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The Power Elite at the Bohemian

Grove: Has Anything Changed in
the 1990s?

Kevin Wehr

).wm._.:>o._." This study examines the social, economic, and
political connections of persons attending the elite mE\Ewmn
HQO.mﬁ at the Bohemian Grove in 1993, Consistent with past
m.E&m@ Bohemian Club members who made political no:z.muc-
tions were overwhelmingly pro-Republican. The guest list also
revealed numerous father-son connections, business affiliations
.mba govermnment-industry associations, lending support to m._m
ﬁmm that the Bohemian Grove is an arena where social interac-
tion serves to develop ruling-class cohesion. Interestingly, Clin-

ton administration appointees were noti
notic
Grove. eably absent from the

The Bohemian Grove is a place of power and presti i
the nmaioomm of Northern OmEoﬂmm\mﬁ is the nm%mmﬁ %M%MWM&EE
exclusive Bohemian Club of San Francisco. It has been claimed cm
Domboff (1974) that membership in the club represents a Q.Omm.m..u..nmov~
of the power wE@ the leadership group of the ruling class in >§mla%

not changed significantly (Weiss, 1989; Domh f
3 ’ ’ m\ "
Em.HH.M 15 a need for a systematic update. o 1980 However,
is study presents new information on the Bohemi
mian G
ﬁ_mwmao:ﬁm for the powerful by looking at the presidential OHMWM .
contributions of club ngcmnm from five key states in the 1992 mmmmm
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Campaign Finance Analysis

Using 1968 campaign finance data, Domhoff (1974:32) found that
only 13 percent of Bohemian Club members gave to either presidential
campaign. Further, he reported that 90 percent of the donations were
to Republicans.

The present study utilized the Federal Election Commission listing
of individual contributions for the states which represent the bulk of
members in the Bohemian Club: California, New York, Connecticut,
Mlinois, and the District of Columbia. Only 8 percent of members
gave, which is consistent with Domhoff’s 1968 findings and other
studies of the low rates of giving by club members, corporate direc-
tors, and wealthy families (Alexander, 1972; Domhoff, 1972; Allen and
Broyles, 1989; Webber, 1990).

The Bohemians from the five key states who donated at the presi-
dential level overwhelmingly supported the Bush campaign and gave
more money on average than those who supported Clinton or Perot.
One hundred forty-two members, 91 percent of the total, gave
$235,150 to Bush, an average gift of $1,656. By contrast, eleven
members gave $8,750 to Clinton, an average of $795. Only three
mermnbers gave a total of $459 to Perot. Two members gave to multiple
candidates; one gave $1,000 to Clinton and $500 to Bush, and the other
gave $2,000 to Bush and $131 to Perot.

A closer look at the eleven Democratic donors suggests that they
are consistent with earlier studies. Four were from the Jewish commu-
nity, which has been suggested in other studies to provide a large
minority of major Democratic donors (Fuchs, 1956; Domhoff, 1972;
Isaacs, 1974; Lipset and Raab, 1984; Cohen, 1989). Three others were
former Democratic appointees, one of whom, Henry H. Fowler, was

the Secretary of the Treasury under Lyndon B. Johnson and a partner
at Goldman Sachs on Wall Street. Another, Francis Wheat, was a
member of the Securities and Exchange Commission under Lyndon B.
Johnson. The third, Harold Brown, was the Secretary of Defense under
Jimmy Carter. All but two of the donors to Clinton’s campaign were

from California.

The Guest List

The guest list shows the names of all the guests and their hosts, and
thus makes it possible to search for patterns within elite groups. Dom-
hoff (1974:40) claims that guest lists would be invaluable documents
for studying cohesion within the nation’s elite, should the lists be
available over time.

Republican presidents or candidates have been regular guests since
the turn of the century, if they were not already members (Van der
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Zee, 1974; Domhoff:1974). H
1974; T "2242). However, even at the height
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Conclusions

There are both similarities and differences between this study and
past findings. Campaign contributions show that Club members who
gave donations are still overwhelmingly pro-Republican. The 1993
guest list shows father-son connections and business affiliations.
These findings lend support to the idea that the Bohemian Grove is an
arena where processes of social interaction can help develop ruling-
class cohesion.

However, Democrats are missing from the Grove, including Clin-
ton appointees. Rather than showing that Democratic donors and
Clinton appointees are integral members of the power elite, this study
suggests that Democrats may represent the “out-groups” within the
power elite. It will be interesting to see if more Democratic appointees
appear at the Grove in the future years of the Clinton administration.
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