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An "astonishing consensus" exists among academic social scientists 
concerning the impact of the alleged separation of ownership and 
control in large corporations on the class structures and political 
economies of the United States and similar countries. The question 
is whether this separation is a "pseudofact," which has, therefore, 
inspired incorrect "explanations," "inferences," and "theories," 
namely, that the presumed separation has either transformed or 
eliminated the former "capitalist class" and therefore rendered in- 
applicable a class theory of the division of the social product, class 
conflict, social domination, political processes, and historical change. 
If the separation of ownership and control has not occurred, then 
"managerial" theories are without foundation. The discrepant find- 
ings of numerous studies are reviewed and problems of method and 
measurement discussed, concluding that the empirical question is 
quite open. Critical questions are posed for research into the internal 
differentiation and integration of the dominant ("upper") class in 
the United States. 

The originating question of this article is, how has the ascendance of the 
large corporation as the decisive unit of production affected the class 
structures and political economies of the United States, Great Britain, 
and other "highly concentrated capitalist" countries?2 In particular, our 
concern is with the alleged "separation of ownership and control" of the 
large corporation and the presumed impact of this separation on the 
internal structures, if not actual social existence, of the "dominant" or 
"upper" classes in these countries. This article does not provide any 
answers to this difficult issue; rather it questions the evidence for the 

1 I have benefited from the critical comments on an earlier draft of this article by 
many colleagues of diverse and often opposing theoretical persuasions, all of whom 
are absolved of any responsibilities for what follows. Thanks are due Michael Aiken, 
Robert Alford, Daniel Bell, G. W. Domhoff, Lynda Ewen, Robert Larner, Ferdinand 
Lundberg, Harry Magdoff, Robert K. Merton, Barrington Moore, Jr., Harvey Molotch, 
Willard F. Mueller, James O'Connor, Victor Perlo, and Paul M. Sweezy. The comments 
of the anonymous referees for the AJS were also useful. I am particularly grateful to 
the editors of the Journal, especially to Florence Levinsohn, for their careful reading 
and cogent criticisms. 
2 Bain (1966, p. 102) refers here to the United States, England, Japan, Sweden, 
France, Italy, and Canada, which were included in his study. 
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accepted ones, which underlie what Ralf Dahrendorf (1959), a leading 
proponent of the prevailing view, has called the "astonishing degree of 
consensus among sociologists on the implications of joint-stock companies 
. . . for the wider structure of society" (p. 42). This consensus extends, it 
should be emphasized, to other social science disciplines. E. S. Mason, 
though himself dissatisfied with economic theories derived from the prev- 
alent view, wrote recently (1967): "Almost everyone now agrees that in 
the large corporation, the owner is, in general, a passive recipient; that, 
typically, control is in the hands of management; and that management 
normally selects its own replacements" (p. 4). Peter Drucker (1971), 
himself an early managerial theorist, writes that ideas concerning the 
separation of ownership and control represent "the most conventional and 
most widely accepted theses regarding American economic structure" as 
expressed in "the prevailing and generally accepted doctrine of 'managerial- 
ism"' (pp. 50-51). For Robert A. Dahl (1970), the facts are "resound- 
ing"; indeed, it is "incontrovertible" that ownership and control have 
been "split apart." In his view, "the question that was not asked during 
the great debate over socialism versus capitalism has now been answered: 
ownership has been split off de facto from internal control" (p. 125). 

The question is whether this "astonishing consensus" derives from the 
findings of appropriate social research or from an unwitting acceptance of 
what Robert K. Merton has termed "the socially plausible, in which 
appearances persuade though they may deceive." 

Thus, this article poses a type of question which, however simple, "is 
often undervalued in sociology"--a question which "calls," in Merton's 
words (1959), "for discovering a particular body of social fact. It might 
at first seem needless to say that before social facts can be 'explained,' it 
is advisable to ensure that they actually are facts. Yet, in science as in 
everyday life, explanations are sometimes provided for things that never 
were.. .. In sociology as in other disciplines, pseudofacts have a way of 
inducing pseudoproblems, which cannot be solved because matters are not 
as they purport to be" (pp. xiii-xv). Such pseudofacts may, of course, also 
serve to deflect attention from critical aspects of social structure, deter- 
minant social relations, and basic social processes, They may inspire not 
merely "explanations," but "inferences" and "theories" as well, which 
further confuse and obscure social reality. The methodological premise of 
this article, then, as well as its irreducibly minimal rationale, is the "obvious 
and compelling truth that 'if the facts used as a basis for reasoning are 
ill-established or erroneous, everything will crumble or be falsified; and it 
is thus that errors in scientific theories most often originate in errors of 
fact.' "3 

3 Merton 1959, p. xiii. The internal quote is from Claude Bernard. 
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THE "THEORY" 

The prevailing view is that the diffusion of ownership in the large corpora- 
tion among numerous stock owners has resulted in the separation of owner- 
ship and control, and, by severing the connection between the family and 
private property in the means of production, has torn up the roots of the 
old class structure and political economy of capitalism. A new class of 
functionaries of capital, or a congeries of economic "elites," in control of 
the new forms of productive property, appear: nonowning corporate 
managers displace their capitalist predecessors. "The capitalist class," as 
Pitirim Sorokin (1953) put it, is "transformed into the managerial class" 
(p. 90). In Talcott Parsons's view (1953), "The basic phenomenon seems 
to have been the shift in control of enterprise from the property interests 
of founding families to managerial and technical personnel who as such 
have not had a comparable vested interest in ownership" (pp. 122-23; 
italics added). 

In the view of these writers, a class theory of contemporary industrial 
society, based on the relationship between the owners of capital and 
formally free wage workers, "loses its analytical value as soon as legal 
ownership and factual control are separated" (Dahrendorf 1959, p. 136). 
This class theory is, therefore, inapplicable to the United States, England, 
and other countries in which ownership and control have been severed: it 
cannot explain, nor serve as a fruitful source of hypotheses concerning the 
division of the social product, class conflict, social domination, political 
processes, or historic change in these countries. Thus, Parsons and Smelser 
(1957) refer to the separation of ownership and control as "one particular 
change in the American economic structure which has been virtually com- 
pleted within the last half century"-a "structural change in business 
organization [that] has been associated with changes in the stratification of 
the society." The families that once "controlled through ownership most 
of the big businesses . . . by and large failed to consolidate their positions 
as the dominant class in the society" (p. 254; italics added). 

This "shift in control of enterprise from the property interests of found- 
ing families to managerial and technical personnel," according to Parsons 
(1953), is the "critical fact" underlying his interpretation that "the 
'family elite' elements of the class structure (the Warnerian 'upper uppers') 
hold a secondary rather than a primary position in the overall stratifica- 
tion system" (p. 123). The shift in control, "high progressive taxation," 
and other "changes in the structure of the economy, have 'lopped off' the 
previous top stratum," leaving instead "a broad and diffuse one with 
several loosely integrated components. Undoubtedly its main focus is now 
on occupational status and occupational earnings. Seen in historical as 
well as comparative perspective this is a notable fact, for the entrepre- 
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neurial fortunes of the period of economic development of the nineteenth 
century, especially after the Civil War, notably failed to produce a set of 
ruling families on a national scale who as family entities on a Japanese or 
even a French pattern have tended to keep control of the basic corporate 
entities in the economy" (p. 123; italics added). Thus, in Parsons's view, 
a " 'ruling class' does not have a paramount position in American society" 
(p. 119). 

Similarly, Daniel Bell (1958) has argued that a "silent revolution" 
has subverted the former "relations between power and class position in 
modern society." In his view, "The singular fact is that in the last seventy- 
five years the established relations between the systems of property and 
family . . . have broken down," resulting in "the breakup of 'family 
capitalism,' which has been the social cement of the bourgeois class sys- 
tem" (italics added). If, in general, "property, sanctioned by law and 
reinforced by the coercive power of the State" means power, and if a class 
system is maintained by the "fusion" of the institutions of the family and 
private property, economic development in the United States has "effected 
a radical separation of property and family." Therefore, in his view, if 
"family capitalism meant social and political, as well as economic, domi- 
nance," that is no longer the situation in the United States. "The chief 
consequence, politically, is the breakup of the 'ruling class' "-"a power- 
holding group which has both an established community of interest and a 
continuity of interest" no longer exists in the United States (pp. 246-49). 

The profound implications of the acceptance of the separation of owner- 
ship and control as a social fact are, according to Parsons, that the former 
relations between classes have been replaced by an occupational system 
based on individual achievement, in which "status groups" are ordered 
hierarchically in accordance with their functional importance. Further, as 
Dahrendorf has put it (1959), the basic social conflict is no longer between 
capital and labor because "in post-capitalist society the ruling and the 
subjected classes of industry and of the political society are no longer 
identical; . . . there are, in other words, in principle [sic], two independent 
conflict fronts.... This holds increasingly as within industry the separa- 
tion of ownership and control increases and as the more universal capi- 
talists are replaced by managers" (pp. 275-76). The political economy of 
capitalism and the class interests which it once served have been replaced 
by a sort of capitalism without capitalists (Berle 1954)-if not post- 
capitalist society-shorn of the contradictions and class conflicts that 
once rent the social fabric of "classical capitalism." The basis of social 
domination in such societies, as these theorists would have it, is no 
longer class ownership of the means of production, and such a class clearly 
does not "rule" in any sense, economically, socially, or politically. "The 
decisive power in modern industrial society," in Galbraith's (1971) 
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representative formulation, "is exercised not by capital but by organiza- 
tion, not by the capitalist but by the industrial bureaucrat" (p. xix). 

Assuredly, the answer to this "theory"-particularly the propositions 
concerning the separation of ownership and control-rests on empirical 
grounds (Bell 1958, p. 246). However, logic, concepts, and methodology 
are certainly intertwined and inseparable aspects of the same intellectual 
process of discovering the "facts." 

One common source of conceptual and analytic confusion in the writings 
on the issue of ownership and control derives from a teleology of bureau- 
cratic imperatives. Bureaucratization is implicitly assumed to be an inexo- 
rable historic process, so that even the propertied classes and their power 
have fallen before its advance. Parsons and Smelser (1957) have written, 
for example, that the "kinship-property combination typical of classical 
capitalism was destined, unless social differentiation stopped altogether, to 
proceed toward 'bureaucratization,' towards differentiation between econ- 
omy and polity, and between ownership and control" (p. 289; italics 
added). 

The tendency toward the bureaucratization of enterprise, and of man- 
agement in particular, is taken as an index of the appropriation of the 
powers of the propertied class by the managers. This confuses the (a) 
existence of an extensive administrative apparatus in the large corporation, 
in which the proportion of management positions held by members of the 
proprietary family may be negligible; and (b) the locus of control over 
this apparatus. Dahrendorf (1959) for instance, noting that the managers 
of large enterprises generally have neither inherited nor founded them, 
concludes from this that these new managers, "utterly different than their 
capitalist predecessors," have taken control for themselves. In place of 
of the "classical" or "full capitalist," there stands the bureaucratic man- 
ager and "organization man" (pp. 42, 46). From the observation that in 
the large corporation, functions that (allegedly) were fulfilled in the past 
by a single owner-manager are now institutionalized and split up among 
differing roles in the bureaucratic administrative organizations, it is con- 
cluded that bureaucratic management (if such it is) means bureaucratic 
control. However, there is nothing in bureaucratic management itself that 
indicates the bureaucracy's relationship to extrabureaucratic centers of 
control at the apex or outside of the bureaucracy proper, such as large 
shareowners or bankers, to whom it may be responsible. 

Max Weber (1965) clearly conceptualized this relationship, referring to 
the "appropriation of control over the persons exercising managerial au- 
thority by the interests of ownership." If "the immediate appropriation of 
managerial functions" is no longer in the hands of the owners, this does 
not mean the separation of control from ownership, but rather "the separa- 
tion of the managerial function" from ownership. "By virtue of their 
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ownership," Weber saw, "control over managerial positions may rest in 
the hands of property interests outside the organization as such" (pp. 248- 
49; italics added). 

It is precisely this relationship between propertied interests and the 
bureaucracy, and between "capitalists" and "managers," which has re- 
ceived at best inadequate and usually no attention among those who 
report that they have seen a "corporate revolution" silently abolish private 
ownership in the means of production. Thus, Daniel Bell (1961) can write 
that "private productive property, especially in the United States, is largely 
a fiction" (p. 44), and Dahrendorf (1959) can claim: "Capital-and 
thereby capitalism-has dissolved and given way in the economic sphere, 
to a plurality of partly agreed, partly competing, and partly simply 
different groups" (p. 47; italics added). 

Two issues, then, have to be separated: (1) whether the large corpora- 
tions continue to be controlled by ownership interests, despite their man- 
agement by functionaries who may themselves be propertyless; (2) whether 
the undisputed rise of managerial functions means the rise of the func- 
tionaries themselves. Do they constitute a separate and cohesive stratum, 
with identifiable interests, ideas, and policies, which are opposed to those 
of the extant owning families? Are the consequences of their actions, what- 
ever their intentions, to bring into being social relationships which under- 
mine capitalism? How, with their "rise," is "the incidence of economic 
power" changed? (Bendix 1952, p. 119). 

These are not merely analytically distinguishable issues, A number of 
social scientists, "plain marxists" preeminent among them,4 concede the 
reality of the split between ownership and control in most large corpora- 
tionis. However, they reject the implication that this renders inapplicable 
to the United States and other developed capitalist countries a theory 
which roots classes in the concrete economic order and historically given 
system of property relations, and which focuses, in particular, on the 
relationship between the direct producers and the owners of the means of 
production. In their view, whatever the situation within the corporation 
as the predominant legal unit of ownership of large-scale productive prop- 
erty, the "owners" and "managers" of the large corporations, taken as a 
whole, constitute different strata or segments-when they are not merely 
agents-of the same more or less unified social class. They reject the 
notion, as Reinhard Bendix has observed (1952), "that people in the 
productive system constitute a separate social group because they serve 

4 "Plain marxists" (uncapitalized) was C. Wright Mills's (1962) phrase to charac- 
terize thinkers to whom Marx's "general model and . . . ways of thinking are central 
to their own intellectual history and remain relevant to their attempts to grasp 
present-day social worlds" (p. 98). He listed such varied thinkers as Joan R6binson, 
Jean Paul Sartre, and Paul M. Sweezy, as well as himself, as plain marxists. 
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similar functions and that they are powerful because they are indispens- 
able" (p. 119). Rather, the corporations are units in a class-controlled 
apparatus of appropriation; and the whole gamut of functionaries and 
owners of capital participate in varying degrees, and as members of the 
same social class, in its direction (cf. Baran and Sweezy 1966, chap. 2; 
Miliband 1969, chap. 2; W. A. T. Nichols 1969, pp. 140-41; Playford 
1972, pp. 116-18). This class theory, as we discuss below in detail, de- 
mands research concerning the ensemble of social relations, concrete 
interests, and overriding commitments of the officers, directors, and 
principal shareowners of the large corporations in general. Rather than 
limiting analysis to the relationship between the "management" and 
principal shareowners of a given corporation, the analysis must focus on 
the multiplicity of their interconnections with other "managements" and 
principal shareowners in other large corporations, as well as the owners 
of other forms of large-scale income-bearing property.5 Were research to 
show that the putative separation of ownership and control within the 
large corporation is a "pseudofact" and that identifiable families and other 
cohesive ownership interests continue to control them, this might surprise 
certain "plain marxists," but it would, of course, be quite consistent with 
their general class theory.6 Most important, were "managers" and "owners" 

5Domhoff (1967, pp. 47-62) and Kolko (1962, pp. 60-69), who may also be con- 
sidered "plain marxists," reject as incorrect both the separation of ownership and 
control within the large corporation and argue that "managers" belong to the same 
social class as the "owners." Their books contain brief empirical studies of the owner- 
ship of stock (Kolko) and "upper-class membership" (Domhoff) of large corporate 
directors. This is also the view of Ferdinand Lundberg (1946, 1968), who, in par- 
ticular, lays stress on the need to study the kinship relationships among the owners 
and executives-a point we discuss in some detail below. 
6 Though it might not accord with their "economic" theory. As we discuss briefly 
below, Baran and Sweezy (1966, chap. 2) discard the concept of "interest groups" or 
"communities of interest" binding together a number of corporations into a common 
system. They argue "that an appropriate model of the economy no longer needs to 
take account of them" (p. 18). Further, they also assert, without evidence, that they 
"abstract from whatever elements of outside control may still exist in the world of 
giant corporations because they are in no sense essential to the way it works" (p. 20; 
italics added). Unfortunately the issue is one which would require a new article, 
if not full-length monograph, to grapple with, and extended discussion here is impos- 
sible. However, I have not yet seen an explanation of why Baran and Sweezy have 
concluded that the question of "outside" or familial control is irrelevant to under- 
standing the American political economy, nor why they should be so insistent on this 
point. They have not explained how the continuation of communities of interest and 
familial control groups would alter the ability of the system to face the problem of 
what they term "the tendency of surplus to rise," which is the central issue of their 
essay and cornerstone of their neo-marxian theory of "monopoly capitalism." If, as 
they argue, (a) the large corporations tend, in their interaction, to produce a "surplus" 
of investment funds in excess of private investment outlets; and (b) this disparity 
between a rising surplus and available investment outlets is a chronic threat of crisis 
in our political economy, how would this tendency be affected by the existence of 
controlling ownership interests in the "giant corporations"? How would this tendency 
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to be found to occupy a common "class situation" (Weber 1968, p. 927), 
the theory that ownership and control of the large corporations reside in 
the same social class would be confirmed. In contrast, either set of findings 
would tend to invalidate the essential assumptions, propositions, and 
inferences of managerial theory. In any event, each alleged implication 
requires careful analysis and empirical testing on its own. 

MANAGERS AND CAPITALISTS: THE HISTORIC CONTROVERSY 

The theory of managerial capitalism has hoary antecedents. Not only 
did Marx himself make rather confusing Hegelian comments about the 
emergence of the corporation, but the theory of a society in which the 
capitalist class is gradually replaced by an administrative stratum no 
longer devoted to the interests of property was being enunciated even while 
the epoch of "finance capital" and the large corporation was dawning in 
late 19th- and 20th-century Germany. Eduard Bernstein and Konrad 
Schmidt, Social Democratic theoreticians of what came to be known as 
"revisionism," argued that the property form of the corporation presaged 
and was part of a gradual alteration in the essence of capitalism. The 
splitting up of property into shares brought with it "armies of share- 
holders" representing a new "power over the economic life of society. The 
shareholder" wrote Bernstein (1961), "takes the graded place in the 
social scale which the captains of industry used to occupy before the con- 
centration of businesses" (p. 54). The capitalist class, said Schmidt, was 
undergoing a process of "expropriation by stages." The "decomposition of 

be affected by "interest groups" able to coordinate the prices, production, sales, and 
investment policies of ostensibly independent corporations? Would not such groups, 
rather than the individual corporation, constitute the "basic unit of capital"? An 
original thinker like Paul M. Sweezy might be expected to grapple with this question, 
rather than merely asserting its irrelevance. When he authored the NRC report on 
interest groups in 1939, he wrote: "This study should be regarded as doing no more 
than posing the problem of the larger significance of the facts which it seeks to 
portray" (Sweezy 1953, p. 184). He ended his essay by a couple of questions con- 
cerning their significance to which, to my knowledge, he has yet to speak: "What is 
the significance of the existence of more or less closely integrated interest groups for 
the pricing process? What are its implications for the relation between economic and 
political activity?" These questions seem to me to be quite as relevant today as when 
Sweezy first asked them. Indeed, when he republished this study in 1953, nearly two 
decades after its original appearance, he wrote: "No . . . study [of interest groups] 
. . .has been made in recent years, though there is an obvious need for one. I hope 
that the republication of this earlier attempt to deal with what was and remains one 
of the crucial aspects of our whole social system will stimulate the interest of younger 
social scientists and provide them with both a starting point and some useful meth- 
odological pointers" (pp. 158-59; italics added). Perhaps I may immodestly hope 
that this article by a "younger social scientist" will stimulate the interest of Paul M. 
Sweezy to explicitly deal with the issues he has so far avoided, but which he once 
thought of paramount importance! 
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capital" was leading to the gradual extension of the rights of "sovereignty" 
over property to society as a whole. The capitalist was being transformed 
"from a proprietor to a simple administrator."7 

This was substantially the same thesis of a work which appeared three 
decades later in 1932, in the United States and which has been the most 
enduring source of the theory of managerial capitalism: The Modern Cor- 
poration and Private Property, by Adolph Berle, Jr., and Gardiner C. 
Means. "The dissolution of the atom of property," they wrote (1967), 
"destroys the very foundation on which the economic order of the past 
three centuries has rested" (p. 8). They reported that 65% of the 200 
largest corporations appear to be "controlled either by the management or 
by a legal device involving a small proportion of ownership" (p. 110). The 
latter category, "control through a legal device," such as pyramiding, is 
clearly a form of ownership control, as Larner (1970) points out, "since it 
is based on stock ownership and not on a strategic position in management. 
The legal device simply reduces the share of stock ownership required for 
control" (p. 132). Berle and Means classified 44% of the top 200 
corporations as actually under management control. However, they 
claimed to have "reasonably definite and reliable information" on at most 
two-thirds of the companies (Berle and Means 1967, p. 84). Indeed, they 
cited, in a detailed and extended table covering 20 pages of their book (pp. 
86-105), the source of their information on each corporation and, most 
important, noted those corporations about whose locus of control they 
were merely surmising. Thus, they listed 73 corporations under the head- 
ing "majority of stock believed to be widely distributed and working con- 
trol held either by a large minority interest or by the management" (italics 
added). Of these, 29 were considered "presumably" under the control of 
a minority interest, while 44 were "presumably" under management con- 
trol. Indeed, of a total of 8812 corporations which they classified under 
management control,8 they provided no information on 44, which they 
could only consider "presumably" management controlled. Among indus- 
trials, they classified fully 39 of the 43 management-controlled corporations 
as only "presumably" under management control. Thus, they had in- 
formation which permitted them to classify as definitely under manage- 

7 For a contemporary polemic against these views, written in 1899, see Luxemburg 
(1970), pp. 16-20. Several colleagues, including Professors Merton and Bell, who read 
this article in an earlier draft, urged me to discuss "Marx's confusing Hegelian com- 
ments." Those who are interested in this discussion will find it in the Appendix. 
8 If one corporation was controlled by another through ownership, but the latter 
itself was found to be under management control, it was classified by Berle and 
Means as "ultimately management controlled." If it was ultimately under the "joint 
control" of a minority interest and management, or other combinations, they counted 
the corporation as one-half in each of the categories. Thus, the figure 88Y/2 cor- 
porations under management control. 
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ment control only 22% of the 200 largest corporations, and of the 106 
industrials, only 3.8%o! Yet numerous scholars over the years have cited 
the work by Berle and Means (when giving citations at all) as the main 
or only source of their own assertions that ownership and control were 
split apart in the large corporations. In part, this may be explained by the 
fact that Berle and Means presented their summary table and conclusions 
(pp. 109-10) without any mention of their earlier qualifications concern- 
ing the adequacy and validity of their information. If we take the informa- 
tion contained in parts J and K of their table 12 on pages 103-5, a correct 
summary of their findings, with the necessary qualifications made explicit, 
would be as shown in table 1. 

TABLE 1 

TYPE OF CONTROL OF THE 200 LARGEST CORPORATIONS, 1929, ACCORDING TO 

BERLE AND MEANS 

RR PU IND. TOTALS 
TYPE OF 

CONTROL N % N % N % N % 

Private ownership .. 2 4.8 2 3.8 8 7.5 12 6.0 

Majority 
ownership .1 2.4 3 5.8 6 5.7 10 5.0 

Minority control: 
"Presumed" . 0 0 5 9.6 24 22.6 29 14.5 
Others. 42 10.7 22 4.8 102 9.9 172 8.7 

Legal device. 72 17.8 19 36.5 142 13.7 41 20.5 

Management control: 
"Presumed" .0 0 5 9.6 39 36.8 44 22.0 
Others .26 61.9 142 27.9 4 3.8 442 22.3 

In receivership 1 2.4 1 1.9 0 0 2 1.0 

Total .42 100 52 100 106 100 200 100 

NOTE.-RR = railroads; PU = public utilities; Ind. = industrials; "minority control" was as- 
sumed to be present when a single individual or cohesive group was found to own at least 20% of 
the corporation's stock; "presumed" refers to Berle and Means's classification of firms believed to be 
widely distributed and presumably under specified type of control. 

In 1945, R. A. Gordon published a study, based in part on a secondary 
analysis of the Temporary National Economic Committee (TNEC) data, 
which came to conclusions much like those of Berle and Means. He wrote 
that "the real revolution [in property rights] has already largely taken 
place; the great majority of stockholders have been deprived of control 
of their property through the diffusion of ownership and the growth in 
the power of management" (1966, p. 350). 

Quite recently, Robert J. Larner duplicated the Berle-Means methods 
in his own study of the 500 largest nonfinancial corporations in the 
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United States and concluded that the "managerial revolution" in process 
in 1929 was now "close to complete." Corporations in which the largest 
individual stockholder or members of a single family or a group of 
business associates were found not to own 10% or more of the voting 
stock were classified by Larner as under "management control." By this 
criterion, he classified 84% of the top 200 and 70% of the next 300 
largest nonfinancial corporations in 1963 in the United States as "man- 
agement controlled."9 John Kenneth Galbraith (1968), who had relied 
on Berle and Means's and Gordon's studies to advance his own interpre- 
tation of the loss of stockholder control in the "new industrial state" not 
merely to management, but to the new "technocracy," found that Lar- 
ner's findings, some of which appeared as Galbraith's book was going to 
press, "explicitly confirmed" his view of the process (p. 90). 

In contrast to these studies and others following similar methods 
of analysis and classification are several studies by analysts taking a 
quite different approach. These researchers have argued that without an 
investigation of the specific situation in a given corporation, and of the 
interconnections between the principal shareholders, officers, and di- 
rectors, and other corporations, the actual control group is unlikely to be 
identified. 

Thus, studies which appeared at virtually the same time as that of 
Berle and Means, by Anna Rochester (1936) and Ferdinand Lundberg 
(1937), respectively, concluded, as Lundberg put it, that "a very small 
group of families," through their ownership interests and control of the 
major banks, were still in control of the "industrial system" (1946, 
pp. 506-8). Analyzing the same corporations that Berle and Means 
claimed were under management control, Lundberg found that "in most 
cases [the largest stockholding] families had themselves installed the 
management control or were among the directors," while several others 
were "authoritatively regarded in Wall Street as actually under the rule 
of J. P. Morgan and Company." "Exclusion of stockholders from control, 
within the context as revealed by Berle-Means," Lundberg concluded 
(pp. 506-8), "does not mean that large stockholders are excluded from 
a decisive voice in the management. It means, only, that small stock- 
holders have been [excluded]." The National Resources Committee 
(NRC) also conducted a study of the control of the largest U.S. corpora- 
tions during the same period. Unlike either Berle and Means or Gordon, 

9 Larner 1970, p. 21. Berle and Means had used 20% as the minimum necessary for 
minority ownership interests to maintain control. In a note to a new edition of their 
work, Berle and Means (1967), refer to Larner's original article in the September 
1966 American Economic Review as "a study [which] has duplicated the 1929 analysis 
for 1963, making only one significant change in concept" (p. 358), the reduced amount 
(10%) necessary for ownership control. 
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the NRC study included not only the 200 largest nonfinancial corpora- 
tions but also the 50 largest banks, which permitted its author (Paul M. 
Sweezy) to discover centers of "outside" control or abiding influence 
which were missed by the former studies. The NRC study also took 
account of corporation histories and information on the careers of key 
officers and directors, as well as of information on primary interlocks 
between corporations. Almost half of the top 200 corporations and 16 of 
the banks were found to belong to eight different "interest groups" bind- 
ing their constituent corporations together under a significant element 
of common control by wealthy families and/or financial associates and 
investment bankers (NRC 1939, pp. 100-103; 306-17; Sweezy 1953). 

Of 43 industrial corporations which Berle and Means categorized 
under "management control," 36 appeared on the lists of top corporations 
studied by the TNEC (Goldsmith and Parmelee 1940) and NRC in the 
late thirties. Victor Perlo compared their findings concerning these partic- 
ular corporations and found that of these 36, the TNEC located "definite 
centers of control" for 15 and the NRC for 11; in addition, Perlo's own 
research (1957) revealed that another seven were under the control of 
identifiable ownership interests, leaving only three industrial corporations 
on the original Berle and Means list for which other investigators did 
not locate definite control centers (p. 49). 

Differences in the findings of recent studies also indicate the wisdom 
of considering the empirical question as open: Don Villarejo studied 
the locus of control in 250 of the largest industrial corporations (though 
not other types of nonfinancial corporations) on the 1960 Fortune list. 
He concluded (1961/62) that, of the 232 corporations on which he ob- 
tained usable data, "at least 126 corporations," or 54%, and perhaps as 
many as 141, or 61%, were controlled by ownership interests, that is, 
he found "the existence of concentrated ownership to the extent of secur- 
ing potential working control of the corporation in question" (p. 68). 
His findings were criticized by Larner (1970) "as open to challenge 
because he aggregated the stockholdings of directors, investment com- 
panies and insurance companies in each corporation without providing 
specific evidence, such as family or business relationships, to suggest a 
community of interests or to indicate the likelihood of either intragroup 
or intergroup cooperation" (p. 22). This criticism of Villarejo's work 
may or may not be correct, but it is remarkable that Larner should make 
it, since it is at least as applicable if not more so-not only to Berle 
and Mean's original study, which Larner chose to emulate procedurally, 
but also to Larner's own findings. Larner certainly does not present 
systematic evidence of the kind he requires of Villarejo, yet he concluded 
that most large corporations were under "management control." It is 
relevant, therefore, that Fortune, using essentially the same definitions 
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and procedures as Larner, and taking 10% as the minimum necessary 
for proprietary control, found in 1967 that 147 corporations of the top 
500 were controlled through ownership interests, or over half again as 
many of Larner's 95 (Sheehan 1967). 

PROBLEMS OF METHOD AND MEASUREMENT 

Further brief review of recent contradictory findings concerning the 
control of the largest corporations in the United States highlights the 
most significant problem faced by investigators of this subject: the data 
needed for adequate measurement are, in the first place, often inaccessible. 
As Joseph Kahl (1957) points out, power, "because it is potential, . . . is 
usually impossible to see. Furthermore, where it exists it tends to be 
deliberately hidden; those who sit among the mighty do not invite 
sociologists to watch them make their decisions about how to control 
the behavior of others" (p. 10). Two separate problems of "inaccessibility 
of the data," the relative importance of which cannot be settled a priori, 
require investigation so that we can assess the limitations to our under- 
standing: first, there is no official list of the largest corporations, ranked 
by assets, sales, or profits. Investigators must have access to the sources of 
information that will allow them to compile such a list or even make 
reasonable guesses. Studies in recent years have relied largely on For- 
tune's 500 as their primary source of a list of which corporations to in- 
vestigate. Thus, even the Patman Committee on Banking and Currency 
of the House of Representatives used that list in its analysis of inter- 
locking relationships between large commercial banks and the largest 
corporations (Patman Report 1968, p. 91). In 1966 Fortune plainly 
disclosed that over the years since it had been publishing its list it had 
been omitting "privately owned or closely held companies that do not 
publish certified statements of their financial results." On the basis of 
Fortune's knowledge, it now named 26 companies which it believed 
"had sufficient sales in 1965 to qualify for the 500 list" (Sheehan 1966). 
(Because of a high ratio of sales to assets, some of these firms might not 
rank among the top 500 if we knew their assets.) Obviously, any adequate 
generalization about the ability of families to maintain control through 
ownership, indeed private ownership, of very large firms would have to 
take account of such previously ignored privately owned firms. Were these 
added to the "list," there would be not merely five privately owned firms 
as found by Larner, but 31, over six times as many as previously counted 
among the 500 largest. Whether other such large privately owned firms 
have still escaped notice is an important question to which there is no 
presently reliable answer. 

Perhaps of greater importance as a source of inaccessibility of the 
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relevant information is the fact that new methods of control, some of 
which rely on secrecy, have been devised by the principal shareowning 
families. The extent (though not the fact) of this secrecy is, once again, 
unknown. The problem, put most simply, is to discover who are the 
actual "beneficial owners" of the shareholdings held by the "shareholders 
of record." Shareholdings may appear in the name of voting trusts, foun- 
dations, holding companies, and other related operating corporations in 
which the given family has a dominant interest. "Use of nominees 
[brokers, dealers, bank trust departments], also known in the securities 
trade as 'street names' or 'straws' [usually nonfinancial firms listed as 
record shareholders but whose control is not publicly known] to hide 
beneficial ownership of stock is a common corporate practice today," as 
Senator Lee Metcalf recently noted (1971). Corporations "habitually 
list nominees rather than beneficial owners," whatever the supposed 
formal reporting requirements (Metcalf and Reinemer 1971). In this 
way, the presence of principal proprietary families may be hidden or 
rendered scarcely noticeable among the reports of stock ownership filed 
with the Securities and Exchange Commission, which are required by 
law to list the stockholdings of each director of the firm and of the bene- 
ficial owners of 10% or more of the outstanding amount of its stock. 

Even the presence of large bank holdings may be hidden in this way- 
not to speak of the proprietary controlling interests of the bank itself. 
Thus, in addition to the discrepancy between Fortune's findings and 
Larner's, the Patman Committee's unprecedented studies (1968) suggest 
that three dozen corporations classified as "management-controlled" by 
Larner are really under the control of very large banks (pp. 13-15). 
Larner has rejected the Patman Committee's conclusions on the grounds 
that the banks do not hold at least 10% of the voting stock in most of 
the corporations named by the committee. There are six, however, in 
which more than 10% of the common stock is held by a single bank, 
and another in which 9.5% is held by a single bank. To Larner's 95 
corporations controlled through ownership interests, then, we may add 
the 17 privately owned firms which the Fortune lists have excluded,10 
the 52 discovered by Fortune among the 500 to be be under proprietary 
control through at least 10% minority holdings by an individual or 
family, and at least the six found by the Patman Committee to be under 
"bank minority control" by 10% or more stock ownership. This is a total 

10 I do not include all 26 privately owned firms named by Fortune (Sheehan 1966) 
because when the estimated sales of these firms are taken into account and they are 
ranked (and the others on the original 500 list reranked) by sales, only 17 belong 
in the top 500. If all 26 were included, and the number of "proprietary" firms (179) 
figured among the 526, the proportion would be the same: 34%. By sales, the 26 
privately owned firms are ranked as follows: top 100, none; 101-50, 3; 151-200, 1; 
201-50, 2; 251-300, 1; 301-50, 3; 351-400, 1; 401-50, 3; 451-500, 3; 501-26, 9. 

1086 



Corporate Ownership and Control 

of 170 firms, or 34% of the 500 largest nonfinancial firms which are 
controlled through ownership interests. Further, Larner (1970) correctly 
argues, as we noted earlier, that "control through a legal device" such as 
pyramiding, contrary to Berle and Mean's view, is "more realistically 
seen . . . as a form of ownership control" (p. 132). He found 26 corpora- 
tions in this category. Larner also classified two corporations as under 
"unknown" control; however, he believes "it is likely" that these are, 
in fact, privately owned. Adding these 28, we have a total of 198, or 
39.6% of the top 500 firms controlled through a minimum of 10% owner- 
ship interest-a figure more than double Larner's original 95, or 19%. 

It should be emphasized that we have so far used the criterion of 10% 
as the minimum proportion of the outstanding stock which an individual 
or cohesive group must have to exert minority control through ownership. 
This is the standard employed by Larner and other recent authorities 
(e.g., Monsen et al. 1968, 1969; Hindley 1970; Sheehan 1967; Vernon 
1970), in place of the original 20% cutoff point used by Berle and Means, 
on the assumption that stock is now even more widely dispersed and that, 
therefore, a bloc of 10% should assure working control. However, on the 
basis of its investigations, the Patman Committee concluded that effec- 
tive control could be assured with even less than a 5% holding, "especially 
in very large corporations whose stock is widely held" (1968, p. 91). 
Were this assumption correct, then another 14 corporations in which the 
Patman investigators found a single bank holding more than 5% but less 
than 10% of the voting stock would also clearly belong under proprietary 
rather than management control-bringing the total so far to 211, or 
42.2% of the top 500 firms controlled by identifiable ownership interests." 

11 Larner (1970) also apparently has some doubts concerning the adequacy of the 
residual definition of management control, using the less than 10% ownership criterion. 
He names five firms among the top 200 (and refers to "several others among the top 
500") which, though he classified them as management controlled, "appear to be 
controlled, or at least strongly influenced, by a single family within their management. 
Yet these families owned only a very small fraction of the outstanding voting stock" 
(p. 19). With these included, there are 216 (not counting the unenumerated "several 
others"), or 43.2%o, of the top 500 firms in the United States which are visibly con- 
trolled by identifiable individuals, families, or banks. We might note, also, that there 
are 335 industrial corporations among the top 500 nonfinancials. Of these, Larner 
found 89, or 27%, controlled through ownership; 19, or 6%, through ownership via 
a legal device; and another 2, or 1%, "unknown" which he believes likely to be 
privately owned. Fourteen of the "bank-controlled" corporations found by Patman 
among Larner's management-controlled corporations are industrials. Three of Larner's 
firms that he classified under management control but thinks are family controlled 
are also industrials. All 17 of the Fortune (Sheehan 1966) privately owned firms are 
industrials. This makes 144. We do not know (nor would Fortune provide the in- 
formation when asked) the industrial classification of the 52 corporations Fortune 
(Sheehan 1967) found under proprietary control. Were they all industrials, 196, or 
59% of the 335 top industrial corporations in the United States would be classified 
as controlled by identifiable individuals, families, or banks. 
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Moreover, these findings do not consider "any of the various coalitions 
that may indeed assure working control for small groups in many com- 
panies" (Sheehan 1967). (For example, another six corporations which 
Larner classified under "management control" were found by the Patman 
investigators to have a group of two or three banks holding 10% or 
more of the common stock between them.) Indeed, the official sources of 
information ordinarily relied on in such investigations are highly unlikely 
to permit discovery of such coalitions. These coalitions, moreover, can 
scarcely be revealed by residual definitional modes of analysis which 
merely classify by exclusion those corporations as management controlled 
in which no specified minimum proportion of shares has been found in 
the hands of a single individual or cohesive group. Genuine disclosure 
would require an investigation into the recent history of the corporation, 
and, perhaps, "inside information" which is not immediately accessible. 
At the least, information on critical phases of the founding, promotion, 
and expansion (or mergers) of the corporation and the place in the 
present structure of control of individuals and families that played im- 
portant roles during these phases-is needed to identify the implications 
of given shareholdings (Sweezy 1953, p. 160). Not since the NRC in- 
vestigation of "interest groups in the American economy" has such a 
study been done in the United States. 

However, most recently a very important study has been done which 
attempted paradoxically-to systematically mine the publicly avail- 
able "inside information" on the controlling interests in America's largest 
industrial corporations. Our own reference to Fortune and the New York 
Times (Sheehan 1966, 1967; Murphy 1967; Jensen 1971) has already 
indicated their possible value as sources of "publicly available inside in- 
formation." Thus, Philip Burch "searched carefully" through Fortune, 
Time, Business Week, Forbes and the business section of the New York 
Times over the period dating roughly from 1950 to 1971 in order to 
collect the information these business media contained on any of the 
300 largest manufacturing and mining corporations (plus the next 200 
largest less intensively) as well as the top 50 merchandising and trans- 
portation companies. He supplemented this information by Moody's 
manuals and Standard and Poor's Corporation Records, as well as SEC 
reports, though he found these of less use. "The results of this research 
and analysis," according to Burch (1972), "show a marked difference in 
stock ownership totals as contrasted with those arrived at through 
examination" of the SEC's Official Summary of Securities Transactions 
and Holdings. He found "disparities of very sizeable proportions" and 
is "of the firm opinion that the higher figures [using his business sources] 
are the more accurate ones" (pp. 25-27). He did a "company-by-company 
analysis of the control status of most [300] of America's large corpora- 
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tions . .. as of the mid 1960's" (p. 29); classified the corporations, ranked 
by Fortune's figures on sales, into three categories, "probably manage- 
ment control," "possibly family control," and "probably family control"; 
and he found that only among the 50 largest industrial corporations did 
his category of "probably management control" bulk largest, with 58% 
of them falling in that category. Of the total top 300, he found that 40% 
probably were under management control, 45% were probably under 
family control, and 15% possibly under family control (p. 70). Burch 
considers these "conservative figures," and it is his opinion that "they 
represent the most reliable findings that can be assembled on this difficult 
and important subject without resort to governmental subpoena and 
investigatory powers," and notes further that his study took no account of 
''vast blocks of corporate stock held by the big institutional investors, 
particularly the top 50 commercial banks and trust companies" (p. 17). 

These findings obviously contradict the received view that the largest 
corporations are virtually all under management control-and which 
Larner purportedly showed in his own recent study. One question, then, 
aside from Burch's use of business sources not utilized systematically 
before, is by what criteria Burch classified the corporations under prob- 
able family control. Two conditions had to be met: (1) "that approxi- 
mately 4%-5% or more of the voting stock was held by a family, group 
of families, or some affluent individual" according to one or more of his 
sources; and (2) that he found representation "on the part of a family 
on the board of directors of a company, generally over an extended period 
of time" (Burch 1972, pp. 29-30). Whether this is a more or less valid 
index of proprietary control than using 10% as the required minimum 
(and using predominately official sources whose reliability has been shown 
to be questionable) cannot be determined in any simple manner-pre- 
cisely because we have no independent criteria by which to measure 
"control" other than by the whole variety of hints, clues, and solid 
information we can get on the actual proprietary interests in a given 
corporation. 

THE CONCEPT OF CONTROL 

In short, how "control" is conceptualized is a critical question-apart 
from the problem of obtaining reliable and valid information. Following 
Berle and Means, "control" has generally been defined to refer to the 
"actual power to select the board of directors (or its majority)," although 
control may also "be exercised not through the selection of directors, but 
through dictation to the management, as where a bank determines the 
policy of a corporation seriously indebted to it" (Berle and Means 1967, 
p. 66; italics added). Thus control refers to the "power of determining 
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the broad policies guiding a corporation and not to . . . the actual influ- 
ence on the day to day affairs of an enterprise" (Goldsmith and Parmelee 
1940, pp. 99-100; italics added). Control is not business management, 
or what Gordon (1966) has termed "business leadership" (p. 150). This 
would seem to be clear conceptually. However, in practice Berle and 
Means and their followers have simply assumed away the analytical issues 
by their operational definitions. They have merely assumed, rather than 
demonstrated, that once a cohesive ownership interest having at least 
a minimum specified proportion of the stock (whether 20% as in the 
original Berle and Means work or the current 10% criterion) disappears, 
the corporation slips imperceptibly and inevitably under "management 
control." At this point, presumably, the top officers, given the wide dis- 
persion of stock among small shareowners and the officers' control of the 
proxy machinery, become capable of nominating and electing a compliant 
and subservient board of directors, of perpetuating themselves in office, 
and of abrogating, thereby, the control of proprietary interests (Gordon 
1966, pp. 121-22; Larner 1970, p. 3; Business Week, May 22, 1971, 
p. 54). "In the mature corporation," as Galbraith (1968) sums it up, 
"the stockholders are without power; the Board of Directors is normally 
the passive instrument of the management" (pp. 59, 90-95). 

However, as I have emphasized repeatedly, it is necessary to study 
the concrete situation within the corporation and the constellation of 
intercorporate relationships in which it is involved before one can begin 
to understand where control is actually located. The Berle and Means 
method of investigation, the definitions and procedures utilized, do not, 
in fact, even begin to accord with the actual content of their own con- 
cept. For this reason, it seems advisable to conceptualize control in such 
a way as to link it inextricably with a method that is not reducible to a 
single criterion, such as a minimum percentage of stock held by a single 
minority bloc, but which requires instead a variety of interrelated yet 
independent indicators. The modalities of corporate control utilized by 
specific individuals and/or families and/or groups of associates differ 
considerably, vary in complexity, and are not easily categorized. Our 
concept of control must, therefore, compel attention to essential relation- 
ships. No less than the generic sociological concept of power, the concept 
of control, as Berle and Means (1967) themselves put it, is elusive, "for 
power can rarely be sharply segregated or clearly defined" (p. 66). The 
relationship between the actual locus of control, formal authority (bu- 
reaucratic executive posts), and legal rights (shareownership) is prob- 
lematic. If control refers to the capacity to determine the broad policies of 
a corporation, then it refers to a social relationship, not an attribute. 
Control (or power) is essentially relative and relational: how much 
power, with respect to whom? (cf. Wrong 1968, p. 679; Etzioni 1968, 
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pp. 314-15). Therefore, control is conceptualized here as follows: when 
the concrete structure of ownership and of intercorporate relationships 
makes it probable that an identifiable group of proprietary interests will 
be able to realize their corporate objectives over time, despite resistance, 
then we may say that they have "control" of the corporation (cf. Weber 
1968, p. 926). To estimate the probability that a given individual or 
group controls a corporation, then, we must know who the rivals or 
potential rivals for control are and what assets they can bring to the 
struggle. 

This has two obvious implications concerning the study of corporate 
control: it means that a specific minority percentage of ownership in 
itself can tell us little about the potential for control that it represents. 
We can discover this only by a case study of the pattern of ownership 
within the given corporation. However, it also means that confining our 
attention to the single corporation may, in fact, limit our ability to see 
the pattern of power relationships of which this corporation is merely one 
element; and it may restrict our understanding of the potential for control 
represented by a specific bloc of shares in a particular corporation. An 
individual or group's capacity for control increases correspondingly, de- 
pending upon how many other large corporations (including banks and 
other financial institutions) in which it has a dominant, if not controlling, 
position. The very same quantitative proportion of stock may have a 
qualitatively different significance, depending on the system of inter- 
corporate relationships in which the corporation is implicated. 

Of course, our reference here is to "structural" analysis rather than 
"behavioral" analysis of actual "struggles for control." Even such 
struggles, however, can rarely provide real insight concerning the ques- 
tion of control without the type of analysis emphasized here. Otherwise, 
one cannot know who the contending powers actually are-what may 
look like a "proxy fight" between "management" and certain shareowners, 
may, in fact, be a struggle between contending proprietary interests. 
The latter type of research, therefore, also requires the former, if it is to 
provide valid and reliable findings. 

There remains the question as to what "broad corporate policies or 
objectives" are over which control is to be exercised. I have found no 
usable definition in my studies of the writings on this question. Nor am 
I convinced it is amenable to definition apart from a specific theoretical 
framework in which it is conceptualized. We must have a theory of the 
objective necessities of corporate conduct and the imperatives of the 
political economy-and to attempt to outline such a theory here would 
take us rather far afield from the focus of this article. However, such 
questions as the following would be essential: what relationships must 
the corporations in an oligopolistic economy establish with each other? 
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with the state? with foreign governments? with the workers? with 
sources of raw materials and markets? What common problems, which 
their very interaction creates, must they resolve? Then we may ask 
whether the individuals who actually decide among proposed long-range 
strategies and determine the "broad policies and objectives" of the cor- 
porations are merely members of "management." 

We know, for instance, that the largest corporations in the United 
States are now typically "multinational" or "transnational" in the sense 
that the "sheer size of their foreign commitment," as Fortune puts it 
(Rose 1968, p. 101), and the "extent of their involvements is such that, 
to some degree, these companies now regard the world rather than the 
nation state as their natural and logical operating area." Is it the "man- 
agements" of these corporations that determine their broad policies? Or 
do the individuals, families, and other principal proprietary interests with 
the greatest material stake in these corporations impose their conceptions 
of the issues and demand that their objectives are pursued in order to 
maintain the "world . . . as their natural and logical operating area"? 
Here, clearly, we verge, once again, on the class questions raised at the 
outset of this article. To take a more limited issue, however: many of the 
multinational corporations face increasing risk of nationalization of their 
foreign properties. "Management" may plan for such contingencies, 
exercise their "discretion," and decide on the tactics to be adopted. When 
their planning goes awry or proves ineffective, however, must the manage- 
ment answer to their corporation's principal shareowners and other pro- 
prietary interests (such as banks) or not? Having left management in 
charge of the everyday operations of the corporations abroad, with little 
or no interference, do the principal proprietary interests have the power 
to interfere when deemed necessary? Without an analysis of concrete 
situations and the specific control structure of the corporations involved, 
we cannot answer such questions though occasionally particular events 
momentarily illuminate the actual relationships involved (though they 
may still remain largely in the shadows). Thus, for example, the Chilean 
properties of Kennecott Copper Corporation and Anaconda Company 
were recently (1971) nationalized in Chile. These two corporations, 
which owned the major copper mines of Chile, had adopted different long- 
range strategies to deal with the rising probability of nationalization. We 
cannot explore the details here, but suffice it to say that Kennecott's 
strategy was reportedly aimed at insuring, as Robert Haldeman, execu- 
tive vice-president of Kennecott's Chilean operations explained, "that 
nobody expropriates Kennecott without upsetting customers, creditors, 
and governments on three continents" (Moran 1973, pp. 279-80). 
Kennecott was able to "expand very profitably in the late 1960's with no 
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new risk to itself and to leave, after the nationalization in 1971, with 
compensation greater than the net worth of its holdings had been in 1964. 
In contrast, Anaconda, which had not spread its risk or protected itself 
through a strategy of building transnational alliances, lost its old hold- 
ings, lost the new capital it committed during the Frei regime [preceding 
Allende's socialist administration], and was nationalized in 1971 without 
any hope of compensation" (Moran 1973, pp. 280-81).12 

Now, according to Berle and Means (1967, p. 104) and Larner (1970, 
pp. 74-79), both Kennecott and Anaconda have long been under "man- 
agement control." In Kennecott's case, there is relatively persuasive evi- 
dence that it is, in fact, probably controlled by the Guggenheim family 
and associated interests rather than by "management."'3 Whether this is 

12 The destruction of the constitutional government and parliamentary democracy 
of Chile, and the death of her Marxist president, Dr. Salvador Allende, at the hands 
of the armed forces on September 11, 1973, has once again given Anaconda (and 
other foreign corporations) "hope of compensation." The military regime's foreign 
minister, Adm. Ismael Huerta, announced within a week of the coup, that the "'door 
was open' for resumption of negotiations on compensation for United States copper 
holdings nationalized by President Allende" (New York Times, September 30, 1973, 
p. 14). 
13 Kennecott illustrates well our insistence on the importance of knowledge of a 
corporation's critical historic phases in disclosing the actual locus of control. The 
Guggenheim interests bought control of the El Teniente copper mine from the Braden 
Copper Company in 1908; in 1915 they sold it to the Kennecott Copper Corporation, 
in which Guggenheim Brothers was the controlling stockholder. In 1923, Utah Copper, 
in which the Guggenheims had a minority interest, also purchased a large bloc of 
Kennecott's shares (Hoyt 1967, p. 263). Yet for Berle and Means (1967) only six 
years later (their data were for 1929) Kennecott was "presumably under manage- 
ment control" (p. 104). When World War II began, as a historian close to the 
Guggenheim family has written, "the Guggenheims created a new Kennecott Copper 
Corporation, which would have three million shares. This corporation bought up the 
Guggenheim copper holdings," including 25% of Utah Copper Company's stock, and 
controlling interests in Copper River Railroad and other "Alaska syndicate holdings" 
(Hoyt 1967, p. 263). The Guggenheim Brothers also had (until purchased recently 
by the Allende government) the controlling interest in Chile's Anglo-Lautaro Nitrate 
Company, organized in 1931 out of previous nitrate holdings controlled by the 
Guggenheims (Lomask 1964, p. 281) and reorganized in 1951 by Harry Guggenheim 
(a senior partner of Guggenheim Brothers), to bring in two other smaller Guggen- 
heim-controlled firms. Guggenheim presided as board chairman and chief executive 
officer of Anglo-Lautaro until his retirement in 1962. Previously, he had been "absent 
from the family business for a quarter of a century," until in 1949 his uncle enjoined 
him to reorganize Guggenheim Brothers (Lomask 1964, p. 65). In 1959 the Guggen- 
heim Exploration Company, one of whose partners was a director of Kennecott 
Copper Corporation in which "the Guggenheim foundations" now also held large 
holdings, was also revived (Lomask 1964, p. 281). The son of one of the original 
Guggenheim brothers (Edmond A., son of Murry) "maintained an active interest in 
Kennecott Corporation" as a director (Lomask 1964, p. 295), while Peter Lawson- 
Johnston, a grandson of Solomon Guggenheim, was, as of 1966, a partner in Guggen- 
heim Brothers, a director of the advisory board of Anglo-Lautaro, a director of 
Kennecott, a director of Minerec Corporation, the vice-president of Elgerbar Cor- 
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so or not, Kennecott's "successful tactics" in Chile did not test the reality 
of its alleged control by management. However, Anaconda's "manage- 
ment" was submitted to a rather clear test of the extent to which it had 
control. Within two months after the Chilean government "intervened" 
in Anaconda's properties and a month after it took over Anaconda Sales 
Corporation's control of copper sales, it was announced in the New York 
Times (May 14, 1971, p. 55) that Mr. John B. Place, a director of 
Anaconda, and a vice-chairman of the Chase Manhattan Bank (one of 
its four top officers, along with David Rockefeller, chairman, and the 
president and another vice-chairman) was to become the new chief 
executive officer of the Anaconda Company. (Other Anaconda directors 
who were bankers included James D. Farley, an executive vice-president 
of First National City Bank, and Robert V. Roosa, a partner in Brown 
Brothers, Harriman and Company.) As the New York Times reporter 
(Walker 1971) explained, Mr. Place had no mining expertise ("it is 
assumed he would not know a head frame from a drag line"), and though 
he had been an Anaconda director since 1969, he "lives in the East and 
has never attended the annual [stockholders] meeting held regularly in 
Butte, Montana," where Anaconda's most important American copper 
mines are located. In the wake of this Chase Manhattan officer's installa- 
tion as Anaconda's chief executive officer, "at least 50%o of the corporate 
staff," including John G. Hall, Anaconda's former president, "were fired. 
Chairman [C. Jay] Parkinson took early retirement" (Business Week, 
February 19, 1972, p. 55). The decimation of Anaconda's allegedly con- 
trolling management illustrates the general proposition that those who 
really have control can decide when, where, and with respect to what 
issues and corporate policies they will intervene to exercise their power. 

PROFIT MAXIMIZATION? 

Fortunately, some issues to which the question of control is relevant are 
somewhat more amenable to systematic, even quantitative, analysis than 
the ones just posed. Chief among these, which has occupied considerable 
theoretical, but little empirical, attention, is the proposition concerning 
"managerial discretion" (see and cf. Baumol 1959; Kaysen 1957, 1965; 
Marris 1963, 1964; Gordon 1966; Galbraith 1968; Simon 1957; William- 
son 1963, 1970). It posits different motives and conduct for managers 
than owners, and, thereby, differences in the profit orientations of owner- 

poration, and the trustee of three Guggenheim foundations (Hoyt 1967, p. 348). In 
the period from roughly 1955 to 1965, Burch (1972, p. 48) found Kennecott had 
"significant family representation as outside members of the board of directors," and 
concluded it was under "possibly" Guggenheim family control. This is certainly a 
cautious understatement, given the historic evidence presented here, drawn from 
works by two writers close to the Guggenheim family. 
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controlled versus management-controlled corporations. "The development 
of the large corporation," as Gordon puts it (1966), "has obviously af- 
fected the goals of business decision-making. . . . It clearly leads to greater 
emphasis on the non-profit goals of interest groups other than the stock- 
holders," such as the management. The executives "do not receive the 
profits which may result from taking a chance, while their position in the 
firm may be jeopardized in the event of serious loss" (pp. xii, 324). 
Dahrendorf has stated the proposition succinctly. In his view (1959), 
the separation of ownership and control "produces two sets of roles the 
incumbents of which increasingly move apart in their outlooks on and 
attitudes toward society in general and toward the enterprise in particu- 
lar.... Never has the imputation of a profit motive been further from the 
real motives of men than it is for modern bureaucratic managers. Eco- 
nomically, managers are interested in such things as rentability, efficiency 
and productivity" (p. 46; italics added). This is an oft-asserted but 
rarely investigated proposition, on which Larner has recently provided 
systematic negative evidence. Drawing on his study of the separation of 
ownership and control, he found the following: using multiple-regression 
analysis and taking into account assets, industrial concentration, Federal 
Reserve Board indices of economywide growth and fluctuation of profit 
rates, and equity-asset ratios, Larner found that the rate of profit earned 
by "management" and "owner"-controlled firms was about the same; 
both were equally profit oriented. Second, the evidence on fluctuations in 
profit rates suggested no support for the view that allegedly nonowning 
managements avoid risk taking more than owners do. Third, Larner found 
that the corporation's dollar profit and rate of return on equity were the 
major determinants of the level of "executive compensation." Compensa- 
tion of executives, he concluded, has been "effectively harnessed" to the 
stockholders' interests in profits. In Larner's words, "Although control 
is separated from ownership in most of America's largest corporation, the 
effects on the profit orientations of firms, and on stockholders' welfare 
have been minor. The magnitude of the effects," he concluded (1970), 
"appears to be too small to justify the considerable attention they have 
received in the literature of the past thirty-eight years" (p. 66).14 

14 Similar findings are reported in Kamerschen (1968, 1969), Hindley (1970), and 
Lewellen and Huntsman (1970). Contrary findings, which show small but statistically 
significant differences in profit rates between allegedly owner-controlled and allegedly 
management-controlled corporations, appear in Monsen, Chiu, and Cooley (1968). 
The study by Lewellen and Huntsman (1970) differed from the others cited here, 
since no attempt was made to contrast performance by owner versus management- 
controlled corporations. Their focus was on the specific question of whether a cor- 
poration's profitability or its sales revenue more strongly determined the rewards of 
its senior officers. By means of a multivariate analysis, they found that "both reported 
profits and equity market values are substantially more important in the determina- 
tion of executive compensation than are sales-indeed, sales seem to be quite 
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Larner's findings contradict managerial theory, but are consistent 
both with neoclassical and neo-Marxian reasoning concerning corporate 
conduct: even where management is, in fact, in control, it is compelled to 
engage in a "systematic temporal search for highest practicable profits" 
(Earley 1957, p. 333). The conduct of the large corporation, in this 
view, whether under management control or ownership control, is largely 
determined by the market structure-the nature of competition, products 
produced, and the constraints of the capital markets (Peterson 1965, 
pp. 9-14; O'Connor 1971, p. 145). Growth, sales, technical efficiency, a 
strong competitive position are at once inseparable managerial goals and 
the determinants of high corporate profits-which, in turn, are the prereq- 
uisites of high managerial income and status (Earley 1956, 1957; Alchian 
1968, p. 186; Sheehan 1967, p. 242; Baran and Sweezy 1966, pp. 33-34). 
Management need not spend "much of its time contemplating profits as 
such" (Peterson 1965, p. 9), so long as its decisions on pricing and sales 
and on the planning and organization of production must be measured 
against and not imperil corporate profitability. "This," argues Peterson, 
"is the essence of profit-seeking and of capitalist behavior in employing 
resources." Significant deviation from profit-maximizing behavior also 

irrelevant-[and] the clear inference is that there is a greater incentive for manage- 
ment to shape its decision rules in a manner consonant with shareholder interests 
than to seek the alternative goal of revenue maximization" (pp. 718-19). The use 
of multiple-regression analysis (Larner) or analysis of variance (Monsen) does not 
resolve the problem of causation (time-order). It merely shows, at one point in time, 
how corporations classified under different types of control differ on selected variables. 
It might plausibly be argued that a control group, whether an individual, family, or 
coalition of business associates, might gradually dispose of its holdings in a cor- 
poration precisely because its profit performance was not satisfactory over a period of 
time-for reasons not connected to how it was managed. This might be particularly 
the case for small control groups, to whom not the corporation's profits as such but 
the dividend yield and price appreciation of their stockholdings ("combined return") 
is primary. Thus, a finding that owner-controlled corporations were more profitable 
than management-controlled corporations (assuming the latter exist) might simply 
mean that control groups do their best to retain control of the more profitable cor- 
porations and get out of those that are less profitable. A genuine causal study requires 
information on changes over time in types of control and in corporate performance. 
Unfortunately, the nature of the data available probably precludes such a study. 
Are the same corporations that were once owner controlled, more or less profitable 
once they come under management control? Take an extreme example. In 1923, 
Guggenheim Brothers sold control of Chile Copper Company, whose major asset was 
the Chuquicamata mine in Chile, to the Anaconda Copper Company, headed by 
John D. Ryan. The family was split over this issue: some of them thought that this 
would become an extraordinary profit-yielding asset-as it did; others were for 
accepting the immediate profits to be made by Ryan's offering price of $70 million 
for the controlling interest. The result was that, although they sold the controlling 
interest, the family retained a large block of stock as an investment (Hoyt 1967, 
pp. 258, 263). Did the loss of "family control" and its acquisition by Anaconda result 
in lessening effort at profit maximization in the Chile Copper Company? Posed in 
this way, the question appears (at least to me) to be rhetorical, though, of course, it 
is empirical. 
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would lead to the lowering of the market price of the corporation's stock 
and make it an attractive and vulnerable target for takeover-and the 
displacement of the incumbent management (Manne 1965; Business 
Week, May 22, 1971, p. 55). Furthermore, some economists have sug- 
gested that professional management, particularly the use of "scientific 
budgetary planning" and the emphasis on the "time-value of money" 
(Earley 1956; Earley and Carleton 1962; Tanzer 1969, pp. 32-34), 
strengthens, rather than weakens, the drive toward profit maximization. 
Whether or not managers are actuated by the "profit motive," as a sub- 
jective value commitment, "profit maximization" is an objective require- 
ment, since profits constitute both the only unambiguous criterion of 
successful managerial performance and an irreducible necessity for cor- 
porate survival (Peterson 1965; Tanzer 1969, pp. 30-32). In the words 
of Robin Williams, Jr. (1959), "the separation of ownership and control 
shows that the 'profit motive' is not a motive at all . . . it is not a psy- 
chological state but a social condition" (p. 184). 

This reasoning is persuasive and consistent with the findings that pur- 
portedly management-controlled and owner-controlled corporations are 
similarly profit oriented, and that profits and stock market values deter- 
mine executive compensation. However, once again the difficulty is that 
since independent investigations concerning the control of the large cor- 
porations, including the two most recent and exhaustive studies by 
Larner and Burch, have come to very different conclusions, we cannot 
know if the "independent variable" has even been adequately measured. 
In reality, the allegedly management-controlled corporations may- 
appearances aside-continue to be subject to control by minority owner- 
ship interests and/or "outside" centers of control. 

ENTANGLING KINSHIP RELATIONS AND SPHERES OF INFLUENCE 

The problem is further complicated if, in fact, a number of seemingly 
independent corporations are under common control. Few today consider 
the concept of the "interest group" or "financial group" or "family sphere 
of influence" relevant to the workings of the large corporations. Indeed, 
Paul M. Sweezy (Baran and Sweezy 1966, pp. 17-20) has discarded the 
concept also, as noted earlier, although he was the principal author of the 
investigation for the NRC (1939) which provided one of the two most 
authoritative studies (the other by the TNEC) of the question to date 
(Goldsmith and Parmelee 1940, chap. 7). However, we know that the 
very object of such groups, as they were relatively well documented in the 
past, "is to combine the constituent companies into a system in such a 
way as to maximize the profits of the entire system irrespective of the 
profits of each separate unit," as Gardiner Means himself long ago pointed 
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out (Bonbright and Means 1932, pp. 45-46). Much as in the multi- 
national corporation's relations with its affiliates and subsidiaries, the 
constituent corporations in a group may adjust intercorporate dealings 
in such a way as to raise or diminish the profit rates of the different 
ostensibly independent corporations (cf. Rose 1968, p. 101; Tanzer 1969, 
pp. 14 ff.). Under such circumstances, studies attempting to compare the 
conduct of corporations, several of which may in fact be involved in 
different groups to which their policies are subordinated, cannot provide 
valid or reliable results. We cannot be certain what is being measured. 

In the United States today, the Mellons and DuPonts are among the 
most publicized instances of enduring "family spheres of influence." The 
TNEC found the Mellon "family . . . to have considerable shareholdings 
in 17 of the 200 corporations, 7 of which they controlled directly or in- 
directly" (Goldsmith and Parmelee 1940, p. 123). Today, according to 
Fortune (Murphy 1967; see also Jensen 1971) the Mellons, utilizing 
"(various connections, and through a complicated structure of family 
and charitable trusts and foundations" and other "eleemosynary arrange- 
ments," have known controlling interests in at least four of the 500 
largest nonfinancial corporations (Gulf Oil, Alcoa, Koppers Company, 
and Carborundum Company), as well as the First Boston Corporation, 
the General Reinsurance Corporation, and the Mellon National Bank 
and Trust Company (the fifteenth largest United States bank by deposits 
[Patman Report 1968, p. 79]). In turn (according to the Patman Report 
[1968], p. 14), Mellon National Bank holds 6.9% of the common stock 
in Jones and Laughlin Steel, another of the top 500.15 It seems as reason- 
able to hypothesize that the Mellons are only instances of a less visible 
but prevalent situation among principal proprietary families as to assume 
they are "deviant cases" or historical vestiges. Morever, given such 
family "spheres of influence" which radiate out among several large cor- 
porations, it should be understood that the same small proportion of the 
stock in the hands of such a family in a specific corporation carries 
different implications and potential for control than when held by a 

15 Jones and Laughlin Steel was classified under "management control" by Larner. 
Aside from the 6.9% Mellon National Bank holding, the Bank also has two directors 
on the Company's Board. Koppers Company, in which Fortune (Murphy 1967) 
claims the Mellons held at least 20%, was also classified as under "management con- 
trol" by Larner, indicating the difficulty of locating "control" without access to 
"street knowledge" or insiders. This emphasizes again the secrecy in which holdings 
are shrouded and the fact that insufficient account of this is taken when considering 
"findings" about control centers. Larner himself notes, though without considering 
its possible general significance, that the Alcoa mandatory 10-K report filed with the 
SEC in 1963 states that no shareholder has more than 10% of the outstanding common 
shares, although from the proxy report and other sources he concluded that Alcoa 
was under Mellon control. Fortune (Murphy 1967) and the New York Times (Jensen 
1971) estimate Mellon interests in Alcoa at 30%. 
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single individual with no other major resources and institutions to 
buttress his position. It is known that a great number of related individ- 
uals may participate in the ownership of a family bloc, utilizing a com- 
plex holding pattern to keep control concentrated, despite the diffusion of 
ownership. If control is exercised through entangling interests in several 
interrelated corporations, rather than limited to one, then such kinship 
information is vital to an understanding of the control structure. Indeed, 
the kinship relations between the top officers, directors, and principal 
shareholders of the large corporations (and banks) are the least studied 
but may be the most crucial aspect of the control structure.16 

BANK CONTROL? 

The banks are major institutional bases of economic power and corporate 
control which the managerialists, from Berle and Means to John Kenneth 
Galbraith, either have ignored or considered unimportant. Offering no 
substantial evidence to support his assertion, Gordon (1966) recently 
restated (in a new preface to his original study of the situation as of the 
1930s) the accepted view that "large-scale industry is much less depen- 
dent on the banking community than it was a half-century ago, and such 
power as bankers have is less likely to be translated into corporate con- 
trol than was true then" (p. ix). Noting the extensive interlocking be- 
tween the largest banks and corporations, he simply claims that this is a 
"far cry from what was once meant by 'financial control' " (p. x). What 
implications such interlocking might have, Gordon fails to suggest. Gal- 
braith's (1968) "commonplace observation" is that "the social magne- 
tism of the banker" is "dwindling," and that the largest corporations are 
emancipated from reliance on bankers and outside sources of financing 
because they now have a source of their own capital, derived from their 
earnings, and "wholly under [their] own control" (pp. 68, 92). 

Contrary to Galbraith's commonplace observations, however, uncom- 
mon but systematic research on the question does not seem to indicate 
16 Larner's own statements in his notes on sources occasionally suggest how important, 
if not vital, is such kinship information if we are successfully to locate the actual 
centers of corporate control. Thus, for instance, Larner (1970) refers to Moody's 
Industrials as the source of his information that in the Dow Chemical Company, which 
he classified under "minority control," there were "78 dependents (plus spouses) of 
H. W. Dow [who] owned 12.6%o of [the] outstanding common stock" (p. 75). Similar 
references were made to the Newberry Company, Cabot Corporation, and R. R. 
Donnelly & Sons Company, in which the descendants and kindred through marriage 
of the original founder are taken into account in establishing the share of these 
families in ownership. Clearly, systematic independent research of this type into the 
kinship interconnections of the principal shareowners, officers, and directors of the 
500 largest corporations has not yet been done by anyone purporting to locate their 
centers of control. The outstanding recent unsystematic attempt to do this is, once 
again, the work of Ferdinand Lundberg (1968, chaps. 4-6). 
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decreased corporate dependence on external funds. For all U.S. firms 
whose assets exceed $5 million, John Lintner (1967) reports that "the 
dependence on outside liabilities for financing is about the same regard- 
less of the size of the firm" and that the "relative shifts in the reliance on 
internal or external funds . . . have been remarkably stable over a full 
half century" (pp. 179, 184). The Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco 
reports a sharp increase in the past decade in reliance on external funds 
for financing, and if the bank's data is reanalyzed to exclude depreciation 
allowances-on the premise that only profits can be used to finance net 
investments to increase the firm's capital stock-the reported trend is 
even more clearly toward dependence on external financing. Most impor- 
tant, the largest corporations are found to be least self-financing (cited in 
Fitch and Oppenheimer 1970, no. 1, pp. 68 if.). 

If, contrary to managerialist assumptions, the large corporations must 
continue to rely on the capital market no less than in the past, this is 
of critical importance: since the distribution of banking assets and depos- 
its is highly skewed, this means that "reliance on external financing" is, 
in fact, dependence on a small number of very large financial corporations. 
As of 1964, the 100 largest commercial banks in the United States held 
46% of all the deposits of the 13,775 commercial banks in the country. 
The 14 largest alone, representing one-tenth of 1 % of all commercial 
banks, held 24%o of all commercial bank deposits (Patman Report 1966, 
p. 804). Thus, the relationships between the large banks and corporations 
are essential to our understanding of the locus of corporate control. 
Where it might otherwise appear as if, lacking a visible controlling owner- 
ship interest, a corporation is under "management control," it may, on the 
contrary, be under the control of one or more banks and other financial 
institutions. Even in corporations in which a substantial minority of the 
stock (or even majority) is held by an identifiable ownership interest, 
this may not assure control: if the corporation has a long-term debt to 
a given bank or insurance company, has that institution's representatives 
on its board, and must receive prior approval of significant financial and 
investment decisions, then control of that corporation may be exerted 
from the "outside"; and this may be accentuated if several related finan- 
cial institutions have a similar interest in that corporation. (The dis- 
missal under the "prodding" of its bankers of Anaconda's chief executive 
officer and other top officers-discussed earlier-when their performance 
in Chile turned out to be inferior to Kennecott's and had led, in any case, 
to the company's deteriorating situation, seems to be a case in point [see 
Business Week, February 19, 1972, pp. 54-55]). 

Whatever the dwindling "social magnetism" of the banker divined by 
Galbraith, this may be a questionable indicator of his economic power. 
Indeed, the Patman Committee, which gathered unprecedented informa- 
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tion on the stockownership of large commercial banks, believes the 
power of the banks is growing. The committee found a ". . . pattern of 
control whereby large blocks of stock in the largest nonfinancial corpora- 
tions in the country are becoming controlled by some of the largest finan- 
cial corporations in the country. "This," the Patman Committee concludes, 
"is shifting economic power back to a small group, repeating in somewhat 
different manner the pattern of the trusts of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries." This "emerging situation" appears to the committee 
to be one involving increasing "bank minority control." The committee 
found that the largest banks surveyed in 10 major cities, not including 
the West Coast, hold 5% or more of the common stock in 147 (29%) of 
the 500 largest industrial corporations. At least 5% of the common stock 
of 17 of the 50 largest merchandising companies and the same number 
of transportation companies is held by one or more of the 49 banks. These 
49 banks are also represented on the boards of directors of 286 of the 
500 largest industrial corporations. The same pattern appears among the 
50 largest merchandising, utilities, transportation, and insurance com- 
panies (Patman Report 1968, p. 13). Whether or not, and to what ex- 
tent, such fusion of financial and industrial capital indicates "financial" 
or "bank control" is an open question. However, it cannot be ignored if 
we want to understand its implications. Thus, Peter C. Dooley (1969) 
found that precisely those corporations-the largest ones-which the 
managerialists claim to be most independent of the banks, are in fact, most 
closely interlocked with large banks and other financial corporations. 
Among the 200 largest nonfinancial corporations, the greater the assets 
of the nonfinancial corporation, the greater the incidence of interlocks 
between them and the 50 largest financial corporations (32 banks and 18 
insurance companies) (p. 318). 

This may mean that the conceptualization of the largest corporations, 
banks, and insurance companies as independent institutions may obscure 
the actual coalescence of financial and industrial capital which has 
occurred. On the one hand, as noted above, large banks and insurance 
companies frequently are themselves principal shareholders in the large 
corporations. On the other, the very same individuals and families may be 
principal shareowners in large banks and large corporations, even when 
these do not have institutional holdings in one another. Aside from the 
Mellons, with controlling interests in at least four of the 500 largest non- 
financial corporations and in an investment bank, insurance company, and 
the fifteenth largest commercial bank, whom we noted above, other well- 
known industrialist families in the United States may be cited who also 
have dominant and/or controlling interests in the largest banks. For 
example, there are both branches of the Rockefeller families, as well as 
other principal families in the Standard Oil corporations. The Rockefel- 
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lers and associates reportedly (Time, September 7, 1962; Abels 1965, 
p. 358) held over 5%o of the stock in the Chase Manhattan Bank (ranking 
second by deposits of all banks in 1963),17 whose chairman of the board is 
David Rockefeller; the Stillman-Rockefeller families and associates are 
said to be dominant in the First National City Bank (ranking third in 
1963) (Fortune, September 1965, p. 138). The Fisher and Mott families, 
among the principal shareowning families in General Motors, reportedly 
held over 5% of the stock of the National Bank of Detroit (U.S. Congress, 
1963, pp. 227, 416), the country's sixteenth largest bank in 1963. The 
Henry Ford family owns 4% of the thirtieth ranking Manufacturer's 
National which, in turn, owns 7%SO of Ford Motor Company common 
stock (Patman Report 1968, p. 664). The M. A. Hanna family that con- 
trols at least two the 500 largest corporations, National Steel and Con- 
solidation Coal (Larner 1970, p. 120; Burch 1972, p. 58), has a dominant 
minority interest of at least 3% in the thirty-fourth ranking National 
City Bank of Cleveland (U.S. Congress 1963, p. 165), which, in turn, 
holds 11 % of the stock of Hanna Mining Company. These are, of course, 
merely instances, as I said, of prominent families whose interests overlap 
banking and industry. They illustrate the general theoretical issue, how- 
ever, of the extent to which it is valid to speak at all of "bank con- 
trol" of "industry"-as does the Patman Report, for instance, or other 
recent writers (Fitch and Oppenheimer 1970). Rather, these families' 
interests transcend the banks and corporations in which they have princi- 
pal or controlling interests; and the banks may merely be units in, and 
instrumentalities of, the whole system of propertied interests controlled by 
these major capitalist families. 

There appears, in fact, to be a special segment of the corporate world 
which represents the fusion of financial and industrial capital, to which 
Rudolf Hilferding (1910, chap. 23) long ago called attention, and whom 
he termed "finance capitalists" (cf. also Schumpeter 1955b, pp. 80-81; 
Lenin 1967, chap. 3; Sweezy 1942, pp. 261, 266). Hilferding was re- 
ferring to "a circle of persons who, thanks to their own possession of capi- 
tal or as representatives of concentrated power over other people's 
capital (bank directors), sit upon the governing boards of a large number 
of corporations. Thus, there arises a kind of personal union, on the one 
hand, between the different corporations themselves, [and,] on the other, 
between the latter and the banks, a circumstance which must be of the 
greatest importance for the policy of these institutions since a community 

17 The 1963 rankings are given since this was the year of the House Select Com- 
mittee's study. The source of the rankings is the Fortune Directory for 1963. The 
latest rankings by Fortune (July 1973) for 1972 are Mellon, 15; Chase, 3; First 
National City, 2; National Bank of Detroit, 18; National City Bank of Cleveland, 49. 
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of interests has arisen among them" (Hilferding [1910], as slightly re- 
worded from the translation by Sweezy [1956], p. 261). 

Do such "finance capitalists" or representatives of banks who sit on 
the boards of the large American corporations today, have a special role in 
coordinating the interests of these corporations? Do they differ, for 
example, from other outside directors that interlock the largest corpora- 
tions between themselves, as well as with other firms? These are critical 
questions, which no single indicator can suffice to answer. We would need 
information concerning their own propertied interests, their relative 
wealth, their kinship relations, before being able to ascertain whether 
the "finance capitalist" represents a special social type in contrast to 
other officers and directors of the largest corporations and banks. One 
relevant issue, however, on which we do have some information, is the 
extent to which they are likely to sit on a number of large nonfinancial 
corporation boards, compared with "outside directors" (i.e., those who 
do not actually hold posts as officers in the corporate management) who 
are not bankers. I have analyzed raw data presented elesewhere (Smith 
and Desfosses 1972) on interlocking directorates among the 500 largest 

TABLE 2 

PRINCIPAL EMPLOYER OF OUTSIDE DIRECTORS OF THE 500 LARGEST INDUSTRIAL 
CORPORATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1968 

(%) 

TYPE OF NUMBER OF SEATS OCCUPIED 
PRINCIPAL_ ._ 
EMPLOYER 1 2 3 4 5 6 plus TOTAL 

Other top 500 
firm .13.9 25.9 15.7 12.9 18.2 0 15.4 

Law firm .14.1 10.3 3.4 3.2 9.1 0 13.0 
Bank .18.5 25.8 41.6 45.1 45.5 80.0 20.9 

Commercial 10.8 14.5 19.1 29.0 36.4 40.0 12.0 
Investment 7.7 11.3 22.5 16.1 9.1 40.0 8.9 

Consulting firm 6.3 6.0 1.1 6.5 0 0 6.0 
Other* .47.3 32.0 38.2 32.3 27.2 20.0 44.7 

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Total N 1,932 282 89 31 11 5 2,350 

SOURCES.-Calculated from raw data given in Smith and Desfosses (1972, table 4, p. 65), on the composition of the outside directorships of the 500 largest industrials listed in Fortune, May 15, 1969, ranked by 1968 sales. Principal employer was obtained from information in the proxy state- 
ments of 460 corporations and from Standard and Poor's Register of Corporations, Directors, and Executives, 1970, for 35 corporations. Smith and Desfosses did not obtain information on five corpo- 
rations. 

* Types of employers which did inot employ more than 5% of the total number of outside directors in the 500 largest industrials, including utilities; merchandising, insurance, real estate, railroad firms, as well as educational institutions, foundations, government agencies, plus "unlisted companies." 
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industrial corporations, ranked by sales, in 1968. What we find is that 
commercial and investment bankers are disproportionately over repre- 
sented among the occupants of multiple corporate directorships (table 
2). Bankers constituted 21%Q of all outside directors in the 500 largest 
industrials, but well over twice that proportion among the outside direc- 
tors with seats on three or more corporate boards. Indeed, the proportion 
of bankers who are outside directors rises directly with the number of 
corporate posts held. And among the select few (N- 16) outside direc- 
tors having five or more posts, 56% were bankers; of the five outside 
directors with six or seven posts, four were bankers. Viewing the same 
relationship differently (table 3), commercial and investment bankers 

TABLE 3 
NUMBER OF THE 500 LARGEST U.S. INDUSTRIAL CORPORATIONS ON WHOSE BOARDS 

OUTSIDE DIRECTORS ARE REPRESENTED, BY TYPE OF PRINCIPAL EMPLOYER, 1968 
(%) 

NUMBER OF SEATS OCCUPIED 

TYPE OF PRINCIPAL EMPLOYER 1 2 3 4 plus (N) 

Other top 500 firm .74 20 4 2 (361) 
Law firm .89 9 1 1 (306) 
Bank 

Commercial .75 15 6 5 (283) 
Investment .71 15 10 4 (208) 

Consulting firm .86 12 1 1 (141) 
Other* .87 9 3 11 (1,051) 
All outside directors .82 12 4 2 (2,350) 

SOURCES.-See table 2. 
* See table 2. 

stand out in marked contrast to other outside directors in the top 500 
corporations: a far higher proportion of them have multiple corporation 
posts than do outside directors from other top 500 corporations, law firms, 
consulting firms, or other types of companies and institutions. Outside 
directors from other top 500 corporations are second only to the bankers 
in the proportion with multiple directorships. But well over twice the 
proportion of bankers occupy multiple posts: 11 % of the commercial 
bankers and 15% of the investment bankers have seats on three or more 
top 500 corporate boards compared with 6% of the directors from other 
top 500 firms. 

WHO CONTROLS THE BANKS? 

Who the controlling interests are in the largest banks is not publicly 
known. The Select House Committee report on chain banking (1963) and 
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the Patman Reports (1964, 1966, 1967) for the first time provided an 
authoritative glance however limited-inside. The 1963 and 1964 re- 
ports listed the 20 largest shareholdings of record (and the percentage 
of stock held) in each of the 200 largest commercial bank members of 
the Federal Reserve System in recent years. The 1966 Patman Report 
focused on commercial banks' holdings of their own shares and also listed 
the total market values (though without calculating the percentages) of 
the outstanding stock held by all financial institutions in the 300 largest 
commercial banks in 1966; and the 1967 Patman Report also focused 
on holdings in the banks by other financial institutions, particularly the 
major commercial banks in 10 metropolitan areas. The lists of the re- 
ported "beneficial owners" of the banks' shares obtained by the Patman 
Committee have not been released to date. With only the shareholdings of 
record available so far, the same difficulties arise here as has already been 
discussed earlier in detail. Any attempt to locate the actual ownership 
interests by identifying recognizable surnames alone, without knowledge 
of kinship relations, nominees, etc., cannot provide reliable and valid 
information. A recent study of this type, based on the 1963 Select Com- 
mittee report, and utilizing the 10%o minimum to define an ownership- 
controlled bank, came to the predictable conclusion that "management 
control had become the dominant form of control among the large mem- 
ber banks by 1962," accounting for 75%o of the banks (Vernon 1970, 
p. 654). In contrast, Burch (1972) utilized other business sources of 
information cited earlier, as well as the 1963 Select Committee report, 
investigated representation on boards of directors, and consulted several 
family histories. However, like Vernon, he did not attempt any systematic 
investigation of kinship ties, so, once again, his are absolutely minimum 
estimates of control of these banks by ownership interests. He studied 
only the 50 largest, and concluded that 30%o were probably under family 
control, another 22%o possibly under family control, and 48% probably 
under management control (pp. 89-96). Vernon (1970) broke down his 
analysis into categories by total bank assets, rather than ranks, so no di- 
rect comparison is possible from their published reports. However, of the 
27 largest banks having $1 billion in assets or more, he classified only 
two under "owner control," with the possible addition of another three in 
which he identified an interest greater than 5%o but less than 10%o (p. 
655). Of the 27 largest banks listed by Burch, however, he classified eight 
as probably family controlled and four more as possibly family controlled. 
Once again the disparities in results by two different methods are striking. 
Other close students of the banks (aside from the Patman investigators 
[1968, p. 91] already cited) object to the ownership level of 10%0 as 
"arbitrary." Thus, Eisenbeis and McCall (1972), financial economists at 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, state that " 'minority con- 
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trol' can be achieved ... through ownership of a much smaller proportion 
of stock than the arbitrary 10% levels" (p. 876). 

In any event, the theoretical significance of such an alleged split be- 
tween ownership and control in large banks was not suggested by Ver- 
non, nor, to my knowledge, has any managerial theorist yet to suggest 
that the banks might somehow or other become non-profit-maximizing 
institutions, were they no longer under the control of specific ownership 
interests. Furthermore, neither Vernon nor Burch took account in their 
studies of the extent to which the banks themselves are interlocked and, 
most important, hold significant amounts of stock in each other. The 
Patman Committee (1966) did a survey, whose results have only been 
partially reported, which found that 57% of the 210 largest commercial 
banks hold more than 5% of their own shares and 29%o hold more than 
10% of their own shares. The banks (and other types of corporations) 
buy their own stock-sometimes termed "defensive buying" on Wall 
Street-to keep their shares out of the "unfriendly hands" of potential 
rivals for control.18 If other financial institutions, including commercial 
banks, mutual savings banks, and insurance companies in which the 
same owning families appear among the principal shareholders, or which 
have long-standing business associations and common interests (includ- 
ing interlocks between banks and insurance companies), also hold the 
bank's stock, this further decreases the amount of stock which the princi- 
pal individual and familial shareholders must own to maintain control. 
Nearly a third (30%) of the 275 large banks reported on by the Patman 
Committee had more than 10% of their shares which could be voted ex- 
clusively by other financial institutions. Nearly half (47%) had more 
than 5%o of their shares similarly held (Patman Report 1966, p. 832). 
In addition, the extent and pattern of interlocking bank stockownership 
by the same principal shareowners is not known. Very preliminary data 
received by the Patman Committee found several "situations where the 
beneficial owners of large blocs of commercial bank stock are in fact hold- 
ings by a few families who have management connections with competitor 
banks in the same geographic area." Though banks may not legally inter- 
lock, officers and directors (and their families) of one bank may have 
principal shareholdings in other banks, and the preliminary data of the 
Patman Committee also revealed such situations (Patman Report 1966, 
pp. 878-79). 

18 Corporations may purchase their own shares for other reasons: (1) to maintain 
the price of their stock, (2) to prepare for possible mergers and acquisitions, (3) to 
allow them to convert bonds to shares, etc. Whatever the reasons, such holdings are 
of use in control, when necessary. 
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CONCLUSION 

Our review of discrepant findings on the alleged separation of ownership 
and control in the large corporation in the United States,19 and of the 
problems entailed in obtaining reliable and valid evidence on the actual 
ownership interests involved in a given corporation, should make it clear 
that the absence of control by proprietary interests in the largest corpora- 
tions is by no means an "unquestionable," "incontrovertible," "singular," 
or "critical" social "fact." Nor can one any longer have confidence in 
such assurances as the following by Robert A. Dahl (1970): "Every 
literate person now rightly takes for granted what Berle and Means 
established four decades ago in their famous study, The Modern Corpora- 
tion and Private Property" (p. 125; italics added). On the contrary, I 
believe that the "separation of ownership and control" may well be one 
of those rather critical, widely accepted, pseudofacts with which all 
sciences occasionally have found themselves burdened and bedeviled.20 

News of the demise of capitalist classes, particularly in the United 
States, is, I suspect, somewhat premature. In place of such generaliza- 
tions, extrapolated from an insufficiently examined American experience 
or deduced from abstract ahistorical theoretical premises, detailed em- 
pirical studies are necessary. 

The methods and procedures, and the basic concepts and units of 
analysis, in such research will have to be quite different than those which 
have been most commonly employed in the past. Most important, such 
research must focus at the outset on the complex relationships in which 

19 We have, of course, not reviewed empirical studies of the question in other coun- 
tries. The principal study in England is by Florence (1961). The only other such 
systematic study of which I am aware is by Wheelwright (1957) on Australia, as 
well as my own forthcoming collaborative volume with Ewen and Ratcliff on Chile. 
20 An example of a critical unwitting pseudofact appears in two articles by Daniel 
Bell (1958, 1961). In both articles, Bell refers to the "X" family of "Middletown" 
as an instance of the end of family control. "[B]y and large," Bell wrote (1958, 
p. 248; and similarly, 1961, p. 45), "the system of family control is finished. So 
much so that a classic study of American life like Robert Lynd's Middletown in 
Transition, with its picture of the 'X' family dominating the town, has in less than 
twenty years become history rather than contemporary life. (Interestingly enough, in 
1957, the Ball family, Lynd's 'X' family, took in professional management of its 
enterprises, since the family lineage was becoming exhausted.) Perhaps Bell really 
knows who now dominates Muncie, Indiana, and what role the Ball family plays 
there, but as an instance of "the breakup of family capitalism" and the end of family 
control, this is a singularly poor choice. Given the context in which Bell refers to the 
"X" family, his statement is quite misleading, since Ball Brothers, Inc., which is, 
according to Fortune, probably among the 500 largest corporations, ranked by sales, 
in the country today, continues to be privately owned. "Edmund F. Ball, a founder's 
son, is chairman of the company, but he has employed plenty of non-family talent. 

'Ours is still,' says Edmund Ball, 'essentially a closely held, privately owned 
business'" (Sheehan 1966, p. 343). 
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the single corporation is itself involved: the particular pattern of hold- 
ings and their evolution within the corporation; and the relationships 
between it and other corporations; the forms of personal union or inter- 
locking between corporate directorates and between the officers and di- 
rectors and principal shareholding families; the connections with banks, 
both as "financial institutions" and the agents of specified propertied 
interests, including those who control the banks themselves; the network 
of intercorporate and principal common shareholdings. In a word, it will 
be necessary to explore in detail the institutional and class structure in 
which the individual large corporations are situated. 

For these purposes, sociologists must reclaim the concept of class from 
the disuse and misuse into which it has fallen. Classes, as Dahrendorf 
(1959) rightly states, "are clearly not layers in a hierarchical system of 
strata differentiated by gradual distinctions. Rather, 'the analysis of 
social class is concerned with an assessment of the chances that common 
economic conditions and common experiences of a group will lead to or- 
ganized action.' . . . Class is always a category for purposes of the analysis 
of the dynamics of social conflict and its structural roots, and as such it has 
to be separated strictly from stratum as a category for describing hier- 
archical systems at a given point in time" (p. 76).21 If, as I think Daniel 
Bell (1958) argues correctly, a class system is maintained through the 
fusion of the family as an institution and extant property relations, and 
"capitalism . . . is a social system, wherein power has been transmitted 
through the family," then we must make that an important focus of our 
empirical investigations (pp. 246-47). We should pursue Bell's (1961) 
own analytical starting point and original (though subsequently ignored) 
sociological emphasis on the relationship between "the peculiar cohesive- 
ness of dominant economic classes" and "the linkage of the family and 
property system" (pp. 39-40). For this reason, it will also be necessary 
to focus, to use Parsons' term (1953) on the "members of the most 
effective kinship unit" (p. 120). This, in turn, means investigating the 
intricate network not only of general social interaction and shared con- 
crete interests, but also the actual kinship relations between officers, di- 
rectors, and principal shareholders, within the same and different 
corporations. 

This point is worth underlining, for it has been essential to our argu- 
ment. If we are to locate the actual centers of corporate control, we must 
discover "the most effective kinship unit." Without research into the 
web of kinship relations binding apparently unrelated individuals into a 
cohesive owning unit for purposes of control, analysis of the locus of con- 
trol of the large corporation is hobbled at the outset. Furthermore, by pro- 

21 The phrase in single quotes is from Lipset and Bendix (1951), p. 248. 
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ceeding from such an analysis it will become possible to answer, on the 
most unambiguous empirical grounds, whether or not a capitalist "class" 
exists in the United States or similar countries and to what extent and in 
what ways that class has really been "decomposed" as the managerial 
theorists have assumed. Joseph Schumpeter (1955a) rightly argued that 
"the family, not the physical person, is the true unit of class theory" (p. 
113). Classes are constituted of freely intermarrying families variously 
located in the social process of production and system of property rela- 
tions. People similarly located economically are more likely to associate 
with each other freely than with others, and, therefore, to freely inter- 
marry. Particularly among the wealthy, a variety of specific institutions, 
from debutante balls to select social clubs, resorts, and assorted watering 
places, as well as the "proper" schools, colleges (fraternities, sororities, 
and "living groups"), assure their commingling and psychological com- 
patibility-and, therefore, differential propensity to intermarry. Protec- 
tion of the family's property (and "good name"), which injects a further 
note of caution in the selection of proper marriage partners, merely in- 
creases this "natural" social tendency (cf. Domhoff 1967, 1970, 1972; 
Mills 1957; Baltzell 1966a, 1966b). Our empirical investigations of the 
separation of ownership and control must lead us, therefore, to investi- 
gate the extent to which the families of the officers, directors, and princi- 
pal shareowners of the large corporations are bound by interwoven kin- 
ship ties-the extent to which, in other words, those who own and control 
the decisive units of production freely intermarry to form a social class.22 
Particularly relevant here is Baltzell's conclusion (1966a): "One of the 
functions of upper class solidarity is the retention, within a primary 
group of families, of the final decision-making positions within the social 
structure. As of the first half of the twentieth century in America, the 
final decisions affecting the goals of the social structure have been made 
primarily by members of the financial and business community" (pp. 183, 
275; italics added). 

Studies of the internal structure of capitalist classes will have to answer 
questions that include the following: what is the relationship between the 

22 Diverse authorities on kinship have noted that the "upper" classes everywhere, the 
United States included, tend to be characterized by an extended and tightly organized 
network of kin relations (see Goode 1964; Cavan 1963; Goode, Hobbins and McClure 
1971). Yet such findings have been ignored by sociologists in their discussions of the 
alleged "breakup of family capitalism" and the separation of ownership and control. 
Bert Adams (1970) is one of the few sociologists specializing in kinship relations to 
call specific attention to the interrelationship between kinship and "the entire debate 
regarding who rules or controls the U.S. economic system," stating that "the evidence 
points unquestionably to strong kin links among the extremely wealthy in the society." 
He suggests that "much exciting research lies ahead for those who would pursue the 
links between kinship and economics, not only in the middle and working classes, but 
among the wealthy or upper classes as well" (pp. 591-92). 
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"new group of managers who are utterly different from their capitalist 
predecessors" and the old owning families-from whom they are said 
(Dahrendorf 1959, p. 46) to be increasingly moving apart? How are the 
different strata and segments of this class, and the incumbents of the new 
roles brought about by the "decomposition of capital" and the growth of 
managerial functions, related? What role do the overlapping and inter- 
related interests of principal shareowning families in the large corpora- 
tions play in class integration and corporate control? What is the 
relationship between formal authority in the bureaucratic administrative 
apparatus, ownership interests, and kinship status? What role do the 
banks, as institutions, play in the control structure of the class? By whom 
are the banks owned and controlled? Do those who sit at the center of 
the web of interlocking directorates between corporations, or in the de- 
cisive posts which unite the banks and nonfinancial corporations, have 
a special position in the class? How, in sum, is the class internally differ- 
entiated and integrated? 

To none of these questions do we have anything like adequate answers. 
There have been significant contributions to our understanding of the for- 
mation of earlier historically dominant classes. Studies of existing ones, 
however, are rare, and are usually limited to quantitative measurement of 
their social composition and to counting the social mobility of individuals. 
These studies have not explored the relationships within the class, between 
individuals, families, "elites," strata, and segments of that class. They 
have-with few exceptions-ignored the structure of dominant classes.23 

Such studies are necessary, among other reasons, if we are not to 
"read politics in an extraordinarily abstract fashion," bereft of the knowl- 
edge of the interaction and relationships between "concrete interest 
groups, or classes." I think it is correct, as Bell (1958) argues, that, "if 
the important considerations of power are what people do with that power, 
then we have to have more particularized ways of identifying the group- 
ings than 'institutionalized orders,' 'domains,' 'circles,' etc." (p. 240; 
former italics in original; latter added). And this requires analysis of 
the internal relationships within the "dominant" or "upper" class-of 
the modes of articulation and association, as well as differentiation be- 

23 Aside from the works cited already by Domhoff, Mills, and Baltzell, Hunter's work 
(1959)-although not using the concept of class-contributes important information 
on interaction between corporate executives on a national level. Studies by Perlo 
(1957), Rochester (1936), and Lundberg (1946), as well as Lundberg's latest relevant 
work (1968), which is a mine of excellent ideas worth researching, are important non- 
academic contributions. Barber and Barber (1965) contains excellent short historical 
studies. Other notable historical studies of dominant classes are by Bailyn (1955), 
Barber (1955), Ford (1953), Forster (1960; 1963), Edwards Vives (1927), Heise 
Gonzales (1950), and Rabb (1967). 
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tween given interest groups, class segments, etc. -so that we may be alert 
to possible internal structural sources of class cohesion and conflict. 
"Power," as William Kornhauser has put it (1966), "tends to be pat- 
terned according to the structure of interests in a society. Power is shared 
among those whose interests converge, and divided along lines where 
interests diverge," and this applies within a dominant class as it does in 
the society at large, though to what extent we can scarcely say, lacking 
such information as we are (p. 213). 

The separation of ownership and control has meant at the least, its 
proponents argue, that whatever the capacity for organized action of the 
"full-blown capitalists" who constituted "a homogeneous capitalist class" 
in the past, this situation has been superseded by the "decomposition of 
capital" into a rather loose aggregate of fragmented groups having fun- 
damentally different, often opposing, values and interests. "This is a 
peculiar state of affairs," in Dahrendorf's view (1959) "in which it is 
indeed virtually impossible to locate the ruling class" (p. 305). Once 
America had a "ruling class of businessmen [who] could relatively 
easily (though perhaps mistakenly) decide where their interests lay and 
what editors, lawyers and legislators might be paid to advance them," as 
David Riesman has put the syllogism, but "the captain of industry no 
longer runs business, no longer runs politics," and that class has been re- 
placed by "an amorphous power structure." Power in America has become 
"situational and mercurial; it [sic] resists attempts to locate it (Reisman 
et al. 1953, pp. 247, 242, 257; italics added). Certainly these are no more 
than statements of the merely plausible; they are alleged social facts. 

A contrary, and at least equally plausible, argument may be made that 
precisely because the individual capitalists of an earlier competitive era 
were compelled to struggle among themselves for economic survival, this 
also inhibited their acting in common, in comparison with the present, 
relatively unified power and capacity for action possessed by those who 
own the principal portions and control the large corporations. Thus, for 
instance, Joseph Schumpeter (1955b) attempted to explain in political 
economic terms what he considered the artificial conjuncture of capitalism 
and imperialism, as the result of the emergence of "monopoly capitalism" 
and the merger of formerly antagonistic "capitalists and entrepreneurs." 
In place of a "mass of capitalists competing with one another," there 
appeared what he termed "organized capital": the structural integration 
of large industrial enterprises and the "close alliance" of bankers and 
industrialists, "often going as far as personal identity. . . . Here capital- 
ism has found a central organ that supplants its automatism by conscious 
decisions" (pp. 80-81). Therefore, it may be hypothesized that the social 
and economic interweaving of once opposed financial and industrial in- 
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terests, increased economic concentration, the fusion of formerly separate 
large capitals, and the establishment of an effective organizational appara- 
tus of interlocking directorates, heightens the cohesiveness of the capital- 
ist class and its capacity for common action and unified policies (see and 
cf. Hilferding 1910, chap. 23). Whether, as Riesman might claim, such 
a theory applied to contemporary America is a spectral survival of an 
earlier time, is an empirical question. 

We cannot know what "the capabilities and opportunities for coopera- 
tion among those who have similar interests, and for confrontation among 
those with opposing interests" (Kornhauser 1966, p. 213) are at the 
national level within the dominant class unless we investigate the internal 
differentiation and integration of that class through the best available 
techniques of empirical inquiry. The fact is that there is far more system- 
atic information available on the poor, on farmers, workers, and black 
Americans, than on the men and women of the rich and the well-born, 
on those who make up the "upper strata"-if not the "capitalist class"- 
of our society. Yet by now it ought to be apparent, if only from our most 
recent past, that we must discover as much as we can about those who 
occupy the upper reaches of American society if we are to understand- 
and act effectively in-the present as history.24 

Studies of contemporary dominant classes elsewhere, including not only 
"advanced" but less developed and misdeveloped countries, are also 
essential. Such studies, aside from their intrinsic importance, may help 
reveal theoretical gaps 'and errors, as well as inadequate methodologies, 
in the present body of research and writing and allow us to clarify, elab- 
orate, and specify given generalizations. These studies may provide the 
basis for a comparative theory of capitalist classes that is more compre- 
hensive and valid than the extant one embodied in the "astonishing con- 
sensus" among social scientists. In place of abstract models based on 
ostensible "universal" elements in social structures, we need analyses of 
the structures of specific capitalist classes, related to the actual historic 
processes within which they have been formed. 

24 Several years ago I wrote that "just as a society's class structure is a major basis of 
its political diversity and cleavage, so too is intraclass social differentiation politically 
significant, and by exploring the structure of the working class it will be possible to 
locate fundamental sources of its political behavior. This does not mean that inter- 
class differences, or conflicting class interests, are in any way secondary to the internal 
structure of the working class as the source of its politics. Quite the contrary. Any 
conflict between classes tends to erase or minimize the significance of intraclass differ- 
ences and to maximize interclass differences" (Zeitlin 1967, pp. 8-9). I take it as a 
working hypothesis that this statement applies equally well to a society's dominant 
class. A fine recent work which is replete with historical sociological interpretations 
that rest on, or require, analysis of the internal differentiation and integration of spe- 
cific dominant classes is that by Moore (1966, e.g., pp. 36-39 on England; pp. 162-65, 
192, on Imperial China; pp. 237 ff. on Japan). 
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APPENDIX 

Dahrendorf has taken Marx's writings in volume 3 of Capital to support 
his own theses concerning the dissolution of capitalism as the result of the 
separation of ownership and control. Not only does Dahrendorf (1959) 
explicitly reject what I have termed the "plain marxist" proposition that 
the functionaries of capital and the owners of capital (when they are 
not identical individuals) belong to the same social class, but he also 
asserts that this "view is clearly contrary to Marx's own analysis" (p. 43; 
italics added). In volume 3 of Capital, Marx wrote briefly on the "credit 
system" (stock market) and "joint-stock companies," whose economic 
importance in England was increasingly evident. He noted that (1) they 
involved "an enormous expansion of the scale of production and of enter- 
prises, that was impossible for individual capitals" and that (2) capital is 
"here directly endowed with the form of social capital [capital of directly 
associated individuals] as distinct from private capital." However, it is 
two additional propositions, which anticipated the debate about the 
separation of ownership and control, that Dahrendorf and others consider 
supportive of their own managerial theory. Marx also wrote that (3) the 
corporations, being "social undertakings as distinct from private under- 
takings" mean "the abolition of capital as private property within the 
framework of capitalist production itself." (4) This means also the 
"transformation of the actually functioning capitalist into a mere man- 
ager, administrator of other people's capital, and of the owner of capital 
into a mere owner, a mere money-capitalist" (3:436). 

Now, as to the first two propositions there can be no debate. Few would 
disagree that Marx correctly anticipated the profound significance of 
the corporation for large-scale production and rapid economic develop- 
ment. And the second point is an unexceptionable description of the ob- 
vious fact that pooling individual capital allows "undertakings" which 
smaller individual capitalists could not undertake separately. As to the 
third proposition, it is what I mean by "confusing Hegelian comments." 
For myself, its meaning is clear; for others it has been confusing (e.g., 
Bernstein, Schmidt, Bell, Dahrendorf, etc.). Marx had a penchant for 
Hegel's language and often used it precisely because he wished to honor 
that "mighty thinker" when others were currently' treating him as a 
"dead dog." Therefore, he "coquetted with the modes of expression 
peculiar to him" (Capital, 1:19-20). One of Marx's oft-used Hegelian 
concepts was "aufgehoben," or "aufiebung." In the volumes of Capital 
translated into English, this has usually been rendered "abolition." Yet 
this is clearly not its Hegelian meaning, nor the meaning Marx intended. 
As Ivan Soll (1969) explains, for Hegel, "the understanding's finite 
categories must be both preserved and negated-or to use a term favored 
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by Hegel just because it possesses this double meaning, aufgehoben" (p. 
134). Or in Hegel's own words "Aufheben exhibits its true double mean- 
ing . . . it negates and preserves at the same time" (cited from his Logic 
by Soll 1969, p. 134). Reinhard Bendix has written me in a private com- 
munication: "The implication [of aufheben] is to re-create in the process 
of abolishing-which is one of those conundrums Hegelians thrive on 
and the rest of us mortals despair over." The corporation, as a new form 
of "social capital" negates "private capital" while preserving it. That this 
is Marx's likely meaning must be concluded. For, in even greater exag- 
geration, he goes on to say, "This is the abolition of the capitalist mode 
of production within the capitalist mode of production itself" (3:438). 
This can only be jibberish in English (or at best "confusing") unless it 
is understood in its Hegelian sense of negating while preserving, re-creat- 
ing while abolishing. In fact, Marx makes this clear in another passage: 
"However, this expropriation appears within the capitalist system in a 
contradictory form, as appropriation of social property by a few. ... 
There is antagonism against the old form in the stock companies, in 
which the social means of production appear as private property; but the 
conversion to the form of stock still remains ensnared in the trammels 
of capitalism; hence, instead of overcoming the antithesis between the 
character of wealth as social and as private wealth, the stock companies 
merely develop it in a new form" (3: 440; italics added). 

Further, it is in this context that Marx refers to the development which 
Hilferding was later to elaborate, as were many others, including Lund- 
berg, Bonbright and Means, and then (though secondarily) Berle and 
Means. The latter authors laid out several types of control other than 
private ownership and management control. In these types, "the separa- 
tion of ownership and control" meant that the large property owners, those 
who owned the majority, or predominant minority of shares in a corpora- 
tion, directly or indirectly ('pyramiding'), appropriated control from 
the small shareowners. This was Marx's point when he stated that the 
form of the stock company and of credit offers the capitalist "absolute 
control within certain limits over the capital and property of others, 
and thereby over the labor of others" (3:439). 

As to the fourth proposition, it, too, is quite consistent with the "plain 
marxist" class analysis. For Marx, in elaborating this point, states: 
"profit is henceforth received . . . as compensation for owning capital 
that now is entirely divorced from the function in the actual process of 
reproduction, just as this function in the person of the manager is di- 
vorced from ownership of capital" (3:436-37; italics added). This, of 
course, is also the view I cited above from Weber. Further, from the stand- 
point of the analysis of social domination, class conflict, and surplus ap- 
propriation (exploitation), Marx's view, as already quoted here and as in 
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the following passage, is directly opposed to the managerialist doctrine of 
"satisficing," "corporate conscience," "post-capitalist society," or "new in- 
dustrial state." The role of the emerging corporation and stock market 
system, Marx wrote, was "to develop the incentive of capitalist production, 
enrichment through exploitation of the labor of others, to the purest and 
most colossal form of gambling and swindling, and to reduce more and 
more the number of the few who exploit the social wealth" (3:441). 

REFERENCES 

Abels, Jules. 1965. The Rockefeller Billions. New York: Macmillan. 
Adams, Bert. 1970. "Isolation, Function, and Beyond: American Kinship in the 1960's." 

Journal of Marriage and the Family 32 (November): 575-97. 
Alchian, Armen. 1968. "Corporate Management and Property Rights." In Economic 

Policy and the Regulation of Securities. Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise 
Institute. 

Bailyn, Bernard. 1955. The New England Merchants in the Seventeenth Century. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Bain, Joe S. 1966. International Differences in Industrial Structure: Eight Nations in 
the 1950's. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press. 

Baltzell, E. Digby. 1966a. "'Who's Who in America' and 'The Social Register': Elite 
and Upper Class Indexes in Metropolitan America." In Class, Status, and Power, 
edited by Reinhard Bendix and S. M. Lipset. 2d ed. New York: Collier-Macmillan. 

. 1966b. Philadelphia Gentlemen: The Making of a National Upper Class. New 
York: Macmillan. 

Baran, Paul A., and Paul M. Sweezy. 1966. Monopoly Capital. New York: Monthly 
Review Press. 

Barber, Eleanor G. 1955. The Bourgeoisie in Eighteenth-Century France. Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Barber, Eleanor G., and Bernard Barber, eds. 1965. European Social Class: Stability 
and Change. New York: Macmillan. 

Baumol, William J. 1959. Business, Behavior, Value, and Growth. New York: Mac- 
millan. 

Bell, Daniel. 1958. "The Power Elite-Reconsidered." American Journal of Sociology 
64 (November): 238-50. 

. 1961. "The Breakup of Family Capitalism." In The End of Ideology. New 
York: Collier. 

Bendix, Reinhard. 1952. "Bureaucracy and the Problem of Power." In Reader in 
Bureaucracy, edited by R. K. Merton, Ailsa P. Gray, Barbara Hockey, and Hanan 
C. Selvin. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Berle, Adolph, Jr. 1954. The 20th Century Capitalist Revolution. New York: Har- 
court, Brace. 

Berle, Adolph, Jr., and Gardiner C. Means. 1967. The Modern Corporation and Pri- 
vate Property. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World (originally published in 1932 
by Macmillan). 

Bernstein, Eduard. 1961. Evolutionary Socialism. New York: Schocken (originally 
published in Germany in 1899). 

Bonbright, James C., and Gardiner C. Means. 1932. The Holding Company. New 
York: McGraw-Hill. 

Burch, Philip H., Jr. 1972. The Managerial Revolution Reassessed. Lexington, Mass.: 
Heath. 

Business Week (no author given). 1971. "The Board: It's Obsolete Unless Over- 
hauled." May 22, pp. 50-58. 

. 1972. "An Ex-Banker Treats Copper's Sickest Giant." February 19, pp. 52-55. 
Cavan, Ruth. 1963. The American Family. New York: Crowell. 

1115 



American Journal of Sociology 

Dahl, Robert A. 1970. After the Revolution? New Haven, Conn.: Yale University 
Press. 

Dahrendorf, Ralf. 1959. Class and Class Conflict in Industrial Society. Stanford, Calif.: 
Stanford University Press. 

Domhoff, G. William. 1967. Who Rules America? Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice- 
Hall. 

1970. The Higher Circles: The Governing Class in America. New York: 
Random House. 

. 1972. Fat Cats and Democrats. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 
Dooley, Peter C. 1969. "The Interlocking Directorate." American Economic Review 

59 (June): 314-23. 
Drucker, Peter F. 1971. "The New Markets and the New Capitalism." In Capitalism 

Today, edited by Daniel Bell and Irving Kristol. New York: Basic. 
Earley, James S. 1956. "Marginal Policies of Excellently Managed Companies." 

American Economic Review 46 (March): 44-70. 
. 1957. "Comment." American Economic Review. Papers and Proceedings 47 

(May): 333-35. 
Earley, James S., and W. T. Carleton. 1962. "Budgeting and the Theory of the 

Firm." Journal of Industrial Economics 10 (July): 165-73. 
Edwards Vives, Alberto. 1927. La fronda aristocratica. Santiago: Editorial del Pacifico. 
Eisenbeis, Robert A., and Alan S. McCall. 1972. "Some Effects of Affiliations among 

Savings and Commercial Banks." Journal of Finance 27 (September): 865-77. 
Etzioni, Amitai. 1968. The Active Society. New York: Free Press. 
Fitch, Robert, and Mary Oppenheimer. 1970. "Who Rules the Corporations?" Socialist 

Revolution 1 (1): 73-107; also 1 (5): 61-114; 1 (6): 33-94. 
Florence, P. Sargant. 1961. Ownership, Control and Success of Large Companies: 

An Analysis of English Industrial Structure and Policy, 1936-1951. London: Sweet 
& Maxwell. 

Ford, Franklin L. 1953. Robe and Sword: The Regrouping of the French Aristocracy 
after Louis XIV. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Forster, Robert. 1960. The Nobility of Toulouse in the Eighteenth Century. Balti- 
more: John Hopkins Press. 

1963. "The Provincial Noble: A Reappraisal." American Historical Review 
68 (April): 681-91. 

Galbraith, John K. 1968. The New Industrial State. New York: New American 
Library (also, "Introduction," 2d ed. 1971). New York: Houghton Mifflin. 

Goldsmith, Raymond W., and Rexford C. Parmelee. 1940. The Distribution of Owner- 
ship in the 200 Largest Nonfinancial Corporations. In Investigations of Concen- 
tration of Economic Power. Monographs of the Temporary National Economic 
Committee, no. 29. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

Goode, William J. 1963. The Family. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 
Goode, William J., Elizabeth Hobbins, and Helen M. McClure, eds. 1971. Social 

Systems and Family Patterns: A Propositional Inventory. Indianapolis: Bobbs- 
Merrill. 

Gordon, Robert A. 1966. Business Leadership in the Large Corporation. Berkeley: 
University of California Press (originally published in 1945 under the auspices of 
the Brookings Institution). 

Heise, Gonzales, Julio. 1950. "La constitucion de 1925 y las neuvas tendencias politico- 
sociales." Anales de la Universidad de Chile 108 (80; 4th trimester): 95-234. 

Hilferding, Rudolph. 1910. Das Finanzkapital. Munich: Literarische Agentur Willi 
Weisman. 

Hindley, Brian V. 1970. "Separation of Ownership and Control in the Modern Cor- 
poration." Journal of Law and Economics 13 (April): 185-221. 

Hoyt, Edwin P. 1967. The Guggenheims and the American Dream. New York: Funk 
& Wagnalls. 

Hunter, Floyd. 1959. Top Leadership, U.S.A. Chapel Hill: University of North Caro- 
lina Press. 

1116 



Corporate Ownership and Control 

Jensen, Michael C. 1971. "A New Generation Comes of Age." New York Times. 
May 2, sec. 3, pp. 1, 5. 

Kahl, Joseph. 1957. The American Class Structure. New York: Rinehart. 
Kamerschen, David R. 1968. "The Influence of Ownership and Control on Profit 

Rates." American Economic Review 58 (June): 432-47. 
. 1969. "The Effect of Separation of Ownership and Control on the Performance 

of the Large Firm in the U.S. Economy." Rivista internazaionale di schienze 
economiche e commerciali 16 (5): 489-93. 

Kaysen, Carl. 1957. "The Social Significance of the Modern Corporation." American 
Economic Review 47 (May): 311-19. 

. 1965. "Another View of Corporate Capitalism." Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 79 (February): 41-51. 

Kolko, Gabriel. 1962. Wealth and Power in America. New York: Praeger. 
Kornhauser, William. 1966. "'Power Elite' or 'Veto Groups'?" In Class, Status, and 

Power, edited by Reinhard Bendix and S. M. Lipset. 2d ed. New York: Collier- 
Macmillan. 

Larner, Robert J. 1970. Management Control and the Large Corporation. Cambridge, 
Mass.: University Press, Dunellen. 

Lenin, Nikolai. 1967. "Imperialism." In Lenin: Selected Works. New York: Inter- 
national Publishers (originally published in Petrograd in 1917). 

Lewellen, Wilbur G., and Blaine Huntsman. 1970. "Managerial Pay and Corporate 
Performance." American Economic Review 60 (September): 710-20. 

Lintner, John. 1967. "The Financing of Corporations." In The Corporation and 
Modern Society, edited by E. S. Mason. New York: Atheneum. 

Lipset, S. M., and Reinhard Bendix. 1951. "Social Status and Social Structure: A 
Re-Examination of Data and Interpretations." Part 1. British Journal of Sociology 
2 (September): 150-68. 

Lomask, Milton. 1964. Seed Money: The Guggenheim Story. New York: Farrar, 
Straus. 

Lundberg, Ferdinand. 1946. America's Sixty Families. New York: Citadel (originally 
published by Vanguard in 1937). 

. 1968. The Rich and the Super-Rich. New York: Bantam. 
Luxemburg, Rosa. 1970. Reform or Revolution. New York: Pathfinder (originally 

published in Berlin in 1899). 
Manne, Henry. 1965. "Mergers and the Market for Corporate Control." Journal of 

Political Economy 72 (April): 110-20. 
Marris, Robin. 1963. "A Model of 'Managerial' Enterprise." Quarterly Journal of 

Economics 77 (May): 185-209. 
. 1964. The Economic Theory of "Managerial" Capitalism. London: Macmillan. 

Marx, Karl. 1967. Capital. Vols. 1-3. New York: International (originally published 
in German in 1867, 1885, 1894). 

Mason, E. S. 1967. "Introduction." In The Corporation in Modern Society, edited 
by E. S. Mason. New York: Atheneum. 

Merton, Robert K. 1959. "Notes on Problem-Finding in Sociology." In Sociology 
Today, edited by R. K. Merton, Leonard Broom, and Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr. 
New York: Basic. 

Metcalf, Lee. 1971. Congressional Record 117, pt. 17:22141. 
Metcalf, Lee, and Vic Reinemer. 1971. "Unmasking Corporate Ownership." Nation. 

July 19, pp. 38-40. 
Miliband, Ralph. 1969. The State in Capitalist Society. New York: Basic. 
Mills, C. Wright. 1957. The Power Elite. New York: Oxford University Press. 

. 1962. The Marxists. New York: Dell. 
Monsen, R. Joseph, Jr., J. S. Chiu, and D. E. Cooley. 1968. "The Effect of Separation 

of Ownership and Control on the Performance of the Large Firm." Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 82 (August): 435-51. 

. 1969. "Ownership and Management." Business Horizons 12 (August): 45-52. 

1117 



American Journal of Sociology 

Moore, Barrington. 1966. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Boston: 
Beacon. 

Moran, Theodore H. 1973. "Transnational Strategies of Protection and Defense by 
Multinational Corporations." International Organization 27 (Spring): 273-87. 

Murphy, Charles J. V. 1967. "The Melons of Pittsburgh." Part 1. Fortune 75 (Octo- 
ber): 120 ff. 

National Resources Committee (NRC). 1939. The Structure of the American Econ- 
omy. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. Reprinted in Paul M. Sweezy. 
1953. The Present as History. New York: Monthly Review Press. 

Nichols, W. A. T. 1969. Ownership, Control, and Ideology. London: Allen & Unwin. 
O'Connor, James. 1971. "Who Rules the Corporation?" Socialist Revolution 2 

(January/February): 117-50. 
Parsons, Talcott. 1953. "A Revised Analytical Approach to the Theory of Social 

Stratification." In Class, Status, and Power, edited by Reinhard Bendix and S. M. 
Lipset. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Parsons, Talcott, and Neil Smelser. 1957. Economy and Society. London: Routledge & 
Kegan-Paul. 

[Patman] Staff Report. 1964. Twenty Largest Stockholders of Record in Member 
Banks of the Federal Reserve System. 5 vols. U.S. Congress, House, Committee on 
Banking and Currency, Domestic Finance Committee. 88th Cong., 2d sess. Wash- 
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office (cited as Patman Report). 

. 1966. "Bank Stock Ownership and Control" (reprinted in Patman Report 
1968, vol. 1). 

. 1967. "Control of Commercial Banks and Interlocks among Financial Insti- 
tutions" (reprinted in Patman Report 1968, vol. 1). 

. 1968. Commercial Banks and Their Trust Activities: Emerging Influence on 
the American Economy. U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, Domestic Finance Committee. 90th Cong., 2d sess. Washington, D.C.: Gov- 
ernment Printing Office (cited as Patman Report). 

Perlo, Victor. 1957. The Empire of High Finance. New York. International. 
Peterson, Shorey. 1965. "Corporate Control and Capitalism." Quarterly Journal of 

Economics 79 (February): 1-23. 
Playford, John. 1972. "Who Rules Australia ?" In Australian Capitalism, edited by 

Playford and Douglas Kirsner. Harmondsworth: Penguin. 
Rabb, Theodore K. 1967. Enterprise and Empire: Merchant and Gentry Investment 

in the Expansion of England, 1575-1630. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press. 

Riesman, David, et al. 1953. The Lonely Crowd. Garden City, N.J.: Anchor. 
Rochester, Anna. 1936. Rulers of America. New York: International. 
Rose, Sanford. 1968. "The Rewarding Strategies of Multinationalism." Fortune, Sep- 

tember 15, pp. 101-5, 180, 182. 
Schumpeter, Joseph. 1955a. "Social Classes in an Ethnically Homogeneous Environ- 

ment." In Imperialism and Social Classes. New York: Meridian (originally pub- 
lished in German in 1923). 

1955b. "The Sociology of Imperialism[s]." Imperialism and Social Classes 
(originally published in German in 1919). 

Sheehan, Robert. 1966. "There's Plenty of Privacy Left in Private Enterprise." 
Fortune, July 15, pp. 224 ff. 

. 1967. "Proprietors in the World of Big Business." Fortune, June 15, pp. 178- 
83, 242. 

Simon, Herbert A. 1957. Administrative Behavior. 2d ed. New York. Macmillan. 
Smith, Ephraim P., and Louis R. Desfosses. 1972. "Interlocking Directorates: A Study 

of Influence." Mississippi Valley Journal of Business and Economics 7 (Spring): 
57-69. 

Soll, Ivan. 1969. Introduction to Hegel's Metaphysics. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

1118 



Corporate Ownership and Control 

Sorokin, Pitirim. 1953. "What Is a Social Class?" In Class, Status, and Power, edited 
by Reinhard Bendix and S. M. Lipset. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Sweezy, Paul M. 1953. "Interest Groups in the American Economy." In The Present 
as History. New York: Monthly Review Press. 

. 1956. Theory of Capitalist Development. New York: Monthly Review Press 
(originally published in 1942). 

Tanzer, Michael. 1969. The Political Economy of International Oil and the Under- 
developed Countries. Boston: Beacon. 

U.S., Congress, House, Select Committee on Small Business. 1963. Chain Banking: 
Stockholder and Loan Links of 200 Largest Member Banks. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office. 

Vernon, Jack R. 1970. "Ownership and Control among Large Member Banks." 
Journal of Finance 25 (3): 651-57. 

Villarejo, Don. 1961/62. Stock Ownership and the Control of Corporations. Radical 
Education Project. Ann Arbor, Mich. Reprint of articles in New University 
Thought (Autumn 1961 and Winter 1962). 

Walker, Robert. 1971. "A Banker for Anaconda." New York Times, May 23, sec. 3, 
pp. 3, 11. 

Weber, Max. 1965. Theory of Social and Economic Organization. Edited by Talcott 
Parsons. New York: Free Press (originally published in German in 1925). 

. 1968. Economy and Society. Edited by G. Roth and C. Wittich. New York: 
Bedminster (originally published in German in 1921). 

Wheelwright, E. L. 1957. Ownership and Control of Australian Companies. Sydney: 
Law Book. 

Williams, Robin, Jr. 1959. American Society. New York: Knopf. 
Williamson, Oliver E. 1963. "Managerial Discretion and Business Behavior." American 

Economic Review 53 (December): 1032-57. 
1970. Corporate Control and Business Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 

Prentice-Hall. 
Wrong, Dennis. 1968. "Some Problems in Defining Social Power." American Journal 

of Sociology 73 (May): 673-81. 
Zeitlin, Maurice. 1967. Revolutionary Politics and the Cuban Working Class. Prince- 

ton, N.J., Princeton University Press. 

1119 


