle' (Opinion Research Corporation 1946:i—ii).

The public relations aspects of the strikes were found to be very 
satisfactory to business. Both the December 1945 and February 
1946 surveys show that ‘unions came off worse with public relations 
than companies ... The unions show a large net loss, the companies 
a small net gain’. About 80 percent of respondents found no fault 
with the way companies handled the strikes, and in comparing
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companies and unions, many more respondents considered the com
panies to have shown a greater regard for the public interest than the 
unions. It was a tribute to the public relations expertise of business 
that respondents made these judgements. Yet at the same time 
respondents believed the profits of companies were enough to meet 
pay rises without raising prices. One explanation for this apparently 
contradictory view is that profits were not the subject of a public 
relations campaign, whereas unions and strikes were.

Perhaps most significantly of all, one-third of union members 
among respondents became less favourably disposed to the unions, 
and one-quarter more favourably disposed to the companies over the 
period of the strikes. In addition, most union members considered 
that the unions displayed no more regard for the public interest than 
the companies. No wonder Truman could not block the Taft-Hartley 
Act twelve months later. The principal concrete criticism of unions is 
found to derive from their association in the public mind with mass 
picketing and related violence (ibid.:2, A10, A21, A7, A18, A15).

This was truly a propaganda victory. For there was, Barbash 
(1948:140) reports, 'practically no violence in the strike wave of 
1945—7’. But that did not lessen the seriousness of the political con
sequences. The mid-term elections of 1946 ‘marked labour's worst 
defeats since Hoover's day'. In the words of the CIO it was 'a signal 
defeat for the liberal and labour voters of America’ (Vale 1971:101).

So much for American business’s tactics for dealing with the 
industrial relations of wage rises and union power via public rela
tions. It remains to consider the use of the same tactics to secure 
uncontrolled price rises. The propaganda campaign to be described 
is of particular interest in that it provides in microcosm a picture of 
the techniques that are periodically employed on a much vaster 
scale to manage democracy more generally in the interests of 
American business.

Prices
After World War II, President Truman sought to continue price con
trols while civilian goods remained in short supply by extending the 
life of the Office of Price Administration (OPA). Business, as repre
sented by the NAM and the Chamber of Commerce, launched a mas
sive campaign against OPA, which ranged from full-page ads to 
leaflets stuffed in housewives’ shopping bags. They tried to convince 
the public ‘that price controls themselves were the cause of shortages 
and inflation; they argued that removal of controls would bring a vast
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increase in production and reasonable prices’ (Rayback 1966:392).
Two agencies integral to business’s mind-managing apparatus 

monitored public opinion on this issue: the Opinion Research 
Corporation and the Psychological Corporation. A poll conducted in 
February 1946 found that most people believed prices had been held 
down 'pretty well’ so far and gave ‘much credit' to OPA. Eighty-one 
percent favoured OPA’s continuation (Opinion Research Corporation 
1946:8, A32). A year later the Psychological Corporation reported: 
'One of the most sweeping reversals of public opinion we have 
encountered since our first poll in 1932 is that toward the OPA’. In 
spring 1946, the report continues, ‘several polling organisations 
showed substantial majorities in favour of OPA’. Yet by October 
1946 only 26 percent were in favour of OPA (Link 1947b: 134—5).

The operation of OPA was first curtailed in July 1946 and then 
terminated in November. President Truman subsequently described 
the events which intervened between the earlier and the later polls:

R ig h t after the end of the war, big business in this country set out to 
destroy the laws th a t were protecting the consumer against exploitation. 
T his drive was spear-headed by the N ational Association o f M anufacturers, 
the m ost powerful organisation of big business in the country .. .

W e know how the N A M  organised its conspiracy against the 
A merican consumer. O ne of its own officers . . .  spilled the story . . .  after 
price control was killed . . .  [H e] told how his organisation spent 
$3 ,000 ,000  in 1946 to  kill O PA . The N AM  spent a m illion and a half on 
newspaper advertising. They sent their own speakers to make a thousand 
talks before w om en’s clubs, civic organisations and college students. A 
specially designed publication w ent to 37,000 school teachers, another one 
to 15,000 clergym en, another one to 35,000 farm leaders, and still anoth 
er to 40 ,000  leaders of women's clubs. A special slipsheet w ith  N AM  pro
paganda w ent to  7 ,500  weekly newspapers and to 2,500 colum nists and 
editorial w riters .. .

This is what the NAM  had to say about the result of their three-million- 
dollar propaganda campaign .. . [W hen] NAM  started the campaign against 
O PA , a survey showed th a t 85 percent o f the people believed O PA  was 
absolutely necessary. In  N ovem ber, 1946, after the  cam paign ... only 26 
percent o f  the  people believed th a t O PA  was v ita l. (Schnapper 
1948:84-5)

During 1946 Congress first diminished, then destroyed, the 
Office of Price Administration. As a consequence, between June and 
December 1946, consumer prices rose by 15 percent, with food 
prices rising 28 percent. The rise more than cancelled the wage 
increases labour had secured from the 1946 strikes and so real wages
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dropped from $32.50 a week to less than $30.00. This was the low
est figure since American entry into the war. ‘In the meantime cor
porate net profits soared to the highest point in history, reaching 
$12,500,000,000 —  20 percent higher than in the best war year' 
(Rayback 1966:393).

And so the conduct of industrial relations became a subordinate 
aspect of public relations which once again left management tri
umphant and the unions nowhere.

After World War II, as after World War I, the United States 
turned politically Right while Europe turned Left. Each of these 
shifts of opinion in the United States coincided with a large-scale 
assault on public opinion. In January 1947 Melton Davis, public 
relations officer with the State Department’s European service, 
observed the contrast and suggested a cause.

Sm art public relations [has] paid off as it has before and will again .. .  
[and] it w asn 't labour's public relations. The public opinion clim ate, the 
th ing  th a t makes social change easy or difficult, has changed completely 
in America. W hile the rest of the world has moved to the left, has ad m it
ted labour in to  governm ent, has passed liberalized legislation, the U nited 
States has become anti-social change, anti-economic change, anti-labour. 
I t is no t m oving to  the righ t, it has been moved —  cleverly —  to the 
righ t. In  France, England, Italy there have also been shortages, difficulties 
in controlling prices, labour troubles, strikes. Yet in each, labour and the 
left have continued w inning elections. In America . . .  labour and liberals 
are fair gam e today . . .  [They] find themselves grouped w ith anarchists 
. . .  w ith  th e  defunct IW W  .. .  w ith  com m unists. (Davis 1947:24)

P ro p a g a n d a  w ith in  the  co rp o ra tio n
I have sketched some of the main aspects of business’s propaganda 
and public relations activities external to the corporation. The par
allel developments within corporations extended this propaganda in 
ever more subtle ways. The Wagner Act, as we have seen, led to a 
shift in external tactics from direct intimidation of unions to (indi
rect) stimulation of public hostility against unions. An analogous 
development occurred within corporations. The Wagner Act made 
company unions illegal as a means of guaranteeing independent 
unions. It led to a search by corporations for less formal systems of 
management—worker communication that could be used to pre
em pt independent unions w ithout breaking the letter of the 
Wagner Act.

This search was known officially as the 'human relations’
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movement and is described in more detail in Chapter 9. It embraced 
notions such as ‘employee participation’, ‘employee communica
tion’ and 'democratic decision-taking’. The movement did not exist 
in 1937. Yet by 1942 Robert Brady reported that the Hawthorn 
studies, the symbol and supposedly scientific foundation of the 
human relations movement, had achieved ’an extraordinary influ
ence in the American personnel literature’ (Brady 1943:284).

W hen, at the end of the war, American business returned to an 
all-out onslaught on public opinion and on unions, vast amounts of 
money suddenly became available for the study o f ‘human relations’ 
in industry —  research on techniques of communication between 
management and workers, on techniques of small-group leadership, 
on ways of influencing worker attitudes (Carey 1976a:240-2). In 
four years from 1947, W ill Herberg (1951:590) observes, ‘perhaps 
more new books and studies have been published on [the subject of 
human relations in industry] than in all the preceding years’.

The flood of corporate funding for research on communication, 
attitudes and behaviour in work groups that began in the late 1940s 
continued to swell. During the decade of the 1950s there were four 
times as many studies of small groups published in social science 
journals as in all previous history (Deutsch 1968:265). By contrast 
social and political scientists gave virtually no attention to the 
im port for democracy of management's vast new ventures in a tti
tude and opinion control. In 1959 Professor Robert Dahl of 
Columbia University documented the remarkable extent of this 
neglect and sharply defined the issue at stake. How much of the 
generally favourable attitudes of Americans toward business, he 
asked, ‘can be attributed to deliberate efforts to manipulate a tti
tudes?’ He continued:

M uch in the way of political theory .. .  depends on the assum ptions one 
makes about the sources o f political a ttitudes . . .  I f  one assumes th a t p o lit
ical preferences are sim ply plugged into the system by leaders (business or 
other) in order to extract w hat they want from the system, then the model 
o f plebiscitory democracy is substantially equivalent to  the m odel of to ta l
itarian rule. (Dahl 1959:37-8)

There could scarcely be a more profoundly important question 
for a democratic society to confront. Yet the refusal to face it by 
intellectuals and social scientists has become a special characteristic 
of social science in the United States.



CHAPTER 3

THE FIRST 
A M ER ICAN IZAT IO N  MOVEMENT

P
opular economic proselytizing is common practice in the 
United States. American corporate capitalism has, since shortly 
after the turn of the century, directly intervened with vast, pop
ular propaganda programs on behalf of its values and institution
whenever and wherever popular sentiment within the nation wa
judged to be taking uncongenial forms. These programs have had
much of the temper of secular Billy Graham crusades, though with

a greater reach and pervasiveness. The first among them was the pre- 
World War I Americanization program launched in 1912. Its most 
active sponsors were chambers of commerce and associated business 
interests. The crusade later merged with the fervour of the war, and 
then emerged after the war’s end as a distinct nationalistic program 
pursued by industrial interests.

The broad political background and the immediate industrial 
context of the original crusade are of special interest because they 
form part of a pattern that is substantially repeated with each further 
Americanization crusade of subsequent decades. The pattern has 
three principal components. (1) A threat (real or imagined) from out
side the United States achieves a dramatic impact on popular con
sciousness. (2) This effect occurs at a time when liberal reforms and 
popular hostility to the large corporations and the power they exer
cise are perceived by conservative interests as a profound threat from 
inside the US social and political system. (The reforms generally have 
to do with some improvement in the legal and political position of 
organized labour and with a parallel check, through increased regu
lation, to the position of organized capital.) Finally (3), the two per
ceived threats merge, to the discredit of the internal reforms and of 
any political party, persons or policies associated with them.

In respect of external developments: from 1890 to 1910 a vast
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influx of immigrants aroused popular fears that traditional American 
social values and institutions were threatened by alien influences.

In respect of internal developments: the period of Theodore 
Roosevelt’s presidency (1901—12) saw legislative action aimed at 
curtailing the power of trusts and combines and providing some 
legal protection to unions. The large, elitist and ideologically con
servative American Federation of Labor tripled its membership from 
600000 to 1800000 over this period. The small radical anarcho-syn
dicalist Industrial Workers of the World (IW W ) was founded in 
1905. Its leaders loudly proclaimed to millions of impoverished 
immigrants and others a path of violent revolution as the only solu
tion to labour’s condition. From the founding of the IW W  the fed
eral government saw internal security problems largely in terms of 
this body. The significance of this reaction was that it set a pattern 
for all subsequent ideological crusades in the United States. Each one 
has been portrayed in terms of an internal security problem which 
has been seen as a communist threat.

Two developments were of particular importance for the response 
of the public and of industrial interests to the IWW. Between 1909 
and 1912 the IW W  —  with extensive liberal support —  won a 
series of free-speech fights against suppression of their proselytizing 
and propaganda activities that caused great consternation. In 
February 1912 the IW W  won a dramatically successful strike among 
foreign-born workers at Lawrence, Massachussets, which brought it 
to the peak of its membership (60000), influence and fame.

By 1912 these developments contributed to arouse business 
interests to energetically promote the need for an Americanization 
campaign for the foreign-born —  in modern terms, a campaign for 
cultural cleansing. The development which galvanized business into 
action in this connection was the active liaison in the Lawrence strike 
between the IW W , with its radical message, and dissatisfied foreign 
workers. This liaison would lend itself to the creation in the public’s 
mind of images depicting a violent alliance between a foreign immi
grant threat to American culture and a radical labour threat to 
American institutions. As in the later McCarthy period, liberals and 
unions would be caught up by association (real or fancied) with one 
or another aspect of the radical-alien-subversive bogey. All significant 
sources of criticism of the status quo (i.e. liberals and unions) could 
then be discredited and reaction entrenched.

The nationwide crusade on behalf of an Americanization program 
by chambers of commerce and associated interests from 1912 largely 
achieved the required dramatization of a combined foreign and domes-



T h e  F i r s t  A m e r i c a n i z a t i o n  M o v e m e n t

tic threat in the form of an alien workforce captured by a radical union 
movement. However, developments thereafter were complicated by 
the interruption of the war years, so that full-scale popular retreat into 
conservatism and suppression was not achieved until 1919-20.

This chapter traces in some detail the rise of the Americanization 
movement before the war; its blurred continuation during the war 
as an integral part of an extravagantly nationalistic propaganda cam
paign launched to unite all Americans, native and foreign-born, 
behind the war effort; and finally the revival in 1919-20 of the 
distinct apprehensions and goals of the original Americanization 
campaign, again in the context of confrontations between organized 
business interests and organized labour.

B e g in n in g s
From 1880 to 1910 there was a large growth in immigration to the 
United States. But there was an even more rapid change in the prin
cipal sources of immigrants, from north-west Europe to areas of east
ern and southern Europe that were relatively depressed both eco
nomically and culturally. By 1890 some popular concern had devel
oped about the impact of so many (often illiterate) newcomers, with 
their foreign languages and foreign customs, on American society.

During the 1890s and until about 1904 the considerable agitation 
that developed was primarily (and unsuccessfully) directed to obtain
ing some restriction on the annual intake of immigrants. Organized 
labour, religious groups and racist groups (but not employer interests) 
were prominent in this agitation. Unlike the other groups, labour's 
objections to the newcomers were chiefly of an economic nature.

Labour, in particular, reacted in a very hostile manner to immi
grants from southern and eastern Europe because of their compara
tively lower standards of living, their docility in the face of the most 
trying labour situation and their use by the industrialists to break 
strikes and destroy collective bargaining. American labour leaders 
naturally viewed the immigrants as a definite menace to the struggle 
to raise wages and reduce hours, at that time in its infancy.

After 1900 an alternative and more generous movement devel
oped that actively assisted in immigrant assimilation. Some patriot
ic and religious organizations undertook to provide instruction in 
English and in citizenship rights and duties, as well as other practi
cal assistance, to substantial numbers of immigrants. Most notable 
among these was the YMCA, which by 1912 had helped 55000 
immigrants learn English and was offering training in English and
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rudimentary education about American society at about 300 branch
es throughout the United States (Hartman 1948:23—9).

W hen the YMCA began this work, in 1907, the annual intake 
of immigrants from southern and eastern Europe alone approached 
one million. Moreover, in many industrial centres of the north-east 
and middle west, where the immigrants mainly congregated, their 
working and living conditions were appallingly depressed. Hence 
the educational and material assistance provided by the YMCA and 
others remained wholly inadequate to the scale of the problem.

Against this background, support for a national program to assim
ilate the immigrant developed. A substantial pressure group was not 
long in forming and as a result of its efforts the movement was inau
gurated which culminated eventually in the Americanization crusade 
of the years immediately preceding, accompanying and following 
World War I. This movement, Hartman observes, ‘offered a program 
which would solve the problem of the immigrant with the least dis
turbance to the economic and political life of the nation; a program 
which would not result in the loss of an exceedingly valuable labour 
supply to America’ (ibid.:8).

In February 1907 the YMCA sponsored a conference in New 
York of interested persons to form an organization to accomplish the 
civic betterment of the immigrant. Thus was bom the first of the 
active Americanization groups, the North American Civic League 
for Immigrants (NACLI). The league was composed of the more con
servative economic interests. Its president was W. Chauncy Brewer, 
lawyer and later executive head of the Boston Chamber of 
Commerce; its vice-president was Bernard J. Rothwell, industrialist 
and president of the Boston Chamber of Commerce. 'The organisa
tion of the League reflected that fear for the continued safety of 
American institutions which was so current during the first decade 
of the 20th century .. .  The League ... can be said to have inaugu
rated the movement to Americanize the im m igrant’ (ibid.:38—41).

The first work of the league was to conduct an investigation into 
conditions among the immigrants. It found them to be generally 
deplorable and that, perhaps in consequence, immigrants frequently 
came under the influence of ’mischievous radicals'. In the two years 
to 1909 the league did much to direct the attention of civic and 
charitable bodies to the needs of immigrants.

A separate branch of the NACLI known as the New York (later 
New York-New Jersey) Committee of the NACLI was established in 
December 1909. Comprised almost wholly of corporate executives, 
the N Y -N J Committee rapidly assumed leadership in its region, as
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had the parent body in New England. The committee undertook 
many activities of benefit to immigrants including preparation of a 
course in citizenship for use in night schools.

In March 1910 the league organized a conference of New England 
industrial leaders. N ot surprisingly the conference unanimously 
endorsed the work of the league and recommended heartily continued 
support of the league's program both as a means of 'self-preservation' 
from the menace of the immigrant and because of its economic value. 
In December 1910 a similar conference of industrial leaders heard a 
report from the Federal Immigration Commission, which had been 
set up four years earlier to investigate the whole question of immi
gration. The commission's chairman fully endorsed the work of the 
league and its concerns about the social and political circumstances of 
immigrants. Its official report attracted wide attention for the reme
dial action of the kind proposed by the league (ibid.:88—90, 68).

The 1910 conference generated considerable enthusiasm over the 
possibility of co-operation between the league and the industrial 
interests in bringing the immigrants into the 'right relations' with 
the American people and institutions. A New England Industrial 
Committee was formed, consisting of fifteen men prominent in the 
New England industrial world, to devise ways and means of aiding 
the league in its work.

This committee worked out a plan to rally industrial opinion 
behind the league. It also undertook an investigation into industrial 
conditions in the New England textile cities of Lawrence, Lowell, 
Haverhill and Manchester, all of which had been marked by unrest 
and agitation among crowded colonies full of non-Americanized for
eigners. Hartman observed that ‘the recent IW W  outbreaks in the 
New England section ... had aroused fear of an increase in radicalism 
among the immigrant working-class population of that area'. The 
investigation, based at Lawrence, ‘confirmed the worst fears of the 
Committee in regard to the increasing radicalism of the immigrant 
worker’. In reaction the league called for financial aid to support work 
in the area, and distributed widely among the workers a pamphlet 
entitled ‘Respect the Law and Preserve Order’ which cautioned for
eigners about ‘the desirability of allying themselves with the orderly 
part of the communities in which they lived’ (ibid.:90—1).

The in flu e n ce  o f  fh e  IWW
From the IW W ’s founding in 1905 until 1909 it was of little 
significance, politically or industrially. From 1909, however, a
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series of confrontations over free speech gained the IW W  a nation
al reputation for ‘unbeatable militancy'. The revolutionary propa
ganda of the IW W  enraged the average American citizen. But lock
ing the IW W  speaker up simply called forth a succession of soap
box orators who jammed the city jails until town fathers were will
ing to give in. According to Preston, in the free-speech fights the 
IW W  fought the propertied classes and civil authorities to a stand
still and won. W ith the Bill of Rights supporting the IW W , there 
seemed no legal way to silence them.

From Spokane in 1909 to San Diego in 1912, through W ashington, 
M ontana, South  D akota, M innesota, W isconsin , Pennsylvania, 
M assachusetts, Missouri and Colorado the IW W ['s] . . .  defence of the First 
A m endm ent had somehow become subversive and seditious, while the 
non-violent resistance o f IW W  speakers left Americans scared and per
plexed. C itizens felt themselves being dragged in to  the deep water o f anar
chy by an uncontrollable current of protest. (Preston 1963:44)

The next major activity of the IWW, the textile strike at 
Lawrence, was even more im portant for the growth of the 
Americanization movement. Harris (1938:313—28), describing the 
background and course of the strike, tells us that by 1900 from 70 
to 90 percent of all operatives in the New England textile mills were 
foreign-born. The Lawrence workers earned ‘destitution’ wages. 
They had for years been forced ‘to live in slums ... with as many as 
17 people to five rooms’. One in six children died before their first 
birthday. Those who survived had rickets and the diseases of malnu
trition. On 11 January 1912 about 25000 foreign-born workers 
‘rebelled against the Woolen Trust as represented chiefly by the 
American Woolen Company’. Because their appeals had been long 
rejected by the American Federation of Labor, the textile workers 
invited Joseph Ettor of the IW W  (to which only about 4 percent of 
their members belonged) to come to Lawrence and take charge of the 
strike (ibid.:313—15).

Following Ettor’s arrival hundreds of militiamen were called out 
to patrol the mills; stocks of dynamite were planted to discredit 
Ettor and the strikers (’a local undertaker confessed that he had 
planted it at the behest of company and police officials’); a Citizens 
Committee of company officials and local notables was formed to 
denounce the strike as an anarchist plot; and ‘thugs were hired to 
derail street cars and smash their windows in order to accuse the 
strikers of “un-American violence”' (ibid.:319-21).

On 29 January a woman weaver among the strikers was killed by
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a bullet 'presumably fired by a police officer’. Ettor and another 
IW W  official were arrested and charged with being accessories to 
the murder and imprisoned. They were later acquitted amid strong 
international protests. Martial law was declared, picket lines overrun 
and workers arrested (ibid.:321—2).

In order to ease human problems associated with the strike, the 
unionist Strike Committee made arrangements to board children of 
strikers with friends and sympathizers away from Lawrence. After one 
shipment of 119 children had been welcomed at Grand Central 
Station, New York, on 10 February by cheering crowds of workers, 
the marshal of Lawrence and the head of the militia (Colonel 
Sweatser), banned further trainloads of such 'ambassadors for the 
strikers’ cause’. When on 24 February the Strike Committee tried to 
send a further forty children to Philadelphia, children, mothers and 
guardians gathered at the Lawrence station were clubbed by the 
police with a ferocity usually reserved for criminals. A pregnant 
woman was beaten unconscious and her unborn child died. These 
actions had disastrous political consequences.

The nation was horrified, and its editors outraged, by the vision of 
defenceless women and children battered and bruised by officers of the law 
.. .  T he protests of a nationally aroused social conscience whipped about 
the heads o f the m ill operators un til they were frightened by the repercus
sions of the barbarity they themselves had fostered .. .  Early in March 
[1912] they retreated step by step .. .  un til on March 12 the American 
W oolen Com pany granted all o f the strikers' demands. (ibid.:323—5)

After nine and a half weeks the strikers had gained one of the few 
unequivocal victories in the history of American labour to that date. 
Yet although the victory was dramatic and apparently complete it 
was also short-lived. The IW W  and its revolutionary-minded lead
ers were organizationally and temperamentally equipped for hard- 
fought battles with employers, not for maintaining day-by-day 
defence of workers' interests against erosion. In a short time man
agements at Lawrence introduced programs which offset the gains 
that had been won.

The A m e r ic a n iz a t io n  m o v e m e n t a fte r Law rence
The early apprehension on the part of the conservative Industrial 
Committee (of the NACLI) about the circumstances in the New 
England textile mills had proved prescient enough. The league 
moved quickly to counter the success of the strike at Lawrence. On



29 February, five days after the battering of women and children that 
led to the public outcry, the Boston Chamber of Commerce and the 
league held a joint meeting about immigration. The meeting, which 
comprised a large gathering of business and industrial representa
tives, was addressed by Brewer (president of the league and executive 
head of the chamber), Rothwell (vice-president of both league and 
chamber) and Colonel Sweatser, who was in charge of the m ilitia at 
Lawrence during the current strike. The meeting stressed the need 
for an increase in vigilance in regard to the immigrant situation.

Shortly after the Lawrence strike, in the spring of 1912, the 
league instituted a campaign to awaken the various chambers of 
commerce and boards of trade to a realization of their duties as the 
conservators of the ‘best interests’ of their communities. These duties 
required recognition that the industrial future of the country 
depended largely upon the education of the adult alien workers in 
industry. Chambers of commerce and other business organizations 
over a wide area responded to the call to arms, so that in a short time, 
Hartm an (1948:92—6) observes,

the Americanizers had succeeded in arousing an interest in their campaign 
am ong the various commercial and industrial bodies of the New England 
area; they had inaugurated a movement which was to  spread to  the M iddle 
A tlantic States and the m iddle west un til practically every chamber o f com 
merce or sim ilar organisation of every m unicipality o f significance contain
ing  an alien population had a special im m igration com m ittee taking a 
vigorous and active part on behalf of the Americanization of the im m igrant.

Through the prewar years the league continued to push its pro
gram with chambers of commerce, church organizations, boards of 
trade and manufacturing groups throughout New England. In con
sequence, when the Americanization drive reached its height in the 
war years it found a population receptive to propaganda and ideo
logical control.

W hile the parent organization continued its concerted drive to 
rally the industrial interests behind its program of Americanization, 
the NY—NJ Committee of the league decided, early in 1914, to 
extend its program to the entire nation. It therefore changed its 
name to the ‘Committee for Immigrants in America' (CIA). 
Thereafter its activities were enlarged on a national scale until it 
became, as Hartm an (ibid.:96—7) reports, ‘the spearhead and guid
ing genius of the attack upon the unassimilated status of the immi
grant’ and ‘the general consulting headquarters for immigrant and 
Americanization work throughout the country’.

4  4  T a k i n g  t h e  R i s k  o u t  o f  D e m o c r a c y
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In April 1914 the CIA proposed that the Federal Bureau of 
Education should sponsor the Americanization program. This was 
the first step in extending the campaign nationwide and also in giv
ing it an official and legitimate stamp of approval. Such legitimacy 
is im portant if  propaganda is to be widely and uncritically accepted. 
The bureau proved sympathetic but had no funds available. 
Undeterred, the CIA provided both the necessary money and a com
plete staff of investigators and other experienced personnel to run the 
program from the Federal Bureau of Education.

As a consequence of this 'generosity' a special Division of 
Im m igrant Education was established within the Federal Bureau of 
Education. I t was of course headed and run by CIA staff. Late in 
1914 this new division set to work to develop a comprehensive pro
gram of re-education for the foreign-born. This campaign of 
Americanization continued for five years, until the division closed in 
July 1919, when the federal government finally decided that it 
could no longer accept financial aid from private organizations. 
(Coincidentally this was at a time when business began to view the 
Americanization program as less important.)

As the division was unable to obtain public funding for its 
activities it focused largely on publicity and promotion of the 
‘Americanization problem'. This was done through bulletins, circular 
letters and press releases. However, extra federal government assis
tance was close at hand. Late in 1913 the Federal Bureau of 
Naturalisation held conferences with the Secretary of Labour, school 
principals, government officials and of course business organizations 
about a 'nation-wide plan for citizenship preparedness through the 
Americanization of the resident alien body’. In this way the Bureau of 
Naturalisation joined the Americanization movement. Its plan was to 
work with public schools to sponsor a publicly funded system of 
citizenship classes throughout the nation. The bureau's plan for the 
betterment of citizenship would be extended to every hamlet in the 
United States. Schools were to be involved with the programs for 
'assembling' candidates for naturalization and to conduct patriotic 
classes and exercises. This was a plan that the special Division of 
Immigrant Education had itself hoped to operate.

Summing up developments in the period 1910—14, Hartman 
says that it had 'witnessed a marked heightening of interest in the 
Americanization of the immigrant largely due to the industrial 
strikes and disorders of the period’. The NACLI had begun the 
process of lining up the industrial interests in support of the move
ment, while its daughter organization, the N Y -N J Committee, had
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undertaken to push the movement on a national scale. Both federal 
bureaus, of Education and Naturalisation, had entered the lists and 
had begun plans for the sponsoring and strengthening of the move
ment. 'The stage was set for a grand campaign of action in support of 
Americanization when the opportune moment should arrive (ibid.: 103—4; 
emphasis added).

The p u rsu if o f  s fo fe  le g is la t iv e  support and  fu n d in g
From 1910 to 1914 the NACLI directed much effort to obtaining 
both state and federal legislative support and funding for the 
Americanization program. In these four years six of the states had 
taken action of one sort or another in support of the program out
lined by the NACLI and its affiliated groups. To this extent the 
Americanizers had been successful in their efforts to obtain govern
m ent support for their pet project. Henceforth they could depend 
upon the legitimacy provided by the new state agencies in their fur
ther efforts to arouse the country to a fuller appreciation of the mag
nitude of the problem of the 'resident alien body'.

During 1910 the NACLI was chiefly responsible for legislation 
by the State of New York, which created a special Bureau of 
Industries and Immigration. The new bureau was given responsibil
ity for bringing about the rapid assimilation and Americanization of 
the resident immigrants. It was required to investigate the condi
tions of immigrants in New York State and recommend measures for 
their protection, assistance and assimilation. Miss Frances Kellor, 
secretary of the NY—NJ Committee, was appointed as the bureau’s 
chief investigator.

Following NACLI’S success in New York State the NY—NJ 
Committee drew up a special bill to provide for a State Immigration 
Commission in New Jersey. The bill was passed in 1911 but no state 
funds were provided for it, with the result that the commissions work 
had to be funded by the NY—NJ Committee and private donations. At 
the same time the NACLI drafted a similar bill for a Massachusetts 
Commission which was passed in May 1913- The Massachusetts 
Commission was headed by Bernard J. Rothwell, vice-president of the 
NACLI and president of the Boston Chamber of Commerce.

In 1913 California and Pennsylvania, and in 1914 Rhode Island, 
established similar agencies to investigate the problem of the immi
grant and recommend remedial action. In the case of Rhode Island 
the agency’s activities were again handicapped because no funds were 
made available to it.
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A m e r ic a n iz a t io n  becom es p a trio tic
Up to 1914 the Americanization movement had not succeeded in 
capturing the mind of the American public and had made limited 
progress in obtaining the support of public funds. Despite the active 
propaganda of the North American Civic League for Immigrants, 
the Committee for Immigrants in America, and the two federal 
bureaus of Education and Naturalisation, the public remained large
ly indifferent. However, this situation changed in 1915, mainly as a 
consequence of the war in Europe. The war stimulated intense 
nationalist feelings and a growing suspicion of all things alien as cer
tainly 'un-American' and possibly subversive. Many Americans 
began to suspect that the prior allegiance of immigrants and nation
al minorities m ight be to their old rather than their new country.

Thus in 1915 an atmosphere of suspicion and distrust of the immi
grant provided a much more receptive audience for the Americanizers 
than they had ever found before. ‘The time was ripe’, says Hartman 
(1948:105-9), 'for a campaign of crusading proportions'. In the sum
mer of 1915 plans carefully laid by the Federal Bureau of 
Naturalisation six months earlier blossomed into the full crusade.

At the suggestion of the bureau arrangements were made for 
President Wilson to speak at a highly dramatized 'patriotic' recep
tion for 5000 newly naturalized citizens at Philadelphia on 10 May 
1915. Immediately before the reception the bureau had publicized 
the campaign widely throughout the entire school system. Wilson's 
address affirmed his dislike and suspicion of what he called 
'hyphenated Americans’ and stressed the idea 'that those who 
thought of themselves as belonging to a particular national group 
in America had not yet become Americans’. As a result of the 
President’s widely publicized address 'a wave of patriotic sentiment 
was aroused' and Americanization committees were 'formed in 
cities throughout the country to promote and celebrate naturalisa
tion of im m igrants' (ibid.: 109-11).

Meanwhile the CIA saw this newly aroused public interest as a 
means to strengthen and legitimize the Americanization program. 
W ith Frances Kellor as editor, it launched a quarterly periodical 
entitled The Immigrants in America Review, which set about influenc
ing public opinion towards adopting a national policy for this poor 
creature the 'alien immigrant' and on the provisions for their final 
assimilation.

The CIA also produced a brilliant propaganda strategy to involve 
every American in an annual ritual of national identification. This
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ritual would embed the cultural intolerance of the Americanization 
program within an identification that was formally and officially 
sanctified. The CIA thereby launched its campaign for the fourth of 
July 1915 to be made a national Americanization Day, a day for 'a 
great nationalistic expression of unity and faith in America'. To 
ensure the success of this proposal it established a National 
Americanization Day Committee (NADC) comprised mainly of lead
ing corporate executives and their wives. The chairman of the CIA, 
Frank Trumbull (who was also chairman of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Railroad, vice-chairman of the NY—NJ Committee of the NACLI 
and, later, chairman of the Immigration Committee of the Chamber 
of Commerce), chaired the new committee. The executive committee 
of the NADC comprised Mrs Vincent Astor, Frances Kellor, Peter 
Roberts of the YMCA, Mrs Cornelius Vanderbilt, and Felix 
Warburg, banker and financier.

This new committee issued a pamphlet written by Kellor which 
argued the need for a domestic policy on the immigrant and 
‘stressed in particular the great role which American industrial 
organisations could assume in working out this policy’. The pam 
phlet welded together the various interests of the campaign into a 
single message. It emphasized that however well government, busi
ness and philanthropy m ight conceive and launch a national policy 
for the Americanization of the immigrant, the ultimate success of 
that policy would depend on how effectively the 'average American 
citizen’ could be induced to bring the influence of his conservative 
views to bear on the immigrant. For ‘such a citizen is the natural foe 
of the IW W  and of the destructive forces that seek to direct unwise
ly the expressions of the immigrant in his new country and upon 
him rest the hope and defence of the country’s ideals and institu
tions’ (ibid.: 115). Here we have a blatant industrial and partisan 
view fused with an intolerance of the immigrant and the values of 
national security, in a submission which would cement these inter
ests and intolerances within the paraphernalia of the annual ritual of 
what became Independence Day. Such was the breadth and scope of 
this propaganda campaign.

For the fourth of July program the NADC managed to obtained 
the support of the Federal Commissioner of Immigration, who sent 
letters to the mayors of every city in the nation asking for support in 
observing the fourth of July as Americanization Day. A similar 
request was sent to school authorities nationwide. A vast amount of 
promotional material was widely distributed and displayed. This 
included a supporting article by ex-President Theodore Roosevelt, a
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message from President Wilson, suggestions for speech content for 
hundreds of speakers and 52000 Americanization Day posters. On 4 
July Americanization ceremonies covered the country:

A t P ittsburg , more than 10,000 adults heard alm ost 1,000 school children 
sing patrio tic airs as they formed a huge American flag. In Indianapolis, 
speeches in eleven different languages on the duties of American citizen 
ship were given by newly made American citizens ... In many of the 
churches special Americanization Day sermons were preached, (ibid.: 121)

The Americanization Day campaign generated so much new 
activity and interest that the NADC decided to continue in operation 
to guide and direct this development. Changing its name to the 
National Americanization Committee (NAC), it set to work on a per
manent campaign for the Americanization of the immigrant. In 
October 1915 the NAC launched an ‘America First' campaign at the 
home of Vincent Astor in New York. The official objectives of the 
campaign were to establish standardized citizenship courses in all 
normal schools and night schools and by this and other means to pro
mote the Americanization and naturalization of immigrants. It was 
apparent that the NAC was making a strong bid to have its 
Americanization program made a part of the general war prepared
ness campaign which had seized the country as a result of America's 
increasing diplomatic difficulties with Germany. The NAC therefore 
expected that by linking the Americanization program to growing 
public anxieties about national security it would gain popular sup
port and public funding, which the industrial leaders of the move
ment had long sought for a program against radicalism among immi
grant workers.

As part of its campaign the NAC prepared and issued a syllabus 
on civics for ‘public school work’ (which was printed by the Federal 
Bureau of Education) and prepared a course to train men and 
women to become leaders in Americanization work. It also produced 
a series of simple Americanization lessons, stressing the traditional 
American ideals, which were designed for inclusion in pay envelopes 
and for use in communities (such as mining and lumber camps) 
where normal educational facilities were unavailable.

The NAC also organized, late in 1915, an experiment in fully 
fledged Americanization among the workers of Detroit, where 75 
percent of the population was foreign-born. Notices in pay envelopes 
and posters in almost every shop and factory in the city urged foreign 
workers to attend night school and learn English. Supported by pres
sure on employees from their employers, attendance at night school
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soared and the experiment was judged dramatically successful; as a 
result of the Detroit experiment NAC members felt that ‘industrial 
Americanization' was a great success, even more it was the ‘work of 
the future’. The NAC, in co-operation with the US Chamber of 
Commerce, thereafter set about on a national scale to interest employ
ers of immigrant labour in the benefits of Americanization.

As an example of this industrial promotion in December 1915, 
John Fahey, a member of the NAC and also president of the US 
Chamber of Commerce, organized the chamber’s own Immigration 
Committee to encourage ‘Industrial Americanization’. The cham
ber’s Immigration Committee was funded mainly by the CIA 
and the NAC. Its chairman was Frank Trumbull (who was also chair
man of the CIA and the NAC and vice-chairman of the NY—NJ 
Committee of the NACLI). From these connections we can appreci
ate the incestuous and unrepresentative nature of those in control of 
the whole campaign.

At the beginning of 1916 the Chamber’s Im m igration 
Committee set itself up as a centre for Americanization activities for 
local chambers of commerce, trade associations and industrial plants, 
and made plans for carrying the crusade to the attention of these 
groups. W hile the chamber's committee assumed responsibility for 
industrial Americanization, the NAC continued its drive to win over 
the general public by using the services and prestige of the Federal 
Bureau of Education —  within which, of course, the CIA maintained 
its own Division of Immigrant Education. As part of this drive the 
bureau distributed 1 50 000 'America First’ posters as a means of 
publicizing the night school movement.

Summing up these activities, Hartman observed:

The Americanizers had used the year 1915 very well indeed. Benefiting 
from the general uneasiness and suspicion engendered by the European 
W ar and the rise of a sp irit o f American patriotism  and nationalism , the 
advocates of  a strong domestic policy for the Americanization of the foreign- 
born were able, through excellent publicity and w ell-thought-out cam 
paigns, to  convince a substantial portion o f the American populace of the 
u rgen t need for action along the lines first advocated as early as 1908. 
(ib id .: 131—3)

D e v e lo p m e n ts  in 1916
During 1916 the NAC continued to propagandize and to lead the 
drive for the Americanization of the immigrant. In addition, the 
newly appointed Committee on Immigration of the Chamber of
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Commerce of the United States (CICC) also began to play an active 
role in the campaign and rapidly became one of the most powerful 
forces in support of the Americanization drive.

As an agency of the Federal Department of Labor, the Bureau of 
Naturalisation largely confined its activities to dealing directly with 
the school authorities through its field representatives and steadily 
aroused the interest of high schools and school boards around the 
country in Americanization activities. By contrast the Bureau of 
Education, through its Division of Immigrant Education, actively 
propagandized on behalf of the Americanization movement through 
the publication of literature and posters. The division continued to 
be financed by the CIA so that for all practical purposes its activities 
formed a very valuable and influential supplement to the work 
which the CIA and its affiliate the NAC had undertaken under their 
own names.

The NAC opened the year with a national conference on 
Americanization in Philadelphia. The stated purpose of this was to 
unify the Americanization movement at the national level and 
to obtain some standardization of content and procedures with 
respect to instruction on citizenship and Americanization activities 
generally. In explaining the need for a national commitment to 
Americanization the conference organizers stressed the important 
role which Americanization could play in the national preparedness 
effort. The country would not be prepared, the committee warned, 
if ‘only military necessities' were considered. A social and economic 
preparedness was essential for maintaining 'good industrial rela
tions', general prosperity and ‘a strong national spirit’.

For the first time, the Philadelphia conference brought together, 
at a national level, representatives of almost all important commu
nity organizations and interests: business, government, education, 
the churches, women’s clubs and patriotic bodies. The single major 
exception was organized labour. The NAC reported that, as a result 
of the conference, 'for the first time, government and private organ
isations of all kinds and creeds had pledged themselves to cooperate 
in carrying out Americanization as a national endeavour’ (ibid.: 135).

Speakers at the conference included Frank Trumbull of the 
Chamber of Commerce, P. P. Claxton, Commissioner of Education, 
Louis F. Post, Assistant Secretary of Labor, and former President 
Theodore Roosevelt. Following up the impetus of the conference, the 
NAC secured the vigorous and nationwide participation in the 
Americanization drive by a very influential group, the rapidly grow
ing women’s clubs and organizations.
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The principal contribution of the women’s clubs consisted in 
lobbying for and then organizing (under the guidance of the NAC) 
special classes in civics and citizenship in schools, night schools and 
elsewhere throughout the country. Meanwhile the NAC continued 
its work of promoting Americanization through the distribution of 
pamphlets and other literature. Taking advantage of the experience 
of the previous year, it produced a pamphlet for distribution in local 
communities (Americanization Day —  Fourth of July) which set out 
guidelines 'on how to carry through a successful Americanization 
program for the coming Fourth of Ju ly’. The guidelines described 
such problems as finance, publicity, the press, the churches and 
many other factors like the correct procedure for flag ceremonies, 
pledges of allegiance, pageants, parades and citizenship receptions. 
The NAC also published A Call to National Service, rallying support 
for Americanization, and distributed a CIA pamphlet, Citizen 
Syllabus, for use in night schools.

The CICC began its activities in January 1916 with a survey (pre
sumably among Chamber of Commerce membership) about im m i
gration and associated problems. It claimed to find 'an insistent 
demand' for 'practical Americanization to strengthen the country’s 
unity’. From April 1916 the CICC published a monthly Bulletin for 
the purpose of reaching each of the local chambers with the need for 
Americanization and industrial Americanization in particular. Jointly 
with the NAC and the CIA it conducted surveys relevant to 
Americanization which covered the material and social conditions of 
immigrants in 244 industrial towns. Summaries of the information 
collected were sent to local chambers of commerce, other commercial 
bodies, industries and local organizations, along with recommenda
tions to work for 'practical Americanization’.

In order to further stimulate local chambers the CICC arranged 
a series of 'Industrial Americanization Conferences' in fourteen 
cities. The conferences led to new Americanization activities in many 
cities throughout the nation. The CICC also sponsored a special 
industrial Americanization conference in New York for industrial 
leaders, another for engineers and a third for publishers and editors. 
In addition it acted as a national service department and information 
bureau which sought to keep control over the principles of 
Americanization.

During 1915—16 the Federal Bureau of Naturalisation also dis
tributed a vast am ount of material on citizenship for the use of 
teachers in connection w ith 'th e ir  Am ericanization work'. 
Somewhat defensively, it would appear, the bureau pointed out
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that ‘it was not attem pting to assume the role of educator, but was 
merely serving as an aid to the public schools of the entire country 
in their citizenship programs'. Despite an immense amount of pub
licity for the efforts to enrol immigrants in citizenship classes, how
ever, a great many immigrants did not respond.

The bureau decided that a more 'personal touch’ was needed. It 
therefore sent letters to each candidate for naturalization requesting 
attendance at a public school for instruction. It then sent each can
didate’s name to the local school superintendent, similar but sepa
rate letters to the wives of all candidates and the names of all wives 
to local public schools, and requested teachers in citizenship classes 
to press students to prevail on their friends to enrol. Even so it 
proved difficult to secure regular attendance at such classes. 
Believing some material inducement m ight help, the bureau advo
cated that prizes be offered for papers and debates on different 
aspects of Americanization by students.

Although the immigrants themselves appeared less than enthu
siastic about the process of cultural assimilation, the bureau's pro
posals did receive a large measure of support from the various 
Americanization agencies. Moreover, while in July 1915 only th ir
ty-eight towns and cities had responded to the appeal by the 
Secretary of Labor for support of the bureau's program, by the end 
of 1916 the number of towns and cities that had agreed to co-operate 
with the bureau in carrying on citizenship classes increased to more 
than a thousand.

During 1916 the Federal Bureau of Education continued to lend 
its authority and influence to Americanization work through the 
industry-run and industry-financed Division of Im m igrant 
Education. During the year the division distributed a vast amount of 
promotional material, including almost 100000 circulars, news
letters schedules of standards and syllabuses and 29400 news 
releases. It made progress towards establishing itself as the national 
clearing-house for all types of information on the Americanization 
movement. The Federal Bureau of Education happily reported that 
during 1916 ‘much progress had been made toward the 
Americanization of the immigrant and that healthy tendencies toward 
centralisation were underway', that is, tendencies toward standardiza
tion and control of citizenship courses through a general acceptance of 
recommendations for content and method largely developed by 
industry-sponsored bodies such as the CIA, the NAC, the CICC and 
the Division of Immigrant Education (ibid.: 158—61).

There was only one adverse development of consequence for the
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Americanization program during 1916: the activities of the 
Americanizers had, until this time, aroused no opposition. Now, how
ever, some suspicion of the motives of the propagandists, and of the 
NAC in particular, was expressed by organized labour. Samuel 
Gompers, the profoundly conservative head of the American 
Federation of Labor (AFL) suggested that perhaps industrialists should 
be Americanized as well. He wrote in the American Federationist:

It is not reasonable to  expect an in telligent understanding o f American 
ideals or patriotism  am ong those whose daily lives are filled w ith  indus
trial injustice and who m eet w ith nothing b u t abuse and exploitation. Any 
serious a ttem p t to Americanize the foreign workers who have been 
crowded in to  our industrial centres and our m ining districts m ust concern 
itself also w ith  the problem  of Americanizing employers, trusts and cor
porations . . .  So long as [the U nited States Steel Corporation] hires armed 
thugs to beat into subm ission workers who have the manhood to  m ake a 
fight for their rights, th a t corporation will remain . . .  an obstacle to  the 
work o f A m ericanizing aliens w ith in  our country, (ibid.: 141)

In addition Frank Walsh of the United Mineworkers Union wrote to 
Frank Trumbull, chairman of the NAC, and told him that

you are a ttem p tin g  to set up  a paternalism  th a t will bring the workers of 
this country even more absolutely under the control o f the employers ... 
Among the active m em bers of your Com m ittee are many large employers 
who are relentlessly resisting any m ovem ent . . .  to free their employees 
from industrial tyranny and gross economic exploitation.

Walsh listed a number of such large employers on the committee 
who used spies, armed guards, wretched working conditions or in 
other ways had treated labour unfairly. The list included Elbert Gary, 
president of the United Steel Corporation, and Trumbull himself, as 
executive head of the Illinois Central Railroad. Walsh continued:

I find m uch positive evidence th a t your efforts are prim arily directed to 
strengthen ing  the chain o f industrial tyranny in this country. You propose 
to sanctify and confirm  oppression by waving the American flag in the face 
of its victim s and by insidiously stigm atizing as unpatrio tic any a ttem pts 
they may m ake to  throw  off the yoke of the exploiting interests you rep 
resent. (ibid.: 142—3)

In general, however, labours attitude was ambivalent in that it 
recognized from the outset that teaching English to immigrants 
(which was part of Americanization) could benefit everyone. As the 
Americanization movement (and patriotic fervour) gained momen
tum  after 1916, criticism ceased from this quarter. Indeed, once state
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and federal agencies began to play an ever more important role in 
legitimizing the Americanization campaign the dominant union 
attitude, like the rest of the country, unfortunately became one of 
positive support.

D e ve lo p m e n ts  d u r in g  1917
A t the time of American entry into the war (April 1917) the various 
Americanization groups had for years been carrying on a campaign 
of agitation and propaganda. They had thereby developed a broad 
foundation of private, municipal, state and federal support. On this 
basis the leadership of the movement (a leadership comprising a 
small group of businessmen who controlled the NACL, CIA, NAC 
and CICC) hoped to build an even larger movement. This was a 
golden opportunity, the Americanizers realized, for pushing their 
crusade to the limit.

T his they accomplished by having their movement accepted by the vari
ous governm ental war agencies as a definite part of the national war pro
gram . I t was to be expected th a t as a result . . .  the Americanization move
m en t should wax increasingly stronger . . .  un til practically every ham let 
in th e  U nited  States which contained an im m igrant populace felt the full 
im pact o f  the crusade, (ibid.: 164)

During 1917 the CIA was at the forefront of the movement and 
continually hammered away at its industrial Americanization drive. 
It established a Committee on Industrial Engineering (under the 
ubiquitous chairmanship of Frank Trumbull) to promote what was 
called 'human engineering work’. Such a title gives us a flavour of the 
CIA’s systematic application to the problems of shaping the minds 
and behaviour, not only of immigrants, but of the public at large.

The CIA recorded several significant achievements during 1917. 
It organized the foreign-language division of the Committee on 
Public Information and provided a special assistant to the division; 
it drafted and submitted a bill for the registration of enemy aliens; 
and it investigated production delays in war-related industries. 
These efforts did much, the CIA believed, both to assist the war 
effort and to forestall ‘subversive’ activities by the IWW.

In April 1917 the CIA appointed a National Committee on 
Patriotic Literature (chairman, Frank Trumbull) which thereafter 
produced about two million copies of patriotic booklets and flag 
posters for distribution in immigrant communities. The CIA also 
organized and extensively financed Americanization activities by a



wide range of wartime agencies at national, state and municipal lev
els. Such agencies included military and security organizations, 
defence leagues, committees of public safety and patriotic societies.

Through its offshoot the NAC, the CIA published a pamphlet 
entitled War Americanization for States, in a continued attem pt to 
identify Americanization with the war effort. Together these two 
committees presented a memorandum to the Council of National 
Defence in an effort to get official recognition of Americanization as 
part of the official war program. The memorandum recommended a 
war policy for aliens .which would take account of the following 
conditions: the presence of about three million unassimilated im m i
grants who could not speak English and whose attitudes toward the 
US were unknown; industrial conditions which ‘enable pacifists, 
agitators and other anti-American groups' to foment unrest, dissat
isfaction and disloyalty; an alleged prevalence of industrial subver
sion by German agents; IW W  progress in gaining support among 
aliens; and a claimed general increase in industrial unrest, sabotage 
and strikes. I t was contended that these conditions, combined with 
alien and anti-American influences (read anti-business) and in partic
ular with the influence of some of the foreign-language press, had pro
duced important delays in war production.

Overall a policy was called for which, although formally acknowl
edging the importance o f ‘industrial injustice and unfavourable living 
conditions’, generally attributed industrial untest and war-production 
delays to the control of industries by aliens and anti-American influ
ences, notably the IWW.

The CIA’s general recommendations included the removal of 
conditions which tended to render men and women susceptible to 
anti-American (anti-business) influences and to provide for increased 
opportunities to become Americanized, that is, patriotically busi
ness-minded. However, its more specific recommendations were also 
more punitive: ‘the prevention of anti-American propaganda activi
ties and schemes through the surveillance of all aliens', both allied 
and enemy, the drafting of ‘enemy’ aliens into internment camps or 
non-war industries and of ‘friendly’ aliens into the armed forces.

The purging of the workforce of radical or un-American, anti
business influence had been, of course, a long-sought objective of the 
industrial leadership of the Americanization movement. Under the 
new proposals from this leadership the purge would be carried out by 
the federal government in the name of patriotism and wartime secu
rity —  as would an increased provision of Americanization courses 
for aliens. The endless emphasis on the threat to the war effort from
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‘un-American’ influences among immigrant workers made it possi
ble for business leaders now to advocate a publicly funded program 
for Americanization of the immigrant workforce without inviting 
the plausible objection (from trade unions, for example) that business 
was taking advantage of wartime conditions to promote partisan 
political and ideological interests at public expense.

In December 1916 a National Committee of One Hundred 
(NCOH) had been appointed by the Commissioner of Education to 
mobilize federal departments as well as state and local groups active in 
Americanization. NCOH attempted to make all state and local groups 
co-ordinate their programs so that they could work effectively with the 
bureau, and propagandized ardently on behalf of Americanization for 
the remainder of the war. Early in February 1917 the NCOH held a 
conference at which industrial leaders and officials were present to lay 
plans for the Americanization campaign for the coming year. 
Throughout 1917 the bureau continued an active campaign for exten
sion and standardization of Americanization courses, chiefly through 
general publicity and provision of materials and instruction to teachers 
throughout the country.

During 1917 two more agencies (in addition to the NACLI, CIA, 
NAC, Federal Bureau of Education and NCOH) played substantial 
roles in advancing Americanization and in influencing public opin
ion to support an overall War Americanization Plan. These agencies 
were the Committee on Immigration of the Chamber of Commerce 
and the Federal Bureau of Immigration. Thus in 1917 (as in 1916) 
the campaign for Americanization was, with the exception of the 
Bureau of Immigration's work with schools, led and dominated by 
the business-based CIA and the NAC.

Through publicity and promotion by the US Chamber of 
Commerce, local chambers in 104 cities were, by the end of 1917, 
engaged in extensive local campaigns and Americanization programs, 
while in certain larger immigrant centres the chambers became the 
nuclei around which the Americanizers rallied. Hartman reports 
that factory Americanization activities increased and American
ization classes were inaugurated at work in at least twenty-seven 
industries.

D uring that same year, the Bureau of Naturalisation continued 
to push its citizenship training campaign in co-operation with the 
public schools until it spread to virtually every section of the coun
try with an im m igrant population. In this connection the bureau 
reported an ‘astonishing advance’ which it acknowledged had been 
stim ulated  by the actions and propaganda of the various
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Americanization groups. The year also saw an almost threefold 
increase (from 610 to 1754) in the localities which had joined the 
movement. In all these localities great emphasis had been placed on 
attendance by unassimilated foreign-born at thousands of night 
schools that were opening for this purpose throughout the country. 
The bureau concluded happily that ‘the spirit of “alienage" cannot 
hope to survive in the presence of this intense Americanizing force 
that is being built up in the public school-houses of the land’ 
(ibid.: 180—1). Commercial organizations played a major role in 
achieving this result..

Thus during 1917 the Americanization movement had seen 
progress on two fronts. It had achieved a steadily widening 
support for the Americanization of the immigrant and for the 
Americanization program in general. In one important particular, 
however, success had so far eluded them. Although interest had been 
whipped up as the result of America’s entry into war and the 
consequent heightening of patriotism, the Americanization drive 
had not, so far, been made a definite, official part of the war program.

1918 —  A m e r ic a n iz a t io n  g a im  fu ll federa l support
During 1918 the leaders of the Americanization movement com
pletely achieved two objectives they had long pursued: the move
m ent was officially accepted as one of the fundamental parts of the 
war program, and it obtained the full benefit and prestige of two 
new federal agencies, the Council of National Defence (CND) and 
the Committee on Public Information (CPI). Achieving this govern
m ent support meant that business propaganda received an enormous 
increase in its power of persuasion.

These advances were obtained chiefly by the efforts of the Federal 
Bureau of Education, which, through its Division of Immigrant 
Education, took the lead in publicizing and prom oting the 
Americanization movement as a fundamental part of the war effort. 
To achieve this end, the bureau had taken steps to secure a resolution 
from the Council of National Defence endorsing the federal program 
of Americanization. The official approval by the Council of National 
Defence was a distinct compliment to the CIA and the NAC. As for 
the business of propaganda, it meant a complete identification of 
business interests with patriotic endeavour. From this point on busi
ness interests became patriotic.

After this the Council of National Defence requested all state 
councils of defence to form Americanization committees to assist the
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bureau in carrying out its national Americanization program accord
ing to the plans it had outlined. The bureau supplied every state 
council of defence and a large number of local and community coun
cils with its national plan for Americanization —  and with a great 
deal more detailed guidance as well. As a result, in every state that 
had any significant immigrant population the work of state and local 
agencies was controlled and co-ordinated under the Americanization 
committees of the state and local councils of defence.

N o t content w ith these measures, in April 1918 the 
Federal Bureau of Education took a further step to establish 
Americanization as a war measure. It arranged a national conference 
on Americanization to be attended by every state governor, the 
chairmen of the state defence councils and the presidents of indus
trial corporations and chambers of commerce. The conference 
adopted resolutions calling on Congress to provide funds for 
Americanization work throughout the country. A committee repre
senting the conference was later appointed to lobby Congress, and 
the Federal Bureau of Education drew up bills that would provide 
the desired federal funds.

Until 1918 state councils of defence had been primarily 
occupied with registration and surveillance of the foreign-born, 'to 
prevent sedition'. Their main occupation now became 'W ar 
Americanization’, a version of Americanization which integrated 
preparation for citizenship with promotion of patriotic support for 
the war and surveillance of all the foreign-bom. In addition, 
Americanization work was also carried out by the Women’s Division 
of the Council of National Defence, which proselytized widely 
through its state councils. At the state level tens of thousands of 
women were recruited to help with War Americanization activities.

To enable the Bureau of Education to accomplish this enlarged 
role (for which no federal funds were available) the NAC complete
ly funded a great expansion of the bureau's Americanization staff and 
facilities. Special ofFices with a staff of thirty-six people were opened 
in New York and Washington, headed respectively by Joseph 
Mayper and Frances Kellor. In addition, more than a hundred other 
people were employed throughout the country at NAC expense. 
This enlarged body of workers was combined, in May 1918, with the 
earlier Division of Im m igrant Education to form a new 
Americanization Division of the bureau.

The NAC also provided funds for work for a thousand 
Americanization committees which had been set up throughout 
industry at the request of the Department of the Interior (whose
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chief responsibility was security). The NAC continued a pervasive 
program of propaganda directed to the foreign-born through confer
ences, lectures, articles and active participation in local activities; it 
published ‘civic lessons’ in foreign-language newspapers, conducted 
home visits to the foreign-born and distributed an abundance of 
vigilante and other War Americanization material to thousands of 
plants employing the foreign-born.

On behalf of the Committee on Public Information, the NAC’s 
staff conducted a comprehensive survey of Americanization activi
ties. The survey covered 50000 national state and local agencies 
having any connection with the foreign-born. On the basis of the 
survey results the CPI was able to plan a strategy in support of the 
Americanization movement. From the results of the survey 
conducted by the NAC, the CPI decided that it should recruit group 
leaders from the various national groups to act as the spearhead of its 
Americanization campaign. Group leaders were therefore sought out 
within the ethnic communities, to undertake the kind of evangelism 
demanded by the Americanization program.

D uring 1918 the CPI set up fourteen foreign-language bureaus 
and made them responsible for developing, among their people, 
Americanization sentiment and support for the war. These bureaus 
were so successful that 745 foreign-language newspapers co-op>erated 
out of a total of 865. In addition, it was the foreign-language bureaus 
which were largely responsible for the petition presented to 
President Wilson on 21 May 1918, asking that the fourth of July be 
especially recognized as a day for the foreign-born to demonstrate 
their loyalty to their adopted country. Wilson agreed. W ith the 
President's stamp of approval the CPI set to work to plan an enthu
siastic celebration for what was to be called Independence Day.

The am endment to ‘Independence Day’ rather than the 
‘Americanization Day’ as originally proposed in 1915 by the NAC is 
an interesting change. It could be argued that the cultural and ethnic 
intolerances inherent in the term ‘Americanization’ were too obvious 
in 1918 to engender overwhelming public suppxjrt for a national 
celebration. ‘Independence Day’, while less obviously ethnocentric, 
does, however, suffer from a certain ambiguity. W ithin its historical 
context ‘Independence Day’ refers to both an immigrant’s separation 
from old cultural ties and their alienation from the new business- 
oriented American culture. Current Independence Day celebrations 
still contain the residual power and meaning of these historically dis
locating circumstances, even though most people would think of the 
day as a celebration for national rather than ethnic independence.
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The Bureau of Naturalisation also continued its Americanization 
efforts during 1918, especially with respect to schools. It reported 
that Americanization committees had been organized in virtually 
all US communities, that chambers of commerce were widely active 
and that scarcely a commercial or business organization in the 
nation was not represented in some way in support of the bureau's 
efforts. Churches in many areas had also organized programs for 
Americanization. The bureau continued to sponsor Americanization 
classes in industrial plants and influenced the city of Chicago to 
provide a thousand teachers for such work. Overall the bureau did all 
in its power to preach the gospel for a full red-blooded American 
campaign of Americanization.

The p o s tw a r  A m e r ic a n iz a t io n  drive
After the end of the war in November 1918 both business and labour 
prepared for a major confrontation. Between 1900 and 1918 the 
union movement had greatly expanded. During the war years orga
nized labour —  or at least the vastly predominant conservative com
ponent of it represented by the AFL —  had benefited from the 
novelty of government administrations which were at least neutral 
and occasionally favourably disposed towards it. Nonetheless, while 
industry’s wartime profits soared, wage increases scarcely kept pace 
with the cost of living. Once peace had been achieved labour 
mobilized to use its new strength and improved relationship with 
government to wrest formal recognition and improved conditions 
from powerful employers.

For more than a decade before the war, big business had been 
continually on the defensive against muckrakers, hostile public 
opinion and related efforts by government to check, through various 
forms of regulation, the worst abuses of financial and industrial 
power. The wartime atmosphere of relentlessly drilled patriotism 
had made it a requirement of citizenship to believe well of the free- 
enterprise business system —  indeed Sedition Acts and universal 
surveillance made it highly dangerous not so to believe. This cir
cumstance, coupled with business's wartime production role, sub
stantially restored the dominance of representatives of big business 
w ith in the adm inistration and the political parties (Murray 
1955:8-9).

These factors largely restored the standing of business in public 
opinion —  the point of this whole Americanization exercise. In spite 
of this favourable stance, at the war's end big business was still
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paranoid. It was determined to end what it saw as two decades of 
retreat before hostile public opinion, legal harassment by ‘progres
sive’ administrations and the growing strength of organized labour. 
Further still, business was determined to regain what it regarded as 
the traditional and 'moral' condition of business leadership and 
general dominance in politics and society. So far as any demands 
from organized labour were concerned, business was spoiling for a 
fight. The result, in 1919, was a year during which more cime was 
lost through strikes than in any previous year in American history, 
a year in which organized labour suffered a general and crushing 
defeat.

During 1918 business’s most effective weapon for the ensuing 
confrontation with the unions was public apprehension about the 
threat to American society and institutions from ‘un-American’ 
sentim ent and ‘un-American’ radicalism among the foreign-born. 
This useful public anxiety had been nurtured by ceaseless propa
ganda ever since the successful Lawrence strike by foreign-bom tex
tile workers under IW W  leadership in 1912. After the armistice in 
November 1918 there was initially a continuation of public inter
est in Americanization of the foreign-born. W ithin a year this inter
est had began to subside. But the Great Steel Strike of 1919 gave 
the campaign new life. The strike, begun in late September, was to 
be the decisive confrontation between corporate power and orga
nized labour. In its war to gain control over public opinion, busi
ness was again assisted by government, this time by the Federal 
Departm ent of Justice. Under the leadership of Attorney-General 
Mitchell Palmer, the Department of Justice alerted public opinion 
to the necessity of Americanizing, once again, the nation’s foreign- 
born.

This revival of an intense (indeed, on this occasion hysterical) 
public interest and concern about the foreign-born resulted from 
the Great Red Scare. The scare was set in train by a series of 
highly public and dramatic actions of the Department of Justice 
between October 1918 and February 1919- These actions had the 
proclaimed purpose of ridding America of the malevolent influence 
of the so-called ‘alien radical’. In response to these exciting 
developments there was a heightened spurt of Americanization 
activity from the old agencies and groups that had sponsored 
Americanization activities —  groups still led and dominated by 
business. In January 1920 the Great Steel Strike collapsed, with dis
astrous consequences for the entire labour movement. It had pre
dictably been represented by government and business interests
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as a Bolshevist revolutionary challenge to American society by 
un-American foreign-born workers.

By late 1920 the Great Red Scare had largely subsided. Its rapid 
decline followed a quarrel which broke out between the departments 
of Justice and Labour and largely discredited the Red-hunting activ
ities of the former. As a consequence a saner attitude was assumed by 
the agents of the Department of Justice and gradually the mass hys
teria ran itself out. By 1921 a Republican president completely iden
tified with business interests (‘the business of America is business') 
occupied the W hite House. Thereafter the business leaders of the 
Americanization movement could permit a level of public indiffer
ence, for they had gained control over the presidency as well as pub
lic opinion and had begun the long process of closing the American 
m ind to critical thought.
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THE 
M c Ca r t h y  c r u s a d e

T
here is little  popular comprehension in Australia of the extra
ordinary, Orwellian/Kafkaesque control McCarthy exercised 
over American domestic politics and foreign policy during a 
crucial five years in the early 1950s. But to understand McCarthy’s
influence we should not regard his form of paranoia as unique in
American history. It represented an extreme but nonetheless typi
cal form of propaganda and mind-control which the US public had

been subject to since before W orld War I; there was nothing in the 
intolerance of the McCarthy crusade which had not already been 
served up to the public many times before. By the early 1950s cor
porate campaigns of persuasion, replete with their anti-American 
scapegoats, had become so common that there were few who saw 
McCarthy’s anti-com m unist crusade as anything but a normal part 
of the political scene. That this campaign was able to influence 
such trivia as the Girl Scouts handbook1 while also affecting 
domestic and foreign policy speaks volumes for the degree of con
formity im printed on the American mind over the previous forty 
years of conditioning.

From 1945 to 1950 the Republican Party, representing 
American conservatism, gained greatly increased support. (In 
November 1946 the Republicans had won the Congressional elec
tions for the first time since 1928.) These were years of incipient 
Cold War. Much of the growing Republican support was won on the 
charge that ‘failures’ in Democratic foreign policy had allowed, and 
even assisted, enlargement of communist power and influence 
throughout the world. In particular, it was alleged that inadequate 
security measures had permitted the Russians to ‘steal’ the secret of 
the atom bomb, and that a ’soft’ foreign policy had ‘lost’ China to 
communism. All this had happened, it was claimed, because the
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Democratic administration was full of New Dealers, liberal intellec
tuals and such-like ‘fellow-travellers’ who were secretly sympathetic 
to communism.

To b lun t the Republican attack, Truman introduced, in 
1947—48, new security checks (‘loyalty’ tests) for two and a half 
million government employees, a provision shortly extended to 
cover eight million wage and salary earners (Horowitz 1967:95—7, 
104). So began a preoccupation with anti-communism which was to 
produce, for about twenty years, a near paralysis of liberal/imagina
tive political thought in the countries most affected by it.

Truman’s decision to try to beat the Republican game by join
ing it rather than confronting it led to a frenzied vote-catching com
petition between Democrats and Republicans for anti-communist 
honours —  a frenzied exaggeration of the ‘Red menace’. W ith some 
poetic justice the Republican madness which Truman helped pro
mote in 1947—48 eventually caught up with him. 'In November. 
1953, the Attorney General of the United States ... charged Truman 
himself with having knowingly harboured a Russian spy’ (ibid.:97).

At first the main line of Republican argument was that the 
Democratic Party inherited Roosevelt's New Deal traditions (which 
showed some regard for social planning and social welfare) and that 
it was, in consequence, ‘socialistic’. W ith Roosevelt dead (1945) 
and a postwar confrontation between Russia and the West develop
ing, a whole new range of possibilities opened up for Republicans, 
who believed that US society had been under continuous subversion 
by the Democrats ever since Roosevelt introduced his New Deal 
Policy in 1933-

From merely charging the Democrats with being socialistic and 
therefore subversive of the ‘real’ and ‘best’ American traditions, the 
indictm ent could be made larger and much more ominous (see 
Ginsburg 1954:10—14). The Democrats’ long-impugned (though 
non-existent) ‘socialistic’ tendencies made them sensitive to charges 
that they were ‘soft on communism’. Every advance of communism 
in the world, every political, scientific or military success achieved 
by a communist regime, was construed to be a consequence of 
Democratic policies that were ‘soft on’, or ‘sympathetic to’, the 'red 
menace’. The drastic shift in position —  from Roosevelt’s determi
nation in 1944—45 to work for a co-operative settlement with the 
Russians, to Truman’s and Eisenhower’s refusal for nearly ten years 
(1946—55) even to meet with Russia’s top leaders (Horowitz 
1967:13—14) —  was occasioned more by the Democrats' need to 
defend themselves against the Republicans than by any realities of
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the international world. The same point holds for the changes in US 
Asian policy in the years after 1945: from a policy of opposition to 
France’s return to Vietnam and a more benevolent, impartial media
tion between Mao and Chiang in pursuit of a compromise settlement 
of China’s civil war, in 1945, to a total repudiation of any such objec
tive by 1948 (see ‘US Relations with China’ 1949).

It was against this background that Senator Joseph McCarthy 
came on stage. In January 1950 McCarthy had been for three years an 
inconsequential senator from Wisconsin. He was looking for an issue 
to assist his re-election in 1952. His biographer Richard Rovere 
(1959:9F informs us that McCarthy ‘discovered Communism —  
almost by inadvertence as Columbus discovered America, as James 
Marshall discovered Californian gold’.

O n 9 February 1950 McCarthy made a speech in Wheeling, 
West Virginia, in which he said that the State Department was full 
of communists and that he and the Secretary of State (Acheson) knew 
their names. Through March, April and May life in Washington 
seemed largely a matter of determining whether American diplomacy 
was in the hands of traitors (ibid.: 11). Quoting the London Times, 
Rovere reports that ’the fears and suspicions which centre around 

... Senator McCarthy .. .  now ... count as an essential factor in 
policy making for the W est’, and concludes, ‘McCarthy has become 
the direct concern of the United States’ allies’ (ibid.: 14).

McCarthy’s single and potent weapon was the communist smear. 
From the very beginning he used it to devastating effect.

In 1950, just a few weeks after McCarthy’s Wheeling speech, 
Millard Tydings of Maryland had accepted the chairmanship of a 
committee that was to inquire into McCarthy’s charges against the 
State Department. Tydings was a titan in the Senate; no man seemed 
better established there than he, a Maryland patrician, a man of enor
mous wealth and a member of the inner circle of the Senate. In 1938 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, then at the very apex of his career, had tried 
to get Tydings, a reactionary as Roosevelt saw it, defeated. Roosevelt 
failed wretchedly. But McCarthy, a nobody in 1949, threw his 
weight against Tydings in 1950, and what happened? Tydings lost. 
(O f course the methods were somewhat different. Roosevelt went 
into Maryland and tried to persuade the voters to choose another 
man; McCarthy stayed in W ashington and sent agents into 
Maryland spreading the word that Tydings was pro-communist.) 
That same year (1950) McCarthy went gunning for Scott Lucas of 
Illinois, the Democratic floor leader. Lucas was also defeated. Rovere 
notes that Tydings’s role as McCarthy’s chief adversary passed to
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W illiam Benton, who had placed before the Senate a resolution call
ing for McCarthy’s expulsion. McCarthy was not expelled; Benton 
was, though, by the voters. W ith Lucas also gone, Ernest MacFarland 
of Arizona became the Democratic floor leader. McCarthy campaigned 
against him. MacFarland was also defeated. In 1951 McCarthy 
attacked the Secretary of State, General George Marshall, forced his 
resignation and altogether 'destroyed' his career.

McCanhy accused Truman’s Democratic administration in gen
eral of ‘conniving with and being supported by communists'. 'It 
tends now to be forgotten’, Rovere comments, ‘that McCarthy was 
almost as successful in obelising the Truman administration 
[1950—53] as he later was in demoralising [Eisenhower’s] govern
m ent' (ibid.: 16). Dean Acheson, Truman's Secretary of State, spent a 
large part of those years explaining to service organizations like Elks, 
Moose, Women Voters, Legionnaires that he was not corrupt, that he 
was opposed to communism, and that he did not hire traitors. To 
prove its virtue, the State Department hired John Foster Dulles and 
fired a number of career officers McCarthy had been attacking.

If the appointment of Dulles had been McCarthy's only influence 
on the State Department it would have been a lasting one. From 
1953 almost until his death in 1959 Dulles ran US foreign policy 
virtually as his private property, and with an unflagging anti
communist zeal (Roberts 1954:13; see Holsti 1965). It will be re
called that Dulles’s repeated attem pts to disrupt the Geneva 
Conference led the British Prime Minister, Anthony Eden, to conclude 
despairingly that ’the Americans seemed deeply apprehensive of 
reaching any agreement, however innocuous, with the communists’ 
(Eden 1960:127).

General Bedell Smith and Walter Robertson, who deputized for 
Dulles throughout most of the Geneva Conference, were both under 
personal attack by McCarthy as ’soft’ on communism (Hale 1954:14, 
16). A t McCarthy’s whim they were both liable to be hauled before 
his Senate Committee as ‘security risks'. McCarthy thus decimated 
the State Department of its more experienced and liberal-minded 
personnel. For example, of twenty-two members of the State 
Department’s China Service with more than ten years’ service, only 
two remained with it a year or so after McCarthy’s rise to p>ower. 
During 1952 alone McCarthy secured the removal of 534 people 
from the State Department on alleged ’security’ grounds —  without 
producing any evidence whatever of subversion or disloyalty 
(Horowitz 1967:104; Hale 1954:16). It was later widely believed 
that an ‘abused’ and demoralized foreign service resulted, one in
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which ‘diplomats abroad were ... reluctant to present objective 
reports for fear that Security [i.e. McCarthy’s disloyalty hunters] 
m ight hold som ething against them ’ (Hale 1954:17, 22 -4 ; 
Fullbright 1954:10).

The State Department's W hite Paper of 1949, United States 
Relations with China, was reprinted in 1967. The Introduction con
tains the following passages:

M cCarthy's charges [of Com m unist influence in the State D epartm ent] 
finally proved baseless, bu t in the m eantim e lives and careers were ruined 
and lasting harm  was done to the conduct of American foreign policy. The 
reception o f the W hite  Paper instructed many governm ent officials on the 
value o f caution . . .  Some of A m erica’s m ost able and best qualified China 
specialists were dismissed from the State D epartm ent . . .  O thers were 
transferred to  less sensitive positions . . .  Some were persuaded to accept 
early retirem ent. In any case, their long experience and in tim ate knowl
edge o f China were lost. Am ong the best known of these men were John  
C arter V incent, Jo h n  Stewart Service and John  Paton Davies. T heir reports 
on China in the 1940s stood the test of tim e . . .  Many of the reports for 
which they were condemned were penetrating insights into the Chinese 
political realities. They saw clearly, and warned their superiors, o f the 
dangers of tying the US irrevocably to a regime that was rapidly discredit
ing itself and m igh t well be unable to survive. For telling unpleasant tru ths 
about the nationalists they were later called Com m unists. Professor John 
K. Fairbanks' tr ib u te  to them  is no more than just: ‘These m en were true 
China specialists and we have no one like them  today [1967]. In our life
tim e we shall never again get th is m uch grasp o f the Chinese scene'. (China 
W h ite  Paper 1967)

For four years McCarthy silenced the most liberal and coura
geous politicians. The Democratic administration was driven to 
ridiculous demonstrations of anti-communism. For example, in the 
course of Senate hearings on Far Eastern policy, Dean Acheson and 
his immediate predecessor, General George Marshall —  both of 
them under savage attack by McCarthy —  testified that they would 
never so much as consider the recognition of communist China or 
support its admission to the United Nations. They assured the 
Senate that the very idea of recognition was so abhorrent to them 
and to other American diplomats that it was never even discussed 
in the Department of State (Rovere 1959:17—18). Deception, 
stupidity, stubbornness and a commitment to perpetuity —  these 
were the lengths to which McCarthy and McCarthyism drove these 
intelligent men.

In November 1952 a Republican adm inistration under
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Eisenhower and Nixon was elected. In 1953 this administration 
negotiated an armistice in Korea that the Democrats would almost 
certainly have been unable to accept —  because it would have given 
McCarthy additional grounds for impugning their loyalty. ‘I would 
have been crucified for that Armistice', Harry Truman said (ibid.: 18).

The Korean War, with its frustrations, its high toll of death and 
destruction, its eventual involvement of Chinese forces in long and 
bitter battles with American forces, unquestionably set and fixed US 
attitudes and policies towards Asia in the rigid mould that has 
shaped them for so long since. As Professor Bernard Fall (1967:219) 
has noted, it was the Korean War which 'put the French struggle in 
Vietnam in a new light, transforming it from a colonial war into an 
anti-communist crusade’.

Consider, for a moment, the likely import of the fact that 
Truman was captive to McCarthy’s forces in his handling of the 
Korean War. The Korean War began on 25 June 1950. About twelve 
weeks later the invaders had been driven back to the boundary of 
N orth Korea. Up to this date, casualties and destruction had been 
relatively light. Until the invasion of North Korea by US troops 
came in question (mid-August) there had been no sign or suggestion 
that China m ight enter the war (see W hiting I960).’ If Truman had 
wanted he could have moved to end the war after twelve weeks, at 
the 38th parallel. But, because of McCarthy’s dominance of the 
domestic scene, Truman had to reject repeated moves for a truce and 
negotiations from Russia, India and China; he had to ignore the 
explicit warnings given by China, as the US forces approached the 
38th parallel, that if US troops (as distinct from South Korean 
troops) entered North Korea, China would come into the war.

Instead, on 17 August 1950, Warren Austin, US Ambassador to 
the United Nations, argued that the war should be carried into 
N orth Korea. On 25 August Navy Secretary Francis Matthews 
(whom McCarthy had threatened to impeach for communist sym
pathies) anticipated the McCarthyist zeal within the formal US 
decision to invade N orth Korea. Matthews concluded that the 
American 'peace seeking policy, though it cast us in a character new 
to a true democracy —  an initiator of a war of aggression —  it 
would earn for us a proud and popular title —  we would become 
the first aggressors for peace’ (Horowitz 1967:119; W hiting 
1960:96). US troops invaded North Korea on 8 October. After a 
final warning, and a finally rebuffed appeal to the United Nations 
for a truce and negotiations, Chinese troops crossed the Yalu River 
into N orth Korea on 16 October.
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The Korean War continued for a further two and a half years, 
laid waste to the entire peninsula, increased US casualties fivefold 
and brought death and desolation to millions of civilians. An 
armistice was finally agreed near the 38th parallel, almost exactly 
where Truman could (and on every consideration of rationality and 
legality should) have ended the war only twelve weeks (rather than 
three years) after it began.

McCarthy and the Republican Party promoted an atmosphere of 
fear: fear of subversion within and of threat without. Posing, against 
this background, as the patriotic scourge of the ‘pro-communist’ 
democrat, and of ‘disloyal’, ’fellow-travelling’ liberals, intellectuals, 
etc., McCarthy won great popular support both within his own party 
and in the country at large. He was able to get his own candidates —  
often ex-FBI men —  into various key positions in the State 
Department and elsewhere, and under them he built up an elaborate 
‘security’ organization. The explicit objective of this organization was 
to search out ‘derogatory information' on staff and employees. 
Allegedly on the basis of such ’information’ he brought charges, 
which made the headlines, against anyone who opposed him. By 
1951 'he was a pure delight ... to the [Republican] campaign com
mittees, and the Republican organisations were in hot competition to 
have him come in with a load of documents on anyone who was 
giving them trouble’ (Rovere 1959:144). He was the highlight of the 
Republican Convention in 1952 and received a ‘wild and sickening 
demonstration of support’. As late as January 1954, four years after 
his rise to power, Gallup Poll results showed 50 percent of the 
American people to have a ‘favourable opinion of him; only 29 per
cent an unfavourable opinion’ (ibid.:24).

In January 1953 Eisenhower replaced Truman. The paralysis 
Truman suffered was as nothing to that which overcame President 
Eisenhower, at least during his first two years in office (a period 
embracing the Geneva Conference in 1954). Eisenhower had been 
forced into a large surrender even before he was elected. He had 
planned a small gesture of defiance. He would go into McCarthy’s 
Wisconsin and speak a few affectionate words about his old chief and 
patron, General Marshall (ex-Secretary of State, ex-Chairman Joint 
Chiefs of Staff), whom McCarthy had all but called a traitor. 
(McCarthy had said of Marshall that he was 'one in whose activities 
can be seen a pattern which finds his decisions ... always and invari
ably serving the world policy of the Kremlin’ [ibid.: 17]).

Concerned at the prospects of McCarthy’s fury at such an action, 
the party leaders in Wisconsin pleaded with Eisenhower to omit that
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part of his speech, which, according to Rovere, he did. McCarthy’s 
victory was made sweeter by the fact that he himself had played no 
part in gaining it. He had let it be known that Eisenhower could say 
whatever he pleased about Marshall and that he, McCarthy, couldn’t 
care less. He had even offered to remove himself from the campaign 
train at Wisconsin if that would make the general feel any better. 
But so great was the fear of him that Eisenhowever gave in, even 
though McCarthy had magnanimously said that this would not be 
necessary. In 1953 the very thought of Joe McCarthy could ‘shiver 
the W hite House timbers and send panic through the whole execu
tive branch’ (ibid.: 18).

W hen the Eisenhower administration took over, in January 
1953, McCarthy largely controlled appointments and dismissals at 
home and abroad. W hen the President appointed John Foster 
Dulles as Secretary of State, McCarthy appointed Scott McLeod as 
the State Departm ent’s personnel and security officer; and in the 
early days it was pretty much a toss-up whether Dulles or McLeod, 
who had prepared for a diplomatic career as an FBI agent in 
Manchester, had more influence in departmental affairs. When it 
came to appointing ambassadors and hiring and firing departmental 
officers Dulles cleared everything with McLeod, who cleared every
thing with McCarthy.

In the New York Times of 28 February 1954, Hanson Baldwin 
commented that ’whether President Eisenhower realises it or not, 
Senator McCarthy is now sharing with him command of the Army’. 
In February 1954 only one man (Fullbright) in a Senate of eighty 
-six members found it possible to vote against an appropriation of 
$214000 to support McCarthy’s activities. Top-level Democrats vied 
with McCarthy for the honour of being the toughest communist- 
fighter and they competed with the Republicans in a kind o f ‘slaver
ing praise of the FBI, an agency deeply involved in some of the worst 
of McCarthy’s offences’ (ibid.: 176).

McCarthy’s influence was all-pervasive. A few examples show this.
In 1953 McCarthy secured the burning of all books in American 

Information Service libraries throughout the world that were offen
sive to him ; from books suspected of being ‘soft’ on communism 
to detective stories by pro-communist authors. He secured the 
removal of the Chief of Intelligence, Major General Partridge, for 
including in the bibliography of a study course on Russia a book by 
a writer sympathetic to communism in which the author (Corliss 
Lamont) said that the Siberian masses were not likely to become 
anti-communist soon. He decimated the Voice of America organi
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zation of anyone suspected of liberal (i.e. anti-McCarthy) views. By 
the time McCarthy was through he had toppled most of the Voice 
leadership, forced the administration to disown it and sown despair 
and confusion through its ranks.

In February 1953, Eisenhower called in a millionaire business 
man (R. L. Johnson) to rescue the situation, and put him in charge of 
the International Information Administration —  covering all US 
information agencies abroad, including Voice of America broadcasts 
and 201 libraries in 89 countries. McCarthy at once told Johnson 
whom he must sack as 'pro-communist liberals’; told him he must 
ban 418 authors including such people as Arthur Schlesinger, John 
Dewey, Auden Louis Bromfield, Theodor Dreiser, Edmund Wilson 
—  and Foster Rhea Dulles, cousin to the Secretary of State!

Johnson bucked and appealed to Eisenhower. The only stand the 
President would take was to say that he thought ’we should not ban 
the detective-story writer Dashiell H am m ett’. Johnson appealed to 
Dulles —  to even less effect: ‘When I went to see him on June 15 
[Dulles] ... remarked plaintively "Why have they got my cousin on 
that list?’” Johnson was abandoned to McCarthy, who told him that 
unless he apologised and played ball there'd be no funds for his orga
nization. Johnson resigned. McCarthy had won (Merson 1954).

The scientific and university communities suffered similarly. 
Asked to comment on the situation in November 1954, almost five 
years after McCarthy’s rise to power, Albert Einstein wrote:

Instead o f trying to  analyse the problem  I may express my feelings in a 
short rem ark: I f  I would be a young man again and had to decide how to 
m ake m y living, I would not tty  to  become a scientist or scholar or teacher. 
I w ould rather choose to  be a p lum ber or peddler in the hope to find th a t 
m odest degree o f independence still available under present circumstances. 
(Reporter 18 N ovem ber 1954:8)

In the hysterically patriotic atmosphere McCarthy fostered, any 
sentiment or organization (especially the United Nations) directed 
towards international peace and goodwill was ‘subversive’ and ‘Un- 
American’. So extreme was the paranoia that even fluoridation was 
widely opposed throughout the US on the grounds that it was a form 
of ‘socialized medicine' and that it was a communist plot to break 
down the wills of the people. Opposition on these grounds was 
usually successful (Reporter 16 June 1955:28—30).

Finally, the flavour of the time can be gleaned from a few 
excerpts from a case history of a Bell Aircraft workman declared a 
'security risk’ because of his ‘past associations’.
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[M ike] had no idea of the specific charges levelled against him  or of 
who had requested the governm ent investigation . . .  The company fired 
M ike the m om ent it received word o f the screening board's decision, and 
three detectives hustled him  bodily ou t o f the plant.

D uring th e  days o f the T rum an loyalty program  [1 9 4 8 -5 3 ] Bell 
A ircraft used a system in w hich workers w ithout clearance wore an iden 
tifying label, a sort o f security version of the Star o f  David. Bell now fol
lows the general pattern , firing the 'risks' and then w aiting to  sec if  he 
wants to  figh t the case.

T he chances are good th a t employees discharged in th is way will give 
up  rather chan face the tim e expense and anguish o f fighting against the 
heavy odds inherent in  the present system . . .

A lthough a general effort to  protect the individual’s job rights is taking 
shape [i.e. in Ju ly  1954] it  has a long way to go. The firings continue. There 
remains the  m inority  among the rank and file who favour anything that 
w ill g e t the Reds. In some shops . . .  mem bers take personal reprisal against 
'lefties' identified by investigating com m ittees or clearance boards.

The consequences o f being fired as a security risk are always very great 
. . .  [The worker] loses the precious seniority that is the key to well-paying 
jobs. H is home, his family, his relationship w ith  his friends are all affected.

M ike, tough and confident as he is, finds it almost incomprehensible. 
‘Y ou know,’ he said, ‘there are kids around here that w on't talk to my six- 
teen-year-old daughter since th is has happened . . .  I d id n ’t  th ink  things 
like th is were supposed to happen in America.

Even the m an who is cleared and returns to work often finds his place 
on the job more difficult. There are always chose who thrive on suspicion. 
And the cleared m an m ust live w ith  the threat over him  that his file may 
be 're-activated' and the whole process begun again. (Reporter 6  Ju ly
1954:14-18)

Four and a half years after McCarthy's emergence the Reporter 
reflected on the just-concluded Oppenheimer case and assessed the 
overall situation:

Is there any citizen not exposed to  the decisions of loyalty boards, or the 
reprisals o f informers? Certainly not the m illions o f employees in indus
tria l concerns w ith  governm ent contracts —  and the governm ent happens 
to  be by far the largest custom er o f private business. Certainly not the hun 
dreds o f thousands o f teachers from university to  kindergarten who are 
exposed to  th e  raids o f disloyalty hunters all over the country . . .  There is 
no sphere o f activity, private or public, th a t can u ltim ately rem ain exem pt. 
(6  Ju ly  1954)

McCarthy's personal power came to an end late in 1954, but he 
retained a vast popular following. Even to the very end he was never
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repudiated by a majority of his own party. Drink and ill health 
brought his death two years later. But the intolerance and paranoia 
his crusade embodied continued largely unabated. Building on the 
propaganda programs of previous years, his purges reinforced the 
im prin ting of earlier times so that the McCarthy sentim ent contin
ued long after his death. The whole period of the Vietnam War has 
been little  more than the working out of the overheated temper 
which McCarthy gave US politics during a crucial five years. It is a 
measure, I believe, of the unconscious depth and the all-pervasiveness 
of McCarthy’s irrationally anti-communist legacy that, incredible as 
it may seem, most reputable studies of American foreign policy and 
the Vietnam War do not even mention McCarthy and his influence.



CHAPTER 5

RESHAPING  
THE TRUTH

At  the end of World War II the United States of America enjoyed 
an international pre-eminence in power, prestige and moral 
regard that is perhaps unprecedented in the history of human 
societies. Now, a mere thirty years later, American prestige and mora

authority have, for ten years, suffered an almost ceaseless sequence of 
damaging revelations. Cumulatively these revelations have produced 
an immense gulf between the claims expressed in popular images and 
official rhetoric and the increasingly visible and increasingly ugly 
reality behind the images and rhetoric. Hence the new euphemism 
for telling lies and being found out —  the credibility gap.

Consider for a moment the symbols by which Americans defined 
their dream and pictured social reality: the Statue of Liberty with its 
Christlike promise of succour and compassion to the poor and 
wretched of the earth; the Declaration of Independence with its noble 
proclamation of respect for the equal and inalienable rights of all men 
and women; the unending public litany of adulation for American 
freedom, American individualism and American democracy; a near 
religious commitment to the American form of free-enterprise eco
nomic system, with its supposed almost immaculate joining of pri
vate interest to public well-being.

Consider some of the harsh lines of the reality that has broken 
through the dreamtime image so long cherished:

� the elitist contempt of high American officials for the ordinary 
people they are supposed to serve that is implicit in the decades 
of sophisticated deceit and urbane barbarity revealed by the 
Pentagon Papers, deceit and urbanity that enabled those officials 
to wrest from the American people ‘democratic’ authority to des
olate three inoffensive peasant societies;
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� the very nadir of systematic abuse of minds and bodies by 
American institutions and policies that is revealed in Lieutenant 
Calley’s trial plea after the My Lai massacre: ‘nobody ever told us 
they were human’;

� the discovery that General Motors, Standard Oil and Firestone 
Tyres, publicly among the most patriotic and self-righteous of 
American corporations, had privately conspired together to 
destroy much of America's public transport system in order to 
boost the sale of their products (Snell 1974); and that ITT had 
not only continued during the war to operate factories in 
Germany that built bombers for the German Airforce, but sub
sequently collected $27 million indemnity from the American 
people because the American Airforce bombed ITT's German 
factories (Sampson 1974:45).

� finally, the most crushing blow of all —  the corruption that 
enveloped an American president and in no small measure the 
American presidency also, when it was cynically traded for a law
less pardon.

Moreover Nixon was, in 1972, no mistrusted or unwanted pres
ident. Since his fall it is common to hear people recall Nixon’s his
tory of deceit, ruthlessness and corruption running back twenty 
years. But in 1972 he was still the new, warm, almost lovable Nixon 
who (as responsible commentators observed in their role of official 
image-makers to his presidency) had grown, had gained a new 
stature, almost a new personality, under the sanctifying influence of 
the responsibilities of presidential office.

W hile the image-makers thus re-created and projected Nixon so 
that he won more popular votes than any previous presidential can
didate in American history —  in this very period, the presidential 
tapes reveal, the President and his highest aides and ministers were 
plotting, in the diction and the moral temper of a clique of Mafia 
thugs, how they m ight use the powers of the presidency even further 
to corrupt and deceive. Nor is there any longer, unfortunately, sub
stantial reason to believe that, if Kennedy or Johnson had been reck
less enough to pu t the reality behind their public images on as many 
spools of tape as Nixon, their credibility gaps would have been 
notably less.

The corruption of American ideals and American power which 
the past decade has revealed are an American tragedy. But, given 
the scale of American power, they constitute also a world problem 
of a quite different order of magnitude: an unpredictable source of
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exacerbation to the risk of nuclear annihilation. For this reason it is 
of the first importance to try to understand how the tragic deterio
ration in the American democratic system has come about —  and 
whether and how it m ight be remediable.

In so far as cultural history is continuous, any starting date for an 
explanation of the contemporary American malaise must be arbi
trary. That point acknowledged, I shall, for reasons I hope to make 
clear, start at the beginning of this century.

The most influential social thinkers in the recent history of 
American society have been William James and John Dewey. Both 
were men of exemplary character and generous humane intent. But 
just as Marx did not intend Stalin, so the intentions of James and 
Dewey have not determined the consequences of their theories. Both 
were pragmatists; that is to say, they made the truth of a belief 
depend not on the evidence which leads to its adoption but on the 
consequences which follow that adoption.

Because they were also popular evangelists for pragmatism, it is 
convenient to refer to James and Dewey for a summary characteriza
tion of the pragmatic outlook. (American culture has, of course, a 
much longer history of pragmatic preoccupation with appearances 
and consequences). As Boorstin (1961:212) succinctly observes: ‘The 
whole American tradition of pragmatism, from Benjamin Franklin, 
who insisted that it was less important whether any religious belief 
was true than whether the consequences of the belief were whole
some, down to William James ... has expressed a consuming interest 
in the appearance of things’. James (1907:75, 222, 299) held that ‘an 
idea is true so long as to believe it is profitable to our lives’ and that 
‘‘‘the true" .. .  is only the expedient in the way of our thinking, just 
as “the right" is only the expedient in the way of our behaving’. He 
maintained, for example, that if the belief that God exists works sat
isfactorily in the widest sense of the word, it is true; and added, ‘expe
rience shows that it certainly does work'.

Dewey (1920:128—30) similarly held that beliefs should be dis
tinguished as ‘good’ and ‘bad’, not as ‘true’ and ‘false’. Beliefs are 
good if believing them has beneficial consequences. ‘Facts’ do not 
exist for Dewey, Bertrand Russell (1945:825-6) observes, ‘in the 
sense that "facts” are stubborn and cannot be manipulated*. Dewey 
(1938:7—11, 118, 546) proposed to replace the notion of truth with 
the notion of ‘warranted assertibility’. Any belief which can be 
claimed to bring useful consequences may acquire ‘warranted assert
ibility ' on that ground alone.
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The notion of ‘warranted assertibility’ already has an air of 
W atergate about it. For the moment we shall not follow that par
ticular lead, expect to cite Russell's warning about any philosophy 
which, by making the consequences of a belief the test of its truth, 
delivers to powerful individuals and nations the right to say what 
beliefs shall be called 'good' or 'true'.

In all th is I feel a grave danger . . .  The concept o f 't ru th ' as som ething 
dependent on facts largely outside hum an control has been one o f the ways 
in w hich philosophy h itherto  has inculcated the necessary elem ent of 
hum ility . W hen th is check upon pride is removed, a further step is taken 
on the road toward a certain kind o f madness —  the intoxication o f power 
.. .  I am  persuaded th a t . . .  any philosophy which, however unintentional
ly, contributes to  [th is intoxication] is increasing the danger of vast social 
disaster. (Russell 1945:828)

For twenty years from about 1900 there was, in the American 
press, a 'flood of articles on pragmatism'. This flood was started by 
James and Dewey. James employed much vivid rhetoric such as 
'tru th  is what works’, 'the true is the expedient’ and ‘faith in a fact 
helps create the fact’ (Weisner 1958:180).

James and Dewey’s evangelism coincided with the growth of 
a ‘problem’ for business corporations, for which their pragmatic 
viewpoint authorized a congenial ’solution’; it was closely followed 
by the development of a mass communications technology (espe
cially radio and television) which greatly assisted the implementa
tion of that solution.

The pragmatic viewpoint —  denying the existence of a world 
independent of human belief —  advocated that human beings should 
resolve their problems and frustrations by adopting and promulgating 
any belief which ‘works’ to that effect. The following observations by 
V. O. Key, professor of government at Harvard University, indicate the 
congeniality of this viewpoint to American corporations in the politi
cal context that developed after 1900:

Businessmen are a small m inority highly vulnerable to political attack ... 
They . . .  have to depend on something other than their votes. They have to 
use their wits —  and their money —  to generate a public opinion that 
acquiesces in the enjoyment by business of its status in the economic order 

. . .  To gain public favour business associations employ in large numbers 
public relations experts, those masters of the verbal magic that transmutes 
private advantage into the public good . . .  [and] continuing propaganda cal
culated to shape public attitudes favourably toward the business system. 
(Key 1958:103)
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Thus as industrial power grew after 1900 a conscious policy of 
managing public attitudes to retain that power came to be adopted. 
From about 1920 an increasing number of corporations appointed 
public relations executives whose function was to deal in and with 
words, words designed to influence the public without necessarily 
involving any basic change of attitude or action on the part of the 
company (Bemays 1952:87).

By the m id-1930s a well-organized, nationwide business propa
ganda system had developed, a campaign concerned with selling the 
ideas and values of the free-enterprise system to the American 
people. The selling of these almost hallowed ideas also became an 
exercise in promoting pragmatic values, and this was done with slo
gans such as ‘all the traffic will bear', 'repetition is reputation' and 
'tru th  is believability’ (Brady 1943:292—3; Bursk 1948:372—84). 
After World War II business interests more and more used their 
public relations resources for the ‘dissemination of political ideolo
gy ... [until they produced] an almost overwhelming propaganda of 
doctrine ... [and] saturation of the media with advertising calculat
ed to sell ideas rather than merchandise’ (Key 1958:106—7).

By 1948 American business's anti-New Deal/socialist/commu
nist propaganda campaign was costing $100 million a year for such 
advertising alone (MacDougall 1952:568; Fortune September 
1950:78). The year 1950 brought an unplanned bonus in Senatorjoe 
McCarthy; and that profit, duly cultivated, brought in 1952 the 
final dividend to which the campaign was ultimately directed 
(Fortune September 1950:79; Moulton and McKee 1951:126): an 
end to twenty years of Democratic administrations (an unbroken 
period equal to the sum of all Democratic administrations in the 
ninety years before 1933).

One general point should not escape notice. There is a remark
able correspondence in attitude to truth between pragmatists and 
propagandists. Both justify the promotion of false beliefs wherever it 
is supposed that false beliefs have socially useful consequences. 
Indeed the principal difference between them consists perhaps in 
this: the ordinary propagandist may know that he is telling lies, but 
the pragmatist-propagandist, having redefined truth to make it 
indistinguishable from propaganda, is likely to become inescapably 
trapped in the supposedly ‘useful’ deceptions and illusions he 
approves as 'warranted assertibilities’.

I wish now to trace the growing accommodation of intellectuals 
associated with American industry to the partisan and pragmatic
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values of business, and the convenient rationales by which (as true 
pragmatists in their own right) they preserved their pretensions to 
integrity without handicap to their career chances.

Until 1900 American business corporations took a contemptuous 
attitude to public opinion. But from 1900 to 1910 Upton Sinclair 
and others so effectively exposed the exploitation and brutality of 
American industry that, as Fortune magazine wrote later, ‘business did 
not discover ... until its reputation had been all but destroyed ... that 
in a democracy nothing is more important than [public opinion]’ 
(‘Business is still . . . ’ 1949:198). This discovery led rapidly to the 
development of a profession of specialists in ‘public relations’ whose 
task it was to ensure that public beliefs about industry were such as 
to keep both industry and the public happy. (It should perhaps be 
recalled that, according to James and Dewey, any public belief that 
has such consequences is true.) Ivy Lee was the first great PR man. He 
taught business to use the press. But his ‘best known feat', as Fortune 
observes, ‘was to convert John D. Rockefeller, in the public mind, 
from an ogre to a benefactor’ (ibid.:70).

After Ivy Lee, Edward L. Bernays was the next major figure in 
the new propaganda-public relations field, a field he developed and 
dominated for the next thirty years. By 1937 Business Week, after not
ing that Bernays was ‘a nephew of Sigmund Freud, the great 
Viennese psychoanalyst’, observed that ‘Mr Bernays has attained 
corresponding stature in his own sphere of psychology’, which 
Business Week described as the motivation and control of the ‘mass 
m ind’ (23 January 1937:34).

A major application of the pragmatic conception of truth came 
in 1917. W ith American entry into World War I, a Committee on 
Public Information (better known as the Creel Committee) was 
formed. Bernays, who worked with the committee, reports that 
‘every known device of persuasion and suggestion [was employed] to 
sell our war aims to the American people’, who were initially unen- 
thusiastic. Bernays (1952:71, 75, 74) observed that the Creel 
Committee's ‘reports that the Germans were beasts and Huns were 
generally accepted. The m ost fantastic atrocity stories were 
believed’. The Creel Committee was generally credited with produc
ing ‘a revolutionary change in the sentiments of the nation’. Bernays 
considered that at the end of the war businessmen realized that the 
public could be harnessed to their cause in the same way that they 
were harnessed during the war to the national cause. N ot surpris
ingly, when Bernays and others associated with the Creel Committee 
‘returned to civilian life [they] applied (on behalf of business) the
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publicity methods they had learned during the war’ (ibid.:78).
The use of propaganda by corporations and industries to control 

public opinion grew, and Bernays prospered. Fortune magazine later 
wrote that ‘the 1920's ... were notable for the rise of E. L. Bernays 
[who] ... became known for what he called "the engineering of con
sent”, and for "creating news’” ('Business is still ... 1949:200). By 
1923 Bernays was giving courses in public relations and propaganda 
at New York University. In 1928 the American Journal of Sociology 
published a how-to-do-it article by Bernays (1928) entitled 
‘Manipulating Public Opinion’, in which Bernays paid tribute to 
sociologists for the help he obtained from their work.

From 1930 to I960 Professor Harold Lasswell held a position of 
academic leadership in the field of propaganda and communication 
comparable with Bernays’s leading role as a practitioner in the busi
ness world (see Crick 1959:176). In 1933, in an article for the 
Encyclopedia o f the Social Sciences, Lasswell cynically observes that since 
the 'masses are still captive to ignorance and superstition’, the arrival 
of democracy, in America and elsewhere, has ‘compelled the devel
opment of a whole new technique of control, largely through propa
ganda'. For propaganda, Lasswell continues, is 'the one means of 
mass mobilisation which is cheaper than violence, bribery or other 
possible control techniques’. Moreover he held (in conformity with 
the corporate view) that propaganda was essential in a democracy 
because ‘men are often poor judges of their own interests’ and must 
therefore be swayed by propaganda to make choices they would 
otherwise not make (Lasswell 1930—35:523, 524, 527).

Until the mid-1950s conscientious objection to the engineering 
of consent had been quite widely evident. But by 1947 the war for 
control over the American mind had all but been won. Objection to 
democratic propaganda on ethical grounds had almost completely 
disappeared by this time. One of the reasons for this silence was that 
by 1947 large numbers of social scientists and university departments 
were actively engaged in promoting the practices of consent- 
engineering —  largely because they worked on behalf of corporations.

In 1947 an article by Bernays entitled 'The Engineering of 
Consent’ was published in the prestigious Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Sciences. In this article Bernays offers a 
rationale for the use of propaganda in a democracy which Fortune 
magazine and others later adopted. The logic of this rationale con
sists in equating 'propaganda' with 'persuasion', and then with 
'democracy'. ‘The engineering of consent’, Bernays firmly and deceit
fully asserted, ‘is the very essence of the democratic process, the



freedom to persuade and suggest’. There would be many business
men today who would agree with these disingenuous sentiments.

By this date Bernays displayed the same elitist contempt for the 
ordinary citizen and for democracy that we saw in Lasswell in 1933. 
Bernays (1947:114—15) observed that the average American adult 
‘has only six years of schooling ... [Therefore] democratic leaders 
m ust play their part in ... engineering consent... Today it is impos
sible to overestimate the importance of engineering consent; it 
affects almost every aspect of our daily lives’.

In 1949 Bernays was honoured by the American Psychological 
Association for his contributions to science and society (‘Edward L. 
Bernays ... ’ 1949:265). In the same year Fortune magazine, follow
ing Bemays’s lead, observed that ‘it is as impossible to imagine a 
genuine democracy without the science of persuasion [i.e. propagan
da] as it is to think of a totalitarian state without coercion'. Such a 
paucity of imagination is unusual. Fortune continued: T he  daily ton
nage output of propaganda and publicity ... has become an impor
tant force in American life. Nearly half of the contents of the best 
newspapers is derived from publicity releases; nearly all the contents 
of the lesser papers ... are directly or indirectly the work of PR 
departm ents’ (‘Business is still . . .  ’ 1949:69).

In 1950 a particularly m ordant description by Lasswell 
(1950:180) of the role of propaganda in (American) democracy was 
republished in a set of readings ‘representative of the best work in 
the field’:

Conventions have arisen which favour the ventilation o f opinion and the 
taking o f votes. M ost of th a t w hich formerly could be done by violence and 
in tim idation  m ust now be done by argum ent and persuasion. Democracy 
has proclaim ed the dictatorship  o f [debate], and the technique o f d ic ta t
ing to  the d ictator is named propaganda.

One voice in opposition to these cynical rationalizations was 
Professor William Albig of Illinois University. In 1956 Albig 
(1957:14) reviewed the work of the previous twenty years on public 
opinion and related subjects. He observed that in that time ‘there has 
been more organised study of public opinion in the U.S . . . .  and more 
special pleading and propaganda ... than in all previous cultural his
tory’. Albig found that whereas before 1936 there had been continu
ous concern ‘with questions of ethics in relation to the formation and 
effects of public opinion’, this concern had largely disappeared from 
later writing and research. By contrast he found in the later work evi
dence of the intense excitement of professionals at the vision of the
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possibility of increased psychological control of their fellow men, and 
evidence also of 'further degeneration of respect for their target, the 
common man'. Albig concluded his review with the warning that 
'many of the younger social scientists' had not ‘adequately pondered' 
the likely political results of the values and assumptions expressed in 
their work (ibid.:21—2). Such pondering of course would have usually 
led to them losing their contracts with business.

In 1961 an American historian, Daniel Boorstin, published a 
book entitled The Image; or What Happened to the American Dream. 
Boorstin, who is now librarian of the Library of Congress, was much 
concerned about the effects of the huge growth in advertising and 
associated propaganda. One major effect, in his view, had been a pop
ular shift from concern with ideals’ to concern with 'images'. It is 
instructive to compare Boorstin's description of American society in 
I960 with the ideas about truth promoted by James and Dewey fifty 
years earlier. Boorstin (1961:84, 205) wrote that ‘the “corporate 
image” .. .  is, of course, the most elaborately and expensively con
trived of the images of our age’, and that 'the momentous sign of the 
rise of image-thinking and its displacement of ideals is, of course, the 
rise of advertising’. Boorstin considered that Americans have under
estimated the effect of the rise of advertising. ‘We think it has meant 
an increase of untruthfulness. In fact it has meant a reshaping of our 
very concept of truth.'

In consequence of this reshaping, Boorstin saw that ‘not truth 
bu t credibility is the modern [American] test. We share this stan
dard with the advertising men themselves’. He considered that all 
American ‘citizen—consumers are daily less interested in whether 
something is a fact than in whether it is convenient that it should be 
believed'. As a nation, Boorstin observed that Americans

have come to th in k  . . .  th a t our m ain problem  is abroad. How to  'project' 
our images to  the world? Y et the problem  abroad is only a sym ptom  o f our 
deeper problem  at home. W e have come to believe in our own images, till 
we have projected ourselves ou t o f th is world [so that] now, in the height 
o f our power . . .  we are threatened by a new and peculiarly American m en
ace . . .  I t  is the menace of unreality . . .  W e risk being the first people in 
history to  have been able to  m ake their illusions so vivid, so persuasive, so 
'realistic ' th a t they can live in them . W e are the m ost illusioned people on 
earth. Y et we dare not become disillusioned, because our illusions are the 
very house in w hich we live; they are our news, our heroes . . .  our very 
experience. (ib id .:227, 212, 241, 240)

Thus by I960, thirty years after the American Journal of Sociology 
had published Bernays's article 'Manipulating Public Opinion',
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American public opinion had been manipulated, in Boorstin's 
phrase, ‘out of this world'. In less than another decade, the pragmat
ic displacement of ‘tru th ’ by desirable belief and of stubborn facts by 
‘warranted assertibilities' had played a manifest part in producing 
the outcome Russell warned about in 1945: ‘a certain kind of mad
ness —  the intoxication of power .. .  increasing the danger of vast 
social disaster'.

And so to Vietnam and Watergate and the difficult road back to 
truth  and an honouring of the democratic rights of citizens —  a road 
which cannot be totally traversed until the subject of propaganda 
and its control in American society —  almost entirely neglected for 
forty years by political scientists —  is afforded an urgent priority. 
The key political problems confronting the United States have nei
ther changed nor ameliorated since Professor Robert Dahl defined 
them in 1959. ‘How much', he asked, ‘of the generally, favourable 
attitude of Americans toward business [and the consequent] absence 
of any well-defined alternative can be attributed to deliberate efforts 
to manipulate attitudes?’

If government of the people by the people for the people has any 
meaningful sense and if the American Dream is not to end in a busi
ness-appointed, more adroitly managed version of Orwell's 1984, 
then it is of cardinal importance that the problems described by 
Dahl are brought to light. That light would subvert those pragmat
ic processes for manufacturing consent and would lead to the devel
opment of a more critical cultural consciousness.
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CHAPTER 6

GRASSROOTS AND  
TREETOPS PROPAGANDA

Australian adoption of US fashions tends to occur with a time- 
lag, and large-scale opinion management is no exception. The 
long period of Democratic Party rule from 1932 to 1952, and 
American business’s responses to it, find close parallels in fairl

recent developments in Australia. Some points of similarity can be 
illustrated in relation to what have been termed ‘grassroots' and 
'treetops1 propaganda.

Roosevelt’s election in 1932 and re-election in 1936 'shocked 
businessmen all over the country’ (Rippa 1958:53), so business 
turned to 'the development of structures and techniques for “edu
cating” the public on a nationwide basis’ (Cleveland 1947:323). For 
this purpose the president of the National Association of 
Manufacturers (NAM) wrote, 'all channels through which the public 
may be reached must be used’ (Tedlow 1976:30-1).

In Australia the election of a Labor government in 1972 ‘shocked 
Australian capitalism greatly’, Geoff Allen (1976) reported. (Allen 
was for a time executive director of the Business Council.) In April 
1973 the Australian Chamber of Commerce launched a nationwide 
'economic education campaign’. Following the Whitlam government’s 
re-election in 1974 ex-Liberal minister Allen Fairhall ‘called for a 
national "propaganda” organisation’ which would ’use all the tech
niques ... available’ to communicate with the public. Supported by 
some ‘large initial donations’ from leading corporations, the new 
organization, to be known as Enterprise Australia, was ‘ready to take 
off in November 1975. However, in deference to the constitutional 
coup in which W hitlam  was sacked by the Governor-General on 11 
November, the launching was delayed until April 1976. Enterprise 
Australia was expected, Allen reported, to be ‘by far the most impor
tant group in the propaganda warfare for capitalism’.
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Enterprise Australia (EA) is primarily concerned with popular 
proselytizing for a reactionary or so-called 'dry’ economic viewpoint. 
Its principal audiences comprise schoolchildren, tertiary students, 
teachers, industrial employees and the general public. In recent years 
EA has given greatly increased attention to promotion of ‘human 
relations'-type programs in industry, including employee participa
tion, leadership training and quality circles.

Enterprise Australia has met some resistance from teachers and 
teachers' unions in the public school sector, but relatively little from 
other unions. For several years its head, Jack Keavney, claimed 
repeatedly that EA had achieved greater acceptance from unions than 
had any comparable management-sponsored organization overseas. 
Fortunately Australian unions have recently recognized the need to 
distance themselves from EA. Altogether EA's activities are meeting 
enlightened resistance from a fairly sceptical Australian society. How 
much these propaganda activities have contributed to the present 
conservative economic climate is difficult to estimate. They are, 
however, slowly accustoming the Australian community to the idea 
that it is an appropriate part of business’s role in democracy to judge 
what beliefs we must hold in order to be 'economically educated’, 
and to spend vast amounts of tax-deductible dollars to secure such 
beliefs. If  the proselytizers are ever able to make that idea as accept
able here as it is in the United States, the prospects for Australian 
democracy, and especially for the Australian unions, will be serious.

The kind of propaganda that was employed on such a large scale in 
the United States in the period around World War II is known as 
'grassroots’ propaganda. Its purpose is to reach as vast a number of 
people as possible in order to change public opinion so that it is sym
pathetic to business interests. This is Enterprise Australia's objective 
also. American experience from the 1930s to the 1950s provides a 
useful perspective on the propaganda techniques EA and some other 
Australian business agencies are likely to adopt. But developments 
in Australia have also borrowed from a new assault on public opin
ion by American business during the 1970s.

The 1970s propaganda campaign in the United States largely 
replicated the grassroots program of 1945-50. To this extent it con
tains little that is novel excepts for its scale and its impact on US 
politics. But the 1970s campaign also involved a great expansion of 
a more sophisticated form of propaganda which one m ight call, for 
purposes of distinction, 'treetops' propaganda, aimed at the leaders 
of society.
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Rapid growth in this form of contemporary propaganda is the 
hallmark of the neo-conservative movement wherever it appears. 
Indeed the sole novelty of the neo-conservative movement lies in its 
demonstrated capacity to recruit intellectuals who will convert, in an 
elite version of the factory system, millions of corporate dollars into 
up-market propaganda for corporate interests.

G rassroots p ro p a g a n d a
For more than a decade after the McCarthy period, business in the 
United States had little trouble with critical public opinion, or of 
anything else American. But first Vietnam, then Watergate, changed 
all that and produced a disastrous collapse in public regard for all 
American institutions, and for business in particular. To counter this 
critical public sentiment the Advertising Council in 1975 once again 
initiated a national program of conservative ‘economic education’ on 
a scale similar to the postwar program. In 1977 Fortune described the 
continuing Ad Council campaign as ‘a study in gigantism, saturating 
the media and reaching practically everybody’ (Weaver 1977:188). 
By 1978, according to an expert witness before a Congressional 
inquiry, American business was spending $US1000 million per 
annum on grassroots propaganda (Baxter et al. 1978:67). This expen
diture was aimed at persuading the American public that their inter
ests were the same as business's interests.

The effectiveness of this new billion dollar propaganda program 
was monitored by a standardized, vastly detailed poll sponsored by 
the Advertising Council and repeated every twelve months. By 1980 
the annual poll showed that ‘the proportion of Americans who think 
there is too much government regulation’ —  a matter at the very 
heart of the New Right propagandists’ concerns —  'had risen from 
42% ... to 60% ’ (MacDougall 1980). Ronald Reagan’s election 
followed. A New York firm which specializes in monitoring public 
opinion for business reviewed the changed mood of American politics 
and wrote: ‘Between Jim m y Carter’s election in 1976 and Ronald 
Reagan’s victory in 1980, the outlook of the American people under
went one of those decisive shifts that historians generally label as 
watershed events’. The review quaintly speculates about possible 
explanations for the startling reversal of public opinion it reports. 
Naturally it entirely overlooks business's billion dollar propaganda 
campaigns (Yankelovich and Kaagan 1981:696—714). Again, as in 
1919—21 and 1945—50, a business-sponsored assault on public opin
ion brought about a dramatic nationwide swing to conservatism.
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And yet the social and moral significance of buying public opinion 
with this kind of money and what it means for democracy has not 
been raised in any substantial way by social scientists.

Treetops p ro p a g a n d a
'Treetops' propaganda is not directed at the person on the street. It 
is directed at influencing a select group of influential people: policy
makers in parliament and the civil service, newspaper editors and 
reporters, economics commentators on TV and radio. Its immediate 
purpose is to set the terms of debate, to determine the kinds of ques
tions that will dominate public discussion —  in a word to set the 
political agenda in ways that are favourable to corporate interests.

As this tactic succeeds, public discussion no longer assumes, for 
example, that affluent societies have a first responsibility to provide 
jobs for all who want them, and the debate is instead about whether 
6 or 10 percent is a 'natural' (and by implication acceptable) level of 
unemployment. It is no longer taken for granted that we have a 
right to clean air; rather the debate centres on how far the cost to 
industry for polluting the community is economically acceptable. 
The debate ceases to be about how far and in what areas it is neces
sary for government to be involved in the economy and centres 
instead on arguments for reduced government involvement and 
timetables for achieving this. The debate is no longer about the 
social role of unions but about the best way to reduce union powers. 
And finally, with successful treetops propaganda the debate will 
never be about the curtailment of the manipulative power of con
temporary corporations.

The tactic by which such changes in the political agenda are 
secured is for the corporations to search out articulate conservative 
economists and amenable academics, gather them together in lavishly 
funded tax-deductible think-tanks and pay them handsomely to 
inundate relevant debate with an endless stream of books and 
research reports. This development proceeded at an extraordinary 
pace in the United States during the 1970s. From there it is now in 
process of rapid transfer to Australia, and it has made considerable 
progress in Britain also.

The principal conservative think-tank in Britain is the Institute 
of Economic Affairs (IEA). It has published, subsidized and dissem
inated a very large amount of free-market-oriented literature and is 
widely credited with significant contribution to the emergence of 
the Thatcher era. In 1978 Lord Ralph Harris, the director of the
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Institute, provided a succinct account of the two levels of propagan
da activity that I have distinguished, and their relationship. ‘A 
growing army of IEA economists in the broad classical liberal tradi
tion’, Harris reports (1978:10-12), ‘have kept up their long range, 
long-term, scholarly bombardment of one enemy position after 
another'. Harris rejects the view of some businessmen that 'all effort 
should be concentrated on simple propaganda aimed at the man in 
the street’. This approach, he objects, is like supposing ‘that ground 
troops could advance without support from the intellectual artillery 
to soften up the enemy’s entrenched strong points’. ‘Would an army 
commander send in his best infantry before aerial bombardment?’ 
The business-supported output of Harris’s ‘army’ of free-market 
economists is distributed in Australia by the business-funded Centre 
for Independent Studies (Sydney) among others.

In the United States the work of many private think-tanks which 
develop policies on a range of national issues is known as ‘policy 
research.’ Such organizations have been around for a long time, some 
more right-wing, like the Conference Board and the Hoover 
Institute, others less so, like the Brookings Institution and the 
Committee for Economic Development. The 1970s saw the emer
gence of an aggressive new breed among these organizations, which 
were lavishly funded by corporations and produced an endless flow 
of market-oriented studies. Perhaps most importantly, the new 
think-tanks placed a quite new emphasis on promoting and dissem
inating their products nationwide —  that is, on proselytizing. It is 
this aspect of their work which justifies the label ‘treetops 
propaganda’. The new, or revitalized, think-tanks and the scholars 
they recruited virtually created the neo-conservative movement of 
the 1970s (Rosen 1976:39^40). I shall discuss three of the more 
prominent among the think-tanks.

The most important of the new think-tanks is the American 
Economic Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI). It is the home 
base and long-time patron of Irving Kristol, guru of the neo
conservative movement. AEI’s board of trustees is comprised ‘almost 
entirely of representatives of major corporations’. Its budget grew 
from less than $1 million in 1970 to over $7 million in 1978, its staff 
from 24 to 125, and in addition it has 100 adjunct scholars working 
on AEI-sponsored studies. In 1977 its ‘vast outpouring of material 
and activities', the New York Times reported, ‘included 54 studies, 22
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forums and conferences, 15 analyses of important legislative 
proposals, 7 journals and newsletters, a ready-made set of editorials 
sent regularly to 105 newspapers, public affairs programs carried by 
more than 300 television stations and centers for display of AEI 
material in some 300 college libraries’.

In 1978 Irving Kristol was co-chairman of a new drive to raise a 
|6 0  million endowment for AEI (Crittenden 1978a:9). Although 
among the largest, AEI is only one among many business-sponsored 
centres of policy research in the United States.

The Heritage Foundation, established in 1973, and a little smaller 
than the AEI, is a particularly vigorous proselytizer for neo-conser
vatism. It is the recent home of Professor Owen Harries, sometime 
adviser to Malcolm Fraser. As a cheer-leader for the market economy, 
the Heritage Foundation organizes communication among what it 
calls a ‘Resource Bank [of) a thousand academics and several hundred 
other policy research groups’ (Gruber 1986:126).

In 1978 the president of the foundation, Dr Edwin Feulner, 
addressed an international conference of corporate opinion man
agers which were assembled in London. ‘The American public pol
icy arena’, he reported happily, ‘is awash with in-depth academic 
studies’. He went on to explain how the dominance of public 
debate by free-market think-tanks is effective ‘in keeping ... 
debate w ithin its proper perspective’. To assist this result the foun
dation provides newspaper columns,published as local editorials, 
to ‘several thousand newspapers’ throughout the United States 
(Feulner 1978:21-4).

The last American think-tank I shall discuss is the Business 
Roundtable. Founded in 1972, the Roundtable comprises the chief 
executive officers of 194 of America’s largest corporations. Its 
membership represents approximately half the G N P of the United 
States (McQuaid 1981:115). The Roundtable’s G N P is greater 
than the G N P any country in the world apart from the United 
States. It is a prototypical treetops propaganda and lobbying orga
nization. In the same year it was founded, Justice Lewis Powell 
(shortly afterwards elevated to the Supreme Court by the Nixon 
adm inistration) wrote a famous memorandum for the US Chamber 
of Commerce which was a virtual manifesto for the neo-conserva
tive movement. In it Powell urged business ‘to buy the top acade
mic reputations in the country to add credibility to corporate s tud 
ies and give business a stronger voice on the campuses’. In the fol
lowing decade business founded and funded more than forty chairs 
of Free Enterprise, with appropriately selected incumbents (Green



and Buchsbaum 1980:15; Montgomery 1981:C1, C5).
The Roundtable has added prestige and a powerful political 

focus to the mobilization of intellectuals on behalf of corporate inter
ests. It maintains fifteen ‘task forces’ which produce ‘position papers’ 
on various issues. A study by Ralph Nader’s organization says that 
the Roundtable buys supporting research 'through the hiring of 
expensive consultants and the sponsoring of academic studies’. 
Economist Arthur Okun of the Brookings Institution has observed 
in this connection: ‘O f course much of the evidence will be self- 
serving. Some briefs I have seen ... just couldn’t represent the 
earnest professional judgement of their authors’. The development 
and dissemination of information, the Nader study concludes, ’is a 
cornerstone activity of any lobbying group, especially the 
Roundtable. Money generates information in the form of studies 
[and] position papers ... And the Roundtable has access to all the 
money it needs’ (Green and Buchsbaum 1980:32, 95).

The Roundtable maintains an image of statesmanlike modera
tion. However, ‘the dominant purpose leading to [its] formation’, 
the Nader report finds, ‘was a desire to combat and reduce union 
power'; and ‘it proclaims moderation while sabotaging moderate 
reform’. Officially the Roundtable does not engage in grassroots 
propaganda, preferring ‘to pressure Congress with the best infor
mation money can buy’. But covertly it works closely with grass
roots activists like the NAM and the Chamber of Commerce. 
Roundtable members consider their defeat of labour law reform 
and consumer protection bills in 1977—88 'to be their largest vic
tories’. It is instructive to consider some of the means the 
Roundtable and its allies employed to achieve these victories
(ibid.: 115-17, 98 -9 , 79).

The d e fe a t  o f  la b o u r  la w  re form
The proposed labour law reform act sought to secure some limited 
reduction in the peculiarly American handicaps which affected the 
capacity of a declining union movement to recruit new members. It 
sought to do this by preventing managements from indefinitely 
delaying representation elections and by allowing unions access to 
the workplace and to present the case for unionization wherever 
managements called meetings of employees to argue against union
ization. The Business Roundtable joined the NAM, the Chamber of 
Commerce and others in a National Action Committee to wage all- 
out war on the bill.
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W hile its associates flooded Congress with stimulated mail run
ning to millions of letters and postcards ‘attacking the power and 
legitimacy of organised labour’, the National Action Committee 
kept a relatively low profile. It hired a public relations firm to 
manage its ‘enormous grass roots efforts’ which, in an update of the 
Mohawk Valley Formula, were directed at stimulating public senti
m ent hostile to unions. To this end opinion surveys were used for 
publicity 'as quickly as the pollsters could produce the right result. 
In addition, 329 pages of editorials opposing labour law reforms 
were prepared and distributed to local papers country-wide’ 
(ibid.: 119—23 and Appendix C). In December 1977, as though to 
signal an all-out war on labour, the president of the NAM 
announced the formation of the ‘Council on a Union Free 
Environment’ which would, he said, be the first ‘single-purpose 
national organisation devoted to the maintenance of a union-free 
environment in the United States’ (Mills 1979:98).

The Roundtable and its allies also organized a national distribu
tion of cartoons, pamphlets, ads and newsletters in opposition to the 
Consumer Protection Agency (CPA). The Roundtable hired a public 
relations firm to distribute canned editorials and cartoons to 1000 
daily newspapers and 2800 weeklies. Portions of the distributed 
materials were published —  without indication of source —  approx
imately 2000 times. The Roundtable also sponsored a fraudulent 
poll which claimed to show 81 percent of Americans opposed to the 
CPA in opposition to independent polls which claimed to show 2 to 
1 in favour. The Chamber of Commerce exploited the fraudulent poll 
by promoting its results in full-page ads in the New York Times and 
elsewhere. (Green & Buchsbaum 1980:111—14, 38—9; Percy 
1977:20). The chamber also ‘gathered editorials from hundreds of 
newspapers, including ... Chamber-originated editorials, and dis
tributed them to law-makers in an effort to show widespread grass
roots support for the Chamber’s positions' (MacDougall 1980).

Despite the Roundtable’s covert involvement in grassroots 
propaganda, its most important role by far remained at the treetops 
level of policy research and related pressure on Congress. By 1976 
the Roundtable was already, Business Week reported, ‘the most pow
erful voice of business in W ashington’, eclipsing the NAM and the 
Chamber of Commerce (‘Business’ Most Pow erful. . . ’ 1976:60). The 
defeat of the bill for a consumer protection agency was, Fortune 
reported in 1980, ‘a signal victory’ for the Roundtable and 'in retro
spect a watershed in the history of consumerism’ (Guzzardi 
1980:49). A review of the Roundtable’s history in The Nation sums
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up the Roundtable’s achievements. After a decade of defeat for the 
trade union movement, segments of a divided and weakened labour 
movement 'are now negotiating with key Roundtable figures for a 
separate peace. W ith this final twist, the New Deal comes full circle. 
In the late 1970s, as in the late 1920s, the business of America is 
business, and the populace cannot imagine it otherwise' (Ferguson 
and Rogers 1979:625).

As in 1919—21 and 1946-50 so in 1976-80: complete business 
hegemony over American society was re-established. On each occa
sion the same propaganda and public relations methods (if only with 
increased sophistication) have accomplished the same result: the 
closing of the American mind.

E d u ca t io n  an d  the  tree  m arke t
Intervention by corporate interests in the American educational sys
tem for the purpose of checking the growth of tolerant values 
opposed to free-market conservatism had influential support in the 
late 1960s. Lewis F. Powell was (until his elevation to the Supreme 
Court in 1972) an early and influential advocate of the view that 
business should restrict its financial support to educational and 
research centres of an adequately conservative temper. George Will, 
perhaps the most widely read and influential of American colum
nists, has, for almost a decade, advocated a similar economic purge 
of colleges and universities whose temper is insufficiently right- 
wing. So also has William Simon, secretary to the Treasury from 
1973 to 1977. Simon’s contributions will serve to illustrate, if a 
little flamboyantly, the values and scale of the more intellectual com
ponent of the campaign to reshape the political agenda that has led 
to the dominance of the neo-conservative movement.

In 1978 Simon published a best-seller entitled A Time {or Truth 
—  presumably with a little help from his neo-conservative friends 
and certainly to applause from Nobel Prize winners Friedman and 
Hayek, who both contributed forewords. It sold 180000 copies in 
hard cover alone. W ritten for a popular audience, the book concen
trates on evoking fear and a sense of crisis: fear that everything 
Americans hold dear is under immediate threat from subversive 
intellectuals who seek to perpetuate the allegedly dangerous 
purposes of Roosevelt's New Deal. Its 240 pages endlessly reiterate 
a central fraudulent claim: 'The connection between economic and 
political freedom ... is real and unbreakable ... to lose one is to lose 
the other ... A nation that decreases its economic freedom must be



T a k i n g  t h e  R i s k  o u t  o f  D e m o c r a c y

less politically free’. In consequence, so the argument went, unless 
government regulatory intrusions on corporations are halted and 
rolled back American democracy will shortly collapse under a social
ist dictatorship (Simon 1978a: 14, 32). Simon applauds a ‘brilliant’ 
film on this theme, The Incredible Bread Machine (to which both he 
and Milton Friedman contributed commentaries). He observes with 
satisfaction that fifteen million people in the United States have seen 
the film and that 1200 prints of it are still circulating the country 
(ibid.:224). A paperback edition of Simons book was published in 
Australia by McGraw-Hill in 1979- It was reviewed with pre
dictable hyperbole by Peter Samuel, who claimed it was having a 
great impact on federal parliamentarians.

Simon (1978a:191, 222; 1978b:6) offers an analysis of economic- 
political problems in 1978 and solutions to them. The Carter admin
istration is, he asserts, ‘careening with frightening speed towards 
collectivism’. The regulatory agencies of ‘an economic police state’ 
are spreading ‘terror’ among the corporations. Simon, explicitly 
following Irving Kristol, attributes this crisis of American democra
cy to the pervasive influence of un-American intellectuals (Simon 
1978a: 193—5; Kristol 1975). He asks 'W hat then can we do?’ and 
responds chat 'funds generated by business must rush by the m ulti
millions’ to the rescue. Some major foundations (he instances the 
Ford Foundation) have been ‘taken over'. By whom? By the 'philo
sophical enemies’ of capitalism, people of egalitarian outlook. The 
only possible solution is to create new foundations which will ‘serve 
explicitly as intellectual refuges for the non-egalitarian scholars and 
writers in our society ... They m ust be given grants, grants and more 
grants in exchange for books, books and more books’ (Simon 
1978a:228—31).

Simon also proposed that business support must be withdrawn 
from (among others) ‘America’s major universities [which] are today 
churning out young collectivists by legions’. But business support 
‘must flow generously’ to teaching and research centres that promote 
correct doctrine. Similarly, media sympathetic to conservative busi
ness views must be supported, but ‘if a newspaper or magazine or 
broadcasting station wishes to serve as an ... agency for those who 
assault the capitalist system it should be entirely free to do so. 
W ithout capitalist money’ —  by which Simon means without adver
tising (‘Simon: Preaching . . . ' 1978:1).

In the same year (1978) Simon became president of the Olin 
Foundation, established by the former chairman of the $1 billion 
Olin Corporation. The foundation concentrates on support for



G r a s s r o o t s  a n d  T r e e t o p s  P r o p a g a n d a

'scholarship in the philosophy of a free society and a free market'. As 
reported by the New York Times,

th a t means . . .  g rants to such institu tions as the American Enterprise 
In s titu te , th e  H oover In s titu tio n , support for the  Friedm an and 
W attenberg  television programs and funding of centres for the study of 
free enterprise. In all the foundation and Mr O lin  . . .  give some $3 m illion 
a year to  such projects, (ibid.: 1)

In 1978 Olin and Simon were in the process of establishing yet 
another foundation which would be 'based on a suggestion by Irving 
Kristol’. Its distinctive role would be to 'encourage corporations not 
yet involved in promotion of the free-market system to open their 
coffers’. The new organization, the Institute of Economic Affairs, 
would be administered jointly 'by scholars and business and founda
tion people' and would act as a consulting body for 'corporations wish
ing to finance conservative research projects' (ibid.:9).

IEA’s board of trustees is comprised almost entirely of represen
tatives of major corporations. It is headed by the vice-chairman of 
Mobil Corporation, which in 1975 was already spending $5 million 
per annum on advocacy advertising (Sethi 1977:17). IEA’s budget 
grew from less than $1 million in 1970 to over $7 million in 1978, 
its staff from 24 to 125 plus 100 'adjunct scholars’ working on IEA- 
sponsored studies.

The following year (1979) Irving Kristol was co-chairman of a 
new IE A drive to raise a $60 million endowment. Since 1983 the list 
of IEA-sponsored scholars has included the Australian Prime 
Minister Malcolm Fraser. IEA is only one, although among the 
largest, of many privately financed policy research centres in the 
United States.

I spent 1977 in the United States and could scarcely avoid 
observing that most university libraries I had occasion to use con
tained about a foot of index cards to publications by the IEA. 
Returning to Australia, I believed I had got some measure of IEA’s 
activities substantially ahead of its influence reaching Australia. I 
was in consequence disconcerted to find on entering the library of 
my home university (the University of New South Wales) that an 
entire foyer was occupied with a display of selected books from 250 
titles which had been donated to the library by the IEA. These dona
tions established the University of New South Wales Library as an 
IEA Public Policy Research Centre. Four years later the donated 
titles had reached 400.

Before returning to the Australian context brief mention must be
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made of another significant —  and certainly symbolic —  American 
academic development. From early in the 1960s American corpora
tions began to fund chairs of free enterprise with the explicit purpose 
of promoting and defending the free-enterprise system. Examples of 
these ‘chairs for propaganda’ are the Goodyear Chairs of Free 
Enterprise at Kent State University and the University of Akron, the 
W. H. Davies Chair of the American Free Enterprise System at Ohio 
State University and the Irwin Maier Chair of American Enterprise at 
the University of Wisconsin. The first such chair was established at 
Georgia State University in 1963; the next was not established till 
1974. By 1978 there were twenty; by 1981 there were more than forty 
(Thompson 1977:19; Alsop 1978:1, 37). In Australia the first propos
al for a chair of free enterprise came in 1981 from the country-based 
National Party in Queensland, with ‘substantial financial support’ 
promised by sympathetic businessmen (Broadbent 1981). To date 
[1976] negotiations on the matter with the University of Queensland 
and the Queensland Institute of Technology have been unsuccessful.

A u stra lia n  tree top s p ro p a g a n d a
Early in 1980 Anne Stewart, research officer with the Vehicle 
Builders Employees Federation, described —  with an admirable 
breadth of vision —  the anti-union offensive of the 1970s which so 
badly weakened labour in the United States, and warned that a sim 
ilar offensive was in prospect here. Stewart's analysis (1980:484—9) 
provides a perspective that extends from the American Business 
Roundtable to its Australian counterpart and is as instructive for 
what it got wrong as for what it got right.

Stewart identifies the anti-union drive in the United States with 
the Roundtable and especially with its success in using the law and 
Congress against unions. She reviews the extensive anti-union legis
lation passed by Australian parliaments between 1975 and 1980 and 
sees this legislation as the build-up to a comparable business offen
sive here. W hile Stewart sees this development as the ‘spread’ to 
Australia o f ‘the business offensive in the United States’, she regards 
it as primarily indigenous, a reaction by business to ‘economic pres
sures’. These pressures (and native inclination) are sufficient, she 
believes, to generate and unify an anti-union drive by Australian 
business. Stewart suggests that the absence from the Australian 
scene of ‘an indigenous Business Roundtable’ to lead and urge busi
ness’s attack does not indicate any lack of anti-union militancy; on 
the contrary, it may only signify that there is no need for one. Later
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Australian counterpart. Before these questions could be resolved the 
Business Roundtable withdrew its offer and was replaced as a 
prospective sponsor of the proposed research by the Committee for 
Economic Development in Australia (CEDA).

Two years later the Business Roundtable merged with the 
Australian Industries Development Association (AIDA) to become 
the Business Council (following but reversing the name change by 
which, in the United States, the Business Roundtable had substan
tially emerged from the membership of the older Business Council).

The Australian Business Council, headed by Geoff Allen, dis
plays most of the hallmarks of American policy research organiza
tions. Like the American Business Roundtable it is comprised of the 
CEOs of the largest corporations of the country (about seventy at 
recent count). It was established with the double purpose of research 
and promotion, that is, ‘to conduct research on public policy ques
tions that affect business’ and to encourage the council's prestigious 
members (with support from its research and other services) 'to speak 
out to governments, unions and the community’. After the standard 
fashion of all treetops propaganda organizations the council pub
lishes a Bulletin which is distributed to 'a wide audience of deci
sion-makers in politics, the bureaucracy, the media, academia and 
business' (Burgess 1984:15).

Until the appearance of the Business Council, CEDA had long 
been the most im portant business-funded policy research organiza
tion in Australia. It was modelled on its American namesake, the 
Committee for Economic Development, with which its leaders 
maintain ‘close and regular liaison’ (ibid.:77) In 1980 CEDA pub
lished a book-length review by D r Ian Marsh of business-supported 
policy research institutes in the United States, United Kingdom 
and Canada. The review, based on research supported by CEDA, was 
undertaken for the explicit purpose of discovering what 'lessons' 
m ight be learned from US experience about the development of pri
vate think-tanks in Australia. Dr Marsh, it should be acknowl
edged, brings an Australian frankness to his task that is not com
monly found in American work. He describes the output of policy 
research think-tanks, which are concerned with shaping the politi
cal agenda, as ‘invariably tendentious’, but does not on that account 
question his own com m itment to their development in Australia 
(Marsh 1980:1).

In 1984 CEDA established a ‘Strategic Issues Forum’ with 
responsibility for setting up ‘task forces' and organizing research in 
a number of policy areas (Utz 1984:4). CEDA’s Annual Report for
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1984 suggests it should take the American Enterprise Institute as a 
model for ‘the direction in which we should try to move’. CEDA 
(1984b) allows, however, that 'Australia is probably not yet ready’ 
for a rapid shift in that direction. Nonetheless CEDA’s role in tree- 
tops propaganda was rapidly expanding. In 1984—85 its income and 
expenditure rose by about 30 percent to $1.6 million. It established 
a comprehensive ‘communications’ program which includes book- 
length research reports on policy issues, articles, pamphlets and cas
settes for wide distribution and, importantly, regular private brief
ings with key financial journalists, and regular luncheons with edi
tors of newspapers and executives of TV and radio stations. As well 
CEDA organized seminars, conferences and overseas speakers, to 
give status and publicity to its views. Like all the new breed of 
think-tank proselytizers CEDA places great importance on timing 
—  on completing and publishing its studies and reports so as to 
obtain a maximum impact on commissions and committees of 
inquiry and thus, in CEDA's phrasing, to ‘play a positive role in 
shaping the political agenda’.

Timing, for instance, was a factor in 1984—85 when CEDA pro
duced three major research reports to coincide with government- 
sponsored reviews of immigration policy, taxation reform and the 
industrial relations system. It will come as no surprise that these 
reports, commissioned from selected academic experts, concluded 
respectively that even when half a million Australians are out of 
work, increased immigration does not cause more unemployment; 
that indirect taxes should be increased and personal and company 
taxes reduced; and that union power should be reduced by cutting 
back the role of the arbitration system in favour of decentralized col
lective bargaining. 'The tim ing’ of these three reports, CEDA (1985) 
concludes, ‘was impeccable’. The last of them, under the authorship 
of Professors Niland and Turner of the University of New South 
Wales, 'was used in draft form as a contribution to the deliberations 
of the Hancock Committee [on Industrial Relations]’.

There are numerous other business-supported or -funded think- 
tanks which are contributing to the new prominence of neo-conser
vative ideas in economic debate in Australia. Most have been 
founded or revitalized during the last decade. All have ’communica
tion’ programs more or less after CEDA’s fashion. A recent article by 
Anthony McAdam (1985) in the Sydney Bulletin provides an 
overview of this development. McAdam notes the rapid growth in 
influence of neo-conservative ideas until it is now ‘undeniable that 
the New R ight is mainly setting the agenda of the economics



debate’. This ‘is not surprising', he finds, ‘since it is supported by a 
network of well-funded institutions staffed mostly by market-ori
ented economists’.

In the non-government arena McAdam sees the leading think- 
tanks responsible for this development to be the Centre for 
Independent Studies in Sydney and the Centre for Policy Studies 
at Monash University. O ther think-tanks include the National 
Institute of Labour Studies (located at Flinders University, but 
wholly funded from outside), a revitalized Institute of Public 
Affairs in Melbourne and the Australian Institute for Public Policy, 
recently established in Perth by Liberal Party 'd ry 'John Hyde. This 
contingent of treetops propagandists is, of course, supplemented at 
the more popular level by nationwide proselytizers such as the 
chambers of commerce —  which McAdam omits —  and Enterprise 
Australia, which, as he acknowledges, 'propagates the same [free 
market] message'.

The total budgets of these bodies which promote New Right 
ideas and attitudes (and the list is far from complete) is of the order 
of $6—8 million per annum for treetops propaganda and $2—3 mil
lion for grassroots propaganda (Carey 1987a). But these figures give 
little idea of the actual resources expended. For at least some of the 
organizations involved, the donations in kind they receive from their 
corporate supporters (loan of executive personnel, clerical and print
ing assistance, accommodations, etc.) far exceed their official bud
gets. Enterprise Australia, for example, received donations of radio 
time in 1979 worth $1 million and in 1984 worth $5 million. In 
1982 a business-funded ‘foundation’ spent $500000 to produce a 
New Right textbook for schools which it then passed to Enterprise 
Australia for distribution (ibid.).

A co rp o ra te  v is io n  o f  g u id e d  dem ocracy
D r Ian Marsh, CEDA’s expert on think-tanks, recently observed 
[1986] that ‘the most recent phase of think-tank development has 
been associated with the advance of the neo-conservative movement. 
Think-tanks have been the principal sponsors of the neo-conserva
tive program’. I t is evident that a similar business-funded campaign 
to secure the dominance of a neo-conservative movement is under 
way here. This development must concern all Australians who value 
our traditional form of democracy sufficiently to heed Professor 
Dahl’s warning, quoted in Chapter 2, that if'political preferences are 
simply plugged into the system by leaders (business or other) in
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order to extract what they want from the system, then the model of 
plebiscitary democracy is substantially equivalent to the model of totalitarian 
rule’ (Dahl 1959:37—8, emphasis added).

Nonetheless it is not the proliferation of conservative think-tanks 
in general to which we must respond. Rather it is the entire corpo
rate approach of socially engineered democracy which is the problem. 
Over a long period in the United States business has honed its social 
engineering methods into an art-form so as to ensure that the domi
nant values and direction of American society conform to its prefer
ences. Yet there are diverse aspects to this social engineering of opin
ions and attitudes. A notable instance was seen in the 'Project 
Australia’ campaign launched with the purpose of inculcating in all 
of us the kind of mindless, unquestioning patriotism that is so read
ily exploited by conservative politicians and propagandists generally. 
Malcolm Fraser’s governments spent $15 million on this project 'to 
make us proud of Australia'.

The Labor government in 1983, to its credit, terminated support 
for Project Australia. Nonetheless Hawke has continued, and if any
thing increased, Fraser’s practice of buying full-page ads at public 
expense in newspapers all over Australia, ostensibly to explain his 
policies, but more commonly to sell them. This not only an inde
fensible practice for a democratic government but it is a particularly 
stupid one for a Labor government. For it gives encouragement, and 
indeed a moral right, to those who oppose Labor policies and have 
the necessary resources (notably big business) to take competing ad 
space. If ever Australian business chooses to compete in this way it 
will swamp the field and Labor, having led the way, will be able to 
make no objection.

Exactly this development has occurred in the United States, 
where so-called 'issue advertising’ or ‘advocacy advertising’ has 
become a $100 million industry and a major aspect of business's 
grassroots propaganda. For example, during the conservative assault 
on public opinion that occurred between Carter's election and 
Reagan's election, Mobil Oil spent $5 million per annum on advo
cacy advertising, which included full-page ads in the New York Times 
once a fortnight. Even without Prime Minister Hawke’s encourage
ment, advocacy advertising by business had been spreading to 
Australia. Almost all of it pushes policies that Australian trade 
unions would not support. Some of it has been explicitly hostile to 
unions, a recent instance being John Leard’s full-page ads headed 
‘The Unions Are Taking Over Australia!' (Australian 28 January 
1986) There is no novelty about this, of course. Prime Minister
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Fraser took out ads to attack a strike in the Department of Social 
Service, and throughout October 1985 Australia Post took many 
full-page ads to attack striking mail-sorters. But the incidence is 
increasing as the general growth in- advocacy advertising, long 
expected by the advertising industry, takes place. Advocacy adver
tising of course does nothing to help the public image of the trade 
union movement.

From shortsightedness or ignorance the present Labor govern
ment, instead of learning from American experience and setting its 
collective mind to protect Australian democracy against an assault 
by business-sponsored advocacy advertising, is paving the way to 
just that result. In the United States the Carter administration 
attem pted, too late, to restrain business's advocacy advertising by 
taxation and other methods (Ehrbar 1978:68). In 1978, when 
American business was spending $ 1 billion per annum on grassroots 
propaganda (a significant part of it in the form of advocacy advertis
ing) the Supreme Court in a 4 to 3 judgment overturned a law 
restricting such expenditure. In a dissenting opinion that the 
Australian Labor Party should take closely to heart, Justice Byron 
W hite wrote:

the issue is w hether a State may prevent corporate m anagem ent from using 
the corporate treasury to propagate views having no connection w ith  the 
corporate business. Shareholders in such entities .. .  certainly have not 
invested their money for the purpose of advancing political or social causes 
. . .  Corporations are artificial entities created by law for the purpose of
furthering certain economic goals. I t has long been recognised, however, 
th a t the special status of corporations has placed them  in a position to 
control vast am ounts of economic power which may, if not regulated, 
dom inate not only the economy bu t also the vety heart o f our democracy, 
the electoral process. T he State need not perm it its own creation to con
sum e it. (Baxter et al. 1978:68)

The grassroots and treetops proselytizing programs that are 
under way in Australia are only at their beginning, only a few years 
old. If American experience is any guide we must expect that cor
porations will come to regard the political stakes as so high that the 
programs will undergo whatever expansion is necessary to obtain 
their objectives. Moreover, because the cost of the programs is tax- 
deductible, Australian citizens will bear half the expense of their
own indoctrination by the corporations.

As a direct consequence of business’s experience during the
W hitlam  years (but also as part of a worldwide expansion of American
techniques for managing democracy: Ivens 1978) Australian society



confronts, in the 1980s, precisely the problem anticipated by Wallas 
and Lowell seventy years ago:

Popular election . . .  may work fairly well as long as those questions arc not 
raised which cause the holders of wealth and industrial power to  make full 
use o f their opportunities .. .  {to m anipulate public opinion] . . .  If  they did 
so there is so m uch skill to be bought, and the art o f using skill for the 
production o f em otion and opinion has so advanced, that the whole con
dition  o f political contests would be changed for the future. (Lowell
1926:43)

There should be no doubt that the objective of corporate grass
roots and treetops propaganda is an expansion of neo-conservative 
doctrine which, in ju stice  W hite's words, is directed towards domi
nating 'the very heart of our democracy, the electoral process’. 
Business sponsors and supporters of the proselytizing programs have 
been remarkably frank on this point, as the following examples 
demonstrate.

In 1977 Sir Robert Crichton-Brown, president of the Institute of 
Directors in Australia, addressed fellow directors on the future role 
of the institute. The institute should, he proposed, 'publicise and sell 
the benefits of the system it espouses. This can be done by coopera
tion with and support of such bodies as Enterprise Australia'. 'We 
cannot relax’, Sir Robert concluded,

u n til . . .  we have convinced society at large th a t our influence is indeed 
for its good. T hat . . .  w ill take up some of your tim e and some the cor
porate system 's money. T he expenditure of both will be well w orthw hile 
if  it succeeds in obtaining for the corporate system society’s seal of 
approval thus relieving our successors o f the need to  spend their resources 
o f tim e and m oney on further prom otion o f the system. (Crichton-Brown 
1977:13, 15)

Sir Robert’s explicit purpose is to bring about the permanent sub
ordination of a nominally democratic society to the whims of 'the 
corporate system’, by however much propaganda and proselytizing 
it takes.

In 1979 Bart Cummins, head of the US Advertising Council's 
(1975-80) national program for 'economic education', visited 
Australia under Enterprise Australia's auspices to explain to cor
porate leaders and others how to organize a comparable program in 
Australia. ‘As Enterprise Australia has been telling you’, he affirmed 
to business audiences in every state, 'you've got to persuade the elec
torate that they’ve got a great system ... the greatest system the 
world has ever known’ (Cummins 1979:3).
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Crichton-Brown and Cummins were referring only to the grass
roots propaganda campaigns. The purpose of the more recent rise of 
think-tanks and treetops propaganda is acknowledged with a similar 
frankness. Hugh Morgan, head of Western Mining Corporation, is 
the noisiest (if not the most literate) of apostles for the vision of a 
democracy where minds are safely guided by the dominance of cor
poration-sponsored think-tanks (a sort of Jehovah’s Witness for a 
new Social Darwinism). According to an interview which Morgan 
gave to the Sydney Morning Herald early in 1982, the goal of the new 
think-tanks and their corporate supporters is ’to reshape the politi
cal agenda in this country’. Politicians, Morgan observes, ‘can only 
accept what is accepted in the public opinion polls. So you have to 
change public opinion’! Morgan is convinced the growing output of 
corporate-funded intellectuals (in think-tanks and elsewhere), and 
efficient dissemination of the output, is well on the way to achieving 
this result. His dangerous political ingenuousness is strikingly 
revealed by the fact that, while he endlessly inveighs against the 
allegedly excessive power of unions, it does not occur to him that the 
power he claims for corporations, of using their wealth to remake 
public opinion to their own design, m ight be considered excessive 
(Sheehan 1982:37).

Finally, we return to Dr Feulner, head of the American Heritage 
Foundation, who in 1978 rejoiced to a London conference of cor
porate democracy-managers from around the world that the 
American public policy area was 'awash with in-depth academic 
studies’ of a New Right bent. Dr Feulner visited Australia in late 
1985 under the auspices of the magazine Quadrant and the ill- 
named Association for Cultural Freedom, to explain how to use 
think-tanks to control the political agenda. According to McAdam 
(1985:45) much of the success of the neo-conservative revival in 
Australia ‘depends on a small but tenacious group of academics and 
writers associated with Quadrant'. So it not surprising that Feulner 
was sponsored by Quadrant.

Feulner’s basic thesis (1985) was that while academics and intel
lectuals are necessary for the initial production of ideas (strangely, he 
instances Milton Friedman among intellectuals), ‘it takes an institu
tion to help popularise and propagandise an idea —  to market an 
idea’. This is the role, Feulner says with frankness, of ‘organisations 
like the Institute of Economic Affairs or the Adam Smith Institute in 
London, my own Heritage Foundation in the United States and the 
Centre for Policy Studies and the Centre for Independent Studies in 
Australia’. Marketing an idea has to be done with simple examples,
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way of talking about capitalism that had enough appeal to serve 
propaganda purposes (ibid.:432).

The InsfituTe o f  Public  A ffa irs
Scott's book was apparently written before the Australian Labor 
Party lost government in November 1949. Once the conservative 
Prime Minister Robert Menzies was at the helm, and exploiting 
anti-communism to great effect, Australian business no doubt felt 
satisfactorily secure again, and Scott’s pleas fell on deaf ears. Little 
was heard during the next twenty years of conservative rule about 
the public's misunderstanding of business or about the need for 
reformative economic education campaigns.

Indeed silence on this front was broken only by the Institute of 
Public Affairs (IPA). The IPA is the oldest Australian organization 
created solely to conduct popular proselytizing on behalf of free enter
prise (and indeed the only such permanent organization prior to 
Enterprise Australia). It was established by a group of prominent 
businessmen in direct response to the 'overwhelming victory of the 
Labor Party in the Federal election in 1943’- The central purpose of 
this new body, the IPA later confirmed, 'was to resist the trend to 
socialism’ which the 1943 elections were taken to confirm. As in the 
United States before McCarthyism, it was especially in intellectual 
circles that the drift towards socialism was believed by businessmen 
to have occurred ('About the IPA’ 1968:35).

In 1955 the secretary of the IPA was sent to the United States to 
study business’s economic education programs. His report attem pt
ed to convey some idea of the ‘vast sums’ spent on the American 
operation and its enormous scale. He was able to inform us that 
General Motors produced more booklets as part of its ‘economic edu
cation’ program for employees than it produced automobiles; that 
the US Chamber of Commerce produced a ‘colour cartoon film’ 
which had been seen by more than sixty million people and con
ducted a ‘Business-Education Day’ annually on which 300000 
teachers had been given in-plant acquaintance with the free- 
enterprise viewpoint; that Sears Roebuck spent $ 1 million on a film 
about ‘the economic facts of life’ which was shown, in work time, to 
its 200000 employees; that US Steel produced an economic educa
tion program for its 250 000 employees which was also used widely 
in schools and elsewhere; and that the NAM produced a weekly 
series of films for TV which was shown nationwide ("Understanding 
Free Enterprise’ 1956:9—14)'



The IPA concluded that the main lesson to be learned from the 
various methods of disseminating ‘economic education’ that have 
been ‘tried and tested overseas’ was that individual companies in 
Australia must do 'far more to promote ... free enterprise’ by pro
viding economic education for their own employees. The IPA offers 
the standard argument as to why companies must do this: if they do 
not the country will succumb to ‘unscrupulous propagandists’ who 
have ‘the sole aim of undermining the existing economic order’ 
(ibid.: 16). Like other business-oriented propaganda organizations 
IPA provided no detail (beyond a few slogans) of the unscrupulous 
campaign directed at undermining the free-enterprise system. It 
never seems to occur to these propaganda organizations that the 
‘free-enterprise system' is itself an artificial construction which is 
only kept in place by artificial means, that is, by their own enormous 
propaganda machine.

The A u stra lia n  C h am b er o f  Com m erce
In 1955 the IPA was not optimistic about business's likely response 
to its appeals for 'economic education', but it was prophetic. 'There 
is’, it observed before dispatching its secretary to the United States, 
‘still a widespread apathy about the whole m atter’, but this condition 
no doubt would be rapidly dispelled ‘should political and economic 
conditions, which are at present favourable, become adverse’ 
(‘Economics for the People' 1955:16-17). As anticipated by the IPA, 
an active interest in economic education for the masses did not 
develop until the election in 1972 of the Whitlam Labor government.

And so in April 1972 the Australian Chamber of Commerce 
(ACC) began detailed planning for a 'program to promote free enter
prise’ (more formally described as a 'three years Economic Education 
Campaign’). As first steps the chamber conducted a national survey 
of school leavers’ attitudes to various aspects of the free-enterprise 
system (e.g. profits, prices, competition) and an essay competition 
for schoolchildren on the same general topic. These projects were 
used as a basis for deciding what corrective material to prepare for 
circulation through the schools (ACC 1973:13).

O ther activities in the first three years included TV training for 
ninety-five business spokesmen, kits to help with speeches, video
tapes for use in schools and with employees, and school visits by busi
nessmen. Two further economic education campaigns followed, each 
of three years’ duration. The total cost in financial contributions by 
corporations (as distinct from contributions in kind) was about
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$500000. In all, some fifteen videos and films were completed (some 
in conjunction with IPA) on topics ranging from 'Profits' to 'The 
Market Economy' and 'Advertising'. W ith the agreement of depart
ments of education, all this material was included in teaching 
resources centres and made available to schools throughout Australia.

During this period the Chamber sent the director of its eco
nomic education program to the United States 'to study economic 
education programs being carried out there’. A 170-page US-pro- 
duced guide to ‘Employee Economic Information Programs' was dis
tributed to 470 companies as part of a project in 'Opinion Forming 
Among Employees'. In addition, chambers in all capital cities con
ducted their own economic education programs. These included spe
cial conferences for teachers and businessmen, the establishment of 
links with curriculum development centres, and chamber presenta
tions of videotape shown to tens of thousands of schoolchildren. For 
example, in Western Australia during 1977—78 video presentations 
were made to an estimated 10000 students ‘in almost every high 
school and all teachers colleges' (ACC 1975, 1978, 1979).

In 1981 the ACC decided the program should continue but with 
new projects, a new format and a new name. Now known as the 
‘Understanding Business' campaign, the overall program was main
tained and its fundamental aim, ‘to secure a wider public appreciation 
of the Australian market economy’, was unchanged (ACC 1973:22).

The o fh e r  p ro p a g a n d a  o rg a n iz a t io n s
In 1976 the director of the Chamber's Economic Education cam
paign produced a review of business-sponsored economic education 
in Australia which was published by the Committee for Economic 
Development in Australia (CEDA). The report identifies eight bod
ies who were most active in the field of social engineering. Four of 
these represented specific industry groups:

� the Australian Bankers Association,
� the Australian Financial Conference,
� the Life Officers Association of Australia, and
� the Australian Mining Industrial Council.

All of these had a program to 'carry a free enterprise message ... 
to secondary schools and colleges across Australia’. They ‘make their 
presence felt’, the report says, ‘through a wide range of printed and 
audio visual materials'.
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worth while if it succeeds in obtaining for the corporate system soci
ety’s seal of approval'.

From 1980 the machinery of ideological management at the 
grassroots level had a range of programs in place to indoctrinate the 
community at large as well as for specific areas.

Schoo ls
The year 1980 saw publication by the National Mutual Life 
Insurance Company (NML) of the first annual report for children. 
The report, entitled Curly and the Bald Hairies, was in virtual comic- 
strip form, and modelled directly on American practice. (Another 
idea I picked up in America, Keavney told the AEF in January 1981, 
was the idea of young people's reports: NML 1980; Keavney 
1981b:264.)

In 1981 EA appointed a full-time director of its Schools and 
Colleges Programme (Ted Hook) and in 1982 took over distribu 
tion of a school textbook entitled The World of Business (Hook and 
Harding 1982). Based on a Canadian text of the same name, the 
book had been compiled by Hook under a contract funded by var
ious business corporations and the Queensland Confederation of 
Industry.

In 1982 EA took over Young Achievement Australia (YAA), 
which had been introduced to Australian schools in 1978 by the 
American Chamber of Commerce in Australia (AmCham) as an adap
tation of an American program called Junior Achievement. In America, 
Junior Achievement had reached a membership of 250000 school
children each year, and a target of 12000 was set for Australia ('The 
Facts on the EA ... ’ 1982;‘Young Achievement Companies ... ’ 1977; 
'AmCham's Young Achievers ... ’ 1978:11; Batten 1979:85).

Under American auspices YAA had not flourished (AmCham 
1977). After being taken under EA’s umbrella in 1982 YAA 
involved only 1400 high school students in four states (‘The Facts ...

1982). In 1983 the ‘Australianized’ economic education program 
‘W ork and W ealth’ was made available to secondary schools 
throughout Australia through the education departments. Also in 
1983 a board game called ‘Poleconomy’ was successfully marketed 
and 100000 sets were sold. ‘Poleconomy’ was produced under EA's 
auspices on the grounds that it improves understanding of the free- 
enterprise system. And in 1984 seminars were initiated in high 
schools at which businessmen explain to teachers and children the 
merits of the free-enterprise system.



U n ive rs it ie s
In 1981 EA appointed a full-tim e director of its Universities 
Programme (John Warr) and Jack Keavney addressed formal m eet
ings of university staff on the merits of the free-enterprise system. 
In 1983 Monash University employed a full-time officer, with spe
cial educational duties which included encouraging schools to use 
EA materials (‘The Capitalist Crisis ... ’ 1983). A business 'executive- 
in-residence‘ program was begun (at Monash) under which senior 
business executives spend up to a week explaining the merits of 
the free-enterprise system to formal meetings of staff and 
students. In 1984 twelve universities accepted arrangements of this 
kind.

E m p lo ye e s
In 1981, Prime Minister to be, Bob Hawke presented the awards to 
NSW  companies in the competition, sponsored by EA, for the best 
annual reports to employees. (Hawke’s conservative opposite number, 
Andrew Peacock, performed a like service in Victoria.) In 1982 EA 
appointed a full-time director to its Employee Communications 
Programme, and the economic education program ‘Work and Wealth’ 
was made available to corporations for use with their employees.

The ge n e ra l pub lic
The $1 million per annum of free-enterprise slogans broadcast by 
radio was continued. In 1981 a second series of twelve half-hour tele
vision programs on industry (’Making It Together') was broadcast by 
forty TV stations. In 1983 production of 30-second TV spots was 
begun. In 1984 the value of free radio spots donated by 136 radio 
stations was increased to $5 million; that is, to approximately 
136000 30-second spots per annum. The topic of the spots was 
changed to stress the individual employee’s responsibility for mak
ing the economic system work (by increasing output, quality, and 
hence —  it is argued —  jobs).

Under the rubric ‘Australia for Quality Campaign', the new 
radio onslaught was launched on 2 April 1984, with a 3-minute 
speech by Prime Minister Hawke which was broadcast by all 136 
commercial radio stations. In 1984 EA also improved its provision 
of free-enterprise speakers and of 'canned' speeches and notes for 
business spokesmen in general. It also made training available for
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work together’ (Ivens 1978:v). Perhaps it is not surprising that del
egates from American organizations who contributed papers to the 
conference exceeded all other overseas delegates combined.

Some comment on four American contributions can provide 
some flavour of the conference. A contribution from the United 
States Industrial Council (USIC), which claims a membership of 
4500 companies) described its massive communication effort 
through 350 newspapers and 250 radio stations and rejoiced that the 
AFL—CIO had come to fear the USIC as 'one of the major corporate 
associations most dedicated to union-busting and most vigorous in 
carrying it ou t’ (Lever 1978:71—2).

A campaign adviser to US President Gerald Ford reported that 
there had been ‘a steady decline in voter participation in Western 
societies’ and urged that those committed to a free-market society 
should recognize this as a ‘golden opportunity to take the offensive 
around the world today [because] we are dealing with smaller num 
bers and thus our efforts can have greater impact on influencing the 
outcome of elections’ (W hite 1978:1-2).

Cold War/free-market ideologues had a field day. An American 
ex-editor of Atlantic Monthly (who is almost matched by Brian 
Crozier for Britain) warned about a ‘globe-encompassing fifth 
colum n’ which constitutes a ‘cephalopodic monster whose subter
ranean tentacles and coils are activated by the brain centre of the 
KGB in Moscow’. He lamented that virtually all Western leaders, 
including Giscard d ’Estaing, Carter and Kissinger were more or less 
accomplices of this Soviet apparatus (Cate 1978:42—4; Crozier 
1978:59-60).

Jack Keavney, for Australia (sounding a little colourless in this 
company), described EA as ‘a strong national movement to preserve 
and promote the free enterprise philosophy’, and again stressed the 
importance of establishing 'credibility with moderate unionists’. He 
acknowledged indebtedness to Aims for Freedom and Industry (pub
lisher of the collected conference papers and the oldest of Britain’s 
free-market proselytizers) for the idea of a Free Enterprise Week —  
which had been implemented in October 1977 with Prime Minister 
Malcolm Fraser officiating. Keavney (1978b:66—9) also reviewed 
EA’s already considerable catalogue of contributions to the free 
enterprise cause.

Perhaps the most significant British contribution came from 
Ralph Harris, general director of the Institute of Economic Affairs, 
whose remarks on the ‘scholarly bombardment of one enemy posi
tion after another’ have already been quoted (p. 103).
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Malcolm Fraser’s governments contributed notably to a general 
progress towards an opinion-managed state. A long leap forward in 
this direction was made by four strategies: the use of public funds for 
the promotion of government policies; the funding of Project 
Australia; actively supporting EA; and urging corporate leaders to 
proselytize their employees. It must be expected that whenever this 
conservative Coalition is returned to power it will assist, in every 
way open to it, the expansion of business-funded popular propaganda 
and policy research.

There are two ways in which the Labor government could, if it 
had the will, move to place some constraints in the way of such a 
development. First, it could firmly forswear its own practice of 
proselytizing its own policies by advertisements paid for out of pub
lic funds, and appeal to the Opposition to make a similar commit
ment. Second, it could review present taxation laws to prevent 
corporations from obtaining tax deductions for contributions to pros
elytizing organizations like Enterprise Australia. It is ridiculous that 
members of a democratic society should be obliged to subsidize their 
own indoctrination by a partisan interest group just because that 
group chooses to label its program 'economic education'.

Similarly, corporate expenditure on policy research should not 
be tax-free. It is essential that the federal government give attention 
to the need for some legal restraint on the expenditure of funds by 
corporations for the purpose of influencing public opinion before 
that expenditure (as has happened in the United States) becomes so 
vast and effective that political control of it is virtually impossible. 
It is crucial that we study and take warning from American experi
ence in this regard.

M e d ia  and  a d v e rt is in g
Both media corporations and advertising agencies can expect to bene
fit greatly from an expansion of political propaganda. Hence resis
tance from that quarter is unlikely. The economic commentator Max 
Walsh (1981:43), when asked at the AmCham Conference (already 
referred to) how the media felt about 'advocacy advertising’, replied 
'we love i t ’.

In 1983, shortly after Malcolm Fraser had announced a plan to 
spend $800000 to sell the wages freeze, it was revealed that Margaret 
Thatcher's government planned to spend $1.6 million ‘to soften up

The role of governments
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the other hand American scholars and researchers by the thousand 
have wittingly and unwittingly assisted in every imaginable way to 
make the monitoring and management of public opinion more effec
tive (Albig 1957). A great deal will depend on whether or not 
Australian academics in the social sciences are able to produce a very 
different track record from their US colleagues. It is already clear, I 
think, that corporations, with the advantage of relatively abundant 
funds, will have no difficulty in finding academics who will give the 
seal of professional credibility to the invariably tendentious policy 
research conducted from business's viewpoint.

A case in point was the survey sponsored by the American- 
owned insurance company Sentry Holding Ltd on attitudes of work
ers, union officials and managers (Sentry Holdings 1978). Its sam
pling, interpretation and subsequent promotion were all clearly 
biased so as to yield results adverse to union interests (Gill 1979; 
Carey 1979b:33—5). The survey of management’s and unions’ views 
about industrial relations that was sponsored by CEDA provides 
another example (Niland and Turner 1985). By a systematic disre
gard of contradictory data this study was interpreted to reveal a high 
level of dissatisfaction with the present industrial relations system 
among corporate executives. In fact any such conclusion accords 
much more closely with the known views of the study’s sponsors 
than it does with the evidence produced by the study (Carey 1984).

Given Australia’s lack of history in the propaganda business 
there is a certain natural resistance still operating in the community 
which appears to be blocking the establishment of an AEI-type pol
icy research institute. It therefore must be expected that universities 
and university scholars in the social sciences will be subject to 
increasing pressure —  and temptation —  to become more deeply 
involved in politically motivated research on behalf of corporations. 
This is a prospect which should profoundly concern academic staff 
associations and professorial boards.

U n io n  resistance
Much will depend on how quickly unions come to appreciate that 
the essential weapon will not be strikes, or the crude economic 
power of employers or the sympathy of the government in office or 
the form of the system for settling disputes. As was the case with 
American corporations thirty-five years ago (Whyte 1950), the 
essential new weapon in the armoury of Australian corporations will 
be what managements call ‘communications’. The purpose of the
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new weapon will always be represented as a benevolent concern with 
improvement in mutual understanding. But its real purpose, as 
revealed in the US context, is the mass communication of manage
m ent’s viewpoint and values to ‘target’ audiences inside and outside 
industry in order to both weaken support for unions among the gen
eral public and to weaken the tie between unions and employees in 
each particular firm.

The decisive upward and downward turning-points in the hist
ory of American unions were the Wagner Act of 1935 and the Taft— 
Hartley Act of 1947. These reflected one condition above all others: 
favourable public opinion in 1935 and unfavourable public opinion 
in 1947. Malcolm Fraser built up an armoury of legal weapons for 
use against unions. One thing only prevented him from using them: 
his polls showed that he would not have the support of public opin
ion if he did so.

In the United States, industrial relations are still formally con
ducted by direct negotiation between the parties. In reality manage
m ent’s freedom of action and the terms that unions will have to 
accept are, to a major degree, predetermined by the level of effec
tiveness achieved by management’s two-pronged ‘communication’ 
activities. More than thirty years ago W hyte described American 
management’s unprecedented preoccupation with domestic ‘com
munications' as union-busting. And Peter Drucker acknowledged 
that the main purpose of a major aspect of this communication pro
gram —  the ‘human relations’ crusade of the previous ten years —  
had been to ‘bust the unions’ (W hyte 1950; Drucker 1950:7).

In brief, the major part of American business's industrial rela
tions policies has long been conducted via public relations and 
‘human relations’ conceived as psychological weapons in a struggle 
to undermine the power and appeal of unions. This policy has pro
ceeded via various forms of management-initiated and management- 
controlled ‘communications’. The success of this strategy over the 
last thirty years has brought disastrous consequences for the union 
movement. Fortunately the use of a similar strategy in Australia is 
seriously hindered by the arbitration system as it exists at present. In 
any case I doubt whether Australian corporate managers would carry 
exploitation to the lengths US managements have carried it. 
Nonetheless unions must expect that many Australian corporations 
will try to follow the American course.

These prospective developments require new responses from 
unions, both with respect to their own members and with respect to 
the public at large. Unions should warn their members to have
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nothing to do with any management-initiated communications pro
ject (for example, annual reports for employees, economic education 
programs, surveys of the opinions of union officials and members) 
unless people with the inclination and qualifications to look after 
union and worker interests are involved. In particular, workers 
should on no account participate in polls or surveys initiated by 
employer agencies or university researchers unless qualified repre
sentatives of union interests are involved in both the design of the 
survey and the interpretation of results. Unions could well provide 
themselves with valuable feedback (and possibly with political and 
public relations ammunition) by periodically polling their own 
members. They could well provide union-designed polls of first-line 
and middle management and then publicize management's unwill
ingness to co-operate.

Generally, unions need to develop more capacity to counter man
agement's ‘communications' and public relations activities with 
competing union initiatives, including policy research. On the pub 
lic relations front unions will continue to be at a great disadvantage 
until they can educate their members to appreciate the need to pay 
for at least some public opinion monitoring. Unions badly need reli
able feedback from polls on their public profile and the use of strikes. 
In recent years a high proportion of strikes have occurred in publicly 
owned service industries, where they inconvenience a maximum 
number of people and discredit public ownership. In private indus
tries strikes would show neither of these results. This appears to 
indicate a grossly inadequate appreciation of the importance of pub
lic relations. I t must never be forgotten that, no m atter how many 
strikes the union movement wins, it will in the long run come to 
disaster if it loses the support of public opinion. If American union 
history has not conveyed persuasive warning on this ptoint nothing 
ever will.
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In the last hundred years, as previous chapters have described, 
there has been a remarkable growth of huge corporations, with a cor
responding increase in propaganda techniques. A few statistics will 
provide a perspective. In the United States in 1870 there were only 
three private corporations with more than 1000 employees. By 1914 
there were 557. In 1973 a UN report observed that many m ultina
tional corporations, such as AT & T, Standard Oil, and United Fruit, 
‘are bigger than a large number of entire national economies’, for 
example Chile, Madagascar, Haiti or Fiji (Carroll 1981:2; TNEC 
1941:9; U N  1973:13).

The e m e rge n ce  o f  a c o m m u n is t  sfa fe
The arrival in 1917 of a major communist state on the world stage 
as a functioning alternative to the system of free enterprise had 
immediate and enduring consequences worldwide. It united every 
existing species of capitalism (to which the Nazi and fascist varieties 
would shortly be added) in implacable hostility to the new state. It 
is now widely unknown or forgotten that in 1918 thirteen Western 
nations and Japan concerted an invasion of the Soviet Union by 
armies which totalled 100 000 troops. Between May and September 
1918 troops of the Western Allies drove into the new republic from 
east, north and west and fomented civil war with the intention of 
destroying the Bolshevik regime (Kennan 1958).

Rather than destroying the Bolsheviks, the invasion clearly 
established the circumstances of the Soviet Union’s continued exis
tence. As E. H. Carr (1963:913) tells us, ’from 1925 the need to 
industrialise as a defence against the menace of international capi
talism ... was constantly stressed’ by Russian leaders. This threat 
provided justification for Stalin’s ruthless suppression of all opposi
tion. In a famous speech of February 1931, Stalin warned ‘the pace 
m ust not be slackened ... To slacken the pace would be to lag behind 
... the advanced countries. We must make good this lag in ten years. 
Either we do it or they crush us’. H itler invaded Russia just ten years 
after that speech. In summarizing the Russian experience of the 
West in the crucial decade up to World War II, Professor D. F. 
Fleming (1966:127) states:

T he m otives o f the appeasers in London and Paris in the decade before 
1939 were mixed. B ut a desire to  stop H itle r and Mussolini and Tojo by 
an alliance w ith  the Soviet U nion was not one of them . All through th is 
period Litvinov, the Soviet Foreign M inister, argued and pleaded w ith  the 
W est to  enforce the law o f the League o f N ations against aggression. In  the



long series o f surrenders to  the aggressors Soviet collaboration was offered
and invariably rejected. There was a fundam ental conviction in the m inds
o f the appeasers th a t Fascism, w ith  all its gangster qualities, could be lived
w ith  better than Com m unism .

Indeed, almost until the time when Russia signed a non-aggres
sion pact with Germany in 1939, the Western allies continued to 
rebuff appeals by Litvinov for an agreement on joint military action 
in the event of further aggression by Hitler. Failure to reach a col
lective security arrangement with the West brought first Litvinov's 
dismissal and then the infamous Stalin—Ribbentrop pact (Shirer 
I960). Western attitudes during this decade were epitomized in 
comments by the then Australian Attorney-General on his return 
from a visit to Germany on 8 August 1938. As reported in the 
Sydney Morning Herald, Robert Menzies said: ‘I do not believe war is 
possible in Western Europe ... Germany can only expand towards 
the East', that is, into Russia. Menzies stopped short of making this 
prospect an explicit ground for commendation of Nazi Germany. 
But he plainly did not regard it as a kind of behaviour that should 
be discouraged, for he continued: ‘I hope the understanding 
between Great Britain and Germany will grow. No German wants 
war. There is a great deal of spirituality in the willingness of the 
young Germans who are devoted to service to the state’ (‘European 
W ar Unlikely . . . ’ 1938). The next day the Herald carried a caption, 
over one column only, which read ‘Jews Beaten to Death. 
Persecution by Nazis. The Buchenwald Camp'. The article 
described, with the detachment of a weather report, horrifying 
details of the torture and death of hundreds of Jews, Social 
Democrats and Bible students. Even detailed knowledge of H itler’s 
atrocities was not sufficient to perm it a defensive alliance across the 
schism of capitalism and communism.

Alexander W erth (1971:37) provides a simple but essential per
spective on the division that has degraded our century: ‘W hen one 
examines carefully the origins of the Cold War one almost inevitably 
comes to the conclusion that it began, not at some relatively recent 
date, but simply in 1917, the year the Soviet regime was estab
lished'. Fifty years of blinkered Cold War Manicheism led, logically 
enough, to Vietnam. And Vietnam brought us what should have 
been, if Arnold’s goal still stood, unforgettable symbols of the cor
ruption of our culture and sensibilities by the long global schism: B- 
52s blessed by priests as they took off from Thailand to bomb unseen 
peasants in their own countryside from twice the height of Mount 
Everest; Lieutenant Calley's chilling and unanswerable defence at his
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trial in the wake of the My Lai massacres: ‘nobody ever told us they 
were human' (Bigart 1971:1).

I f  we continue in this long-habituated path, as President Reagan 
would have us do, there remains no reason at all why we should not 
find our way to the ultim ate corruption of a global Vietnam and the 
darkness of nuclear winter. If that result comes, we can no doubt 
expect there will be anti-communist madmen who, wrapped in the 
Stars and Stripes, will explain the destruction of our world as they 
explained the destruction of a village in Vietnam: ‘We had to destroy 
it in order to save it’.

In the meantime, how many of the leaders of our literary and 
social science fraternities have made any serious attem pt to see 
steadily or see whole what has been happening to our world over all 
these years, let alone inform popular consciousness about it?

The g ro w th  o f  p ro p a g a n d a
W ith the growth of corporations and democracy there came a vast 
growth in corporate propaganda as a means of defending corporate 
interests against democracy. ‘As industrial power grew’, V. O. Key 
(1956:104) writes, ‘the conscious policy of manipulating public a tti
tudes to retain that power came to be adopted’. Apart from the Great 
Depression, there have been three occasions when this policy went 
into action on a vast scale. A comment on the context of these occa
sions is necessary.

Major wars always create major problems for defenders of the 
established order. For modern wars require the support of everyone; 
and so wartime propaganda idealizes the humane, egalitarian, demo
cratic character of the home society in a way that no elite or business 
interest has any intention of allowing actually to come about. In con
sequence, at the end of major wars there is a public temper that 
expects reforms in the direction of the democratic and egalitarian 
ideals for which people have been told they sacrificed and suffered.

This was the situation in the United States at the end of World 
W ar I in 1918, World War II in 1945 and (in a complex way) the 
Vietnam War in 1975. In every case a massive campaign of business 
propaganda went into action directed at arousing fear of a communist 
threat and in the process discrediting liberal and democratic critics of 
business and corporate interests. In every case there was a successful 
indoctrination of the community —  successful in the sense of closing 
off widespread critical consciousness and by the marginalization of 
liberal and democratic thought. Thus in each of these periods there
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followed within two or three years a dramatic shift in public opinion 
towards conservatism, chauvinism and/or an intensification of Cold 
War anti-communism. There were, in consequence, McCarthyist 
periods from 1919 to 1921 and from 1948 onwards, and a sudden 
swing to conservatism after 1976 which culminated in Ronald 
Reagan’s presidency and Cold War policies (Carey 1987a, 1987b).

I have documented (in Chapter 5) the growth of propaganda spon
sored by industry as a means for managing democracy until it became 
by 1950 a significant American industry in its own right. This 
Orwellian industry combined an intensive surveillance of public 
opinion to detect early signs of ideological drift and the employment 
of a large corpus of experts from all the social science professions on 
the refinement and dissemination of corrective persuasion through 
all media and all parts of the society. The program was relatively 
simple: if the public begins to identify their own interests as differ
ent from business interests then flood the media with corrective 
propaganda until the public changes its collective mind. For exam
ple, the Great Depression, with its millions of hungry and jobless, 
brought widespread hostility and considerable weakening of busi
ness's ideological control. The NAM campaign launched in 1934 to 
recapture American minds for business was largely suspended during 
the 1939—45 war, but was resumed on an even vaster scale immedi
ately the war ended. ‘The apparatus itself is prodigious ... the out
put staggering’, wrote sociologist Daniel Bell (1954:254), who was 
clearly awed by the scale of the mind-bending program that cont
inued from 1945 to 1953. It produced, Professor Key (1958:75) 
observes, ‘an almost overwhelming propaganda of doctrine’.

The contribution of social science may be illustrated by the work 
of D r Henry C. Link, psychologist. Link was the head of an organiza
tion appropriately named ‘The Psychological Corporation’, which 
from 1932 monitored public opinion for the corporations and tested 
the effectiveness in influencing public opinion of alternative tactics 
which their propaganda system might adopt.

Link (1947a) reported that in 1945 a series of large-scale ‘exper
iments in the "Techniques of Communicating Ideas’” was sponsored 
by ten of the nation's leading companies. The experiments showed 
that the way to sell the conservative vision of free-market ‘free enter
prise’ to the American people was not on its own values and charac
teristics as such, but by having these identified with ‘Americanism' 
and then by linking New Deal policies to ‘un-Americanism’. The 
following year (1946), the US Chamber of Commerce distributed, 
nationwide, a million copies of a 50-page pamphlet, Communist
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Infiltration in the United States. In 1947 a similar pamphlet, 
Communists Within the Government (that is, the Truman government), 
was similarly distributed.

W ith 1984 three years past it is evident, I believe, that George 
Orwell’s warnings about future threats to liberal democracies were 
largely, even dangerously, misconceived. Influenced by Orwell’s 
erroneous views, popular consciousness has been drilled in the 
expectation that the subversive Left, supported by influences from 
’outside’ the country, is about to control public and individual 
thinking. (This is the corporate-sponsored narrative which provides 
the justification needed for managing democracy in the interests of 
business.) Meantime the real attack is in stark contrast to Orwell’s 
expectations. It has come, for most of this century, from the 
Respectable Right. But this actual threat is more or less ignored by 
the community, for it is vastly sophisticated, appears uncoercive yet 
is dedicated to corporate interests.

Whatever Orwell's intentions, his work has been exploited so as 
to misdirect and confuse the public into looking in the wrong places 
for the ‘brainwashing’ instinctively felt by many. Ever since World 
W ar I this circumstance has so blinded or intimidated the public 
that few writers and social scientists have attempted to see our world 
clearly or see it whole in its political-economic dimensions. Almost 
forty years after Orwell wrote 1984 no writer has attempted to 
update it so as to make clear the seriousness of Orwell’s misguidance 
for democratic societies. Worse still, in the name of free enterprise 
and anti-communism, a great number of social scientists, sponsored 
by corporations, are willingly engaged in advancing Orwell’s thesis 
by way of a corporate-managed democracy.
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THE H UM AN  
RELATIONS APPROACH

I
n the United States theory and research about worker motivation 
and behaviour has, from the 1940s to the 1970s, been dominated 
by one broad school of thought and practice. This movement was 
known until about 1955 as the 'human relations' school. In its ear
lier phases it was particularly associated with the Hawthorne studies, 
Elton Mayo, George Homans, and Roethlisberger and Dickson; in its 
later phases it was associated with Kurt Lewin and his students. From 

about 1955 this movement broadened, changed certain emphases, and 
was renamed first the 'neo-human relations’ and subsequently the 
‘human resources’ school. Douglas McGregor, Frederick Herzberg 
and M. Scott Myers have been among the leaders of this latter-day 
revision of the 'human relations’ school.

As I have shown elsewhere (Carey 1976a), this entire tradition, 
extending from Mayo to Myers, has exhibited three characteristics of 
particular interest.
1 It has endlessly produced theories and 'evidence’ which are alleged 

to show that the motivation and behaviour of industrial workers 
are more importantly influenced by something other than mone
tary and material reward (by, for example, social satisfactions, ego 
satisfactions, ‘creative’ or ‘self-actualizing’ satisfactions and so on).

2 The studies or experiments which are claimed to have substanti
ated these conclusions about the relative unimportance of eco
nomic reward for workers have commonly become ’classics’ and 
gained fame and influence in industry and in academia.

3 The actual evidence produced in the classic studies of this tradi
tion is consistently found, on examination, to have failed to sup
port, and even to have contradicted, the now-famous conclusions 
drawn from the studies.
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The consistency of this discrepancy between evidence and con
clusions in this 50-year tradition of work, together with the wide
spread acclaim accorded it, raises questions about what purposes, 
other than scientific, this work (wittingly or unwittingly) m ight 
serve (see Carey 1967, 1977). This chapter introduces the work and 
the political role played by the human relations school in America, 
especially since 1945.

We could capture the essence of this relationship between industry 
and social scientists in the assertion that the objective of most 
applied social science connected with industry is to help take the risk 
out of political democracy.

In democratic countries political power, and indeed economic 
power, is vulnerable to public opinion. This may be put more con
cretely. From time to time in Western societies the belief that 
capitalist industry is exploitative gains wide popular acceptance. 
Specifically, business and industry are seen to be governed by con
siderations of power and profit, to the neglect of important social 
and human concerns. W hen this belief prevails the popular base 
exists for higher corporation taxes and many other legislative inter
ventions undesired by business leaders. Such a state of public opin
ion is understandably regarded as highly threatening by the leaders 
of our 'free-enterprise system' (Robinson 1939; Sethi 1977:58). At 
such a point, in the United States at least, the stakes are regarded as 
being so high that virtually unlimited funds become available to 
meet the perceived threat from the general public. That is where 
many kinds of social scientists come in: poll-takers, experts in group 
dynamics, in attitude-change, in advertising, in ‘selling’ ideas —  
experts, that is, in democratic propaganda.

As is evident from the figure below, there have been two occa
sions during the last three or four decades when American business 
(and, to a lesser degree, British and Australian business) has felt 
especially threatened by adverse public opinion: the first immedi
ately after World War II, the second from 1968 onwards. The fig
ure shows the percentage of affirmative responses to the question 
‘Does business achieve a good balance between profits and service to 
the public?’

In the United States the response of business and its associations 
to the opinion trough of 1946 was to call for help from social 
scientists who specialize in public relations and industrial psychology



(though they scarcely needed to be called). At such times the 'prob
lem' confronting business is defined as one of 'misunderstanding', of 
failure of ‘communication’, between business, managers and corpora
tions on the one hand and workers and the public on the other; or —  
and this is regarded as an equivalent formulation —  as a problem of 
improving the ‘image’ of business, corporations, etc.

T h e  H u m a n  R e l a t i o n s  A p p r o a c h  1 4  5

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 72

T his chart reveals th a t as far as the U nited  States is concerned, there was a 
steady grow th over a  20-year period, and then . . .  ! As Yankelovich (1972) 
predicted, the tide o f  public opinion turned against the business world 
W hat took tw enty years to  build has been destroyed in less than five years. 
Source: Yankelovich 1972.

In the conditions of the late 1940s an intensely symbiotic rela
tionship developed between American business and social scientists 
(Mills 1948; Moore 1947). In 1946, according to the New York 
Times, business and industrial leaders concluded that only by invest
ing great financial resources in research in the social sciences could 
the ‘free-enterprise system be saved’ from the threat of the welfare 
state, socialism, collectivism and associated disasters (Porter 
1946b:3). In consequence, from 1946, American business provided 
vast funding for research by social scientists into the measurement, 
development and change of attitudes and opinions and related study 
of industrial relations. Wherever studies or alleged findings by social 
scientists were judged to have use in improving industry's ‘image’ 
and acceptability to public opinion, these studies and findings were 
officially adopted by industry leaders, publicized and dramatized.



Social scientists themselves were no less enthusiastic or explicit 
about their intensified alliance with business. The American 
Psychological Association (1962) eventually offered industry a bill of 
sale which included the following:

The task of keeping the image of the company clear and valid . . .  is a con- 
tinuing one . . .  (However,] the industrial psychologist is increasingly help
ful in bringing psychological devices and insights to the aid of management 
in the effort to  create and m aintain a positive reputation. Essentially what 
the industrial psychologist attem pts to do is to help the employee come to 
. . .  a recognition of how his interests and management's coincide ...

This adjustment of everyone’s opinion to accord with a manage
m ent prescription is to be sought by 're-education and restructuring 
of perceptions’, a field of activity regarded as lying well within the 
province of social science expertise.

The kind of format for such a ’re-education’ program is provided 
by S. Prakesh Sethi (1977:58), who lists the following strategies for 
business to undertake when dealing with adverse public opinion in 
a democracy.

Business S tra te g ie s

1. Do not change performance, but change public perception of 
business performance through education and information.

2. If changes in public perception are not possible, change the sym 
bols used to describe business performance, thereby making it 
congruent with public perception. Note that no change in actual 
performance is called for.

3. In case both (1) and (2) are ineffective, bring about changes in 
business performance, thereby closely matching it with society’s 
expectations.

S o m e  key  te rm s
A brief glance back to the 1920s and 1930s will afford some per
spective on the path by which business leaders and social scientists 
converged to a point of common interest in propaganda.

The calculated subservience of social scientists to business and 
corporate interests dates at least from 1921. In that year twenty 
‘leading psychologists’ established ‘the Psychological Corporation’ 
to promote and sell the services of psychology to industry (Cattell
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1923, 1937). From 1937 the Psychological Corporation began a sys
tematic and continuous monitoring of public opinion on all ques
tions of political importance to business and corporations (Link 
1948). Over the next fourteen years the results of many of these sur
veys were published in the Journal of Applied Psychology (e.g. TPC 
1937; Link 1947b; Link and Freiberg 1949).

The possibility of this new service to industry came from the 
development in the mid-1930s of reasonably reliable small-sample 
polling techniques. The demand for the service arose as a direct con
sequence of the shock to business occasioned by F. D. Roosevelt's 
landslide second-term victory in the 1936 presidential elections 
(Bernays 1937; Walker and Sklar 1938; Lasswell 1939). After 1936, 
for the first tim e, all American business combined to use all media 
in a sustained campaign to discredit the Roosevelt Administration 
and proclaim the merits of laissez-faire capitalism in the face of the 
New Deal's ‘creeping socialism ’ (W alker and Sklar 1938). 
Thereafter the continuous feedback from public opinion polls about 
changes of public opinion in response to propaganda campaigns 
brought a new sophistication to the production and distribution of 
business-sponsored propaganda. In 1939 Lasswell (1939:357) 
announced that ‘for better or for worse, the future of business is 
bound up with propaganda'.

The more strident and divisive business-sponsored propaganda 
was suspended during the war. W ith the war’s end business 
returned to its battle with the public and found it had problems. 
Unions, protected by the Wagner Act of 1935, had grown apace in 
membership and strength. Many people felt, in the aftermath of a 
war fought to preserve democratic values, that the authoritarian 
structure of industry should be modified 'to provide greater eco
nomic democracy ... to match our political democracy’ (Porter 
1946b: 3)- Moreover a review in November 1945 of a dozen surveys 
carried out in the previous five years concluded that

[people] have tw o serious reservations about industry; that great industri
al corporations lack w arm th and friendliness in their hum an relationships; 
and th a t th e  owners o f industry, the stockholders, realise too great a return 
on their con tribution  to industry.

[Thus] two counts on w hich industry is m ost vulnerable are (1) its 
hum an relationships and (2) the widespread public m isunderstanding 
about corporate profits. (Ellison 1945:25)

In May 1946 a national conference of social scientists endorsed 
an ambitious plan to expand ‘human relations’ training and research.
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(4) The use of terms like ‘democracy’ and ’participation’ outside 
the firm or factory had a primarily public relations, image-making 
purpose; but inside the factory the situation was a little more com
plicated. It was widely believed that some form of active ‘participa
tion’ in low-level decisions could be introduced that would be 
insignificant in affecting management’s power and authority but 
would nevertheless weaken the loyalty of workers to unions.

Thus overall the human relations movement and the use of key 
words hoped to provide three purposes simultaneously:

� to change, and improve, the public’s perception (‘image’) of 
industry without requiring actual change in management’s per
formance; and in particular

� to forestall popular or legislative demand for change based on a 
public sense of incongruence between the authoritarian structure 
of industry and the values of a political democracy; and finally

� to weaken unions and to make workers ‘management-minded’.

If the human relations movement could serve all these crucial 
political objectives then complaints about the veracity of supporting 
'experiments' were of no particular interest to business. Moreover the 
claims by business-oriented social scientists that human relations 
techniques do improve productivity had a political usefulness which 
outweighed the validity of such statements. Human relations prac
tices could not, of course, be openly stated to be used for the purpose 
of weakening unions and manipulating public opinion. Such overt 
assertions would weaken the propaganda value of the human rela
tions movement. Hence industry needed these 'experiments' as an 
ostensibly solid, scientific base from which to build an erroneous 
picture of the interests of employees and the role of unions.

1 3  2  T a k i n g  t h e  R i s k  o u t  o f  D e m o c r a c y



CHAPTER 10

THU INDUSTRIAL  
PREACHERS

M
ax Weber tells us that employers continually invoked God 
and his divine intentions throughout the Industrial 
Revolution to provide their employees with an ideal attitude 
to work. This divinely sanctioned view of industrial life beca
known as the Protestant ethic. Its chief effect was to turn ol
Christian traditions and values on their heads (Tawn
1938:241-66; Burns 1969:15-23).

In the Genesis story of the Garden of Eden, Adam and Eve knew 
perfect happiness in a place where idleness (if not dalliance) abound
ed. This perfection had God's approval. Thus work came as a bane, 
not a boon —  a punishment and a burden that restricted enjoyment 
and fun. But this view of human nature provided no ideological basis 
on which to launch and sustain an industrial revolution. From the 
seventeenth century a profound moral revision developed, and by 
1800 the new work ethic was well established (Tawney 1938; 
Thompson 1968).

W ith the Protestant ethic work ceased to be represented as a 
punishment imposed on man by God. Rather, to work now became 
man’s peculiarly human distinction. It was discovered to be God’s 
will that man should find grace in work, that he should make his 
work a vocation and a ruling concern of his life, that he should give 
his body and mind willingly for the intrinsic vocational satisfactions 
it provided, and should abjure sloth and idleness if he hoped to 
escape eternal damnation.

The puritan preachers of the Protestant ethic are the spiritual 
ancestors of today’s industrial psychologists. The main effect, if not 
the conscious intention, of their sermons was to reconcile men to the 
values of modern industry. Industrial psychologists in general per
form a similar function. Many American industrial psychologists,
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perpetuating an especially missionary tradition, have gone further 
still. American industrial psychologists since the time of F. W. 
Taylor affirm that people should carry out industrial work in accor
dance with the basic contract by which they sell their time, labour 
and skills. In addition, employees should like what they do —  even 
love it —  and identify wholly with the institution that hires them
(W hyte 1960:35-59).

All technologically underdeveloped countries (including Britain 
during the Industrial Revolution) have experienced great difficulty 
in persuading workers to accept the values and discipline of modern 
industry, of subordinating impulse and spontaneity to a rigid time 
schedule, or exchanging imaginative ritual and fantasy for a concept 
of life where usefulness and worth are exclusively material criteria. 
Such an exchange could lead one to reasonable doubt about the 
appropriateness of modern industry to fit the natural needs and incli
nations of human beings. But industrial psychologists, particularly 
American industrial psychologists, have shown little disposition to 
any such doubts.

US d o m in a n ce
Australia, Britain, and the United States, though with some impor
tant variations in history and popular values, share the same puritan, 
Protestant ethic and free-enterprise heritage. This heritage provides 
a wider perspective within which the subordination of the industri
al psychologists’ work to managerial criteria finds a natural home. 
The consequences of this background for industrial psychology and 
industrial sociology in the United States have been documented by 
Leon Baritz (1965:210), who concludes that social scientists in US 
industry have been 'servants of power’ and have ‘served power 
instead of m ind’.

In Britain, V. L. Allen (1961:51) attributes a similar though less 
complete subordination to management’s control over both the 
access of social scientists to industry and over what they have stud
ied. In Allen's account, employers ‘turned to social scientists for 
help’ when from 1939 onwards, unionism and full employment seri
ously threatened management’s traditional right to control in indus
try. In consequence, 'when social scientists entered the field of indus
try they did so on employers’ terms and concentrated largely on their 
problems’ (see Kornhauser 1947; Mills 1948; Smith 1961:36-7).

Australian industrial psychology shares with its British and 
American counterparts the general conditions of development
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described by Allen.' Three related characteristics, however, distin
guish it: a relatively embryonic state of development as a profession, 
a  v e ry  l im i te d  base  in  in d ig e n o u s  resea rch  o r th eo ry , a n d  a c o n se q u e n t 
extreme dependence on imported research, theory and textbooks.

A recent Australia-wide survey of members of the Australian 
Psychological Society (Bordow 1971) indicates that about a hundred 
members can be reckoned to have some claim to description as 
industrial psychologists, and that about a third of these do some 
basic research. About half of this hundred are employed in teaching 
and management consultancy (equally divided); some 10 percent 
(i.e. about ten) are employed full-time in business or industry. The 
remaining third are employed by government agencies.

Thus the principal occupations of industrial psychologists in 
Australia are teaching about industrial psychology and consultative 
services to managements. The latter services are comprised mainly of 
personnel work (selection, assessment, motivation, and morale prob
lems) and management development and training.

The small number of Australian industrial psychologists and the 
nature of their principal occupations have prevented the development 
of any substantial body of indigenous research or theory. In 1969 Dr 
Bruce Yuill’s Organisational Principles of Management (1966) was ‘the 
only Australian textbook on this subject' (Byrt 1969:104) —  that is, 
the only Australian approximation to a textbook on industrial psy
chology. But two years earlier Professor E. J. Willett (1968:57-80) 
wrote that all management education in Australia (including its psy
chological component) ‘is far too dependent on overseas teaching mate
rials and research concepts. Teaching is therefore derivative and 
Australian research is urgently required ... The future position [of 
management education] is not satisfactory’.

A fairly cursory inspection of library shelves or catalogues will 
confirm the overwhelmingly imported content of every kind of man
agement education in Australia, and of industrial psychology in par
ticular. For example, the subject catalogue in the library of one uni
versity specializing in the area (the University of New South Wales) 
contains about 150 entries under industrial psychology. O f these 
some 80 percent are published in the United States and draw almost 
wholly on American theory and research. About 15 percent are pub
lished in Britain by British authors, the majority of whom rely heavily 
on American research. About 3 percent are produced by resident 
Australian authors, but in general around 90 percent of these depend 
on imported research —  overwhelmingly American.2

Perhaps there is passing comfort in the fact that something not
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m ent —  ‘they could just as easily become more critical of it ... as 
not’ (ibid.:47).

The report recommends that intensive research in two areas 
should be urgently promoted:

1 Intensive study, through interviews in depth with a variety of 
workers, of the facts, attitudes and behaviour to establish how 
changes in information affect attitudes, behaviour in the plant 
(productivity, grievances, unions) and away from the plant 
(voting).

2 Large-scale research and surveys are required to produce national 
and local pictures of present employee information, attitudes and 
behaviour. A base line representing the present situation can 
then be drawn against which future changes in each area —  
information, attitudes and behaviour —  can be continuously 
charted. W ithin this frame the interrelationships between infor
mation and attitudes etc could be closely monitored and 
explored and the effectiveness of different education programs 
for different purposes could be determined (ibid.:49-53)."

The report proposed that study was particularly necessary of the 
way in which the emotional content of employee attitudes limits 
changes that can be obtained through information-oriented educa
tion,12 and of how such resistance by employees to changes in their 
attitudes desired by management m ight be overcome. The report 
suggests that employee reactions to projective tests made from pic
tures of ‘executive offices, a new factory, a company’s annual report, 
a manual worker .. .  , a new stock issue, etc.’ might be used to 
explore emotional barriers to the production of attitude change in 
the direction of increased loyalty to, and indentification with, the 
free enterprise system (ibid.: 51-3).

It may or may not be a matter of coincidence that the questions 
the AMA report identifies as problems for politically oriented 
employees have constituted the main preoccupations of research and 
theory in social and industrial psychology from the end of the war to 
1976, that is, techniques of communication and leadership as these 
affect attitudes and attitude change —  especially in a small-group 
context —  and associated problems of measurement.”

The main purpose of this excursion into the relationships 
between the political interests of American managements and 
social and industrial psychology is to point up the political context 
of the work of American industrial psychologists. A consequence of



this is the likelihood that the political interests of American manage
ments will largely influence both the information about industry 
and the theories about industrial behaviour that find their way into 
textbooks.

The h u m a n  re la t io n !  school
To explore this question further it will be necessary to distinguish 
the school (or tradition) of social science research which has long 
held a dominant place in management textbooks in America and 
abroad. Thereafter we will examine the most celebrated studies in 
this tradition to bring out the consequences for Australian teaching 
in the management area of using American textbooks and theories 
w ith a naive disregard of the political context that has produced 
them. From UNESCO (Smith 1961) to the United States (Korman 
1971), Britain (Lupton 1971) and Australia (Bucklow 1966) there is 
general agreement that one, primarily American, school of social and 
industrial psychology has dominated the field for some forty years. 
Known as the ‘human relations' school, it has, in Britain as in 
Australia, provided 'the only ideas from the social sciences that many 
managers may have encountered’ (Lupton 1971:17).

The human relations tradition of work and theory had its origin 
in a series of research projects carried out at the Western Electric 
Company’s Hawthorne works, near Chicago. Under the general 
direction of Elton Mayo, professor of business administration at 
Harvard, the ‘Hawthorne studies’ continued intermittently from 
1927 to 1935. These studies have long been celebrated as the scien
tific coming of age of industrial psychology (Blum 1949:47). A text
book in wide use in Australia for almost twenty years describes them 
as providing ’a foundation on which all future research must be 
based’ (Brown 1954:85), a view shared by Colonel Lyndall Urwick. 
Indeed Urwick, whose influence in Australia has been considerable, 
waxes almost rhapsodic in praise of the Hawthorne studies and their 
abiding importance for all managements for all time (Urwick and 
Brech 1948).“

The UNESCO report referred to above finds these studies ‘prob
ably the best point from which to date the development of industrial 
sociology’, and concludes that ‘it is unlikely that any subsequent 
investigations could have so great an impact as the Hawthorne stud
ies’ (Smith 1961:23, 56). The distinctive conclusion reached by the 
Hawthorne researchers was that economic incentives are of relatively 
little importance for workers’ motivation and productivity compared
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with attention to their social needs. Worker discontent, the 
researchers concluded, is often emotionally —  indeed irrationally —  
based. Managements should therefore ‘guard and develop’ the 'social 
sentiments' of workers (Whitehead 1938a:205). If management gives 
greater attention to the social and emotional needs of the worker the 
reward, in terms of increased output and increased loyalty to the firm, 
will be great. Management can achieve this result by training super
visors to exercise authority in a paternalistic, human relations style 
and to foster satisfying social relations within work groups. The 
implied neurosis and maladjustment which underlie worker disaffec
tion toward management (e.g. the disposition to support militant 
unions) can be dissipated by providing a quasi-clinical counselling 
service which enables workers to let off steam by telling their prob
lems as often as they like to sympathetic listeners (Wilensky and 
Wilensky 1951).

An editor of Fortune magazine later described the key import for 
management of the Hawthorne studies and their conclusions in the 
following manner: ‘the workers were a social system; [this] system 
... determined the worker’s attitude towards his job. The social 
system could work against management, but if the managers trou
bled themselves to understand [it] ... the system could work for 
management’ (W hyte 1956:37). Put more crudely but more honest
ly, members of tight-knit work groups are subject to powerful con
formist pressures. W ith the help of social scientists management can 
create such work groups and use these pressures to further manage
m ent’s interests (Thompson 1961:122—8).

Until at least 1955 the human relations movement consisted 
mainly of a search for techniques of persuasion through which such 
group pressures could be fostered and made to work in the service for 
management (Goldthorpe et al. 1968:43—5).15

After Mayo and the Hawthorne studies the next most influential 
figure in the human relations tradition is Kurt Lewin (Caplow 
1964:238—9; Homans 1968:259). 'Although perhaps generally less 
well known than Mayo, Lewin had, if anything, an even greater 
impact within social science’ (Pugh 1971:213). Lewin’s influence 
derives both from the research studies he directed and from a number 
of his students who, long after his death in 1947, continued to dom 
inate much of social and industrial psychology (Homans 1968:259; 
Korman 1971:9). Lewin largely continued the Hawthorne tradition 
(Benoit-Guilbot 1968:233; Smith 1961:32). He emphasized the 
importance of social needs and extended the exploration of ways in 
which group situations could be used to control individual behaviour
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(group dynamics). But Lewin was also innovative in his approach.
Mayo and the Hawthorne researchers had been frankly pater

nalistic toward workers. They believed that management (with the 
help of social scientists) knew better than the workers what the 
workers wanted (W hyte 1956:40—3). It was therefore in everybody's 
interest that management (whose behaviour is governed by logic) 
should employ social scientists to help it control workers (whose 
behaviour is governed by irrational sentiments) (Roethlisberger 
and Dickson 1964:255—69, 563-8 , 574—5). Lewin, by contrast, 
while similarly exploring ways of managing small work groups that 
would increase managerial control over their behaviour, made much 
use of the word 'democracy' and called his recommended tactics for 
democratic leadership ‘democratic participation’ (Kariel 1956;
Pateman 1970:71-3).

Bucklow (1966:60) notes that 'Lewin’s influence on industrial 
practice came largely from three field studies directed by him with 
children's play groups, housewives and young girl pyjama machin
ists’. The first and last of these studies (Lewin et al. 1939; Coch and 
French 1948) have long enjoyed the status of 'classics’. We shall 
return to them later.

The study with housewives occurred during the war (National 
Research Council 1943). In it Lewin compared the effectiveness of 
different techniques for changing the attitude of housewives towards 
consumption of greater amounts of liver and kidneys (meats not 
required for the troops abroad). His experiments were claimed to 
show that democratic discussions with housewives, in small groups, 
produced greater changes toward the desired behaviour than did 
more conventional lecture or instruction sessions. These experiments, 
though apparently trivial, were an important influence on a decade of 
postwar research in social and industrial psychology. For they were 
taken to hold promise that intensive psychological study of groups 
(group dynamics) would uncover new techniques for controlling 
behaviour. ’These researchers’, wrote J. G. Miller (1948:287), ‘contain 
the first glimmerings of evidence that we have means to control 
scientifically the mass behaviour of human beings in a matter con
cerning which they feel they have freedom of action’.

We can therefore say that two propositions underpinned the 
work of the human relations school up to 1955:

1 that a certain style or manner of supervision and of reaching deci
sions with subordinates (variously called friendly, democratic,
participatory, consultative, considerate, team-oriented, etc.) will
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greatly increase the morale and satisfaction of workers; and

2 that the happier, or more satisfied, a worker is (e.g. with social
relations with his work group) the harder he will work (Strauss 
1971:110).

The second proposal was essential, of course, if the human rela
tions approach were to retain any appeal to management’s interest in 
output and efficiency. From 1955 onwards accumulating industrial 
research, observation and practical experience slowly forced the 
abandonment of this belief, with consequent rapid decline in the 
popularity of the human relations movement (Strauss 1970:145)."' It 
became evident that there was little relationship between satisfac
tion and productivity (Brayfield and Crockett 1955; Vroom 1964). 
It was discovered that workers may be miserable and productive and 
conversely happy and idle (W hyte 1956:58).

Industrial psychology was in danger of losing its appeal to 
management. How was this ‘fall from grace’ resolved? The solution 
was to discover (or decide) that there are different kinds of worker 
satisfaction —  some related to productivity, others not. There was, 
for instance, the now discredited satisfaction that comes from social 
and other conditions associated with the work context, and then 
there is another more individual (or egotistic) kind of satisfaction 
that comes from characteristics intrinsic to the job itself, such as 
interest, challenge, opportunity for responsibility, and self-direction 
etc. Increase in satisfaction from the former source, which the old 
human relations doctrine had emphasized, does not, it was discov
ered, cause increased effort and productivity. Increase in satisfac
tions of the latter kind, which the ‘neo-human relations’ (or ‘human 
resources') doctrine would henceforth emphasize, does cause 
increased productivity.

Thus between 1955 and I960 job enlargement and job enrich
m ent gradually replaced social needs as the alleged key to unlocking 
(without expensive salary rises) the energy of employees. Most indus
trial psychologists had long given some attention to such things as 
’challenge’, ‘self-direction’ etc. and so regarded the shift as a change 
in emphasis only. Herzberg (1959) dramatized the shift in a theory 
which expressed it in a very extravagant form. He produced a vast 
confection of putative evidence in support of his theory and a suit
able range of homespun metaphors in which to express it (Herzberg 
1968; Ludwig 1973). Herzberg thereby established, in popular rep
utation, an appearance of having invented, and taken out patent 
rights on, the concept of job enrichment.17
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F ie ld  stud ies
In textbooks of industrial and social psychology published during 
the last twenty years certain sets of studies or experiments are com
monly referred to as 'classics’: the Hawthorne studies, studies directed 
by Lewin, Coch and French’s Harwood experiments, and a study by 
Herzberg published in 1959- This last work was the foundation for 
the pre-eminent reputation Herzberg enjoyed; although it is not 
commonly described as a classic, its influence has been vast. Each of 
these studies was marked by a number of salient features. Chief 
among these were:
1 an insistent minimizing of the importance of money or material 

reward as an influence on work behaviour in general and on pro
ductivity in particular, and

2 a disposition to view low output, lack of co-operativeness, 
absence, grievances, strikes or other uncongenial worker behav
iour as neurotic or maladjusted behaviour. Herzberg in particu
lar accounted for these two features in an unprecedentedly 
extravagant manner.'"

The Hawfhorne itudiei
The Hawthorne studies concluded that ‘none of the results gave the 
slightest substantiation to the theory that the worker is primarily 
motivated by economic interest', and that ’a wage incentive system 
was so dependent on its relation to other factors’ —  especially 
supervision and related social factors —  ‘that it was impossible to 
consider it as .. .  having an independent effect on the individual' 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson 1964:160, 575—6).

These are the most celebrated conclusions in the history of 
industrial psychology. Through American (and English) textbooks 
countless Australian students and managers have for thirty years 
been taught these nonsensical conclusions, along with a nonsense 
account of the Hawthorne studies.

For Australians there is a kind of inverted justice in all this. The 
man chiefly responsible for the Hawthorne studies, Elton Mayo, pro
fessor of industrial research at the Harvard School of Business, was an 
Australian who graduated in psychology from Adelaide University. 
The building which housed the first School of Applied Psychology in 
Australia, the Mayo Building at the University of New South Wales, 
was named in his honour. (The Hawthorne Studies are considered in 
detail in Chapter 11.)
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Lewin, Lippitt and White

The second set of 'classical' studies was carried out at Iowa 
University and published in 1939 by Lewin, Lippitt and W hite. It 
comprised four groups, each of five boys aged around ten years. From 
these groups four after-school clubs were constituted which engaged 
in a variety of hobby activities, such as mask-making and soap-carving.

A balanced experimental design was planned in which each of the 
four clubs would continue in operation for eighteen weeks divided 
into three experimental periods of six weeks’ duration —  making 
twelve experimental periods in all. There would be six experimental 
periods under ’democratic’ leadership and six under ‘autocratic’ lead
ership. Each of four adult leaders would play both democratic and 
autocratic roles, and each club would, in different periods, have 
democratic and autocratic leadership by turn. Observers would keep 
detailed records of the social behaviour of the boys (e.g. frequency of 
‘aggressive acts’) and of productive output.

The first six weeks of democratic leadership, however, turned out 
badly. The boys (Charlie Chan Club) behaved in an 'individual anar
chic way’. So a new category of laissez-faire leadership was specially 
created, and the results from the first period of democratic leadership 
were relegated to that category (W hite and Lippitt 1960:20—2). In 
the end five experimental sessions were designated democratic, five 
autocratic, and two laissez-faire.

The Charlie Chan Club in its first democratic-cum-laissez-faire 
period produced 34 ’acts of aggression' per 50-minute meeting. 
W ith considerable consistency it produced scores of 27 and 30 under 
further democratic and autocratic leadership. To adjust this ’bad’ 
result the experimenters allowed that this consistent aggressiveness 
might be due to the personalities of the boys (Lewin et al. 1939:281).

The other three clubs underwent a total of four (six-week) periods 
of democratic leadership, and four of autocratic leadership. Every auto
cratic period produced less aggression than any democratic 
period. The former averaged 2 ‘acts of aggression' per 50-minute 
meeting, the latter 20 (Lewin et al. 1939:281). Under autocratic lead
ership the boys spent 74 percent of their total time absorbed in work, 
under democratic leadership 50 percent (W hite and Lippitt 
1962:510). O utput was higher under autocratic leadership (though we 
are not told how much higher); instead, ‘a large quantity of work [was] 
done’ (W hite and Lippit 1960:65, 87). These are the only results of 
the study which have any (and then dubious) claim to objectivity.

It is a considerable tribute to the experimenters' attachment to
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the word ‘democracy’ (both in its political connotations and in the 
sense in which a human relations supervisory style in industry is 
called ’democratic’"') that they are able to interpret this evidence in 
a way favourable to democracy, and then conclude that democracy 
was more efficient and produced less frustration and less aggression 
than autocratic leadership. But it is even more remarkable that for 
thirty years subsequently, unending versions of this trivial and 
worthless study have been spread over literally thousands of pages of 
journals, books, textbooks and citations, ranging from education and 
industrial psychology to international relations. It should be no sur
prise then that after a while it was widely reported, in textbooks and 
articles, that output was highest in the democratically led groups 
(see Jacques 1948:128—9; French et al. 1960:3; Benoit-Guilbot 
1968:23; Raven 1968:289).

In 1971 I read a paper on this study to the Annual Conference of 
the Australian Psychological Society. Subsequently one of Australia’s 
best known industrial psychologists, who is head of a human rela
tions unit in a large corporation, sought a copy of my paper. He 
offered no objection to its analysis but suggested ‘toning down the 
ironic or sarcastic comments [for publication], because the prestige 
of Lewin, Lippitt, and W hite is so high that editors m ight possibly 
turn down your paper as being too aggressive’.

Coch and French
The third ‘classic’ series of studies was conducted among women 
sewing operatives at Harwood Manufacturing Corporation, Marion, 
Virginia. The president of the company was a psychologist, D r A. J. 
Marrow. Marrow had worked closely with, and greatly admired, 
K urt Lewin and his theories. The best known report of the studies 
was published in 1948 by Coch and French, pupils and disciples 
of Lewin.

Labour turnover and hostility toward management was very high 
at Harwood. In the operatives’ view, management used transfers 
between jobs to cut price rates and to get rid of slower workers. Job 
changes and transfers were frequent. The company paid a ’transfer 
bonus' and this bonus made up the wages of half of any group of 
transferred workers while they learned the new job. The ‘half’ of the 
group was determined on the basis of the half which relearned fastest. 
The rest lost money on every transfer. Operatives who were trans
ferred most frequently quit most frequently (in the operatives’ view, 
for economic reasons). This behaviour the experimenters quaintly 
called ‘resistance to change’, and supposed it to be irrationally and
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emotionally based. The experiment was designed to show that group 
discussion with workers about to be transferred (i.e. ‘participation’) 
could be used to overcome such resistance to change.

Coch and French set up four work groups. One was simply told 
their job would be changed and what the new rate for it would be. 
This group’s output and earnings on their new job were poor; they 
filed grievances about the piece-rate, and three (out of eighteen) quit. 
Both the output attributed to them and their earnings were, of course, 
a function of the piece-rate set. The other three groups were allowed 
to participate in 'designing the new jobs and setting the new piece 
rates’ (Coch and French 1948:28). They were also trained in methods 
of work appropriate to the new job ‘so they [could] reach a high rate 
of production within a short time’ (ibid.:521). In these three groups 
output and earnings were high and no one quit.

Explanation of the results on straightforward economic grounds 
would not seem difficult. But Coch and French claimed that the 
results demonstrate that allowing workers to participate in discus
sion about proposed job changes overcomes psychological barriers 
and enables management 'to modify greatly or remove completely 
group resistance to change in methods of work and the ensuing piece 
rates’ (ibid.:531). Coch and French’s experiment has been widely cele
brated on these grounds and is still widely reprinted (Faunce 1967; 
Cartwright and Zander 1968).

Later, French and others (I960) attempted to replicate this exper
iment in a Norwegian factory. They were particularly interested in 
exploring the influence on worker behaviour of participation (i.e. dis
cussion meetings) which produced a ’feeling’ of influencing decisions 
about their work situation (’perceived participation’) as distinct from 
actual influence (‘objective participation’). This time all groups 
received similar retraining and the setting of all piece-rates was deter
mined by negotiations between management and unions. Under 
these circumstances the groups which participated in discussions 
prior to job changes performed no differently from the rest, indicat
ing that piece-rates were the determining factor of production. 
Unsurprisingly this Norwegian experiment hasn’t become celebrated.

Herzberg
The last of these classic studies concerns Herzberg, who sought to 
test his hypothesis that some aspects of work situations cause satis
faction and high motivation if they are good (but cannot cause dis
satisfaction no m atter how bad they are). Conversely, other aspects of 
work situations cause dissatisfaction etc if they are bad (but cannot



1 7  0  T a k i n g  t h e  R i s k  n u t  o f  D e m o c r a c y

cause satisfaction no m atter how good they are). Examples of the first 
category are (non-monetary) recognition and sense of achievement. 
These are called 'satisfiers’ or ‘motivators’. Somewhat predictably, 
perhaps, money is an example of the second category and is called a 
‘dissatisfier’ or a 'hygiene factor’.

Herzberg and his associates (1959) interviewed 200 white- 
collar employees about their work attitudes and motivation. 
Management was interested to obtain information about their 
employees’ attitudes and motives and let their employees know they 
were expected to co-operate with the interviewers. Each person 
interviewed was first asked to recall occasions or events (in the near 
or distant past) which had been associated with (a) very ‘good’ feel
ings about his job and (b) very 'bad' feelings about his job. Next he 
was asked, in each case, to describe the good (or bad) feelings expe
rienced and how they related to the event or occasion which pro
duced them. Finally, he was asked what effect these ‘high’ and ‘low’ 
experiences had on his job behaviour.

Herzberg undertook no observation whatever of the actual work 
situations or work behaviour of his subjects. The empirical founda
tions of his theory consisted entirely in 476 selected anecdotes (or 
parts of anecdotes) obtained from the 200 subjects, together with 
their self-appraisals about why they felt especially ’good’ or ‘bad’ on 
the occasions to which the anecdotes referred.

The result is a miasma of statistics in which, as in a Rorschach 
test, almost anything may be found, according to the motivation of 
the observer. However, two things are omitted from this ‘evidence’: 
first, that people are motivated by events or conditions unrelated to 
their job; second, that the job may be subordinate to a wider life of 
non-work concerns —  such as meeting family needs for housing or 
education, building a boat, ending the Vietnam War, attending sym
phony concerts, or even winning a frog-jumping contest. These fac
tors will not be found because Herzberg (1959:48) excludes from the 
anecdotes selected for analysis any anecdote (or part anecdote) ‘in 
which a factor in the personal life of the individual, having 
nothing to do with his job, was responsible for a period of good or bad 
feelings, even if these feelings affected his job’.2"

This exclusion goes a long way to ensuring that Herzberg's results 
will reveal a vocational attitude to industrial work, that is, will reveal 
that men who work in industry are motivated primarily by (non
monetary) satisfactions intrinsic to their job. O f course this exclusion 
works in opposition to an attitude to work which views it as a means, 
through the income it provides, to social and personal ends.
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Herzberg’s exclusive statistics also erase the motivation and sat
isfaction derived from monetary rewards.21

Voluntarily produced anecdotes about memorable occasions of 
high satisfaction frequently centred on ‘some act such as a promo
tion or wage increase which was not itself accompanied by verbal 
recognition’. In ‘many’ such cases, however, the respondent, when 
probed further, said that he felt the promotion or wage increase had 
been a due recognition of his competence, or whatever. Herzberg 
classified all such anecdotes as instances of high satisfaction result
ing not from the promotion or wage increase but from non-mone- 
tary recognition (ibid.:45).

By a variety of interpretive shifts of this kind Herzberg conclud
ed that workers seek primarily non-monetary, vocational rewards 
from industrial work (e.g. recognition, sense of achievement, respon
sibility, opportunity for growth); and that only these sorts of rewards 
can provide positive motivation and satisfaction.22 (Hence these 
vocational aspects of work are ’satisfiers’ or ’motivators’.) On the 
other hand, salary, good working conditions, job security are, 
Herzberg concludes, of secondary importance. These cannot, in his 
view, be sources of positive satisfaction or motivation. (They are 
called ‘dissatisfiers’ or 'hygiene factors'.) The most that can be 
achieved through them is to reduce resentment or dissatisfaction to 
zero. Except, that is, for a supposedly unfortunate minority of mal
adjusted or neurotic (even pathological) employees who are unnatu
rally oriented to satisfaction from these sources, and adm it that they 
obtain positive satisfaction from high wages, job security or good 
working conditions (Herzberg 1968:77, 90, 178-92). W ith cosmic 
presumption Herzberg offers a ‘culture-free’ definition of work as 
‘the nature of man as it is in reality’ (ibid.:43, 77). It turns out that, 
according to his scientifically discovered definition of men (more 
strictly, employees), those who seek or obtain positive satisfactions 
from material rewards are not only sick, unhealthy and maladjusted, 
but mentally ill, neurotic and pathological as well (ibid.: 77, 79, 80, 
8 4 ,8 5 ,1 9 1 -2 ) .

The appeal of this definition of ‘man-as-worker’ to managing 
directors and shareholders is understandable —  not least because if 
employees are told often enough that science and psychologists have 
shown their concern about money to be a symptom of neurosis they 
may come to believe it, and feel guilty about asking for pay rises.

A personal anecdote about Herzberg may be excusable at this 
point. In 1970 Herzberg was jetting about Europe explaining to 
managers how unwise and unprofitable it was to suppose monetary
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incentives could contribute positively to the satisfaction or motiva
tion of workers. He stopped off in London for one day to address a 
conference. The Economist (6 June 1970:66) reported the occasion in 
an article entitled ‘Does your job bore you or does Professor 
Herzberg?’ Four hundred and forty-four business executives paid 
£GB25 each to listen to Professor Herzberg. Herzberg grossed about 
$A25000 for one day spent explaining the relative unimportance of 
money as an incentive for employees. Three years later, in an inter
view with the editor of International Management, Herzberg gave a 
characteristically extravagant account of his revolutionary theory 
about the unimportance of pay as a motivator (Ludwig 1973:22). At 
the end he hypocritically admitted that he himself was very expen
sive, concluding, 'But, hell, I believe in hygiene factors’ (i.e. in high 
material rewards).

The propaganda function that many industrial psychologists 
have performed, in the name of social science, is to be deplored. We 
should be grateful that many of them have been so inept. I am sure 
that their spiritual ancestors, the puritan preachers of the Protestant 
ethic, served their industrial masters much more honestly, and more 
effectively.



CHAPTER 11

THE 
HAWTHORNE STUDIES: 

A CR IT IC ISM

There can be few scientific disciplines or fields of research in 
which a single set of studies and a single researcher has exer
cised so great an influence as was exercised for a quarter of a 
century by Mayo and the Hawthorne studies. This influence has

declined in the last ten years as a result of the widespread failure of 
later studies to reveal any reliable relation between the social satis
factions of industrial workers and their work performance. 
Nevertheless reputable textbooks still refer almost reverentially to 
the Hawthorne studies as a classic in the history of social science in 
industry.

One m ight have expected therefore that the Hawthorne studies 
would have been subjected to the most searching and sceptical 
scrutiny. Before the remarkable claims of these studies (especially the 
relative unimportance of financial rewards compared with purely 
social rewards) became so widely influential, one would have 
thought that the quality of the evidence produced and the validity 
of the inferences from it would have been meticulously examined 
and assessed. There have been some broad criticisms of Mayo’s 
a p p ro a c h  a n d  a s s u m p t io n s , m a n y  o f  th e m  c o g e n t. T h e y  in c lu d e  
charges of pro-management bias, clinical bias, and scientific naivety.1 
But no one has systematically and in detail applied a critical eye to 
the claim that there is scientific worth in the original reports of the 
Hawthorne investigators.

B a c k g ro u n d
The Hawthorne studies comprised a long series of investigations into
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the importance of work behaviour and attitudes. The principal 
investigations were carried out between 1927 and 1932, after which 
economic depression caused their suspension. The component stud
ies may be distinguished in five stages:

Stage I: The Relay Assembly Test Room Study. (New incentive sys
tem and new supervision.)

Stage II: The Second Relay Assembly Group Study. (New incentive 
system only.)

Stage III: The Mica Splitting Test Room Study. (New supervision 
only.)

Stage IV: The Interviewing Program.
Stage V: The Bank-Wiring Observation Room Study.

Stages I to III constitute a series of partially controlled studies which 
were initially intended to explore the effects on work behaviour by 
varying the physical conditions of work, especially variations in rest 
pauses and in hours of work, but also in temperature and humidity 
and in the payment system.

After the studies had been in progress for at least twelve months 
the investigators came to the entirely unexpected conclusion that 
social satisfaction, arising out of human association in work, was more 
important for work behaviour in general and output in particular 
than were any of the physical and economic aspects of the work situ
ation (Pennock 1930; Putnam 1930). This conclusion came as ‘the 
great eclaircissement ... an illumination quite different from what 
they had expected from the illumination studies' (Roethlisberger 
1941:15). This is the central and distinctive finding from which the 
fame and influence of the Hawthorne studies derive.

This 'eclaircissement’ about the predominant importance of 
social satisfactions at work occurred during Stage I of the studies. In 
consequence, all the later studies are in important ways subordinate 
to Stage I: ‘It was the origin from which all the subsequent phases 
sprang. It was also their main focal point. It gave to these other 
phases their significance in relation to the whole enquiry’ (Urwick 
and Brech 1948:27; see also Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:29).

Stages II and III were ’designed to check on’ (and were taken to 
supplement and confirm) the Stage I conclusion ‘that the observed 
production increase was a result of a change in the social situation 
... [and] not primarily because of wage incentives, reduced fatigue 

or similar factors’ (Viteles 1954:185). Stage IV was an interviewing 
program undertaken to explore worker attitudes. Stage V was a 
study of informal group organization in the work situation.
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The two later studies (IV and V) resulted directly from conclu
sions based on Stages I—III about the superior influence of social 
needs. Observations made in both were interpreted in the light of 
such prior conclusions. Hence it is clear that, as maintained by 
Urwick, Stage I was the key study, with Stages II and III adding more 
or less substantial support to it. The present chapter will therefore be 
limited to a consideration of the evidence produced in Stages I—III.

The p referred  in cen five  sy ste m  an d  ou tp u t

SFagc I: Relay Assem bly Test Room  (new  incenfive and new supervision)
In Stage I five girls who were employed assembling telephone relays 
were transferred from the factory floor to a special test room. Here 
their output of relays was recorded for over two years during which 
a large number of alterations were made in their working conditions. 
These alterations included a much less variable assembly task 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:21, 26), shorter hours, rest paus
es, freer and more friendly supervision, and a preferred incentive sys
tem (ibid.:22, 30, 73). These changes were introduced cumulatively 
and no control group was established. Nonetheless, it was originally 
expected that the study would yield information about the influence 
of one or another physical condition of work (ibid.: 129; Pennock 
1930:299).

At the end of two years the girls' output had increased by about 
30 percent (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:160). By this time the 
investigators were confident that the physical changes in work con
ditions had been of little importance, and that the observed increase 
was due primarily to a change in 'mental attitude’ of the employees 
resulting from changed methods of supervision (ibid.: 189—90; 
Pennock 1930:297-309). This change in mental attitude was chiefly 
characterized by a more relaxed 'relationship of confidence and 
friendliness ... such ... that practically no supervision is required’
(Pennock 1930:309).

However, the standard report of the study recognizes that any 
of several changes introduced concurrently could, hypothetically, 
have caused both the observed change in mental outlook and the 
associated increase in output. The authors of the report list the fol
lowing as providing possible ’hypotheses to explain major changes’ 
in work behaviour (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:86—9): (1) 
changes in the character and physical context of the work task; (2) 
reduction of fatigue and monotony consequent upon introduc



1 7  6  T a k i n g  t h e  R i s k  o u t  o f  D e m o c r a c y

tion of rest pauses and reduced hours of work;2 (3) change in the 
payment system; and (4) changes in supervision, with consequent 
social changes in group relations.

The rest of this chapter will critically examine the evidence and 
argum ents from which the investigators reached conclusions 
favourable to the last of these alternative hypotheses.
First hypothesis: changes in work fask and physical context 
The investigators allow that ‘the feet that most of the girls in the test 
room had to assemble fewer types of relays could not be entirely 
ignored. Operator 5’s performance offered a convincing example. O f 
all the girls in the room she had had more different types of relays to 
assemble and of all the girls her output rate had shown the least 
improvement’ (ibid.:87). W hitehead (1938a:65) reports that 'later 
[1930-31} her [Operator 5's] working conditions were in line with 
the rest of the group and her comparative standing in the group def
initely improved’.

It was subsequently found, however, that statistical analysis of 
the relevant data (i.e. the varying output of five girls who were sub
jected to numerous cumulatively introduced experimental changes) 
did not show 'any conclusive evidence in favour of the first hypoth
esis'. On this ground the investigators ‘concluded that the change 
from one type of relay to another familiar type did not sufficiently 
slow up output to explain the increased output of the relay test room 
assemblers as compared with the assemblers in the regular depart
m ent’ (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:89). This conclusion leads 
the investigators to dismiss from further consideration the possibil
ity that changes in task and conditions played any part at all in the 
observed increase in output.’

Second hypothesis: reduced fatigue due to rest pauses and shorter hours.
The investigators recognize that 'the rest pauses and shorter hours 
[may have] provided a relief from cumulative fetigue’, resulting in 
higher output. They acknowledge that the fact that the rate of out
put of all but the slowest worker declined once the girls were 
returned to standard hours was ‘rather convincing evidence in favour 
of this argument' (ibid.:87). Yet the investigators eventually dismiss 
these factors on the grounds that under the new conditions of work 
neither work curves nor medical examinations provided evidence 
that fetigue effects were present. Viteles (1932:476) has commented 
bluntly in this connection: ‘It is interesting to note that [these 
grounds] are exactly the same used by other investigators in illus
trating the effectiveness of rest pauses by reason of reduced fatigue'.



Using these arguments, the investigators eliminated the first 
two of the four hypotheses originally proposed as alternative expla
nations of the 30 percent increase in output observed in Stage I. This 
left two contending ‘explanations': (1) the new incentive system and 
(2) the new kind of supervision and related social factors. The prob
lem of choosing between these explanations led directly to the next 
two major experiments.

Sfage II: Second Relay Assembly Group (new  incentive system only)

T he aim  o f [th is experim ent] was to reproduce the test-room situation [i.e. 
Stage I] only in respect to the one factor o f m ethod of paym ent, using 
another group  o f operators. Since m ethod of paym ent was to be the only 
alteration  from the usual situation , it  was though t th a t any marked 
changes in o u tp u t could be reasonably related to th is factor. 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:129)

Five girls who were employed on the same sort of task as the girls 
in Stage I under normal work conditions on the factory floor were 
given the preferred incentive system which had been used through
out Stage I. Under this system, the earnings of each girl were based 
on the average output of the five. Under the regular payment system, 
the earnings of each girl were based on the average output of the 
whole department (i.e. about 100 girls).

Almost at once the Stage II girls’ output increased by 12.6 per
cent (ibid.: 131—2; Pennock 1930:307). But the experiment caused 
so much discontent among the rest of the girls in the department, 
who wanted the same payment conditions (Roethlisberger and 
Dickson 1939:133), that it was discontinued after only nine weeks. 
The output of the five girls promptly dropped by 16 percent.''

As Viteles (1954:187) comments, ‘the increase in output during 
the period when the wage incentive was in effect, followed by a pro
duction decrease with the elimination of the wage incentive, repre
sents evidence ordinarily interpreted as indicative of the direct and 
favourable influence of financial incentives upon ou tput’. But the 
investigators reject this interpretation and, without producing sup
porting evidence of any substance, firmly conclude (Roethlisberger 
and Dickson 1939:133—4, 158, 577) that the increase was due to 
inter-group rivalry resulting from the setting up of this second 
small group.

The change in payment system alone (in Stage II) produced as 
much increase in output in nine weeks (possibly five weeks: Pennock 
1930:307) as was produced in about nine months by change in pay-
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m ent system together with a change to genial supervision (Stage I).5 
Yet this comparison appears not to have made any impression on the 
investigators' confidence about the superior importance of social fac
tors (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:160, 577).

Stage III: M ica Sp litting Test Room  (new  supervision but no change in 
paym ent system)
In Stage I numerous changes had been introduced, resulting in a 30 
percent increase in output. In Stage II only one of these changes (the 
preferred incentive system) was introduced and a rapid 12 percent 
increase in output resulted. In Stage III ‘the test-room situation was 
to be duplicated in all respects except for the change in pay incen
tive. If ... output showed a trend similar to that noted in [Stage I], 
it would suggest that the wage incentive was not the dominant fac
tor in the situation' (ibid.: 129)- Stage III, then, sought to test the 
combined effect on output of (1) change to a separate room, (2) 
change in hours, and (3) the introduction of rest pauses and friendly 
supervision. Again a selected group of five girls was closely studied 
and an increase in output was recorded —  15.6 percent in fourteen 
months (ibid.: 148) or, if one follows Pennock (1930:307), 20 per
cent in twelve months.

A comparison between Stage III and Stage I had little prospect 
of scientific usefulness since in Stage III the incentive system was 
different from both the disliked system used at the beginning of 
Stage I and the preferred system introduced shortly afterwards, the 
type of work was quite different from Stage I, and the experimental 
changes were quite different (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:156, 
159). It is this comparison, however, which has been taken by 
reporters of the studies (ibid.: 146—9, 159-60; Pennock 1930:307) 
and by textbook authors* to provide the principal experimental evi
dence of the relative unimportance of financial and social motives for 
influences on output. Assuming with Roethlisberger and Dickson 
that Stage I and Stage III have some minimum comparability, it is 
important to examine precisely how the investigators dealt with the 
evidence from these stages for the purpose of arriving at some kind 
of comparison.

C o m p a r iso n  b e tw e e n  results in S tages I, II, and  II I
Stage III produced the claimed 15 percent increase in rate of output 
over fourteen months. Thereafter the group's average rate of output 
declined for twelve months before the study was terminated due to
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the Depression and lay-offs. The investigators attribute this decline 
entirely to anxieties induced by the Depression,7 ignoring the possi
bility that the preceding increase might also have been influenced by 
changing general economic and employment conditions. They do 
this despite evidence that output among a group of 5500 Hawthorne 
workers rose by 7 percent in the two years preceding the experiment 
(Whitehead 1938b:35).

In Stage III the output rate for each girl shows continuous and 
marked fluctuations over the whole two years of the study 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:147). To obtain the percentage 
increase to be attributed to each girl the investigators chose, for each 
girl, a ‘peak’ output period within the study period and measured 
her increase as the difference between this peak and her output rate 
at the outset of the study (ibid.: 148). These peaks occur at different 
dates for different girls. To secure che 15 percent increase that is 
claimed, the study is, in effect, terminated at different conveniently 
selected dates for different girls. There is no one period over which 
the group achieved the 15 percent average increase claimed 
(ibid.: 146-8, 159-60).

In Stage I two measures of the workers’ performance are used: 
total output per week (ibid. :78), and hourly rate of output by weeks 
(ibid.:76). It is not clear from Roethlisberger and Dickson’s report 
of Stage I whether the increase is in total output or rate of output. 
It is described only as ‘increase in ou tput’, and 'output rose ... 
roughly 30% ’ (ibid.: 160), which would ordinarily be taken to mean 
an increase in total output. But the investigators make it clear in 
passing (ibid.:55, 77) that throughout the studies they used rate of 
output per hour as ‘the most common arrangement of output data’ 
by which to ‘portray the general trend in efficiency of each operator 
and of the group’. Whitehead (1938a:34), who produced a two-volume 
statistical study of Stage I as companion volumes to Roethlisberger 
and Dickson’s standard report, is very clear on this point: 'All out
put will be expressed in the form of a rate ... as so many relays per 
hour’.

However, W hitehead (1938b:Chart B4) employs throughout his 
study the description 'weekly rate of output’ when he means rate of 
output per hour by weeks. This practice, coupled with his habit of 
not labelling the ordinates of his charts dealing with changes in out
put, and added to by Roethlisberger and Dickson’s use of phrases 
such as ‘increase in ou tput’ to mean both increase in rate of output 
per hour and increase in total output, has led to widespread misin
terpretation of the Hawthorne results, and textbook accounts which
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are seriously in error.8
Several points are of present importance. For Stage I, it is not 

clear whether the 30 percent increase in output claimed refers to rate 
of output or total output. It does not m atter which measure is used 
to calculate percent increase in output in Stage I since the total hours 
worked per week at the end of the study period is only 4.7 percent 
less than at the beginning (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:76-7). 
Thus an increase of the order of 30 percent would result from either 
method of calculation. In Stage III, however, it makes a great deal of 
difference which method is used, and hourly rate of output is the 
only measure used. Thus the 15 percent 'increase in output’ (ibid.: 
159—60) claimed for Stage III is an increase in rate of output per 
hour worked, not in total output. Indeed, it is only by this measure 
that any increase at all in output can be shown.

If total output per week is used to measure performance in Stage 
III, the 15 percent increase claimed for Stage III reduces to less than 
zero because although output per hour increased by 15 percent, the 
weekly hours decreased by 17 percent, from 55.5 to 46.5 
(ibid.: 136—9).

The ev idence  in re la t io n  to  the  conclusions
By subtracting the 15 percent increase in Stage III (which is an 
increase in rate of output) from the 30 percent increase in output in 
Stage I (which is all, or nearly all, an increase in total output), the 
investigators conclude that 15 percent remains as 'the maximum 
amount [of increase in output] to be attributed to the change in 
wage incentive’ introduced in Stage I. The investigators acknowl
edge the wholly speculative nature of this calculation, yet go on 
to assert in a summary of events to date that the conclusion ‘seemed 
to be warranted from the test room studies so far ... that it was 
impossible to consider [a wage incentive system] as a thing in itself 
having an independent effect on the individual’ (ibid.:l60).v

It is important to appreciate just how invalid these assumptions 
are. In Stage I friendly supervision and a change to a preferred incen
tive system led to an increase in total output of about 30 percent. In 
Stage III friendly supervision without a change in payment system 
led to no increase in total output, but to a less than compensating 
increase in output per hour over a period during which working 
hours were reduced from 55.5 to 46.5. This could be interpreted to 
mean that when working hours exceed about 48 per week such extra 
working time may bring little or no increase in total output —  a
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finding which had been well established many years before (Vernon 
1921).'" This interpretation would have left the way clear to 
a t t r i b u t e  th e  3 0  p e rc e n t  in c rea se  in  S tag e  I e n ti re ly  to  th e  p re fe rre d  
incentive system. Instead, by the rather special method of analysis 
and argument that has been outlined, the investigators reached the 
conclusion that the effect of a wage incentive system is so greatly 
influenced by social considerations that it is impossible to consider 
it capable of independent effect.

A similar situation holds with regard to Stage II. As Stage II was 
planned, the ‘method of payment was to be the only alteration from 
the usual situation’, with the express intention that 'any marked 
changes in o u tp u t’ could then be ‘related to this factor’ 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:129). There was a marked change 
in output —  an immediate 12 percent increase. There was an imme
diate change in behaviour —  the other girls in the department 
demanded the same conditions. This would seem to require a con
clusion in favour of the importance of a preferred incentive system, 
but no such conclusion was reached.

As a first step in the interpretation of the Stage II results, 
Roethlisberger and Dickson noticed, post hoc, that somewhere in the 
‘daily history record' of the Stage I group was a reference to a com
m ent by one member of that group that a 'lively interest’ was being 
taken in their output by members of the new Stage II group 
(ibid.: 134). At this point the investigators simply note this and hint 
at significance to come. Twenty-four pages later we are told that

although o u tp u t had risen an average of 12% in [Stage II] it was quite 
apparent th a t factors other than the change in wage incentive contributed 
to  th a t increase . . .  There was some evidence to indicate that the operators 
in [Stage II] had seized upon th is test as an opportunity  to prove to every
one th a t they could do as well as the [Stage I] operators. They were out to 
equal the la tter's record. In view o f this, even the m ost liberal estim ate 
would p u t the increase in ou tp u t due to the change in paym ent alone at 
som ewhat less than 12%.

Since no additional evidence had been produced, this judgement 
lacks any serious foundation.

Much later (ibid.:577) the matter is returned to and, with no addi
tional evidence, we are given to understand that the increase in output 
in Stage II was due to certain ‘social consequences’ of the ‘basic social 
situation’. This situation is simply asserted to have been one in which 
'rivalry [with the Stage I group] was brought to a focus’ by setting up 
the Stage II group, whose 'output rose rapidly’ in consequence.
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with disciplinary action' and subjected to 'continual reprimands’. 
‘Almost daily’ 2A was 'reproved' for her 'low output and behaviour’ 
(sic) (ibid.: 116-18). The investigators decided 1A and 2A did not 
have 'the "right" mental attitude’. 2A was called up before the test 
room authorities 'and told of her offences of being moody and inat
tentive and not cooperative’. She was called up also before the super
intendent (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:55). " Throughout this 
period output for all five girls remained static or falling (ibid.:78).

After eleven weeks of serious but ineffective disciplinary mea
sures and eight months after the beginning of the study, 1A and 
2A were dismissed from the test room for ‘gross insubordination’ 
and declining or static output (ibid.:53—7). As W hitehead puts it 
(1938a: 118), they 'were removed for a lack of cooperation, which 
would have otherwise necessitated greatly increased disciplinary 
measures'.M

1A and 2A were replaced by two girls chosen by the foreman 
'who were experienced relay assemblers and desirous of participating 
in the test’ (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:60). These two girls 
(designated Operators 1 and 2) were transferred to the test room on 
25 January 1928 (ibid.:55, 56, 60). They both immediately pro
duced an output much greater (in total and in rate per hour) than 
that achieved by any of the original five girls on their transfer to the 
test room and much above the performance at any time of the two 
girls they replaced (ibid.:76 Fig.6, 78 Fig.7).1'

Operators 1 and 2 had been friends in the main shop. Operator 2 
was the only Italian in the group; she was young (twenty-one) and her 
mother died shortly after she joined the test room (ibid.:6l—2). After 
that ‘Operator 2 earned the larger part of the family income’. 'From 
now on the history of the test room revolves around the personality of 
Operator 2’ (Whitehead 1938a:120). Operator 2 rapidly (i.e. without 
any delay during which she m ight have been affected by the new 
supervision) adopted and maintained a strong and effective disci
plinary role with respect to the rest of the group (ibid.: 120—9; 
Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:63, 74, 86, 156, 167), and led the 
way in an increased output in every period from her arrival till the 
end of the study. In this she was closely followed by the other new 
girl, Operator 1 (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:162).

At the time that Operators 1 and 2 were brought into the test 
room, daily hours of work were shortened by half an hour, but it was 
decided to pay the operators the day rate for the half hour of work
ing time lost. A little later, the working day was reduced by a fur
ther half-hour, and again the girls were paid for the time (one hour
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per day) they didn 't work (Whitehead 1938a: 121—2).,ft Later still, 
the girls were given Saturday mornings off and again they were paid 
for the time not worked.17

Summing up the experience in the test room to the time when 
the two operators were dismissed,'" the investigators claim that ‘it is 
clear’ that over this period there was

a gradual change in social interrelations among the operators themselves, 
w hich displayed itse lf in the form o f new group loyalties and solidarities 
. . .  [and] . . .  a change in the relations between the operators and their 
supervisors. T he test room authorities had taken steps to  obtain the g irls’ 
cooperation and loyalty and to relieve them  of anxieties and apprehensions. 
From th is . . .  arose ...  a change in hum an relations which came to be of 
g reat significance in the next stage of the experim ent, when it became nec
essary to seek a new hypothesis to explain certain unexpected results o f the 
inquiry. (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939:58-9)

In view of the evidence reviewed here this would seem to be a 
somewhat sanguine assessment of developments in the test room up 
to this point. It is, therefore, necessary to examine more systemati
cally the way in which the behaviour of the supervisors on the one 
hand and of the operators on the other (including their changing 
output) varied during the period under consideration.

It is already clear that whatever part satisfying social relations at 
work —  resulting from free and friendly supervision —  may have 
played in producing the increase in output, there were other influences 
likely to have been important, for example a period of fairly stem dis
cipline, the dismissal of two workers, and their replacement by people 
of rather special personality and motivation. In order to assess these 
various influences on output it is necessary to consider how work per
formance varied during the periods when these changes were intro
duced. This is difficult because none of the reports of the Hawthorne 
studies provides actual figures covering the way in which output 
changed throughout Stage I. Consequently one must work with such 
estimates as can be derived from the various graphs and charts of out- 
put-change that are supplied, and supplemented by occasional state
ments in the texts which give additional quantitative information.

V ar ia t io n s  in su p e rv is io n  and  ou tp u t
For present purposes, Stage I may be divided into three phases: Phase 
I: the first three and a half months in the test room during which 
supervision seems to have been fairly consistently friendly, casual and
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at low pressure. Phase II: a further interval of about seven months 
during which supervision became increasingly stern and close. This 
phase culminaces in the dismissal of two of the five operators and 
their replacement by workers of rather special character and motiva
tion. Phase III: a final long period during which output rose rapidly 
and there was a return to free and friendly supervision.

Supervision during Phase I
‘Besides the girls who composed the group under study there was a 
person in the experimental room who was immediately in charge of 
the test.’ This was the test room observer whose twofold function 
was ‘to keep accurate records ... and to create and maintain a friendly 
atmosphere in the test room’. He ’assume[d] responsibility for most 
of the day to day supervision’, while in other matters such as 
accounting, rate revision and promotion, responsibility rested with 
the foreman (ibid.:22, 37).

It is quite clear from Roethlisberger and Dickson’s account that 
during Phase I the supervisors did everything in their power to pro
mote a free, co-operative and non-coercive relationship (ibid.:32—9). 
At the outset of the study the girls ‘were asked to work along at a 
comfortable pace' and were assured ’that no attempt would be made 
to force up production’. They were led to expect changes in working 
conditions which m ight be 'beneficial and desirable from the employ
ees’ point of view’, and were told that there was no reason why ’any 
[such] change resulting in greater satisfaction of employees’ should 
not be maintained, and this ‘regardless of any change in production 
rate’ (ibid.:33). ‘The test room observer was chiefly concerned with 
creating a friendly relation with the operators which would ensure 
their cooperation. He was anxious to dispel any apprehensions they 
m ight have about the test and, in order to do this, he began to con
verse informally with them each day’ (ibid.:37). Some weeks after the 
study began, there was a friendly talk with the doctor about the phys
ical examinations, and ice cream was provided and a party planned. 
The girls were also ‘invited to the office of the superintendent who 
had talked to them, and in various other ways they had been made the 
object of considerable attention’ (ibid.:34, 39). Although there had 
been almost from the beginning a good deal of talking among the 
girls, a fairly permissive attitude had been taken about this (ibid.:53).

Output during Phase I
There was ‘no appreciable change in output’ on transfer to the test 
room (Pennock 1930:301, 304), but there was a ’downward tendency’



during the first five weeks thereafter (Roethlisberger and Dickson 
1939:58), despite facilities which 'made the work slightly easier'
(ibid.:33—4, 39).

At the end of five weeks, the new wage incentive system was 
introduced and output increased (ibid.:58). From the output chart 
(ibid.:56) this increase may be estimated at 4 or 5 percent. But this 
increase must be accepted with some caution, for the investigators 
report that the 'change in method of payment necessitated a change 
in piece-rates' (ibid.:34). It was apparently judged that under the 
new conditions of work (which did not include all of the types of 
relay assembled on the shop floor, and where there was one layout 
operator to five assemblers instead of one to six or seven as on the 
shop floor) new rates were necessary. We are told that ‘the chief con
sideration in setting the new piece-rates was to determine a rate for 
each relay type which would pay the operators the same amount of 
money they had received in the regular department for an equivalent 
amount of work’ (ibid.:35). But it is well established that the unre
liability of time-study ratings can be expected to yield errors of at 
least 5 percent between different ratings of similar tasks (Viteles 
1954:30, 38). So no great reliance can be placed on the observed 4 or 
5 percent increase in output following the introduction of the new 
incentive system and the associated new piece-rates. Indeed, there is 
perhaps some recognition of this in Roethlisberger and Dickson's 
introductory comment (1939:29) that early in the study ’a change in 
wage payment was introduced, a necessary step before the experi
ment proper could begin'. Phase I ends after fifteen weeks of friendly 
supervision, with a somewhat doubtful increase of 5 percent which 
occurred with the introduction of a preferred incentive system.

Supervision during Phase II
'The second phase ... covering an interval of approximately seven 
months was concerned with the effects of various kinds of rest pauses’ 
(ibid.:40).lv The investigators emphasize that by the beginning of 
this phase not only was supervision friendly, but the relation 
between workers and supervisors was 'free and easy’ (ibid.). Their 
account of actual supervisory behaviour during succeeding months 
supports these claims. (1) On each of the four occasions when rest 
pauses were varied, the girls were consulted in advance, and on all 
but one occasion their expressed preferences were accepted. (2) The 
investigators decided to pay the girls their bonuses monthly instead 
of weekly, but when the girls were told about this decision they 
objected and the plan was dropped. That the girls 'felt free to express

T h e  H a w t h o r n e  S t u d i e s :  A  C r i t i c i s m  1 8  7



their attitudes’ and that the investigators altered their plans out of 
regard for these attitudes is said to be 'typical of the supervisory 
technique employed’, which 'proved to be a factor of utmost impor
tance in interpreting the results of the study’. (3) Later the girls were 
given free lunches and were consulted about what should be served 
(ibid.:48—9, 51).

However, the problem of excessive talking among the girls wors
ened. No attempt had been made to prohibit talking, although four of 
the girls had been 'given a talk regarding their behaviour' (ibid.:38). 
Now this ‘lack of attention to work and preference for conversing 
together for considerable periods’ was judged to be reaching such pro
portions that the 'experiment was being jeopardised and something 
had to be done’ (ibid.:53—4). A variety of disciplinary procedures of 
increasing severity were applied, but with little effect. Finally, the 
leaders in talking (operators 1A and 2A) were dismissed from the test 
room ‘for lack of cooperation which would have otherwise necessitated 
greatly increased disciplinary measures’.

Output during Phase II
There was no change in weekly output during this six-month period. 
'Total weekly output does not decline when rest pauses are intro
duced, but remains practically the same during all the rest period 
experiments’ (ibid.:79).

Supervision during Phase III
At the beginning of Phase III20 the two dismissed girls were replaced 
by two girls chosen by the foreman. Something has already been said 
about the way in which these girls at once took and maintained the 
lead in output and about how one of them, who had a special need 
for more money, took over the general leadership and discipline of 
the rest of the group. These points will bear underlining by direct 
quotation:

‘W hen Operator 2 joined the group, her home was largely 
dependent upon her earnings, and within a few weeks her father lost 
his job and became temporarily unemployed. Thus, to her natural 
sense of responsibility was added the factor of poverty; and Operator 
2 began to urge the remainder of the group to increase their output’ 
(W hitehead 1938a: 122-3).

’Operators 1 and 2 were very definitely the fastest workers of the 
group in 1928, and this was freely recognised by the others' 
(ibid.: 126).

'On the whole, from January to November 1928, the Relay Test
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were dismissed and replaced by selected output leaders who 
account for the greater part of the group’s increase, both in out
put rate and in total output, over the next seventeen months of 
the study.

5 After the arrival of the new girls and the associated increase in 
output, official supervision became friendly and relaxed once 
more. The investigators, however, provide no evidence that out
put increased because supervision became more friendly rather 
than vice versa. In any case, friendly supervision took a very 
tangible turn by paying the girls for time not worked and so the 
piece-rate was in effect increased.

D iscu ssion  an d  conc lu sion s
The examination undertaken here by no means exhausts the gross 
error and the incompetence in the understanding and use of the 
scientific method which permeate the Hawthorne studies from 
beginning to end. Three further studies were conducted: the Bank 
W iring Observation Room Study; the Interviewing Program; and 
the Counselling Program. These studies cannot be discussed here, 
but I believe them to be nearly as worthless scientifically as the 
studies which have been discussed.21 This should not be surprising, 
for they arose out o f ’evidence’ found and conclusions reached in the 
earlier studies and were guided by and interpreted in the light of 
the strongest preconceptions based on the conclusions of those 
earlier studies.

There are major deficiencies in Stages I, II and III which have 
hardly been touched on: (1) There was no attempt to establish sample 
groups representative of any larger population than the groups 
themselves. Therefore no generalization is legitimate. (2) There was 
no attem pt to employ control data from the output records of the 
girls who were not put under special experimental conditions. (3) 
Even if both of these points had been met, the experiments would 
still have been of only minor scientific value since a group of five 
subjects is too small to yield statistically reliable results. Waiving all 
these points, it is clear that the objective evidence obtained from 
Stages I, II and III does not support any of the conclusions derived 
by the Hawthorne investigators.

The results of these studies, far from supporting the various 
components of the 'human relations approach', are surprisingly con
sistent with a rather old-world view about the value of monetary 
incentives, driving leadership, and discipline. It is only by massive

T h e  H a w t h o r n e  S t u d i e s :  A  C r i t i c i s m 1 9  1



I 9 2 Taking the Risk 0111 tJ/ Democracy 

and relendess reinterpretation chat the evidence is made co yield 
contrary conclusions. To make these points is not co claim chat the 
Hawthorne studies can provide serious support for any such old
world view. The limitations of che Hawthorne studies clearly ren
der chem incapable of yielding any serious support for any sore of 
generalization whatever. 

If the assessment of the Hawthorne studies offered here is cogent, 
ic raises some questions of importance for university teachers, espe
cially for teachers concerned with courses on industrial organization 
and management. How is ic that nearly all authors of textbooks who 
have drawn material from che Hawthorne studies have failed to rec
ogniz_e the vast discrepancy between evidence and conclusions in 
chose studies? How have they frequently misdescribed the actual 
observations and occurrences in a way that brings the evidence into 
line with the conclusions? Exploration of these questions would pro
vide salutary insight into aspects of che sociology of social scientists. 
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