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About This Narration Script

This PDF is a production script for recording the audiobook edition of Dark State: Who'’s Really
In Charge. It is formatted for reading aloud, not for silent reading: large type, generous line
spacing, one column, and no sidebars, footnotes, or tables that only work on a printed page. A
few conventions carried over from the print and ebook editions:

Chapter and Part markers. Each Part and each Chapter begins on a fresh page with a
clear spoken heading — “Part One,” “Chapter One,” and so on — matching the print and ebook
editions, so listeners can cross-reference between formats.

Subheadings. The bolded subheadings inside each chapter are pacing cues for the narrator
— they mark a shift in topic — and are not normally voiced aloud. A brief pause at each one is
enough.

Chapter cross-references. The printed Glossary and Timeline point readers to specific
chapters (e.g., “Chapter 5”). Those page-flipping references don’t carry over to audio, so they
have been removed from this edition’s Glossary and Timeline; the content itself is unchanged.

Source citations. Numbers and specific claims are sourced throughout the main narration
exactly as in the print and ebook editions. The full chapter-by-chapter bibliography is not read
aloud — see the closing note, “A Note on Sources,” for where to find it.

Em dashes and quotation marks. Read as a natural pause or vocal emphasis; no special
notation is needed.

Estimated finished run time at a standard narration pace (roughly 150 words per minute) is

approximately three and a half to four hours for the full text.



Author’s Note

Every generation rediscovers the same unsettling fact: the people you elect are not the only
people who govern you.

That sentence can be written by a sober political scientist or by a street-corner conspiracy
theorist, and it will mean something almost opposite in each mouth. The scientist means that
modern government is layered — that career civil servants, intelligence agencies, regulatory
bodies, and military institutions persist across administrations and make thousands of conse-
quential decisions that no single election ever touches. The conspiracy theorist means that a
secret society of bankers, or a bloodline, or a council of shadowy elders, pulls the strings behind
a puppet government, and that if the names could only be exposed, the whole rotten structure
would collapse.

This book is written by the first kind of author, about the first kind of claim. It exists because
the second kind of claim — dramatic, tidy, and almost entirely wrong in its specifics — has done
real damage to the public’s ability to see the first kind clearly.

I have spent years building reference tools out of primary documents: verse-by-verse study
guides that make people go back to the text instead of trusting a secondhand summary of it.
This book applies the same discipline to a harder, messier text — the record of how power ac-
tually moves in Washington and in the institutions that outlast it. I did not set out to write a
comforting book. The permanent state described in these pages is real, it is well documented,
and it deserves far more public scrutiny than it gets. I also did not set out to write a sensational
one. Every dollar figure, every statute, every court case, and every historical episode in this book
is attached to a named source you can check yourself, and I have tried, wherever the evidence
is thin or contested, to say so plainly rather than paper over it with confident-sounding prose.

Readers will notice that this book treats “deep state” talk itself as a subject of investigation,
not just a starting assumption. That is deliberate. The phrase has been used, in the same news
cycle, to describe career intelligence analysts following statute, a president’s own appointees

resisting an order they considered unlawful, and an entirely fictional cabal of pedophile global-
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ists. Those are three different claims with three different evidentiary standards, and collapsing
them into one all-purpose accusation is exactly how bad information displaces good informa-
tion. Chapter 2 sorts the competing theories out. Chapters 15 through 17 go further, tracing
where the most toxic version of this story came from, how to tell a documented pattern of cor-
ruption from an unfalsifiable myth, and why the myth is not a harmless exaggeration of the
truth but a specific, century-old fraud with a body count.

None of that is a reason to look away from the real thing. Lobbying spending set a new record
in 2025. A single defense contractor now receives more in federal contracts each year than the
entire budgets of NASA, the EPA, and the Department of Education combined. Three broad-
casting companies now control local news in the overwhelming majority of American media
markets. The revolving door between Congress, the Pentagon, and the industries they oversee
runs in both directions, continuously, and mostly in plain sight. None of that requires a hidden
hand. It requires only that citizens stop looking for one, and start looking at the paperwork.

That is what this book is for.

Rev. George H. Stoddard



Introduction: What
“Shadow Government”
Actually Means

On January 17,1961, a retiring five-star general stood before television cameras to deliver the last
major address of his presidency. Dwight D. Eisenhower had commanded the Allied invasion of
Europe. He was not a man given to alarmism. Yet in that farewell speech he warned the country,
in language still quoted today, that “in the councils of government, we must guard against the
acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial
complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.”

That is the founding document of every serious “shadow government” argument made in
the United States since. Not a leaked memo. Not a whistleblower’s tell-all. A president, on his
way out the door, naming a structural danger built into the machinery of the state itself — a
danger that does not depend on any villain’s malice, only on the ordinary incentives of money,
careerism, and institutional self-preservation.

This book takes Eisenhower’s warning seriously and follows it wherever the paper trail leads:
into the federal budget, the lobbying disclosure database, the revolving door between the Pen-
tagon and its contractors, the intelligence community’s classification system, and the owner-
ship charts of the companies that decide what tens of millions of Americans see as news. What
it does not do is follow the warning into the territory it is most often dragged into today — a
secret council of bankers, a bloodline conspiracy, an all-controlling cabal whose members can
never quite be named with evidence that would survive a fact-check. That territory has a name,
a history, and, as Chapter 16 documents in detail, a point of origin as a forgery manufactured
by a czarist secret police service in 1903. It is worth understanding why that story spreads. It is

not worth mistaking it for research.
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Three Meanings, One Phrase

“Shadow government” and “deep state” get used, often within the same conversation, to mean
at least three different things. Distinguishing them is the first job of this book, because each
one has a different evidentiary standard and a different remedy.

The administrative state. This is the least controversial and most defensible meaning. The
United States employs roughly two million civilian federal workers, the overwhelming major-
ity of them protected from being fired for political reasons by civil-service law. They write the
regulations that implement statutes Congress passes in broad strokes. They persist across ad-
ministrations of both parties. Political scientists have studied this “fourth branch” for decades
without needing any conspiratorial framing at all — it is simply how a modern administrative
state functions, for better and for worse. Chapter 1 covers it in detail.

The security-state hypothesis. This is the claim that intelligence and law-enforcement
agencies — the CIA, the FBI, the NSA, and their counterparts — sometimes act with a degree
of institutional independence that puts them in tension with elected officials, and occasionally
in violation of the law. This is not a fringe theory. It is the documented conclusion of the U.S.
Senate’s own 1975-76 Church Committee, which found that the FBI had run a systematic covert-
action program (COINTELPRO) against civil rights leaders, antiwar organizers, and others; that
the CIA had developed assassination capabilities and tested mind-control drugs on unwitting
subjects; and that the NSA had intercepted the communications of American citizens without
warrants. Every reform discussed later in this book — FISA, the congressional intelligence com-
mittees, inspectors general — exists because Congress itself concluded the security state needed
a leash. Chapters 2, 3, 10, and 11 cover this history and its unfinished business.

The cabal hypothesis. This is the claim that a small, secret, coordinating group — defined
variously as international bankers, a bloodline aristocracy, a globalist council, or a demonic
elite — controls governments, central banks, and world events from behind the scenes, and
that visible institutions (elections, courts, free press) are theater. This is the version that domi-
nates search results and social media algorithms, and it is the version this book argues is, in its
specific and recurring form, traceable to a single 1903 forgery and its twentieth-century descen-
dants. Chapters 15 through 17 dismantle it directly, not by asserting that “nothing secret ever
happens in government” — plainly, things do — but by showing how this particular explana-

tory framework fails every test a real investigation has to pass: it cannot be falsified, it recruits



DARK STATE — NARRATION SCRIPT

new “evidence” to survive any disconfirmation, and its central historical claim has been proven,

repeatedly, in court and in archives, to be fabricated.

Why the Distinction Matters

Collapsing these three categories into one undifferentiated “they” is not a harmless simplifica-
tion. It is the single most effective tool available for making the first two — the real, documented,
fixable problems — harder to fix.

Here is the mechanism. A citizen reads a real story: a former FAA administrator becomes an
aerospace-industry lobbyist, then returns to a senior FAA safety post. That is documented regu-
latory capture (Chapter 7 covers it). If that citizen’s only mental category for “hidden power” is
the cabal hypothesis, the FAA story either gets absorbed into a vague, unfalsifiable “everything
is controlled” worldview that offers no next step — no specific bill to support, no specific reform
to demand — or it gets dismissed as old news, priced in, unfixable. Either way, the citizen’s jus-
tified anger has nowhere productive to go. Meanwhile, the same information ecosystem that
trained that citizen to think in terms of an all-powerful “they” is generally uninterested in the
FAA’s rulemaking docket, because a rulemaking docket does not generate engagement. It is un-
interested in the difference between a $73 billion annual intelligence budget (real, disclosed,
debatable) and a claim about shape-shifting reptilian elites (not real, not debatable, immune
to evidence). Flattening that distinction serves no one except the people who would rather the
real machinery run without scrutiny, because the loudest scrutiny in the room is aimed at some-
thing that does not exist.

This is why the book is organized the way it is. Parts One through Four are a field investiga-
tion into documented structures: the permanent bureaucracy, the intelligence community and
its budget, the money that flows through Washington, the revolving door, regulatory capture,
the military-industrial complex Eisenhower named, and the ownership structure of American
media. Part Five turns the lens on the misinformation itself — why conspiracy theories about
hidden power are so durable, where the most consequential one came from, and how to tell the

difference between a documented pattern and an unfalsifiable myth.
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A Word on Method

Wherever this book states a number, it names the source and the year. Wherever credible
sources disagree — and on subjects like “how many former members of Congress become lob-
byists,” they do, depending on how “lobbyist” is defined — the book shows the range and ex-
plains the discrepancy rather than picking the most dramatic figure and moving on. Wherever
a claim is popular but methodologically shaky (a famous statistic about “six companies control-
ling ninety percent of American media” turns out to be one of these — see Chapter 12), the book
says so, and replaces it with a more defensible, more current data point.

This is not because the underlying story is boring without exaggeration. It is because the
underlying story does not need exaggeration. The documented version is damning enough on
its own, and it has the enormous advantage of being true — which means it can survive a fact-
check, support a specific reform, and hold up in ten years the way a manufactured statistic will
not.

Eisenhower’s generation built the machine and warned about it in the same decade. This

book is a map of what that machine has become.



Part One: The Permanent
State



CHAPTER1

Chapter 1: The Fourth
Branch: How the
Bureaucracy Outlasts
Presidents

A president is inaugurated at noon on January 20. By one o’clock, roughly two million civil-
ian federal employees are still at their desks, still bound by the same regulations, still working
through the same open dockets they were working through the day before. Fewer than four
thousand of those positions — a figure that includes cabinet secretaries, agency heads, and se-
nior political appointees — change hands with the administration. The other 99.8 percent of
the federal civilian workforce is protected by civil-service law from being fired for their politics,
and stays exactly where it is.

That simple arithmetic is the starting point for understanding the “permanent state,” and it
requires no hidden hand, no conspiracy, and no bad faith to explain. It is simply how the United

States chose, beginning in 1883, to run a modern government.

The Origin of the Civil Service

Before 1883, federal jobs were distributed through what was bluntly called the “spoils system™:
a new president’s party filled the government with its own loyalists, top to bottom, and a change
of administration meant a wholesale replacement of federal personnel. The system collapsed,
literally, when a disappointed office-seeker named Charles Guiteau — who believed he was

owed a diplomatic post for his campaign work — assassinated President James Garfield in 1881.
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Congress responded with the Pendleton Civil Service Reform Act of 1883, which created a merit-
based federal hiring system insulated from political patronage.

The logic was straightforward: a government cannot function, and cannot retain expertise,
if its entire staff turns over with every election. A patent examiner, a food safety inspector, or an
air traffic controller needs years to become competent, and firing all of them every four or eight
years produces chaos, not accountability. The tradeoff, accepted deliberately, was that most of
the federal workforce would no longer answer directly to elected officials in the way a political
appointee does. It would answer to statute, regulation, and civil-service protections instead.

That tradeoff is the entire foundation of what people now call the “fourth branch of gov-
ernment” or, more loosely, the “deep state” — the second use of that term identified in the
Introduction. It is not a slur. It is a description that political scientists were using in academic

journals decades before it became a cable-news talking point.

Why Regulations Outlast the People Who Write Them

Congress writes statutes in broad strokes and delegates the details to executive-branch agencies.
The Clean Air Act does not specify the allowable parts-per-million of a given pollutant for every
industrial process in the country; the Environmental Protection Agency does, through a rule-
making process that can take years and generates thousands of pages of technical justification.
The same is true of financial regulation written by the Securities and Exchange Commission,
food and drug rules written by the FDA, workplace safety rules written by OSHA, and telecom-
munications rules written by the FCC.

This delegation is not incidental — it is unavoidable. No Congress has the technical exper-
tise, or the time, to write pollutant-by-pollutant, drug-by-drug, frequency-by-frequency rules
into statute. The tradeoff is that enormous discretionary power ends up concentrated in agen-
cies that elected officials oversee only indirectly, through appointees at the top and through
congressional hearings and appropriations that happen a few times a year. A regulation, once
finalized, has the practical force of law and often outlasts the political coalition that inspired it,
because reversing a final rule requires the same lengthy notice-and-comment process it took to
create — or an act of Congress.

This is why a new administration cannot simply “turn off” the policies of the last one on day

one, however much campaign rhetoric might suggest otherwise. Most consequential federal

1
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policy lives in the Code of Federal Regulations, not in a president’s desk drawer, and unwinding

it takes the same bureaucratic machinery that built it.

The Senior Executive Service and Institutional Memory

At the layer just below political appointees sits the Senior Executive Service (SES), created by
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 — roughly seven thousand career officials who run the
actual operations of federal agencies: budgets, personnel, program execution. SES members
are nominally more mobile and more accountable to political leadership than the rank-and-file
civil service, but they are still career officials, not political appointees, and the overwhelming
majority serve across multiple administrations of both parties.

This is where “institutional memory” lives, and it cuts both ways. On one hand, career offi-
cials provide continuity, technical competence, and a check against a new political appointee —
often serving their first and only tour in government — making an uninformed decision that
career staff know, from experience, will fail. On the other hand, the same continuity means
that career preferences, agency culture, and bureaucratic inertia can and do resist direction
from elected leadership, sometimes for good reasons (a lawful order being slow-walked because
staff believe it is technically unworkable) and sometimes for reasons closer to institutional self-
preservation (a program defended because it justifies the agency’s budget and staff, not because
it works).

Both dynamics are documented extensively in the public administration literature, under
names like “bureaucratic drift,” “agency capture” (covered in Chapter 7), and “principal-agent
problems” — the basic difficulty of ensuring that an agent (the bureaucracy) reliably carries
out the wishes of a principal (elected officials and, through them, voters) when the agent has

more day-to-day information and more staying power than the principal does.

When the Permanent State Pushes Back — And When That's
the System Working

The most politically charged version of the “deep state” argument holds that career officials
actively sabotage elected leadership they disagree with — leaking to the press, slow-walking

lawful orders, or working around a president’s stated policy. This has, in specific documented
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instances, happened, from both career staff and political appointees, under presidents of both
parties. It is a real phenomenon and a real accountability problem.

But it is worth being precise about what the civil-service system was actually built to do,
because two very different things get called “the deep state resisting the president,” and they
deserve different verdicts.

The first is a career official refusing to carry out an order they believe is unlawful — for ex-
ample, declining to use an agency’s authority in a way a court would later find exceeded the
agency'’s statutory power, or refusing to falsify data. Whistleblower statutes, inspector general
offices, and internal agency counsel exist specifically to protect and channel this kind of resis-
tance, precisely because the Nuremberg-era lesson of “I was just following orders” is not consid-
ered an adequate defense for a public official either. When this kind of friction becomes public,
it is often a sign that institutional checks are functioning as designed, not evidence that they
have been captured by a hidden faction.

The second is a career official or holdover appointee obstructing a lawful policy they simply
dislike — leaking selectively, sitting on paperwork, or slow-walking implementation without
any legal basis for doing so. This is a genuine accountability failure, and it is one of the strongest
arguments made by critics of civil-service protections, who point to the difficulty of firing under-
performing or obstructive federal employees as a structural flaw. Various administrations have
proposed reclassifying large numbers of policy-adjacent civil-service positions to make them
more directly removable by political leadership — proposals that supporters frame as restoring
democratic accountability and that critics frame as reviving the pre-1883 spoils system and its
vulnerability to loyalty tests over competence. Both sides of that specific, ongoing debate are
citing real tradeoffs, not inventing them.

The distinction between these two categories — lawful resistance to an unlawful order, ver-
sus unlawful resistance to a lawful order — will not always be obvious in real time, and reason-
able people will disagree about which category a given controversy falls into. That is precisely
why the machinery covered later in this book (inspectors general, the Government Accountabil-
ity Office, congressional oversight committees, and the courts) exists: not to settle the question

by press release, but to establish facts that can be checked.
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The Fourth Branch Is Not a Secret

None of this requires classified documents to verify. The organizational chart of every federal
agency is public. The Federal Register publishes every proposed and final rule, along with the
public comments filed on it, which is how citizens, companies, and advocacy groups formally
participate in — and sometimes sue over — the rulemaking process. The Office of Personnel
Management publishes federal workforce statistics annually. The Congressional Research Ser-
vice and the Government Accountability Office produce detailed, nonpartisan reports on agency
structure and performance that are available to any citizen, not just members of Congress.

The permanent state is not hidden. It is, if anything, one of the most thoroughly documented
features of American government — which is exactly why it is a poor fit for “shadow govern-
ment” framing that implies concealment. What it is, accurately, is durable, technical, and struc-
turally insulated from any single election in a way that makes it feel, to an outsider, like a gov-
ernment behind the government. Understanding that structure — and the reform debates it
has generated — is the necessary foundation for everything that follows in this book, including

the sharper and more contested claims taken up in Chapter 2.



CHAPTER 2

Chapter 2: The Deep State
Debate: Competing
Theories, Tested Against
Evidence

“Deep state” is a translation. The phrase entered English-language political commentary from
the Turkish derin devlet — literally “deep state” — which described something concrete and spe-
cific: a documented, decades-long alliance among elements of the Turkish military, intelligence
services, and organized crime that operated outside civilian control, staged coups (1960, 1971,
1980, and an attempted one in 2016), and was implicated in political assassinations. Turkish
courts have prosecuted deep-state figures in real trials with real verdicts. It was not a metaphor
there. It was a functioning shadow apparatus with a body count, eventually exposed through
actual investigations, actual wiretaps, and actual trials — the “Ergenekon” case being the best
documented example.

When the term crossed into American political discourse, it kept its ominous flavor but lost
its specificity. That looseness is the problem this chapter addresses. Below are the distinct
claims that get bundled under “deep state” in American politics, evaluated one at a time against

the evidence that actually exists for each.
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Claim One: Career officials have policy preferences and
institutional interests that don’t automatically align with a
new administration’s agenda

Verdict: Well established, not controversial among political scientists.

This is simply Chapter 1's subject restated. Every organization develops institutional culture,
risk-aversion, and self-preservation instincts, and federal agencies are no exception. Studies of
bureaucratic behavior going back to Max Weber’s foundational work on institutions, and con-
tinuing through modern public-administration scholarship, treat this as a baseline fact about
large organizations, not a scandal. The interesting empirical questions are about degree and

mechanism, not about whether it exists at all.

Claim Two: Intelligence and law-enforcement agencies
have, at specific documented points in American history,
operated outside legal constraints and against elected
officials’ stated policies or against citizens’ constitutional
rights

Verdict: Proven, in detail, by the U.S. government’s own investigation.

This is the strongest form of the “security state” claim from the Introduction, and it does not
rest on leaks, anonymous sources, or speculation. It rests on the Church Committee — formally
the United States Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to
Intelligence Activities, chaired by Senator Frank Church of Idaho, which conducted a sweeping
investigation in 1975 and 1976 and published its findings in fourteen public reports.

The Church Committee documented, among other things:

« COINTELPRO, an FBI covert-action program running from 1956 to 1971 that used surveil-
lance, infiltration, blackmail, forged correspondence, and other “dirty tricks” against the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, the Black Panther Party, antiwar groups, and
other domestic political organizations — including a documented campaign of surveillance

and harassment directed at Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
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+ Operation CHAQS, a CIA domestic surveillance program targeting American antiwar and
civil-rights activists, conducted despite the CIA’s charter explicitly prohibiting domestic op-
erations.

« MKULTRA, a CIA program that tested mind-altering drugs, including LSD, on subjects — in
some cases without their knowledge or consent.

+ Documented CIA involvement in developing assassination capabilities against foreign lead-
ers, and NSA /FBI programs (including Project SHAMROCK and Project MINARET) that in-
tercepted the international and, in some cases, domestic communications of American citi-

zens without judicial warrants.

These are not allegations. They are the committee’s own published, bipartisan findings,
based on subpoenaed internal agency documents and sworn testimony from agency officials
themselves. The direct legislative consequence was the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act
of 1978 (FISA), which created a specialized court to oversee surveillance requests targeting for-
eign intelligence threats, and the establishment of permanent Senate and House intelligence
oversight committees — institutions built for the specific purpose of preventing a recurrence.

The existence of these reforms is itself the strongest evidence for this chapter’s central argu-
ment: the documented version of “deep state” activity was serious enough that the government
built permanent new oversight machinery in response, and that machinery is imperfect and pe-
riodically tested (Chapter 3 covers its limits), but it is a world away from an unfalsifiable claim
about hidden global control. It is a specific, dated, investigated, and at least partially remedied

set of abuses.

Claim Three: Elements of the government have coordinated
covert action that violated the law and evaded oversight of
Congress itself

Verdict: Also proven, in a separate, later episode.

The Iran-Contra affair (1985-1987) is the second major, court-and-congressionally-
documented case. Senior Reagan administration officials, operating through the National
Security Council staff, secretly sold arms to Iran — then under a U.S. arms embargo — and
diverted proceeds to fund Contra rebels in Nicaragua, in direct violation of the Boland Amend-

ment, by which Congress had explicitly prohibited U.S. military aid to the Contras. A joint
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congressional investigation and an independent counsel investigation (led by Lawrence Walsh)
produced convictions and guilty pleas, though several were later overturned on appeal or
pardoned. Iran-Contra remains the clearest modern American example of an executive-branch
faction running a shadow foreign policy specifically to evade a law Congress had passed —
which is to say, exactly the kind of “deep state” behavior the phrase is often used, more loosely,
to gesture at. It is worth citing precisely because it did not require any speculative framework
to uncover: it was exposed through journalism, congressional subpoena power, and a special

prosecutor, and it produced criminal convictions.

Claim Four: A coordinated network of career officials
actively worked to sabotage a sitting president’s agenda
from within, across multiple agencies, as a matter of policy

Verdict: Contested; the evidence supports some individual instances, not a coordinated
network.

This is the claim most associated with recent American politics, and it deserves a more care-
ful answer than either “completely true” or “completely false.” There is documented evidence of
individual career and political officials, across administrations, resisting or slow-walking spe-
cific directives they viewed as unlawful or as exceeding an agency’s authority — and, separately,
documented instances of leaks to the press by officials opposed to a president’s policies, which
is a real accountability and legal problem regardless of the leaker’s motive. What has not been
demonstrated with the same evidentiary weight as the Church Committee’s findings or Iran-
Contra is a coordinated, cross-agency conspiracy organized as such — as opposed to many indi-
viduals, in many agencies, independently deciding to resist specific actions for reasons ranging
from principled legal objection to ordinary bureaucratic self-interest.

This distinction matters because the word “deep state” collapses “many individuals indepen-
dently pushing back” and “an organized secret faction” into a single mental image, and only the
second one would justify the sweeping remedies — mass firings, wholesale reclassification of
civil-service protections — that are sometimes proposed in response. Evaluating specific claims
of coordinated resistance requires the same tools used to establish the Church Committee’s find-
ings: subpoenaed documents, sworn testimony, and time. Assertion is not evidence, in either

direction.
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Claim Five: A secret, coordinating global elite — bankers, a
bloodline, a council — controls governments and events
from behind the scenes, and visible institutions are theater

Verdict: Not supported by evidence; the specific, recurring version of this claim traces
to a documented forgery.

This is the cabal hypothesis, and it is categorically different from Claims One through Four.
Claims One through Four describe specific institutions, specific documented episodes, specific
laws violated, and specific reforms enacted in response — all falsifiable, all checkable against
primary documents. Claim Five describes an entity so secret that its existence can never be
disconfirmed by an absence of evidence (the absence is explained as proof of the cabal’s skill
at concealment) and so vague that virtually any world event can be retrofitted as evidence for
it. This is not a minor methodological quibble; it is the specific reason serious historians, polit-
ical scientists, and investigative journalists do not treat the cabal hypothesis as a rival theory
deserving equal time alongside Claims One through Four. An unfalsifiable claim is not a com-
peting data point. It is outside the category of claims that evidence can address at all. Chapter
15 explains, in more depth, why this kind of theory is nonetheless so psychologically compelling,

and Chapter 16 traces the specific historical origin of its most common form.

Why the Sorting Matters

Put side by side, the pattern is clear. The claims that hold up — the permanent bureaucracy’s in-
stitutional inertia, documented historical abuses by intelligence agencies, Iran-Contra’s shadow
foreign policy — share three features: they are narrow enough to investigate, they were in fact
investigated by bodies with subpoena power, and the investigation produced a public record
that can be checked today by any reader willing to look. The claim that doesn’t hold up — the
cabal hypothesis — has none of those features by design, because unfalsifiability is not a bug
in that kind of theory. It is the whole engine that keeps it running regardless of what actually
happens in the world.

The rest of this book stays inside the first category. That is not a failure of nerve. It is the

only category where “investigation” means anything at all.



CHAPTER 3

Chapter 3: Classified
America: Secrecy,
Overclassification, and the
Limits of Oversight

In 1997, a bipartisan federal commission chaired by Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan — a New
York Democrat who had also served on the Church Committee’s staff two decades earlier —
released a report simply titled Secrecy. Its central conclusion was blunt: classification, the com-
mission found, functions as a form of government regulation, one imposed with almost none of
the cost-benefit scrutiny applied to economic regulation, and one whose default tendency is to
expand, not contract, because the people who decide what to classify bear none of the cost of
over-classifying and significant career risk from under-classifying. A document stamped “Se-
cret” by mistake is, in practical terms, free to the person who stamped it. A document that
should have been stamped “Secret” and wasn’t can end a career.

That asymmetry is the engine behind one of the most consistently documented, least con-
spiratorial, and most genuinely corrosive features of the modern security state: classification
has grown far beyond what any plausible national-security rationale requires, and it functions,
as often as not, to protect officials and institutions from embarrassment rather than to protect

genuine secrets from adversaries.

20



DARK STATE — NARRATION SCRIPT CHAPTER 3

How Big Is the Secrecy System?

The Information Security Oversight Office (ISO0), a small unit within the National Archives, is
charged with tracking classification activity across the federal government and reports the re-
sults publicly every year. Its reports have documented, across administrations of both parties,
tens of millions of classification decisions annually in years of peak activity, alongside a chronic
backlog of material eligible for declassification review that agencies lack the staff or the institu-
tional incentive to process. Recommendations to fix this — from the Moynihan Commission in
1997, from the 9/11 Commission in 2004, and from the Public Interest Declassification Board in
multiple reports since — have repeatedly called for narrowing classification criteria, imposing
real costs on over-classification, and modernizing a system still built, in large part, around Cold
War-era assumptions about paper documents rather than the realities of digital information.
None of these findings required a whistleblower or a leak. They are the conclusions of con-
gressionally chartered, publicly reporting oversight bodies, doing exactly the job Congress cre-

ated them to do.

The Pentagon Papers: The Classic Case Study

If one historical episode best demonstrates the Moynihan Commission’s thesis — that classifi-
cation often protects reputations rather than secrets — it is the Pentagon Papers.

In 1971, military analyst Daniel Ellsberg leaked a classified 7,000-page Department of Defense
history of U.S. political and military involvement in Vietnam to The New York Times and other
newspapers. The Nixon administration sought a prior restraint injunction to block publication,
arguing national security harm. The Supreme Court, in New York Times Co. v. United States
(1971), ruled 6-3 against the government, finding it had not met the heavy burden required to
justify prior restraint on the press.

What the papers actually revealed was not, primarily, information that would have armed
an adversary with a battlefield advantage. It was a systematic pattern in which several admin-
istrations had told the American public one thing about the war’s progress and prospects while
internal government assessments — the actual classified analysis — told a considerably more
pessimistic story. The classification, in other words, had been protecting a policy narrative from
domestic political accountability far more than it had been protecting troop movements from

the enemy, who generally had a far better sense of the battlefield reality than the American pub-
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lic did. This is precisely the failure mode the Moynihan Commission would describe, in more

systematic terms, a quarter-century later.

Overclassification Has Defenders — And a Real Argument

It would be dishonest to present overclassification as a problem with no serious counter-
argument, and this book’s commitment to evidence over convenient narrative requires stating
the other side fairly. Intelligence and defense officials regularly argue that erring toward
classification is individually rational, even if collectively wasteful, because the cost of a single
genuine leak — a compromised source, an exposed intelligence method, a tipped-off adversary
— can be catastrophic and irreversible in a way that an over-classified press release is not.
Sources and methods, once burned, generally cannot be un-burned; a human intelligence
asset exposed by a disclosure can be killed. This asymmetry of consequences is real, not
manufactured, and it is the honest reason overclassification persists even though virtually
every outside review agrees it has gone too far: the institutional incentive to protect against the
catastrophic, low-probability failure will reliably outweigh the diffuse, harder-to-see cost of a

bloated and less credible classification system, unless something forces the calculus to change.

The Black Budget

Some portion of federal spending is disclosed only as an aggregate topline figure, with the un-
derlying detail — which programs, which agencies, in what proportion — classified. The Office
of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) discloses the National Intelligence Program’s ag-
gregate appropriated total each year, as required by a post-9/11 Commission reform (Section 601
of the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007), but nothing more
specific. For fiscal year 2025, that disclosed figure was $73.3 billion, a roughly 4 percent decrease
from the FY2024 figure of $76.5 billion (ODNI press releases, 2025). The Pentagon separately
discloses the Military Intelligence Program’s topline — $28.2 billion requested for FY2025 — a
disclosure it makes voluntarily, not by statutory requirement, dating back to 2007. Combined
FY2026 intelligence funding requested across both programs was $115.5 billion (Congressional
Research Service, 2025), continuing a long upward trend from a $26.6 billion total intelligence

budget first declassified, under Freedom of Information Act litigation, for fiscal year 1997.
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That upward trajectory — roughly threefold growth in the topline intelligence budget over
roughly three decades, even adjusting for the post-9/11 surge — is publicly known precisely
because of the same reform impulse traced throughout this book: a disclosure requirement,
forced by statute after a commission investigation, that did not exist before. What remains
genuinely opaque is everything beneath the topline: which of the eighteen member agencies
and elements of the U.S. Intelligence Community (detailed in Chapter 10) receive what share,
and for which specific programs. That detail is not disclosed to the public, and Congress’s own
oversight committees see only a classified breakdown, through a process this chapter’s next

section examines.

Congressional Oversight: Built to Be Imperfect

The House and Senate Intelligence Committees, created directly in response to the Church Com-
mittee’s findings, are structurally unusual within Congress. Their members and staff hold se-
curity clearances allowing them to review classified budget and operational detail that the rest
of Congress — and the public — cannot see. This is deliberate: it is the compromise Congress
reached between “no oversight of secret programs” and “no secret programs at all,” and it is a
real, functioning check, not a fig leaf. Committee members have blocked programs, demanded
changes, and forced disclosures that would not otherwise have happened.

It is also a limited check, for reasons inherent to the design rather than any particular fail-
ure of will. Committee members are bound by the same classification rules as the agencies they
oversee, which means they generally cannot discuss what they've learned publicly, cannot eas-
ily consult outside experts on classified material, and face a basic informational asymmetry:
the agencies being overseen control what gets classified in the first place, and therefore have
substantial influence over what the overseers are even permitted to see framed as relevant. A
committee cannot investigate a program it does not know exists. Every major reform in this
space — FISA in 1978, the intelligence committees themselves, the DNI position created in 2004
by the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act following the 9/11 Commission’s rec-
ommendations — was a response to a prior failure discovered after the fact, not a preventive

measure that anticipated the next one.
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Overclassification Is Not the Cabal Hypothesis

It is worth pausing on why this chapter’s subject — a real, documented, government-
acknowledged pattern of excessive secrecy — is nonetheless a poor fit for cabal-style “shadow
government” narratives, even though it is superficially the most secrecy-adjacent chapter in
this book.

Overclassification is a bureaucratic pathology: predictable, incentive-driven, studied by
name in public commission reports, and periodically reformed through ordinary legislative
and administrative means. It does not require any actor to be acting in bad faith — an official
who over-classifies a routine document is usually just being risk-averse in a system that
rewards risk-aversion, not covering up a conspiracy. That is a less thrilling explanation than
a hidden cabal, and it is also the correct one, supported by the Moynihan Commission’s own
analysis, the ISOO’s annual data, and decades of consistent findings across administrations
of both parties. Real secrecy, in other words, mostly looks like institutional caution scaled up
to an enormous bureaucracy — not like a conspiracy. Understanding that difference is what
allows a citizen to demand the right fix (statutory reform of classification incentives, more
declassification funding, stronger committee authority) instead of a fantasy one (exposing “the

truth” that no commission, court, or committee has ever found because it isn’t there to find).
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CHAPTER 4

Chapter 4: K Street:
Lobbying as Legalized
Influence

K Street is a real street in Washington, D.C., running east-west through downtown, and for most
of the twentieth century it was the physical address of choice for the capital’s biggest lobbying
firms and trade associations. Most of the industry has since dispersed to other buildings across
the city, but the name stuck as shorthand, the way “Wall Street” means finance and “Silicon
Valley” means the tech industry regardless of a given company’s actual zip code. What K Street
names is not a conspiracy. It is one of the largest, most fully legal, and most fully disclosed
industries in American political life — and its scale, in the most recent data available, has never

been higher.

The Legal Architecture

Lobbying is not a loophole. It is a constitutionally protected activity — the right “to petition the
Government for a redress of grievances” is written directly into the First Amendment — and
the federal government has regulated its disclosure, rather than its existence, since the Federal
Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946 and, in its modern form, the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995
(LDA), later amended by the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007 in response
to the Jack Abramoff lobbying scandal.

Under the LDA, any individual who spends at least 20 percent of their time on lobbying ac-
tivities for a client, and who makes at least two lobbying contacts with covered government

officials, must register and file periodic reports disclosing their compensation, their client, and
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the general issues they worked on. These filings are public and searchable — the primary rea-
son a book like this one can cite specific dollar figures at all. OpenSecrets (formerly the Center
for Responsive Politics) and Bloomberg Government both aggregate this Lobbying Disclosure

Act data into the annual totals cited throughout this chapter.

What the Most Recent Numbers Show

Federal lobbying spending hit a record in 2025: approximately $5.3 billion by Bloomberg Gov-
ernment’s analysis, with OpenSecrets separately confirming spending above $5 billion for the
first time in the disclosure system’s history (Bloomberg Government; OpenSecrets, 2025 year-
end data). That was the largest year-over-year increase since quarterly lobbying disclosures
began in 2008. It followed a steady climb: roughly $4.2 billion in 2023 and roughly $4.4 billion
in 2024 by comparable measures (OpenSecrets), after a period of relative stability between 2011
and 2024 in the $4 to $4.5 billion range. In 2025, 15,768 organizations reported federal lobbying
activity (OpenSecrets).

The most-lobbied issue areas in 2025, ranked by the number of registered lobbyists working
on them, were the federal budget and appropriations process (roughly 5,700 lobbyists, 5,100-
plus clients), taxation (over 5,200 lobbyists), and health policy (about 4,200 lobbyists, 2,600-
plus clients), with defense and trade rounding out the top five (OpenSecrets/Statista analysis,
2025). This ranking is itself informative: the issues that attract the most professional lobbying
muscle are not, for the most part, the culture-war flashpoints that dominate cable news. They
are the issues where the federal government moves the most money and sets the most detailed
rules — tax code provisions, appropriations riders, and healthcare reimbursement formulas
that can be worth vastly more to a single company than the cost of hiring a lobbyist to shape

them.

Who Spends, and Why

Individual client spending varies significantly year to year, but the industry pattern is consis-
tent. Healthcare — pharmaceutical companies, insurers, hospital systems, and their trade as-
sociations — has been the single largest-spending sector for years, topping $739 million in fed-
eral lobbying in 2023 alone by OpenSecrets’ accounting, a pattern the organization notes has

held continuously since 2019. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, representing business interests
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broadly, and the National Association of Realtors have traded the title of single largest individ-
ual spender for over a decade; the Chamber spent $69 million in 2023 and the Realtors $52
million that same year, while in 2024 the Realtors’ $63.5 million topped the Chamber’s $53.4
million (OpenSecrets/Statista, cross-year figures). Both organizations’ spending has declined
somewhat from 2022 peaks — $82 million for the Realtors and $81 million for the Chamber that
year — illustrating that even the largest players’ budgets fluctuate with the legislative calendar,

not just a steady upward march.

Why a Legal, Disclosed Industry Still Raises Real Concerns

None of this is illegal, and disclosure — the LDA’s central achievement — is a genuine reform
relative to the pre-1946 era, when lobbying activity was essentially undocumented. But disclo-
sure of an activity is not the same as neutralizing its effects, and three structural concerns re-
cur across the political-science literature on lobbying, independent of any individual lobbyist’s
ethics.

Asymmetric access to expertise. Congress has steadily reduced its own institutional re-
search capacity relative to the complexity of the issues it regulates — committee staff sizes and
agency budgets like the now-defunct Office of Technology Assessment (eliminated in 1995) have
not kept pace with the technical complexity of modern policy areas from pharmaceutical reg-
ulation to cybersecurity. Lobbying firms and industry associations, by contrast, often employ
more subject-matter experts on a given technical question than the congressional committee
writing the relevant legislation does. This is not conspiratorial; it is a straightforward resource
gap, and it means that industry-supplied technical analysis sometimes becomes, in practice,
the most detailed analysis available to the people writing the law — not because legislators are
corrupt, but because the alternative is no analysis at all.

Concentration of the “playing field.” Lobbying access is not evenly distributed. Well-
resourced industries and companies can sustain year-round lobbying presences, cultivate re-
lationships across multiple congressional cycles, and respond immediately to emerging legisla-
tive threats or opportunities. Public-interest groups, consumer advocates, and under-resourced
constituencies generally cannot match this cadence, which means the lobbying system, taken

as a whole, systematically amplifies the policy preferences of whoever can afford sustained pro-
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fessional representation — a real distortion of the “petition the government” principle even
though no individual transaction in the system is illegal.

The revolving door’s effect on lobbying’s persuasive power. A lobbyist’s value to a client
is only partly about expertise. It is also, often primarily, about relationships and access — and
the most valuable relationships tend to belong to former government officials who spent years
inside the institutions they now seek to influence. This dynamic is significant enough, and

well-documented enough, to merit its own full treatment in Chapter 6.

Foreign Lobbying: A Separate, Older Regime

A parallel disclosure regime, the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 (FARA), governs lobby-
ing conducted on behalf of foreign governments and foreign political entities — a law originally
passed to counter Nazi Germany’s propaganda efforts inside the United States before World
War II. FARA registrants must disclose their foreign principal, their compensation, and their
activities in more granular detail than domestic LDA filings require. For decades, the Justice
Department’s FARA enforcement unit was small and enforcement was rare; that changed no-
ticeably after 2016, when several high-profile prosecutions (including that of Trump campaign
chairman Paul Manafort for unregistered foreign lobbying work predating the campaign) drew
renewed attention to the statute. Foreign governments spend heavily to influence U.S. policy
through registered channels — in 2023, the government of Liberia was the single largest dis-
closed foreign-principal spender, at over $110 million (Statista/DOJ FARA data) — a reminder

that “who is lobbying Washington” is not a purely domestic question.

The Honest Bottom Line

K Street is not a euphemism for something illegal happening in the shadows. It is closer to the op-
posite: an entire industry built around the fully legal, fully disclosed, constitutionally protected
act of trying to influence public policy, operating at a scale — over $5 billion in a single year,
for federal lobbying alone — that most Americans significantly underestimate. The concern
this chapter raises is not that lobbying exists, but that its resources are distributed so unevenly
that the “marketplace of ideas” reaching Congress is tilted, structurally and predictably, toward
whoever can pay for the loudest and most sustained seat at the table. That structural tilt com-

pounds, directly, with the subject of the next chapter: the money that flows not to lobbyists
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working the halls of Congress, but into the elections that decide who sits in those halls in the

first place.
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Chapter 5: Dark Money:
How Citizens United
Remade American Politics

“Dark money” is not a metaphor. It is a technical term for a specific, legally defined category of
political spending: money spent to influence elections by organizations that are not required to
disclose the identity of their donors. It exists because of a specific sequence of court decisions,

and its scale has grown, almost without interruption, since that sequence concluded in 2010.

The Legal Turning Point

Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 558 U.S. 310 (2010), is the case most people mean
when they invoke this subject, and it is worth being precise about what it actually held, because
it is frequently misdescribed in both directions. The Supreme Court, in a 5-4 decision, ruled
that the First Amendment prohibits the government from restricting independent political ex-
penditures by corporations, unions, and other associations — spending not coordinated with a
candidate’s campaign — on the grounds that such spending is a form of political speech. The
Court did not rule on and did not change the separate, longstanding limits on direct contribu-
tions to candidates, which remain capped by federal law.

What Citizens United made possible, combined with a companion D.C. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals decision the same year, SpeechNow.org v. FEC, was the modern super PAC: a political
committee that can raise and spend unlimited sums on independent expenditures, provided
it does not coordinate directly with a candidate. A second Supreme Court decision, McCutcheon

v. FEC (2014), separately struck down the aggregate limit on how much an individual donor
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could contribute across all candidates and committees combined in a single cycle, though it left
per-candidate contribution limits intact.

Neither Citizens United nor SpeechNow directly created “dark money” as such — that mech-
anism runs through a different, older piece of the tax code. But together they built the financial
infrastructure — unlimited-spending vehicles with a constitutional shield — into which dark

money would flow at a scale previously unseen.

Where the “Dark” Actually Comes From

The dark-money mechanism runs primarily through 501(c)(4) “social welfare” nonprofits (and,
to a lesser degree, 501(c)(6) trade associations and 501(c)(5) labor organizations) under the tax
code. These organizations are permitted to engage in political activity as long as it is not their
“primary” purpose, and — unlike political committees registered with the FEC — they are not
required to publicly disclose their donors. A 501(c)(4) can accept unlimited, undisclosed contri-
butions and then, in turn, contribute to a super PAC or spend directly on political advertising,
effectively laundering the original donor’s identity out of the public record while the money’s
political effect remains fully visible on television and online.

This is the structural core of “dark money”: not that the spending itself is secret — political
ads are, by definition, public — but that the original source of the funds behind the spending

is not.

The Scale, By the Numbers

The Brennan Center for Justice, synthesizing FEC disclosure data with television and digital ad-
tracking research, found that dark money spending hit a record high of more than $1.9 billion in
the 2024 federal election cycle — roughly double the prior record of about $1 billion set in 2020
(Brennan Center for Justice, January 2026 analysis). The Brennan Center’s own methodology
note states this is likely a conservative undercount, since digital ad spending disclosure remains
inconsistent across platforms and some spending simply cannot be reliably traced.
OpenSecrets, using a broader definition that includes super PAC spending drawing on contri-
butions from non-disclosing sources (“gray money” in industry terminology layered on top of
strictly defined dark money), put total outside spending with no full donor disclosure at over

$4.5 billion for the 2024 cycle, out of $15.5 billion in total federal election spending that cy-
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cle. The Wesleyan Media Project separately documented that outside groups sponsored more
than $2.2 billion in broadcast television advertising alone in the 2024 cycle, split roughly $900
million in the presidential race, $775 million in Senate races, and $560 million in House races
(Wesleyan Media Project, 2025), with non-disclosing groups accounting for a meaningful share
of that spend. Since Citizens United, OpenSecrets has tracked more than $2.8 billion in cumula-
tive dark-money spending and contributions to super PACs reported to the FEC.

These figures come from different organizations using different, explicitly stated methodolo-
gies, which is why they differ — the honest response to that variation is to present the range,
not to cherry-pick whichever number sounds most dramatic. What is consistent across every
methodology is the direction of the trend: each recent presidential cycle has set a new record,

and 2024’s total was not a close call.

Who Benefits

Dark-money spending is not the exclusive property of one side of the political spectrum, and
both major American political coalitions have built extensive dark-money infrastructure since
2010. The Brennan Center’s 2024 analysis found that, using its methodology, a larger absolute
share of traceable dark money that cycle favored Democratic-aligned causes (roughly $1.2 bil-
lion) than Republican-aligned ones (roughly $664 million) — a reversal of the pattern in some
earlier cycles, when Republican-aligned dark money predominated, and a useful reminder that
dark money is a structural feature of the current campaign-finance system, not a partisan
weapon belonging to one side. The 2024 cycle’s single largest disclosed outside spender, Fu-
ture Forward USA PAC (a pro-Harris hybrid PAC), reported roughly $517 million in spending —
itself larger than the entire disclosed dark-money total of most prior election cycles.
Individual megadonors have also become dramatically more visible, even where the under-
lying dark-money mechanism obscures other contributions: Timothy Mellon’s disclosed $151.5
million to the pro-Trump Make America Great Again Inc. super PAC and Elon Musk’s disclosed
roughly $169 million to America PAC in 2024 (OpenSecrets-sourced FEC data) are examples of
spending that is not “dark” in the technical sense — the donor is known — but that illustrates
how thoroughly the Citizens United and SpeechNow framework has normalized nine-figure in-

dividual political spending by a small number of extremely wealthy donors, dark or not.
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The Reform Debate

Proposals to address dark money generally fall into two categories, and it is worth stating both
fairly, since this is a live, contested policy question rather than a settled one.

Disclosure-based reforms — such as the DISCLOSE Act, introduced repeatedly in Congress
since 2010 without passing — would not reverse Citizens United’s core holding that independent
political spending is protected speech, but would require organizations engaged in significant
political spending to disclose their donors, closing the 501(c)(4) loophole without touching the
spending limits question. Proponents argue this is the narrowest fix consistent with the First
Amendment; opponents, including some civil liberties organizations alongside business and
advocacy groups across the spectrum, argue that donor disclosure requirements can expose in-
dividual donors to harassment for supporting unpopular causes, and that anonymous political
speech and association has its own constitutional pedigree, including the Supreme Court’s 1958
decision in NAACP v. Alabama, which protected the NAACP’s membership list from forced dis-
closure specifically to prevent retaliation against civil-rights supporters in the Jim Crow South.

Constitutional-amendment approaches would seek to overturn Citizens United directly
by amending the Constitution to clarify that corporations do not hold the same free-speech
rights as individuals for campaign-finance purposes, or that Congress and the states may set
reasonable limits on political spending. No such amendment has come close to the two-thirds
congressional supermajority and three-fourths state ratification required, and critics — again
across the political spectrum — warn that narrowing First Amendment protections for political
speech, even corporate political speech, is a tool that could be turned against media organiza-
tions, advocacy nonprofits, and unions as easily as against for-profit corporations, since all of
those entities rely on the same underlying free-association and free-speech doctrines.

Both reform paths face the same practical obstacle: legislative or constitutional change re-
quires the votes of the very officials that the current system’s spending incumbency advantages
tend to help get elected — a structural conflict of interest that has slowed reform regardless of

which party controls Congress at a given moment.

What Dark Money Is Not

It is worth being as precise here as elsewhere in this book. Dark money is a real, legally defined,

statistically tracked phenomenon with a documented multi-billion-dollar annual scale. It is not
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evidence of a unified conspiracy directing all of that spending toward a single coordinated end
— the disclosed portion of the record shows competing dark-money networks on both sides of
virtually every major contested election, spending against each other, not together. The con-
cern documented in this chapter is structural and bipartisan: an increasingly large share of
the money shaping American elections flows through channels specifically designed, by the tax
code’s own architecture, to keep voters from knowing who is trying to influence their vote. That
is a democracy problem worth naming precisely, on its own well-documented terms, without

needing to dress it up as something more sinister than the receipts already show it to be.
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Chapter 6: The Revolving
Door: From Public Servant
to Private Lobbyist

In 2004, Congressman Billy Tauzin of Louisiana, then chairman of the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee, was the chief architect of the Medicare Modernization Act — the law that
created the Medicare Part D prescription drug benefit, and that included a provision explicitly
barring the federal government from negotiating lower drug prices with pharmaceutical man-
ufacturers, a restriction that has cost the program billions of dollars in avoided savings over
the two decades since. Within months of the law’s passage, Tauzin left Congress. He was soon
named president and CEO of PhRMA, the pharmaceutical industry’s primary trade association
and lobbying arm, at a reported salary of roughly $2 million a year.

This is the single most-cited case study in the revolving-door literature not because it is
unique, but because it is unusually clean: a direct line from a specific legislative provision, to the
industry that provision benefited, to the legislator’s next paycheck. Most revolving-door cases
are less tidy, but the underlying pattern — public officials moving into private-sector roles that
monetize the relationships, expertise, and access built during their government service, often
in the same policy area they oversaw — is documented at a scale that makes Tauzin the illus-

tration, not the exception.
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What the Numbers Actually Show — And Why They Vary

Readers researching this topic will encounter dramatically different statistics for “how many
former members of Congress become lobbyists,” and the honest response is to explain why,
rather than pick the most attention-grabbing figure.

Public Citizen’s 2005 report, examining members who left Congress between 1998 and 2004,
found that 43 percent of those eligible to lobby (86 of 198) had registered as lobbyists — a figure
that, broken down by party in that specific window, showed 52 percent of departing Republicans
and 33 percent of departing Democrats doing so, a gap Public Citizen attributed partly to the “K
Street Project,” a mid-2000s effort by Republican congressional leadership to steer lobbying-
firm hiring toward Republican alumni while the party controlled both Congress and the White
House.

A later Public Citizen analysis of the 115th Congress (2017-2019) found that nearly two-thirds
of former members who had moved into private-sector jobs outside politics and government had
taken positions at lobbying firms, consulting firms, trade groups, or business associations work-
ing to influence federal policy — a figure widely summarized in press coverage as “nearly two-
thirds of former members become lobbyists,” though the more precise finding is that roughly
59 percent of those with new private-sector jobs (not of all departing members) had taken jobs
in the broader influence industry, which includes strategic consulting and trade-association
leadership roles that may not require formal lobbyist registration at all.

Academic research using a narrower, more rigorous definition — actual registration as a
lobbyist under the LDA — finds smaller shares. A 2016 study by Georgia State University re-
searchers, tracking members who left Congress between 1976 and 2012, found that 25 percent
of departing House members and 29 percent of departing Senators registered as lobbyists, a
share that increased steadily over that period but stayed well below the “two-thirds” figure of-
ten quoted. A separate frequently cited claim — that 50 percent of former House members and
60 percent of former Senators had become registered lobbyists as of 2012 — falls between these
two sets of findings and appears to reflect a somewhat different, less conservative counting
method than the Georgia State academic study.

The honest synthesis: depending on whether “revolving door” is defined narrowly (formally
registered as a lobbyist) or broadly (any job in the influence industry, including strategic con-
sulting, trade-association leadership, and government-relations roles that avoid formal lobbyist

registration specifically to dodge disclosure requirements), the documented share of departing
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members of Congress who move into some form of paid influence work ranges from roughly a
quarter to nearly two-thirds. Even the most conservative, narrowest measure — the academic
25 to 29 percent registration rate — describes a pattern involving roughly one in four to one in
three former lawmakers, which is a substantial number by any reasonable standard, and the

broader trend across every methodology is the same: the rate has risen over time, not fallen.

It Runs Through Staff and Agencies, Not Just Members

Members of Congress are the most visible revolving-door case, but not the most numerous. A
Center for Public Integrity study found that more than 2,200 former federal government employ-
ees registered as federal lobbyists between 1998 and 2004 alone, and that more than 12 percent
of all currently active lobbyists at that time were former executive- or legislative-branch employ-
ees — including former committee staff, agency officials, and political appointees, not just for-
mer elected members. More recent academic work — a National Bureau of Economic Research
analysis of lobbyist-year data — finds former political staff, particularly former congressional
staffers, make up over 40 percent of all lobbyist-year observations among revolving-door lob-
byists specifically, with former congressional staff alone accounting for roughly 22 percent of
that pool. Congressional staff generally move through the door with less public scrutiny than
members, precisely because they are individually less famous, even though their day-to-day

command of legislative detail and relationships can be just as valuable to a hiring firm.

The Pentagon’s Version: Generals to Contractors

The revolving door’s defense-sector variant runs from senior military leadership directly into
the contractor industry those officers spent their careers procuring from and overseeing. A
widely cited analysis found that roughly 80 percent of retiring three- and four-star generals
and admirals went on to work for defense contractors or the consulting firms that serve them
(cited in multiple government-accountability analyses tracking flag-officer post-retirement em-
ployment) — a figure that reflects both the narrow, elite pool of officers who reach three- and
four-star rank and the enormous value defense contractors place on hiring officials who spent
careers inside the Pentagon’s procurement and requirements-setting process. As of 2024, the
arms industry employed 950 registered lobbyists — 220 more than in 2020 — a substantial

share of them former Pentagon officials or former Hill staff who worked defense appropria-
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tions and armed-services committees, according to Quincy Institute research; the industry’s
lobbying and hiring both concentrate disproportionately on members of the armed-services
and defense-appropriations committees, the members with the most direct influence over Pen-
tagon budget decisions (Quincy Institute/Costs of War Project, 2025). Chapter 9 examines the

defense-contracting side of this relationship in full.

Why the Revolving Door Persists Despite Cooling-Off Laws

Congress has passed successive restrictions aimed at slowing the revolving door — a one-year
“cooling-off” period before former senators may lobby their former colleagues (two years for the
House was proposed but never fully adopted at that length; House members currently face a one-
year restriction as well, with senior executive-branch officials facing separate, generally shorter
restrictions under executive-branch ethics rules) — but researchers studying these laws find
a consistent pattern: cooling-off periods delay monetization of government relationships, they
do not eliminate it, and the underlying value of a former official’s expertise and access tends
to decay only gradually, if at all, over a one- or two-year restriction period. An NBER working
paper examining revolving-door laws across U.S. states found that longer cooling-off periods do
measurably reduce the rate at which former legislators are hired as lobbyists — evidence the
restrictions have real teeth — but also found evidence that a substantial part of a revolving-door
lobbyist’s premium value comes specifically from personal relationships that persist regardless
of a waiting period, not just from up-to-the-minute institutional knowledge that a cooling-off

period could meaningfully stale out.

The Structural Question

The revolving door is legal in the overwhelming majority of its individual instances, and it is not,
on its own, proof of corruption in any single case — plenty of former officials move into private-
sector roles that draw legitimately on expertise built in public service, without any quid pro
quo, explicit or implicit, ever having existed. The structural concern documented across every
study cited in this chapter is different and more subtle: a public official who knows that reg-
ulatory generosity today can translate into a lucrative private-sector position tomorrow faces
an incentive that no formal conflict-of-interest rule fully neutralizes, because the “payment” —

the future job offer — is never made explicit, never recorded as a bribe, and often never even
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consciously registered by the official as a factor in a given decision. It does not require corrupt
intent to produce a corrupted incentive structure. It requires only that officials be human, fore-
see their own career prospects, and operate inside a system where the most lucrative next step
is reliably available to those who were generous, while in office, to the industries now offering

the job.
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Chapter 7: Regulatory
Capture: When the
Watchdog Works for the
Wolf

On March 10, 2019, an Ethiopian Airlines Boeing 737 MAX crashed six minutes after takeoff,
killing all 157 people aboard. It was the second fatal crash of the same aircraft model in five
months, following a Lion Air crash off the coast of Indonesia in October 2018 that killed 189
people. Both crashes were later traced to the same cause: a flight-control system called MCAS,
designed to compensate for aerodynamic changes in the 737 MAX’s redesigned engines, which
repeatedly and erroneously forced the aircraft’s nose downward based on faulty sensor data,
overwhelming pilots who had not been fully trained on the system’s existence.

What makes the 737 MAX disaster the textbook case study in American regulatory capture
is not the engineering failure itself. It is how that flight-control system came to be certified as

safe in the first place.

Self-Certification, by Design

In 2005, the Federal Aviation Administration formalized a program — the Organization Des-
ignation Authorization (ODA) — that delegated substantial certification authority back to the
aircraft manufacturers themselves, allowing company employees, formally designated as FAA
representatives, to certify that their own company’s aircraft components met federal safety stan-

dards, subject to FAA audit rather than independent FAA testing of every component. The FAA's
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own stated rationale was efficiency: the agency estimated the delegation would save the avia-
tion industry roughly $25 billion between 2006 and 2015 (Department of Transportation In-
spector General reporting). By 2018, FAA data showed that designated company representatives
at the four largest U.S. aircraft manufacturers — Boeing chief among them — were approving
roughly 94 percent of certification activities for their own companies’ aircraft (DOT Office of In-
spector General report, 2020). One widely cited estimate, drawing on the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board’s post-crash investigation, put Boeing’s share of the 737 MAX’s own certifica-
tion work, delegated back to Boeing employees under the ODA program, as high as 96 percent.

This was not a secret backroom arrangement. It was public federal policy, adopted openly,
defended on cost-efficiency grounds, and expanded over more than a decade with congressional
acquiescence. That is precisely what makes it a case study in regulatory capture rather than
conspiracy: no one hid what was happening. The system was simply built, deliberately, in a
way that structurally advantaged the industry it was meant to police.

The results were measurable and troubling well before the crashes. Internal surveys of Boe-
ing’s own FAA-designated representatives found that 39 percent perceived “undue pressure”
from Boeing management in their safety-certification role, and 29 percent feared retaliation for
raising safety concerns (findings referenced in post-crash technical and regulatory analysis).
When engineers did flag concerns about MCAS during development, they were, according to
subsequent congressional and inspector-general investigations, repeatedly overruled by man-
agement prioritizing Boeing’s production and delivery timeline — a timeline driven by compet-

itive pressure from Airbus’s rival A320neo aircraft.

The Revolving Door, Inside the Same Case

The 737 MAX story also illustrates how regulatory capture and the revolving door (Chapter 6) re-
inforce each other in practice. Ali Bahrami led the FAA office responsible for overseeing Boeing’s
aircraft certification, then left the agency in 2013 — early in the 737 MAX’s certification process
— to take a senior position at the Aerospace Industries Association, a major aviation-industry
lobbying group substantially funded by Boeing and a vocal proponent of expanding the ODA
self-certification program. Bahrami later returned to the FAA as its top safety official (Project
On Government Oversight analysis, 2025). None of this required any illegal act by Bahrami per-

sonally; it is a legal, disclosed career path that nonetheless places a former industry lobbyist for
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expanded self-certification in charge of the agency’s safety oversight — precisely the structural
conflict Chapter 6 describes in general terms, visible here in one specific, consequential case.
The FAA grounded the entire global 737 MAX fleet in March 2019 and, in response to the
disaster, temporarily stripped Boeing of its authority to issue final airworthiness certificates
for new 737 MAX aircraft (extending the same restriction to the 787 Dreamliner in 2022 after
separate production-quality problems emerged). That restored, more hands-on FAA oversight
lasted several years. In July 2026, the FAA restored Boeing’s authority to self-certify new 737
MAX and 787 aircraft, citing eight months of parallel inspections that it said produced compa-
rable quality findings to FAA's own direct review (FAA public statement, July 2026) — meaning
the self-certification arrangement at the center of this chapter’s case study is, as of this book’s
writing, back in place, with incrementally increased FAA surveillance layered on top rather than

a structural change to the delegation model itself.

Regulatory Capture Is a General Pattern, Not a
Boeing-Specific Story

Political scientists and economists have studied regulatory capture as a general phenomenon
since at least the 1970s, when Nobel laureate economist George Stigler formalized what is now
called “capture theory”: the observation that regulatory agencies, over time, tend to be captured
by the industries they regulate, because the regulated industry has concentrated, well-funded
interests in influencing the agency, while the diffuse public interest in good regulation is spread
across millions of people, none of whom has an individually strong enough incentive to invest
comparable resources in monitoring the regulator. This is a structural prediction, not an accu-
sation against any specific regulator’s integrity, and it has been documented across sectors well

beyond aviation:

« Financial regulators before the 2008 financial crisis were widely found, in the Financial Cri-
sis Inquiry Commission’s official 2011 report, to have been insufficiently independent of the
banks and institutions they supervised, with agencies competing for regulated entities’ busi-
ness by offering lighter-touch oversight.

« Pharmaceutical regulation has faced sustained scrutiny over the FDA’s reliance on user fees
paid directly by the drug companies whose products it reviews (established under the Pre-

scription Drug User Fee Act 0f 1992 and its successors), which critics argue creates a funding-
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based dependency even though the fees also substantially sped up drug review timelines, a
genuine public benefit the program’s defenders point to.

« Energy and environmental regulators have faced comparable revolving-door and industry-
influence critiques across administrations of both parties, particularly around fossil-fuel
permitting and, more recently, the regulation of emerging technologies where regulators
often must hire directly from the industry simply to find staff with the necessary technical

expertise.

The Revolving Door’s Mirror Image: Hiring FROM Industry to
Regulate It

Regulatory capture runs in both directions along the same revolving door. Chapter 6 covered
officials leaving government for industry; the reverse pattern — agencies hiring senior staff
directly from the industries they regulate, on the theory that only industry veterans have the
necessary technical expertise to regulate effectively — is equally well documented and creates a
parallel version of the same structural conflict. An official who spent a career at a regulated com-
pany, and who may return to that industry after a government tour, has the same foreseeable-

incentive problem described in Chapter 6, just running in the opposite chronological direction.

Why Capture Persists Despite Being Well Understood

Regulatory capture is one of the most thoroughly studied phenomena in public administration
and economics, not a fringe accusation — which makes its persistence a genuine puzzle worth
taking seriously rather than waving away. Three structural reasons recur in the literature:

Expertise asymmetry. Regulating a complex technical industry — aviation engineering,
pharmaceutical chemistry, financial derivatives — requires deep subject-matter expertise that
is disproportionately concentrated inside the regulated industry itself, simply because that is
where the highest-paying, most technically advanced jobs in the field exist. Agencies wanting
genuinely expert staff face constant pressure to recruit from, and eventually lose staff back to,
the same industry.

Budgetary dependency. Congress has, in multiple sectors, explicitly funded regulatory re-

view through fees paid by the regulated industry itself (the FDA’s user-fee model is the clearest

44



DARK STATE — NARRATION SCRIPT CHAPTER 7

example), a design intended to reduce the burden on general taxpayers but that inherently ties
an agency'’s operating budget to the goodwill of the entities it oversees.

Diffuse costs, concentrated benefits. Stigler’s original insight remains the core explana-
tion: the costs of regulatory capture — slightly less safe aircraft, slightly more expensive phar-
maceuticals, slightly higher systemic financial risk — are distributed across the entire public,
while the benefits of favorable regulation are concentrated in a specific industry with every in-
centive to organize, lobby, and monitor the regulatory process closely. This asymmetry does
not require anyone to act in bad faith. It simply means that, absent a countervailing structural

check, capture is the predictable equilibrium, not an aberration.

What Fixes Have Been Tried

Reform proposals generally target one of these three mechanisms directly: independent (non-
industry-funded) certification bodies for high-risk technical review, mandatory cooling-off pe-
riods for regulator-to-industry moves specifically (as opposed to the more general congressional
revolving door covered in Chapter 6), and stronger statutory mandates requiring agencies to so-
licit and weigh public-interest and consumer advocacy input, not just industry technical com-
ment, during rulemaking. Each of these has been tried, in some form, in some sector, with
mixed and generally partial success — which is itself consistent with capture theory’s predic-
tion that the same concentrated-industry-interest dynamic that produces capture in the first
place will also tend to resist and dilute reforms aimed at reducing it, because industry has as
much incentive to lobby against structural reform as it did to shape the original regulation.
The 737 MAX case remains the clearest recent illustration available precisely because it pro-
duced an outcome — 346 deaths across two crashes — visible and undeniable enough to force
a public reckoning that most regulatory-capture failures never receive. Most captured regula-
tory relationships never produce a plane crash. They produce, instead, a steady accumulation
of decisions that tilt slightly and repeatedly toward the regulated industry’s interest, each one
individually defensible, cumulatively enormous, and almost never dramatic enough on its own

to make the news.
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Chapter 8: Eisenhower’s
Warning: The Speech
Everyone Quotes and Few
Read

Every book on this subject quotes the same eleven words: “the military-industrial com-
plex” Almost none of them quote the sentences around those words, and the surrounding
context changes the meaning of the phrase considerably. This chapter quotes it at length,
because Dwight Eisenhower’s actual argument was more specific, more structural, and more

self-implicating than the bumper-sticker version most people have absorbed secondhand.

What Eisenhower Actually Said

Delivered as a televised farewell address on January 17,1961, three days before John F. Kennedy'’s
inauguration, Eisenhower’s speech built its warning in careful stages. He began by acknowledg-
ing the necessity of what he was about to criticize:

“Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States had no armaments industry. Amer-
ican makers of plowshares could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But now
we can no longer risk emergency improvisation of national defense; we have been compelled
to create a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three and a half
million men and women are directly engaged in the defense establishment.”

This is the crucial, often-skipped premise: Eisenhower was not arguing that a standing de-

fense industry was a mistake. He was arguing that it was a genuine, permanent, and in his
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view unavoidable feature of Cold War America — and precisely because it was unavoidable and
permanent, it required permanent vigilance rather than one-time congressional debate. He
continued:

“This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new in
the American experience. The total influence — economic, political, even spiritual — is felt in
every city, every state house, every office of the federal government. We recognize the imperative
need for this development. Yet we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil,
resources and livelihood are all involved; so is the very structure of our society.”

And then the sentence everyone quotes, restored to its full form:

“In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted in-
fluence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex. The potential for
the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. We must never let the weight
of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take nothing
for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the
huge industrial and military machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that
security and liberty may prosper together.”

Eisenhower added a second, less quoted warning in the same speech, about the parallel
risk to independent scientific research becoming financially dependent on federal contracts
— what he called the danger that “public policy could itself become the captive of a scientific-
technological elite.” That second warning anticipated, with some precision, the concerns raised
decades later about federal research funding, contractor-funded think tanks (Chapter 13), and
the difficulty of getting independent technical assessments of defense programs from experts

who are not, in some way, financially connected to the industry building those programs.

Why a Five-Star General Was the Right Messenger

Eisenhower’s authority on this subject came directly from having spent a career inside the sys-
tem he was warning about. As Supreme Allied Commander in World War II and then as presi-
dent for two terms, he had overseen the buildup of exactly the “permanent armaments industry”
his speech described, and he was not a peace activist or an outsider critic — he was, by his own
account, the man most responsible for building the very apparatus he was now cautioning the

country to watch closely. This is precisely why the speech carries continued weight across the
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political spectrum six decades later: it is not an outsider’s accusation but an insider’s structural
diagnosis, delivered by someone with no obvious incentive to exaggerate a threat he had spent

his career helping construct.

What Changed Between 1961 and Today

The defense industry Eisenhower described in 1961 has changed shape substantially, largely
through consolidation. The Cold War-era defense industrial base included dozens of major
prime contractors competing for Pentagon business. That changed abruptly after the Cold War
ended: in 1993, Deputy Defense Secretary William Perry hosted a dinner with major defense-
industry CEOs — an event defense-industry historians now commonly call the “Last Supper”
— at which Pentagon leadership told the assembled executives that shrinking post-Cold War
defense budgets meant the industry needed to consolidate, and that the government would not
bail out excess capacity. Waves of mergers followed through the 1990s, reducing the roughly
fifty major defense contractors of the mid-1980s to what industry analysts now call the “Big
Five” (or “Five Primes”): Lockheed Martin, RTX (the renamed Raytheon Technologies), Boeing,
General Dynamics, and Northrop Grumman.

That consolidation is the single most important structural change Eisenhower did not, and
could not, fully anticipate: a defense industrial base concentrated enough that a small num-
ber of firms wield disproportionate leverage in Pentagon budget negotiations, congressional
district politics (each major weapons system is deliberately structured, through subcontract-
ing, to spread manufacturing jobs across as many congressional districts as possible, a practice
defense analysts call “political engineering”), and the revolving-door labor market described in
Chapter 6. Chapter 9 examines exactly how concentrated this consolidated industry has become
in dollar terms, and how directly its lobbying and hiring practices connect back to congressional

decision-making.

The Speech’s Legacy Across the Political Spectrum

It isworth noting, in the spirit of this book’s commitment to evenhanded treatment of contested
political territory, that Eisenhower’s farewell address has been invoked approvingly by figures
across virtually the entire American political spectrum in the decades since — from antiwar

activists on the political left to fiscal conservatives concerned about defense-budget waste on
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the right, from libertarian critics of foreign intervention to national-security hawks who cite
the speech’s other warning (about maintaining sufficient defense capability) as evidence Eisen-
hower was not a dove. This is not a coincidence or a sign that the speech is vague enough to
mean anything to anyone. It reflects the fact that Eisenhower’s actual argument — that con-
centrated economic interests embedded in a permanent, necessary institution can distort demo-
cratic decision-making even without any individual actor behaving corruptly — is a structural
claim about incentives, not a partisan claim about which policies are correct. Structural claims
about incentives tend to be durable across ideological lines in a way that specific policy prescrip-
tions rarely are, which is a significant part of why this particular speech, out of thousands of
presidential addresses in American history, is still the reference point every serious treatment
of this subject returns to.

The remainder of Part Three follows that structural claim into the present: what the military-
industrial complex’s balance sheet actually looks like in the 2020s, how the modern intelligence
community is organized and funded, and how surveillance capability has spread from a handful
of government agencies into a much broader public-private apparatus that did not fully exist in

Eisenhower’s time.
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Chapter 9: The Business of
War: Contractors,
Congress, and the Iron
Triangle

In fiscal year 2025, a single company — Lockheed Martin — received $73.7 billion in federal con-
tract obligations. That figure is worth sitting with before moving to any comparison, because
it is easy to read past a number that large without registering its scale. It is more than double
what the second-largest federal contractor, General Dynamics, received that same year ($35.9
billion). It exceeds, by a wide margin, the combined annual budgets of the Department of Ed-
ucation, the Environmental Protection Agency, and NASA (Visual Capitalist analysis of federal
contracting data, 2025-2026). One company’s federal business, in other words, now outstrips

three cabinet-level federal agencies combined.

The Iron Triangle

Political scientists have a specific name for the structure that produces numbers like this, and
it predates the modern defense industry by decades: the “iron triangle,” describing the durable,
mutually reinforcing relationship among three groups — a federal agency (the Pentagon), the
congressional committees that authorize and appropriate its budget (the armed-services and
defense-appropriations committees in the House and Senate), and the industry that supplies
the agency (defense contractors). Each side of the triangle has a strong, stable incentive to

support the other two: the Pentagon wants larger budgets and more capable weapons systems;
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contractors want more contracts; and committee members want the jobs and economic activity
that defense spending brings to their districts and states, along with the campaign contribu-
tions and revolving-door opportunities (Chapter 6) that flow from a good relationship with the
industry.

The “iron” in iron triangle refers to the structure’s durability — unlike more contested policy
coalitions that shift with elections and public opinion, the mutual interest binding these three
groups together tends to persist across administrations of both parties, because the underlying
incentives (bigger agency budgets, more contracts, more district jobs) do not change based on

which party holds power.

Political Engineering: Spreading the Money on Purpose

Major weapons programs are not built in one location. The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, the Pen-
tagon’s most expensive weapons program in history with an estimated lifetime cost around $1.7
trillion, is deliberately subcontracted across parts suppliers in a large majority of U.S. states
and hundreds of congressional districts — a structure defense-industry analysts and critics
alike refer to as “political engineering,” because its practical effect, whatever its origin, is to give
the largest possible number of members of Congress a direct constituent-jobs interest in contin-
uing to fund the program, regardless of that program’s performance, cost overruns, or strategic
merit on its own terms. Canceling or substantially cutting a major weapons system, under this
structure, means voting to eliminate jobs in one’s own district or state — a powerful disincen-
tive layered on top of, and independent from, any assessment of the program’s actual military

value.

The Concentration of Pentagon Spending

Quincy Institute researchers William Hartung and Stephen Semler, publishing through the
Costs of War Project at Brown University, tracked Pentagon contract awards from 2020 through
2024 and found that the top five contractors — Lockheed Martin, RTX (formerly Raytheon),
Boeing, General Dynamics, and Northrop Grumman — received a combined $771 billion in that
five-year window: Lockheed Martin alone with $313 billion, RTX with $145 billion, General Dy-
namics with $116 billion, Boeing with $115 billion, and Northrop Grumman with $81 billion

(Quincy Institute/Costs of War Project, July 2025). For comparison, the researchers noted, total
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U.S. spending on diplomacy, development, and humanitarian aid over that same five-year pe-
riod — explicitly excluding military aid — was $356 billion: well under half of what flowed to
just five defense contractors.

That $771 billion also represented, by the same analysis, roughly one-third of all Pentagon
contract spending across every contractor combined during that period — meaning five com-
panies out of the thousands that do business with the Department of Defense captured about a
third of its total contracting dollars.

Total U.S. military spending — the Pentagon budget plus military-related spending adminis-
tered by other agencies — grew from $531 billion in 2000 to $899 billion in 2025, measured in
constant 2025 dollars to control for inflation (Quincy Institute analysis). A reconciliation bill
passed in July 2025 added a further $156 billion, pushing annual U.S. military spending past the

$1 trillion mark for the first time.

Debt Financing and Corporate Interest Payments

A December 2025 investigative report drawing on Stimson Center analysis found that major
defense contractors carry substantial long-term debt, and that a portion of federal contract
revenue effectively flows toward servicing that debt rather than toward weapons production:
Lockheed Martin reported $17.8 billion in outstanding interest payments, RTX reported $23.3
billion in future interest owed on long-term debt, and Boeing reported $38.3 billion in long-term
debt interest, though Boeing’s figure spans its full commercial and defense business rather than
defense contracts alone (The Intercept, citing Stimson Center analyst Julia Gledhill, December
2025). The reporting noted congressional pushback on this dynamic came from members across
the political spectrum, with at least one lawmaker quoted arguing that federal contract dollars
should not effectively subsidize a contractor’s corporate interest payments — an area of genuine

bipartisan concern rather than a partisan talking point.

New Entrants: Silicon Valley Joins the Iron Triangle

The traditional “Big Five” no longer stand alone. Technology companies with roots outside the
traditional defense-industrial base — most prominently Palantir Technologies and Anduril In-
dustries — have grown rapidly as defense contractors over the past decade, building software,

Al-enabled targeting and surveillance systems, and autonomous systems for the Pentagon and
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intelligence community. Their entry represents a meaningful structural shift: unlike the tra-
ditional primes, these newer entrants often built substantial commercial or venture-capital-
funded businesses before pursuing defense contracts, and they have brought Silicon Valley’s lob-
bying and political-engagement playbook — including direct executive involvement in politics
— into a sector that had, for decades, been dominated by the specialized government-relations
shops of the legacy primes. Whether this newer wave of contractors will eventually replicate
the revolving-door and political-engineering dynamics documented for the traditional Big Five,
or will operate on a meaningfully different model, is an open empirical question that will only

be answerable with more time and data than currently exists.

Weapons Programs as Case Studies

The Pentagon’s ten largest weapons programs, ranked by dollar value in its fiscal year 2025 bud-
get request, illustrate how concentrated even individual programs are among the same small set
of primes: the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter ($12.43 billion in that year’s request alone, split between
Lockheed Martin for the airframe and Pratt & Whitney, a subsidiary of RTX, for the engine);
the Columbia-class ballistic-missile submarine ($9.87 billion, General Dynamics and Hunting-
ton Ingalls Industries); and the Virginia-class attack submarine ($8.20 billion, also General Dy-
namics), among others (U.S. Department of Defense budget documentation, cited in Quincy
Institute analysis). The same handful of companies recur across nearly every major program,
which is itself a structural consequence of decades of industry consolidation (Chapter 8) rather
than evidence that any individual contract award was improperly influenced — though it does
mean that the government’s practical set of vendors capable of building the most advanced
weapons systems has narrowed to the point where genuine competitive bidding, the traditional
check against cost overruns and inflated pricing, is increasingly difficult to sustain in many

categories.

Not a Conspiracy — A Structure With Winners

Nothing in this chapter alleges that Pentagon officials, defense contractors, or members of
Congress are conspiring, in the criminal sense, to defraud taxpayers. The overwhelming major-
ity of individual contract decisions follow lawful procurement processes, and cost overruns and

program delays are frequently the product of genuine technical difficulty in building cutting-
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edge weapons systems, not corruption. What this chapter documents is a structure — con-
centrated industry, politically engineered supply chains, revolving-door staffing, and a durable
iron-triangle coalition of institutional interests — that Eisenhower named accurately in 1961
and that has, if anything, grown more concentrated and more deeply embedded in congres-
sional district politics in the six decades since. Understanding that structure does not require
imagining a hidden hand. It requires reading a federal contracting database, which — unlike
the sources of dark money in Chapter 5 or the classified detail in Chapter 3 — is, for the most

part, entirely public.
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Chapter 10: Inside the
Intelligence Community:

Eighteen Agencies, One
Black Budget

The phrase “the CIA” or “the intelligence community” often stands in, in casual political conver-
sation, for a single unified actor with a single unified will. The reality is a federated system of
eighteen separate organizations — some entire agencies, some intelligence divisions embedded
within larger departments — coordinated, imperfectly, by a single official whose position did

not exist before 2004.

The Eighteen Members

The U.S. Intelligence Community, as formally defined, consists of:

+ The Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI), the coordinating body

« The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)

+ The National Security Agency (NSA)

« The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)

+ The National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), which builds and operates spy satellites

+ The National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA)

« The intelligence elements of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, and Space Force

« The intelligence branch of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
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+ The intelligence divisions of the Department of Homeland Security (Office of Intelligence
and Analysis) and the Coast Guard

« The intelligence divisions of the Department of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research),
the Department of the Treasury (Office of Intelligence and Analysis), the Department of
Energy (Office of Intelligence and Counterintelligence), and the Drug Enforcement Admin-

istration

Each of these components has its own budget, its own culture, its own statutory authorities,
and, frequently, its own institutional rivalries with the others — a fragmentation that was itself
identified as a central failure contributing to the September 11, 2001 attacks, when information
held by different agencies (most notably CIA knowledge of two of the hijackers’ presence in
the United States, not adequately shared with the FBI) was not effectively connected across

institutional boundaries.

How the Modern System Was Built

The core of the modern intelligence apparatus dates to the National Security Act of 1947, passed
as the Cold War began, which created the CIA and the National Security Council. The NSA fol-
lowed in 1952, established not by public legislation but by a classified presidential directive from
Harry Truman — a founding secrecy that earned the agency its old joking nickname, “No Such
Agency,” for the decades during which the government declined to publicly acknowledge its
existence at all.

The system’s most significant structural overhaul came sixty years later, in direct response to
the 9/11 Commission’s finding that no single official was actually in charge of coordinating the
sprawling intelligence apparatus described above — the CIA Director had nominal leadership
status but no real budgetary authority over the other seventeen components. The Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 created the Director of National Intelligence posi-
tion specifically to close that gap, establishing, for the first time, a single official with (theoret-
ical) budgetary and coordinating authority across the entire community. In practice, ODNTI’s
authority over the Defense Department’s intelligence components — which control the majority
of intelligence spending, since NSA, NRO, NGA, and DIA are all technically Defense Department

agencies — remains genuinely contested, and reform advocates continue to debate whether the
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2004 restructuring adequately solved the coordination problem the 9/11 Commission identified

or merely added a new coordinating layer on top of an already fragmented system.

The Budget, As Much of It as the Public Gets to See

Chapter 3 introduced the “black budget” concept; this section provides the fuller picture spe-
cific to the intelligence community. The National Intelligence Program (NIP) — covering the
eighteen agencies’ collective non-military-specific intelligence activity — had a disclosed ap-
propriated total of $73.3 billion for fiscal year 2025, itself a roughly 4 percent decrease from
FY2024’s $76.5 billion (ODNI, October 2025 disclosure). The separate Military Intelligence Pro-
gram (MIP), covering military-specific intelligence activity within the Defense Department, had
a disclosed requested total of $28.2 billion for FY2025. Combined requested funding for both
programs in FY2026 was $115.5 billion ($819 billion NIP, $33.6 billion MIP) — an increase of
$8.5 billion and $5.4 billion respectively over the prior year’s request (Congressional Research
Service, November 2025).

This upward trajectory has been consistent for decades. The first-ever declassified total in-
telligence budget figure, released only after Federation of American Scientists Freedom of Infor-
mation Act litigation forced disclosure, was $26.6 billion for fiscal year 1997. The topline has
grown roughly threefold in the nearly three decades since, a trend driven substantially, though
not exclusively, by the post-9/11 expansion of counterterrorism and signals-intelligence capa-
bility.

What remains undisclosed, by law, is everything beneath these two topline aggregate num-
bers: how the $73.3 billion NIP figure is actually divided among the CIA, NSA, NRO, NGA, and
the other participating agencies; which specific programs receive funding and at what level,
and how spending has shifted year to year among competing priorities like human intelligence
collection, signals intelligence, satellite reconnaissance, and covert action. Independent ana-
lysts have produced rough public estimates of individual agency shares based on leaked docu-
ments (most significantly the 2013 disclosures associated with NSA contractor Edward Snow-
den, which included budget documents reported by The Washington Post) and pattern analysis
of public contracting and hiring data, but these remain estimates, not official disclosures, and

the government has never validated or corrected them.
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What Eighteen Agencies Actually Do, In Rough Terms

Understanding the intelligence community requires distinguishing its core functions, because
“spying” collapses several genuinely different activities into one word:

Human intelligence (HUMINT) — recruiting and running human sources — remains pri-
marily a CIA function, historically the agency’s founding mission and still central to its identity,
even though it represents a comparatively small share of the total intelligence budget relative
to technical collection methods.

Signals intelligence (SIGINT) — intercepting electronic communications — is primarily
the NSA’s domain, and it has grown enormously in both capability and controversy since the
1970s, from the Church Committee’s discovery of warrantless domestic interception programs
(Chapter 2) through the 2013 Snowden disclosures, which revealed bulk telephone metadata
collection under a broad interpretation of the Patriot Act’s Section 215, later found by a federal
appeals court (ACLU v. Clapper, 2015) to have exceeded the statute’s actual authorization — a
program Congress subsequently narrowed through the USA FREEDOM Act of 2015.

Geospatial and satellite intelligence is split between the NRO, which builds and launches
the satellites, and the NGA, which analyzes the imagery and geographic data those satellites (and
other sources) produce — together representing a substantial and historically under-discussed
share of total intelligence spending, since satellite systems are extraordinarily expensive to
build, launch, and maintain.

Analysis — the function of actually synthesizing collected information (from all the sources
above, plus open-source material) into assessments for policymakers — is distributed across
nearly every component, and is frequently identified, in post-mortems of intelligence failures
from Pearl Harbor through 9/11 to the flawed 2002-2003 assessment of Iraqi weapons of mass
destruction, as the community’s most persistent weak point: the problem is rarely a total ab-
sence of relevant information, and far more often a failure to correctly synthesize, prioritize, or
act on information the community already possessed somewhere within its fragmented struc-

ture.

Oversight, Revisited

Chapter 3 described the structural limits of congressional intelligence oversight in general terms.

Applied specifically to this eighteen-agency structure, the oversight challenge compounds: the
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House and Senate Intelligence Committees must attempt to meaningfully oversee eighteen sep-
arate organizational cultures, budgets, and operational tempos, through a small cleared staff,
working from classified budget documents that the agencies being overseen have themselves
substantially shaped in the drafting. Inspectors general exist within most individual agencies
(the CIA, NSA, and DIA each have one, alongside an overall Intelligence Community Inspector
General established by the same 2010 legislation that first mandated public disclosure of the
NIP topline), providing an additional internal check that operates independently of the annual
congressional budget cycle — filing reports on waste, fraud, abuse, and, in some cases, legal or
constitutional violations, that can trigger congressional action even when the underlying pro-

grams remain classified in their operational detail.

The Realistic Picture

None of this eighteen-agency, $115-billion-a-year apparatus operates as a single coordinated ac-
tor with a unified political agenda, contrary to both the most alarmist “deep state” framing and
the most dismissive “nothing to see here” framing. It operates as a large, genuinely fragmented
federal bureaucracy — subject to all the institutional dynamics described in Chapter 1, com-
pounded by classification’s oversight-limiting effects described in Chapter 3, and staffed in part
through the same revolving-door dynamics described in Chapter 6, since senior intelligence offi-
cials, like senior defense officials, frequently move into private contracting and consulting roles
after government service. The honest description is neither “all-powerful hidden hand” nor
“nothing to worry about.” It is: a genuinely large, genuinely underscrutinized, genuinely frag-
mented set of institutions, funded at a level most citizens significantly underestimate, whose
internal coordination problems have contributed to real, documented intelligence failures pre-
cisely because no single entity — inside or outside government — actually has the complete

picture the “unified deep state” framing imagines already exists.
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Chapter 11: Surveillance,
Inc.: The Public-Private
Spying Apparatus

Eisenhower’s 1961 warning concerned a military-industrial complex built around physical hard-
ware — tanks, aircraft, ships. Six decades later, the same structural dynamic he described has
produced a parallel complex built around data, and it is, in important ways, harder to see, be-
cause its core product is invisible by design and because a substantial share of its infrastructure

is owned by private companies whose primary business is not government contracting at all.

The Fourth Amendment’s Third-Party Problem

The starting point for understanding modern surveillance is a legal doctrine, not a piece of
technology: the “third-party doctrine,” established primarily through two Supreme Court cases,
United States v. Miller (1976) and Smith v. Maryland (1979), which held that individuals gener-
ally have no reasonable expectation of privacy in information voluntarily shared with a third
party — a bank, in Miller’s case; a phone company, in Smith’s. The government, under this doc-
trine, can generally obtain records held by a third-party business without a warrant, because
the individual is deemed to have already surrendered their privacy interest simply by sharing
the information with that business in the ordinary course of using its service.

This doctrine, developed in an era of bank records and phone company call logs, has taken on
enormous new significance in an era when “information voluntarily shared with a third party”
describes an almost unimaginably larger universe of data: every search engine query, every

social media post and private message metadata record, every location data point generated by
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a smartphone, every purchase made with a credit or debit card, every website visited through
an internet service provider. The Supreme Court began narrowing the doctrine’s reach for the
specific case of historical cell-site location data in Carpenter v. United States (2018), ruling that
accessing an individual’s cumulative cell-phone location history over an extended period does
require a warrant given the uniquely revealing nature of that particular data type — but the
Court’s decision was explicitly narrow, and left the third-party doctrine’s application to most

other categories of digital data unresolved.

Buying What You Can’t Legally Compel

That legal ambiguity has produced a specific, well-documented government practice: purchas-
ing, from commercial data brokers, the same kinds of location, browsing, and behavioral data
that would likely require a warrant to compel directly from a tech company. Multiple govern-
ment watchdog and journalism investigations — including reporting confirmed by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s own Privacy Office and by Government Accountability Office re-
views — have documented federal agencies including DHS components, the Defense Depart-
ment, and the IRS purchasing commercially available smartphone location data from data bro-
kers, rather than seeking a warrant, on the legal theory that data already sold on the open com-
mercial market carries no reasonable expectation of privacy regardless of its original source.
Civil liberties organizations across the political spectrum, along with a bipartisan group of mem-
bers of Congress, have argued this practice functions as a warrant requirement workaround —
government agencies obtaining, through a commercial purchase, data they might not be able
to obtain through the compelled-disclosure process the Fourth Amendment and federal statute
would otherwise require. Legislative proposals to close this “data broker loophole” — most
notably the Fourth Amendment Is Not For Sale Act, introduced repeatedly in Congress with bi-
partisan sponsorship — have been reintroduced across multiple sessions without yet becoming

law as of this writing.

The Private Surveillance Economy

The data-broker industry that makes this practice possible did not develop to serve govern-
ment purchasers. It developed primarily to serve the advertising industry, which depends on

granular behavioral and location data to target advertising, and secondarily to serve a range
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of other commercial purposes: credit scoring, insurance underwriting, marketing analytics,
and background-check services. This is the structural feature that most distinguishes mod-
ern surveillance capacity from Eisenhower’s military-industrial complex: the underlying in-
frastructure — the data collection, aggregation, and analysis capability — was built by and for
the private advertising economy, not for government surveillance, and government access is,
in large part, a downstream customer relationship layered on top of a commercial data market
that exists independently of any government interest in it.

This has a genuinely double-edged character worth stating fairly. On one hand, it means the
surveillance capacity available to government today vastly exceeds anything available even to
the most well-resourced intelligence agency of the Church Committee era (Chapter 2), because
it did not have to be built with public money or public accountability at all — it already existed,
built by the private sector for commercial purposes, and government merely had to become a
customer. On the other hand, it means meaningful reform requires regulating an enormous,
economically important private industry (digital advertising and data brokerage), not merely
constraining a handful of government agencies — a much harder political and legal project,
since it implicates the business model of a huge swath of the modern internet economy, not
just a discrete set of intelligence programs that can be reformed through the kind of narrower

legislative fix that followed the Church Committee.

Post-9/11 Surveillance Law, in Brief

The legal architecture governing government surveillance expanded substantially after the
September 11, 2001 attacks. The USA PATRIOT Act, passed weeks after the attacks with
overwhelming bipartisan support, expanded the government’s authority to conduct various
forms of surveillance and information-sharing, including the provision (Section 215) that the
government later used to justify bulk telephone metadata collection, revealed publicly by the
2013 Snowden disclosures and ultimately found by a federal appeals court to have exceeded
the statute’s actual text (Chapter 10). The USA FREEDOM Act of 2015 ended the bulk metadata
program specifically, replacing it with a narrower system requiring telecommunications
companies to retain records that the government can query with case-specific court approval,

rather than the government itself holding a bulk database — a real, if partial, reform.
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Section 702 of the FISA Amendments Act of 2008, which authorizes warrantless surveillance
of non-U.S. persons located outside the United States (but which can incidentally collect commu-
nications involving U.S. persons in contact with foreign surveillance targets), remains a subject
of ongoing, genuinely contested reform debate, having been reauthorized multiple times, most
recently with modifications intended to address civil-liberties concerns about the volume of in-
cidentally collected U.S. person communications and the FBI's practice of separately querying
that incidentally collected data for domestic investigative purposes — a practice civil liberties
advocates across the political spectrum have argued functions as a warrantless domestic search
of already-collected data, and that program defenders argue is a lawful, minimally invasive, and
operationally essential tool given how it has been used to disrupt specific, documented terrorist

plots and foreign espionage operations.

Private Contractors Inside the Classified System

A significant share of the intelligence community’s technical and analytical workforce operates
not as direct government employees but as contractors from a small number of large firms —
Booz Allen Hamilton, Leidos, SAIC, and CACI International prominent among them — that hold
security clearances and work inside classified facilities on classified programs, often alongside,
and performing similar functions to, direct government employees. Edward Snowden himself
was not an NSA employee but a Booz Allen Hamilton contractor working on an NSA contract
when he removed and disclosed classified material in 2013 — an episode that, whatever view
one takes of Snowden’s actions, illustrated concretely how deeply integrated the private con-
tracting workforce had become into core intelligence-community functions, to the point that a
contractor, rather than a direct government employee, had access to some of the community’s
most sensitive surveillance program documentation. This contractor-dependency has its own
revolving-door dynamic layered on top of the one described in Chapter 6: contracting firms re-
cruit heavily from retiring intelligence and military officials, and government agencies rely on
contracting firms partly because those firms can offer compensation packages, particularly for

specialized technical skills, that federal civil-service pay scales cannot match.
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What This Chapter Does and Doesn’t Claim

The surveillance apparatus described here is real, well documented through congressional tes-
timony, inspector general reports, court rulings, and investigative journalism, and it represents
a genuine expansion of practical government information-gathering capacity beyond anything
available in the Church Committee era — achieved, in significant part, by leveraging a private
data economy that grew for entirely separate commercial reasons. It is not evidence of a coor-
dinated plan to build a surveillance state, and the specific reforms and court rulings discussed
throughout this chapter — Carpenter, the USA FREEDOM Act, ongoing Section 702 reform fights
— are evidence of a real, if slow and incomplete, ongoing struggle among courts, Congress, civil
liberties advocates, and the agencies themselves over where the legal lines should sit as tech-
nology continues to outpace the statutory and constitutional framework built for an earlier era.
That struggle is precisely the kind of documented, evidence-based political and legal fight this
book argues citizens should be paying attention to — considerably more consequential, and con-
siderably more actionable through ordinary civic and legislative means, than any unfalsifiable

claim about a hidden global surveillance cabal could ever be.
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Chapter 12: Who Owns the
News: Media Consolidation
in the 21st Century

You will encounter, if you spend any time in this book’s subject area, a specific statistic repeated
so often it has become a kind of shorthand: “six corporations control ninety percent of American
media.” This chapter is going to do something slightly unusual for a book in this genre. It is going
to tell you where that statistic actually comes from, why it is weaker than its ubiquity suggests,
and what a more defensible, more current picture of media consolidation actually looks like.
That more defensible picture, as it turns out, does not need the exaggerated version to make its

point.

Tracing the “Six Companies, Ninety Percent” Claim

The statistic traces back to media scholar Ben Bagdikian’s research, most associated with his
book The Media Monopoly, first published in 1983, which documented that fifty corporations
controlled the majority of American media output — newspapers, magazines, television and
radio stations, books, and movies — at that time, down from many more independent owners
a generation earlier. Bagdikian updated his count across subsequent editions as consolidation
continued, and by later editions the number of dominant firms had fallen further. A widely cir-
culated infographic, popularized by Business Insider and other outlets beginning around 2012
and periodically recirculated since (including in a still-influential 2018 chart), summarized the
trend as “fifty companies in 1983, six companies today,” naming AT&T (via its Time Warner

acquisition), Comcast, Disney, News Corp, CBS, and Viacom as the “Big Six.”
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The problem, on close examination, is threefold. First, the specific “ninety percent” figure at-
tached to this claim is not derived from a rigorous, methodologically transparent market-share
calculation across a clearly defined universe of “all American media” — no such single, com-
prehensive, regularly updated academic dataset actually exists in the form the statistic implies,
and the figure functions more as a widely repeated rhetorical shorthand than a citable, sourced
measurement. Second, the underlying corporate landscape it describes is already substantially
out of date: Time Warner and CBS have both since been absorbed into different combinations
(WarnerMedia merged with Discovery to form Warner Bros. Discovery in 2022; CBS and Viacom,
having split in 2006, recombined as Paramount Global in 2019 before Paramount’s own 2025
merger activity), and 21st Century Fox’s entertainment assets were acquired by Disney in 2019,
with News Corp continuing as a separate, smaller publishing-focused company. Third, and
most importantly, the “six companies” frame was built around traditional broadcast, cable, and
print media ownership, and it entirely excludes the technology platforms — Google/Alphabet,
Meta, Amazon, Apple, and increasingly TikTok’s parent ByteDance — that now mediate how the
overwhelming majority of Americans actually discover and consume news and information, re-
gardless of which legacy company originally produced it. A statistic built around 2011-era cable-
conglomerate ownership, still being cited as current in 2026, is describing a media landscape
that has been substantially reshaped by forces the statistic was never designed to capture.

None of this means concentrated media ownership isn't a real, serious concern. It means
the specific, most commonly cited evidence for that concern is weaker than its viral spread
suggests — and a more careful look at current, better-sourced data makes a comparably strong

case without relying on an overstated figure.

The Better-Documented Current Story: Local News
Consolidation

The most rigorously documented recent media-consolidation finding concerns local television
news, not the national cable-conglomerate landscape the “Big Six” statistic describes. A peer-
reviewed study by researchers from Stanford, the University of Bologna, the University of Utah,
and Germany’s Hertie School, published through the University of Chicago’s Booth School of
Business, found that the three largest local-television broadcast groups — Gray Television, Nexs-

tar Media Group, and Sinclair Broadcast Group — now control roughly 40 percent of all local
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television news stations in the United States, with each company owning approximately one
hundred stations affiliated with ABC, CBS, Fox, or NBC, and their combined stations operating
in more than 80 percent of American media markets (Chicago Booth Review, March 2025, sum-
marizing the underlying academic study).

This is not a vague, dated statistic. It is a specific, current, peer-reviewed finding with a
clearly defined universe (local television news stations) and a transparent methodology, and its
policy significance is arguably greater than the older cable-conglomerate story, because local
television news remains, for a large share of Americans, particularly older Americans, one of
the most trusted and most consumed news sources — meaning consolidated ownership at the
local level has a more direct effect on the actual news diet of a large swath of the country than
consolidation among cable networks that a shrinking share of Americans watch live at all.

The same research found that consolidation’s effects on content vary meaningfully by owner,
not uniformly: Sinclair-owned stations were found to reduce local political coverage measur-
ably after acquisition, Nexstar-owned stations were found to expand it, and Gray-owned sta-
tions showed little consistent change — a nuance regularly lost in more alarmist treatments
of media consolidation, which tend to assume any given consolidation event produces uniform
effects. The honest finding is that ownership concentration creates the structural potential for
a small number of corporate decision-makers to shape local news content at a national scale,
and that different owners have, in practice, exercised that potential differently — which is itself
an argument for why ownership concentration deserves scrutiny regardless of any particular
owner’s current editorial choices, since those choices can change with a change in corporate
leadership or strategy in a way that a genuinely diverse, independently owned local media land-

scape would not permit as easily.

Telecommunications Act of 1996: The Regulatory Turning
Point

Nearly every serious account of American media consolidation identifies the same regulatory
hinge point: the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which substantially loosened Federal Com-
munications Commission caps on how many broadcast stations and newspaper properties a
single company could own, both nationally and within a single market, and eliminated the pre-

vious cross-ownership restriction that had generally prevented the same company from own-
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ing both a newspaper and a broadcast station in the same city. The Act’s stated purpose was
to increase competition by removing regulatory barriers to entry across telecommunications
sectors broadly (not just media ownership specifically); its practical effect on media ownership,
documented extensively in the two decades of scholarship and FCC rulemaking proceedings
that followed, was to accelerate consolidation substantially, as companies with access to capi-
tal markets used the loosened caps to acquire competitors rather than to enter new markets as
independent players.

Subsequent FCC rulemaking attempts to further loosen ownership caps — notably a 2003
proposal championed by then-FCC Chairman Michael Powell — generated significant biparti-
san public backlash, congressional pushback, and ultimately court challenges that blocked or
narrowed several of the proposed changes, illustrating that media-ownership deregulation has
never been a purely partisan issue: opposition has come from media-reform advocates on the po-
litical left concerned about corporate concentration and from conservative commentators and
religious broadcasters concerned about losing independent, community-specific programming

to nationally standardized corporate content, among others.

What Concentration Changes, Concretely

Media-ownership concentration’s practical significance lies less in any single company’s edi-
torial bias — a claim this book takes no position on, since assessing bias in specific coverage
decisions is a different empirical question than documenting ownership structure — and more
in several structural effects documented across the media-economics literature:

Reduced local reporting capacity. Consolidation is frequently accompanied by cost-
cutting, particularly reductions in local reporting staff, as parent companies centralize
functions (national political coverage, some production functions) that can be produced once
and distributed across many local stations, reducing the marginal cost per station but also
reducing the number of journalists actually covering any single local community’s specific
news.

Centralized editorial direction. Sinclair Broadcast Group in particular has drawn sus-
tained attention for a practice, documented through leaked internal memos and subsequent
journalism, of requiring its locally branded news stations to air centrally produced segments

and, on at least one well-documented occasion in 2018, an identical must-run script read by
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local anchors at dozens of Sinclair stations nationwide — a practice that generated significant
public backlash specifically because it undercut the appearance of independent local news judg-
ment that each station’s local branding implied to viewers.

Barriers to independent and nonprofit journalism. As traditional advertising revenue
has shifted overwhelmingly toward digital platforms (Chapter 14), independent and nonprofit
local news organizations have struggled to achieve the financial scale of consolidated chains,
contributing to what media researchers now widely document as “news deserts” — counties
and communities with sharply reduced or entirely absent dedicated local news coverage, a trend

running in parallel with, and partly caused by, the same consolidation this chapter documents.

A More Honest Bottom Line

Media consolidation is real, well documented by current, methodologically sound research, and
consequential for what news Americans actually see — particularly at the local level, where the
evidence is strongest and most current. It does not require an exaggerated, decade-stale statis-
tic to make that case, and readers who encounter the “six companies, ninety percent” figure
elsewhere should treat it the way this book treats every claim that cannot be traced to a spe-
cific, checkable, current source: as a widely repeated but poorly sourced simplification of a real
underlying trend, worth replacing with the more precise and more current data this chapter

provides wherever precision matters.
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Chapter 13: The Think Tank
Machine: Manufacturing
Ideas for Hire

A think tank occupies a peculiar position in American political life: it presents itself, and is
generally covered by the press, as an independent research institution — a source of expert,
nonpartisan (or at least intellectually honest) policy analysis, distinct from a lobbying firm or
a political campaign. Washington’s think tank sector is large, influential, and, for the most
part, legitimately staffed by serious researchers producing serious work. It is also, in a well-
documented and growing number of specific cases, a funding and messaging vehicle for the
same corporate, foreign-government, and ideological interests covered elsewhere in this book
— one that benefits from a credibility premium that registered lobbyists and PACs do not enjoy,

precisely because it is not regulated or perceived the way lobbying and campaign spending are.

The Credibility Gap That Makes Think Tanks Valuable

A study released by a registered lobbyist carries, in the eyes of most journalists, policymakers,
and the public, an obvious interest-group taint that readers are primed to discount. A study
released by a “senior fellow” at a think tank with a respected-sounding name carries the pre-
sumption of independent expertise — even when that fellow’s position is directly or indirectly
funded by an interest with a stake in the study’s conclusions, and even when the think tank
itself receives substantial funding from corporations, industry associations, or foreign govern-
ments with a direct interest in the policy area the study addresses. This credibility gap is pre-

cisely what makes think tank funding an attractive lever for interests seeking policy influence:
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a dollar spent funding a think tank report can, in practice, buy more persuasive power in a con-
gressional hearing or a news article than the same dollar spent on direct lobbying, because it

arrives wrapped in the presumption of academic-style independence.

Foreign Government Funding: The Documented Record

The clearest, most rigorously documented instance of this dynamic involves foreign govern-
ments funding U.S. think tanks. A 2014 investigation by The New York Times — based on tax
records, disclosure documents, and internal think tank correspondence obtained through pub-
lic records requests — found that at least a dozen major Washington think tanks, including
some of the most prestigious and frequently cited in the policy world, had accepted tens of
millions of dollars combined from foreign governments including Norway, Qatar, the United
Arab Emirates, and Japan, in arrangements that in several documented cases included funding
agreements specifying deliverables — reports, events, or advocacy — aligned with the funding
government’s policy interests. The investigation found that some think tank scholars had, in
specific instances, taken positions in testimony or public commentary that aligned with a for-
eign government funder’s interests without always fully disclosing that funding relationship to
the audience receiving the analysis.

This finding prompted several think tanks to adopt more rigorous donor-disclosure policies
in the years following, and the practice of foreign government funding of U.S. policy research in-
stitutions has since drawn sustained attention from both journalists and members of Congress
across party lines, some of whom have proposed extending Foreign Agents Registration Act-
style disclosure requirements (Chapter 4) to think tank funding relationships specifically —
proposals that have not, as of this writing, become law, in part because of a genuine and not-
unreasonable concern, raised by think tanks themselves, that overly broad disclosure mandates
could chill legitimate academic collaboration and research funding that has nothing to do with

influence-buying.
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Corporate and Industry Funding: The Same Dynamic,
Domestically

The same basic mechanism operates with domestic corporate funding, documented across think
tanks spanning the ideological spectrum. Energy companies have funded think tank research
skeptical of specific climate regulations; pharmaceutical companies have funded health-policy
research favorable to drug-pricing positions the industry supports; technology companies have
funded research on antitrust and platform-regulation questions directly relevant to their own
regulatory exposure. This is not, in itself, evidence that any specific piece of funded research is
intellectually dishonest — plenty of corporately funded research meets rigorous academic stan-
dards and reaches conclusions the funder may not have wanted. The structural concern, well
documented in academic studies of think tank funding transparency, is narrower and more pre-
cise: funding relationships are inconsistently disclosed across the sector, audiences (including
journalists and congressional staff who cite think tank research in hearings and articles) fre-
quently are not given the funding information needed to evaluate a study’s potential interest-
group orientation, and the sheer volume of think tank output on any given policy question
makes it easy for funded research supporting a particular industry position to outnumber, and

thereby appear to outweigh, independently funded research reaching different conclusions.

Think Tanks as a Government-in-Waiting

Beyond funding, think tanks serve a second, equally significant function documented across
administrations of both parties: they function as staging grounds and holding pens for incom-
ing and outgoing administration officials, extending the revolving-door dynamic described in
Chapter 6 into an institution explicitly built around the production of policy ideas rather than
direct advocacy. A new administration frequently draws senior appointees directly from allied
think tanks — the Center for American Progress and Brookings Institution have historically sup-
plied numerous senior officials to Democratic administrations, while the Heritage Foundation,
American Enterprise Institute, and Hudson Institute have played a comparable role for Repub-
lican administrations — and outgoing officials frequently land think tank fellowships between
administrations or after leaving government permanently, continuing to shape policy debates
from outside government while awaiting, in many documented cases, a return to government

service in a future administration of the same party.
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This “shadow cabinet” function is not secret or scandalous in itself — it reflects a reasonable
practical reality that policy expertise needs an institutional home between administrations, and
think tanks fill that role more effectively than any alternative that has been tried. It does mean,
however, that think tank policy output is frequently produced by people who are simultane-
ously auditioning for, or waiting to return to, government positions in the same policy area
their “independent” research addresses — a dynamic worth understanding rather than either

ignoring or treating as automatically disqualifying.

The Federalist Society and Judicial Pipeline

A related but distinct mechanism operates in the specific area of judicial appointments. The Fed-
eralist Society for Law and Public Policy Studies, founded in 1982 as a network of conservative
and libertarian law students, lawyers, and judges, has grown into an extraordinarily influen-
tial pipeline for federal judicial nominations under Republican administrations — the organi-
zation’s own leadership and multiple independent journalistic accounts documented that the
large majority of Article III federal judicial nominees under the first Trump administration were
current or former Federalist Society members, and the organization’s then-executive vice pres-
ident, Leonard Leo, played a documented, publicly reported advisory role in judicial selection
during that period. The American Constitution Society, founded in 2001, serves a structurally
similar but historically less institutionally dominant role for Democratic-aligned judicial nom-
inees, reflecting a less centralized approach to judicial selection on that side of the aisle to date.
Both organizations operate legally and openly; the structural point worth noting is that judicial
selection — nominally an executive-branch and Senate-confirmation process governed by Ar-
ticle IT and Article IIT of the Constitution — has, in practice, been substantially shaped by the
internal vetting and networking processes of ideologically aligned outside legal organizations, a
real and significant channel of influence over one of the three constitutional branches that oper-
ates almost entirely outside the campaign-finance and lobbying disclosure frameworks covered

in Chapters 4 and 5.

ALEC: Model Legislation for State Governments

A parallel, state-level version of the think-tank influence model operates through the American

Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), a nonprofit founded in 1973 that brings together state leg-
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islators and corporate members in task forces that draft “model legislation” — fully written bill
text on topics ranging from tax policy to criminal justice to energy regulation — which mem-
ber legislators then introduce in their home state legislatures, in many documented cases with
minimal or no modification from ALEC’s original draft language. Investigative reporting and
the Center for Media and Democracy’s ALEC-tracking project have documented hundreds of in-
stances of ALEC model bills being introduced, and in many cases passed, across state legislatures,
effectively allowing corporate task force members — who fund the organization and participate
directly in drafting sessions alongside legislators — to shape state-level legislation at a scale and
efficiency that traditional state-level lobbying, conducted bill-by-bill and state-by-state, could
not achieve on its own. ALEC has operated in a comparable capacity to the American Legisla-
tive and Issue Campaign Exchange and other, smaller, less influential progressive-aligned state
policy networks that have emerged partly in explicit response to ALEC’s documented effective-
ness — again illustrating that this specific influence mechanism, like most documented in this
book, is a structural feature available to whichever interests are best organized to use it, not the

exclusive property of one side of the political spectrum.

What This Chapter Does Not Claim

None of the organizations named in this chapter are secret. The Federalist Society, ALEC, Brook-
ings, Heritage, and every other think tank and legal network discussed here operate openly, pub-
lish their work publicly, and in most cases disclose at least some funding information, however
incompletely. The concern this chapter documents is not concealment but a mismatch between
public perception (independent expert research, arrived at through disinterested scholarship)
and documented practice (research and legal networking substantially shaped, in specific and
traceable instances, by the funding and career interests of the people and institutions produc-
ing it) — a mismatch that matters precisely because think tank output carries more persuasive
weight in the policy process, dollar for dollar, than the openly interest-driven lobbying and cam-
paign spending covered in Chapters 4 and 5, for the simple reason that it does not present itself

as interest-driven at all.
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Chapter 14: Platforms and
Power: Big Tech as the New
Gatekeeper

Chapter 12 documented media consolidation among the companies that produce news. This
chapter addresses a structurally different, more recent form of gatekeeping power: the small
number of technology platforms that now determine how most Americans discover, encounter,
and share information, regardless of which outlet originally produced it. A story’s reach today
depends less on which newspaper or network published it than on how a handful of ranking
and recommendation algorithms — owned by a handful of companies — decide to distribute

it.

The Legal Foundation: Section 230

Much of the modern platform economy rests on a single, 26-word provision of the Communica-
tions Decency Act of 1996: Section 230, which states that “no provider or user of an interactive
computer service shall be treated as the publisher or speaker of any information provided by
another information content provider.” In practice, this shields platforms from most civil liabil-
ity for content their users post, while also — in a second, less-discussed provision — protecting
platforms’ ability to moderate and remove content in good faith without losing that liability
shield.

Section 230 is one of the rare subjects in this book where the reform debate runs in gen-
uinely different directions depending on ideological starting point, and evenhanded treatment

requires stating both critiques on their own terms rather than favoring one. Critics on the po-
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litical left have generally argued Section 230 lets platforms profit from user engagement with
harmful content — misinformation, hate speech, content that contributes to real-world harm
— without bearing the liability a traditional publisher would face for comparable material, and
have proposed narrowing the shield to create accountability incentives for platform design and
moderation choices. Critics on the political right have generally argued that Section 230’s liabil-
ity shield should not extend to platforms that engage in politically selective content moderation
— arguing that a platform choosing to suppress or de-emphasize particular viewpoints is be-
having like a publisher exercising editorial judgment, and should not simultaneously claim the
legal immunity designed for a neutral conduit. Platforms and many technology-policy scholars
across the spectrum counter that removing or narrowing Section 230 protections would likely
push platforms toward far more aggressive, automated content removal — to minimize legal
exposure — rather than toward the more open or more careful moderation either set of critics
actually wants. No major Section 230 reform has passed Congress as of this writing, despite bills
addressing it being introduced in nearly every recent congressional session with sponsors from

both parties.

Antitrust: The Government’s Current Case Against Big Tech

After roughly two decades of relatively light antitrust enforcement against major technology
platforms, the Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission each filed major monop-
olization cases against multiple large technology companies beginning in the early 2020s —
the most significant coordinated antitrust push against a single industry since the Microsoft
antitrust case of the late 1990s.

The Justice Department’s case against Google over its search business, filed in 2020, resulted
in a landmark August 2024 ruling by U.S. District Judge Amit Mehta, who found that Google had
acted illegally to maintain its monopoly in general internet search, including through exclusive
default-placement agreements paying billions of dollars annually to device makers and browser
developers (most significantly Apple) to remain the default search engine. That liability find-
ing was followed by a separate remedies phase, still working through further proceedings and
likely appeal as of this writing, to determine what structural or behavioral changes the court
will actually order. A second Justice Department case, targeting Google’s advertising-technology

business specifically, and separate Federal Trade Commission cases against Meta (alleging its
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acquisitions of Instagram in 2012 and WhatsApp in 2014 constituted illegal monopoly mainte-
nance in personal social networking) and Amazon (alleging illegal monopoly maintenance in
online retail through pricing and seller practices), and a Justice Department case against Ap-
ple (alleging illegal monopoly maintenance of the smartphone market through restrictions on
third-party app and hardware interoperability), were all filed in the 2020-2024 period and were,
as of this writing, at various stages of litigation.

These cases are worth naming specifically because they demonstrate, concretely, that “Big
Tech” is not treated by the federal government as an untouchable fourth branch of its own — it
is, like the defense industry (Chapter 9) and the pharmaceutical industry (Chapter 7), subject
to ordinary federal enforcement action, brought under decades-old antitrust statutes (princi-
pally the Sherman Act of 1890 and the Clayton Act of 1914), when regulators and prosecutors
conclude the law has been violated. The European Union has moved in a broadly parallel di-
rection through its Digital Markets Act, which took effect in 2022 and began imposing com-
pliance obligations in 2024 on companies it designates as “gatekeepers” — Google, Apple, Meta,
Amazon, Microsoft, and ByteDance (TikTok’s parent company) among them — illustrating that
concern about concentrated platform power is not a uniquely American or uniquely partisan

phenomenon.

Government Requests to Platforms: A Documented,
Contested Case Study

No subject in this chapter sits closer to this book’s central theme than the documented record of
direct communication between federal officials and social media platforms regarding specific
content moderation decisions — a case study worth handling with unusual precision, because
it is exactly the kind of claim where sloppy treatment on either side (dismissing it entirely, or
overstating it into “the government secretly controlled all speech”) does real damage.

The verified facts: following Elon Musk’s acquisition of Twitter in 2022, the company re-
leased internal communications — publicized as the “Twitter Files” through a small group of
journalists granted access — showing that FBI officials and other government agencies had,
on multiple documented occasions, flagged specific accounts, posts, or narratives to Twitter’s
trust-and-safety team, and that the company’s October 2020 decision to temporarily restrict

sharing of a New York Post story concerning Hunter Biden’s laptop was made internally, by
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Twitter’s own staff, citing the company’s hacked-materials policy — a decision the company’s
own former executives later said, in congressional testimony, they came to regard as a mistake,
without establishing that the decision was made at the government’s direct instruction. Sep-
arately, a group of states sued the Biden administration in Murthy v. Missouri, alleging that
White House and federal health-agency officials had unconstitutionally coerced platforms into
removing COVID-19 and election-related content through a pattern of pressure that went be-
yond ordinary government communication into effective compulsion. The Supreme Court, in
its June 2024 ruling, held 6-3 that the plaintiffs lacked legal standing to bring the case — a
procedural dismissal that resolved the lawsuit without the Court reaching, let alone rejecting or
endorsing, the underlying constitutional question of whether the specific government-platform
communications at issue crossed the line from permissible persuasion into unconstitutional co-
ercion.

The honest summary, consistent with this book’s method throughout: government officials
communicating with platforms about specific content, including flagging posts they believed
violated platform policy or spread dangerous misinformation, is well documented and, within
limits, both legal and arguably a reasonable exercise of government’s own speech (officials are
permitted to publicly criticize and privately flag content, the same way any citizen or organiza-
tion can). Whether any specific documented instance crossed from permissible flagging into
unconstitutional coercion of a private platform’s editorial decisions is a genuinely contested le-
gal and factual question that the courts, as of this writing, have not definitively resolved on the
merits — and readers should be skeptical of confident claims in either direction: that nothing
improper occurred, or that the full picture has already been proven to amount to government-
directed mass censorship. Both claims currently outrun what the public record actually estab-

lishes.

The Advertising Economy Behind the Gate

Chapter 11 described how the commercial data-broker economy built for advertising purposes
became, secondarily, a government surveillance resource. The same underlying advertising
economy also explains platform companies’ core business incentives in ways directly relevant
to this chapter: platforms are, in large part, attention-and-data businesses whose revenue de-

pends on maximizing user engagement, and a substantial body of research — including in-
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ternal company research made public through congressional testimony, litigation discovery,
and whistleblower disclosures (most notably former Facebook employee Frances Haugen’s 2021
disclosures to the SEC and Congress) — has documented that engagement-maximizing rec-
ommendation algorithms can, as a structural byproduct rather than a deliberate design goal,
amplify emotionally activating content, including misinformation and polarizing material, be-
cause such content reliably generates more engagement than more measured alternatives. This
is a structural, incentive-driven dynamic of the kind this book has traced throughout — not ev-
idence of a coordinated plan to spread misinformation, but evidence that the business model

itself creates a predictable pull in that direction absent deliberate, costly countermeasures.

Tech’s Own Washington Operation

The platform companies discussed throughout this chapter have, unsurprisingly, built sub-
stantial Washington influence operations of their own, participating fully in the systems
documented in Parts One and Two of this book: Meta, Amazon, Google/Alphabet, and Apple
each maintain large registered lobbying operations, spending tens of millions of dollars annu-
ally and regularly ranking among the largest individual corporate lobbying spenders tracked
by OpenSecrets; each has hired extensively from government antitrust, communications, and
policy agencies (and, in the reverse direction, has sent former executives into senior govern-
ment technology-policy roles), participating in the same revolving-door dynamic documented
in Chapter 6; and each funds or supports think tanks and academic research centers addressing
platform-regulation questions, participating in the same funding dynamic documented in
Chapter 13. Big Tech, in other words, is not a challenger to the structures described throughout

this book. It is the newest and, by some measures, best-resourced participant in all of them.

Where This Leaves the Reader

The platform economy did not exist in any form Eisenhower could have imagined in 1961, and
it does not fit neatly into the military-industrial-complex frame his warning established. But
the underlying structural concern is the same one this book has traced across every institution
examined so far: enormous, consequential power, concentrated in a small number of organi-
zations, operating through mechanisms — algorithmic curation, targeted lobbying, revolving-

door hiring, funded research — that are mostly legal, mostly disclosed in at least some form,
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and mostly under-scrutinized relative to their actual influence over what a functioning demo-
cratic public actually knows. Part Five turns from documenting that influence to the specific,
related problem of what fills the gap when citizens sense this concentration of power but reach

for the wrong explanation of how it works.

82



Part Five: Myth, Fear, and
Fact

83



CHAPTER15

Chapter 15: The Conspiracy
Theory Trap: Why False
Explanations Spread

Every claim documented in Parts One through Four of this book is true, and every one of them
was, at some point, initially dismissed by someone as paranoid exaggeration before subsequent
investigation proved it out. That history — real hidden abuses, eventually exposed — is not
incidental to why conspiracy theories about hidden power are so durable. It is the single best
piece of evidence conspiracy theories have, and understanding exactly how that evidence gets

misused is the purpose of this chapter.

The Grain of Truth Is the Trap

COINTELPRO was real. MKULTRA was real. The CIA did develop assassination capabilities. The
NSA did intercept Americans’ communications without warrants. The government did tell the
public one story about Vietnam while internal assessments told another. Iran-Contra was a
genuine shadow foreign policy run to evade a law Congress had passed. Regulatory capture did
let Boeing certify its own airplane’s safety before two crashes killed 346 people. This is not a
list conspiracy theorists invented. It is the documented record this book has walked through,
chapter by chapter, with named sources.

That record creates a real and understandable problem: once someone learns that official
denials of hidden coordination have, in specific documented cases, turned out to be false, the
rational update is not “official denials are always false.” It is “official denials deserve scrutiny,

and some hidden coordination is real, so the right response is to investigate specific claims on
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their specific evidence.” But that measured update is cognitively harder, and less emotionally
satisfying, than the simpler and more totalizing conclusion many people actually draw: if they
lied about MKULTRA, why would I believe anything they say about anything? That question
feels like sound skepticism. It is actually a logical leap — from “some specific denials were false”
to “therefore any denial about anything is probably false” — that abandons the case-by-case
evidentiary standard this entire book has tried to model, at exactly the moment that standard

matters most.

Why the Human Brain Prefers a Conspiracy to a Mess

Psychological researchers who study conspiracy belief — a substantial and growing academic
field — have identified several recurring drivers that operate regardless of a person’s education
level, political orientation, or general intelligence, because they are features of ordinary human
cognition, not defects specific to people who believe unusual things.

Proportionality bias. Large, consequential events feel like they demand large, intentional
causes. A president’s assassination, a financial crisis, a pandemic — the sheer scale of the con-
sequence creates a psychological pull toward an explanation of comparable scale and inten-
tionality, because “a lone, disturbed individual” or “an accumulation of ordinary bureaucratic
failures, market dynamics, and bad luck” feels disproportionately small next to the outcome. A
coordinated hidden plot, ironically, can feel more comforting than a chaotic, undirected expla-
nation, because a plot at least implies someone is in control, even if that someone is malevolent
— which is psychologically easier to sit with than the idea that enormous consequences can
flow from nobody being fully in control at all.

Pattern recognition running without a brake. Human cognition is built to find patterns,
because pattern recognition was, across evolutionary history, generally more survival-useful
when it produced occasional false positives (seeing a predator that wasn't there) than when
it produced false negatives (missing a predator that was). Applied to social and political in-
formation, that same pattern-seeking machinery readily finds connections between unrelated
events, organizations, and people — connections that feel discovered rather than invented, be-
cause the brain doing the connecting is not aware of its own selection process, the countless

non-connections it silently ignored to produce the pattern that did jump out.
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Distrust with real historical grounding. Chapter 2 documented the Tuskegee syphilis
study is not covered in this book directly, but belongs in the same category as the abuses this
book does document: a forty-year U.S. Public Health Service study (1932-1972) that withheld
effective treatment from Black men with syphilis without their informed consent, specifically
to observe the disease’s untreated progression. Combined with COINTELPRO, MKULTRA, and
the Iraqg War’s false weapons-of-mass-destruction rationale, American institutions have handed
successive generations entirely legitimate reasons for structural distrust — distrust that is not
irrational, and that conspiracy theories exploit precisely because they offer a totalizing expla-
nation for that justified distrust rather than the harder, more accurate account of specific,
bounded, eventually-exposed institutional failures.

Identity and belonging. Conspiracy belief is rarely just a factual claim held in isolation; it
frequently functions as a social identity, offering membership in a community of people who
see what others don't, a sense of being awake to a truth the compliant majority misses, and —
this matters as much as the intellectual content — real social bonds with other believers. Dis-
confirming evidence, under this dynamic, threatens not just a factual claim but a social identity
and a community, which is part of why it tends to be rejected or reinterpreted rather than ac-
cepted, regardless of its quality.

Monetization. A modern and increasingly significant driver: conspiracy content generates
engagement, and engagement generates revenue, whether through platform advertising (Chap-
ter 14 documented how engagement-maximizing algorithms structurally favor emotionally ac-
tivating content), direct subscription and merchandise sales, or the sale of unrelated products
— supplements, survival gear, financial products — to an audience cultivated through conspir-
acy content and primed to distrust mainstream alternatives to whatever the content creator is
selling. This is not a claim that every person who believes a conspiracy theory is being cyni-
cally exploited; it is a claim that a real commercial ecosystem has grown up around producing
conspiracy content, with financial incentives that are indifferent to, and sometimes actively

opposed to, the content’s accuracy.
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The Unfalsifiability Engine

Chapter 2 introduced this concept in passing; it deserves fuller treatment here, because it is
the single most important structural feature separating a real investigation from a conspiracy
theory, and it is worth stating as cleanly as possible.

A real investigative claim makes a specific, bounded assertion — the FBI ran a covert pro-
gram against specific organizations between specific dates, using specific documented tactics
— that can, in principle, be disproven. If the Church Committee’s investigators had subpoenaed
FBI records and found no evidence of COINTELPRO, that would have counted as real evidence
against the claim, and the claim would have had to be abandoned or revised. This is what “fal-
sifiable” means, and it is not a pedantic technical requirement; it is the entire mechanism by
which an investigation can conclude anything at all.

A cabal-style conspiracy theory, by contrast, is typically structured so that no possible evi-
dence counts against it. An absence of proof becomes evidence of the cabal’s skill at conceal-
ment, not evidence the cabal doesn’t exist. A debunking becomes evidence the debunker is ei-
ther part of the cabal or unwittingly controlled by it. A contradiction within the theory becomes
evidence of deliberate disinformation planted to discredit the “real” truth. This structure is not
an incidental flaw that a more careful version of the theory could fix — it is functionally load-
bearing, because it is precisely what allows the theory to survive contact with the mountain of
disconfirming evidence that decades of investigation, journalism, and archival research have

actually produced against its specific historical claims.

Real Secrecy Doesn’t Need This Structure

Here is the tell, and it is the one this entire book has tried to demonstrate by example rather
than merely assert: every real, documented instance of hidden institutional wrongdoing exam-
ined in this book — COINTELPRO, MKULTRA, Iran-Contra, the 737 MAX certification failure,
the dark-money donor-disclosure loophole — was eventually established through ordinary, fal-
sifiable investigative methods: subpoenaed documents, court testimony, inspector-general re-
ports, FOIA litigation, and journalism working from primary sources. None of it required an
unfalsifiable framework to uncover. It required patience, legal authority, and a free press —
all of which exist, imperfectly but genuinely, and all of which have produced verifiable results

repeatedly across the decades this book has surveyed.
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That is the deepest problem with treating the cabal hypothesis as merely a more extreme ver-
sion of the same skepticism this book has applied throughout. It isn’t a more extreme version
of the same method. It is a different method — one that cannot produce the kind of checkable,
falsifiable finding that every real chapter in this book rests on — dressed in the same vocabu-
lary of “questioning the official story” that legitimate investigation also uses. The vocabulary is
shared. The epistemology is not.

Chapter 16 traces where the most consequential, most durable version of this specific pattern

actually came from, and why its history matters for recognizing its descendants today.
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Chapter 16: Case Study in
Disinformation: The
Protocols of the Elders of
Zion and Its Descendants

Every chapter so far has traced a documented structure using primary sources: statutes, court
cases, disclosure filings, government reports. This chapter traces something different — not a
structure of power, but a structure of falsehood, because understanding this one specific docu-
ment’s history is, in a very concrete sense, necessary equipment for reading everything else in
this book correctly. If you take nothing else from this chapter, take this: the single most influ-
ential “hidden global cabal” story of the last 150 years is a proven forgery, manufactured for a
specific political purpose, and tracing exactly how it was made and why it survived is the clear-

est possible illustration of the unfalsifiability mechanism Chapter 15 described in the abstract.

What the Document Claimed

The Protocols of the Elders of Zion first appeared in print in 1903, serialized in the Russian news-
paper Znamya, published by Pavel Krushevan. It presented itself as the leaked minutes of a se-
cret meeting of Jewish leaders plotting, through control of banking, media, and secret societies,
to engineer wars and revolutions and ultimately achieve world domination. This book will not
restate the document’s specific claims in further detail, because doing so serves no protective
or educational purpose beyond what is already established here: it is fake, and reproducing its

content — even to criticize it — has historically served mainly to keep it in circulation.
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Proven, Repeatedly, to Be a Forgery

The Protocols is not a disputed document with competing interpretations. It is a forgery with a
documented paper trail showing exactly how it was made.

Large sections were plagiarized, nearly word for word in places, from an 1864 French political
satire, The Dialogue in Hell Between Machiavelli and Montesquieu, written by Maurice Joly — a
work that had nothing to do with Jewish people at all; it was a critique of Emperor Napoleon IIT’s
authoritarianism, structured as an imagined dialogue. Additional material was drawn from an
1868 German novel, Biarritz, by Hermann Goedsche, which included a fictional scene invented
for dramatic effect. Historians examining the text’s construction, including the scholar Michael
Hagemeister, have documented this plagiarism in detail, tracing which passages of the Protocols
correspond, sometimes almost verbatim, to Joly’s satire with only the targets swapped out.

The forgery’s most likely origin, based on historical investigation, lies with the Okhrana, the
czarist Russian secret police, operating in a period when the imperial government found it po-
litically useful to blame Jews for revolutionary unrest and to justify violent pogroms against
Jewish communities. The individuals involved in the text’s publication and early circulation,
including Krushevan, gave shifting and self-contradictory accounts of the document’s origin in
the years that followed — the kind of inconsistency that, unlike the constantly-adapting “expla-
nations” conspiracy theories generate to survive disconfirmation (Chapter 15), is itself treated
by historians as evidence of fabrication, because it reflects people covering for a lie rather than
a document industry converging, over time, on a consistent and corroborated account.

The definitive public exposure came in 1921, when Philip Graves, a correspondent for The
Times of London, published a series of articles demonstrating the Protocols’ direct textual de-
pendence on Joly’s 1864 satire, laying the plagiarized passages side by side. American journalist
Herman Bernstein and German journalist Benjamin Segel published their own independent,
book-length exposures shortly after. The U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee formally affirmed
the document’s status as a fabrication in 1964. No credible historian, archive, or investigative
body has, in over a century since, found evidence contradicting the forgery finding. This is, in
the terms Chapter 15 established, about as thoroughly falsified as a historical claim can be —
and, tellingly, its continued circulation has never depended on rebutting that evidence. It has
depended on audiences never encountering it, or dismissing it as part of the very cover-up the

theory claims to expose.
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How a Debunked Forgery Became a Weapon

The Protocols’ real-world impact did not require it to be true. It required influential people
to promote it as true, and several did, with consequences that place this chapter’s subject in a
different category from every other topic in this book — not a documented abuse of power to
be reformed, but a documented atrocity-enabling lie to be named and refused.

American industrialist Henry Ford republished and promoted the Protocols’ claims exten-
sively through his newspaper, the Dearborn Independent, in a series later compiled as The In-
ternational Jew, between 1920 and 1922, giving the forgery a prominent American platform and
readership. Facing a libel lawsuit brought by Aaron Sapiro, a Jewish-American attorney and
agricultural cooperative organizer whom Ford’s paper had targeted, Ford issued a public apol-
ogy in 1927, retracting the claims and ceasing further publication — a retraction historians treat
as a significant, if incomplete and legally motivated, acknowledgment of the material’s falsity
from one of its most influential American promoters.

The consequences in Europe were far graver. Alfred Rosenberg, a leading Nazi Party ideo-
logue, introduced the Protocols to Adolf Hitler in the early 1920s, and the document’s central
claims were absorbed directly into Nazi ideology, cited in Mein Kampf, and used extensively in
Nazi propaganda to justify escalating persecution that culminated in the Holocaust — the sys-
tematic murder of six million Jews. This is the specific, documented, historically established
causal chain connecting a forged document to genocide: not a metaphorical or exaggerated
claim, but the assessment of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum and the over-

whelming consensus of Holocaust historians.

The Descendants: Same Structure, New Names

The Protocols itself continues to circulate today, more than a century after its exposure — but
its more common modern form is not the original document. It is a family of descendant claims
that preserve the same underlying structure (a small, secretive, immensely powerful group
covertly directing world events through finance and media) while dropping or obscuring the
explicit original framing. Recognizing this family resemblance matters, because it is how a
thoroughly discredited claim keeps finding new audiences who have never heard of the origi-

nal forgery.
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The Rothschild banking conspiracy. The Rothschild family were real, historically
prominent European bankers, active from the late eighteenth century onward, whose banking
house was genuinely influential in nineteenth-century European finance. The persistent
modern claim that the Rothschild family, today, secretly controls the world’s central banks
and global finance from behind the scenes is not supported by any credible evidence —
the family’s contemporary banking operations are a small, unremarkable fraction of the
global financial system, thoroughly outsized by institutions with no connection to the family
at all — and this specific claim is understood by historians and organizations that track
antisemitism, including the Anti-Defamation League and Holocaust-education institutions, as
a direct structural descendant of Protocols-style mythology: a real Jewish family’s historical
prominence repurposed as the face of the same “hidden Jewish financial control” narrative
the forgery originally manufactured. This is true whether or not an individual repeating the
claim consciously intends it as antisemitic; the claim’s specific content and structure carry
that history regardless of the speaker’s intent, which is precisely why serious researchers avoid
it rather than treating it as a merely edgy but potentially valid line of inquiry.

“Globalist” and “New World Order” framings. Not every use of words like “globalist” or
“New World Order” is a coded reference to this history — “globalist” is also used, unremarkably,
as a straightforward descriptive term in debates about trade policy and international institu-
tions, and “New World Order” has been used by American presidents of both parties, entirely
openly, to describe the post-Cold War international order in conventional foreign-policy terms.
Context matters, and this book is not accusing every user of these general terms of antisemitism.
What deserves specific caution is the version of these terms embedded in a claim about a small,
secret, coordinating elite covertly running world governments and finance for its own hidden
purposes — the structure of that specific claim is the Protocols’ structure with the explicit eth-
nic identification sometimes present and sometimes stripped out, and researchers who study
extremism have documented how readily audiences move between the “de-ethnicized” version
and the explicitly antisemitic original, because the underlying conspiratorial architecture is
identical and the coded version often functions as a recruitment on-ramp to the explicit one.

Real organizations, mischaracterized. Some institutions genuinely swept into this nar-
rative are simply real, disclosed organizations doing far less dramatic things than the mythol-
ogy claims. The Bilderberg Group, for instance, is a real annual conference, established in 1954,

bringing together invited political, business, and media figures from Europe and North America
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for off-the-record discussion — its existence, general purpose, and (with some delay) attendee
lists are publicly documented, which is precisely why it does not fit the definition of a secret
world-controlling council; a conference whose existence and rough guest list are published is
not secret, whatever one thinks of the wisdom or propriety of unelected elites holding off-the-
record discussions at all. Treating a real, disclosed, off-the-record policy conference as proof of
the Protocols’ central claim is exactly the evidence-free pattern-matching Chapter 15 described
— finding a data point that feels consistent with a predetermined conclusion, without asking

whether that data point actually supports the specific, extraordinary claim being made.

The Body Count Is the Reason This Chapter Exists

This is not merely an academic point about sourcing standards. Conspiracy theories descended
from this specific tradition have been directly cited, in writing, by perpetrators of real, recent, fa-
tal antisemitic violence — including the gunmen responsible for the 2018 Pittsburgh synagogue
shooting and the 2019 Poway synagogue shooting near San Diego, both of whom invoked con-
spiratorial claims about Jewish people secretly orchestrating demographic or political change
consistent with this lineage. This is the clearest possible demonstration that the distinction this
book insists on — between documented institutional power (Parts One through Four) and an
unfalsifiable cabal myth (this chapter) — is not a pedantic academic exercise. The first kind
of claim, pursued through subpoenas, court cases, and journalism, produces reform: FISA, the
intelligence oversight committees, the USA FREEDOM Act, antitrust cases. The second kind
of claim, pursued through pattern-matching and social contagion, has produced pogroms, pro-

vided ideological fuel for the Holocaust, and continues to motivate mass-casualty violence today.

The Point of This Chapter, Restated

A book with this title and subject matter will attract readers who arrive expecting confirma-
tion of this specific narrative, in one of its many disguised forms. This chapter exists to say,
as plainly as the historical record allows: that narrative is not an undiscovered truth this book
was too cautious to include. It is the single most thoroughly investigated and most thoroughly
discredited claim in the entire genre, with a known forger’s toolkit, a known publication his-
tory, a known trail of propaganda use, and a known body count. Everything else in this book

— the lobbying data, the contracting figures, the classification statistics, the media-ownership
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research — was included because it could be checked against a primary source and would hold
up. This chapter’s subject is included for the opposite reason: because it has been checked, ex-

haustively, for over a hundred years, and it does not hold up. Recognizing the difference is the

whole point of Chapter 17.
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Chapter 17: Real
Corruption vs. Imagined
Cabals: A Field Guide to
Telling Them Apart

This chapter converts the preceding two into a practical tool: a working checklist for evaluating
any specific “hidden power” claim you encounter after finishing this book, whether it appears
in a news investigation, a documentary, a podcast, or a viral social media thread. None of these
tests is, by itself, perfectly conclusive — but a claim that fails most of them is doing something

other than investigation, whatever vocabulary it borrows.

Test1: Can It Be Falsified?

Ask what specific evidence, if it turned up, would cause the claim’s proponents to abandon it. A
real investigative claim has an answer to this question — the Church Committee’s COINTELPRO
findings would have been abandoned if subpoenaed FBI records had shown no such program.
If the honest answer is “nothing could disprove this, because any disproof would just be more
evidence of the cover-up,” you are looking at an unfalsifiable structure, not a claim under inves-
tigation. This is, as Chapter 15 explained, the single most reliable diagnostic available, and it is

worth applying first, before any of the tests below.
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Test 2: Does It Rest on Primary Sources or on Secondhand
Amplification?

Real findings in this book trace to specific, checkable primary sources: a Senate committee
report with a document number, a court ruling with a case citation, a federal disclosure database
entry, an inspector general’s published report. A claim that instead rests on “researchers have
found,” “insiders say,” or a chain of social media posts each citing the previous one without any
of them naming an original, checkable source is not equivalent to a footnote. Ask: if I wanted to
verify this myself, is there an actual document, database entry, or named, accountable source
I could go check? If the answer is no — if the trail dead-ends in an anonymous account or an

uncited “documentary” — treat the claim as unverified, not as verified-but-suppressed.

Test 3: Does the Required Coordination Scale Pass a Basic
Plausibility Check?

Chapters 1 through 14 documented real coordination problems — but note their actual scale.
Iran-Contra involved a small number of named officials, operating for a defined period, eventu-
ally exposed through testimony and documents. The 737 MAX certification failure involved a
specific company and a specific regulatory program, exposed within a few years by two crashes
and their investigations. Real hidden coordination, once you look at documented cases, tends
to be narrower, shorter-lived, and leakier than popular imagination assumes — because keep-
ing any secret perfectly, across a large number of people, for a long period of time, is genuinely
difficult, and every documented case in this book was eventually exposed at least partly because
someone within the arrangement eventually talked, resigned, sued, or left a paper trail. A claim
requiring flawless, permanent secrecy across thousands of coordinated participants — multiple
governments, multiple industries, multiple generations — over decades or centuries, without
a single credible defector ever producing a document that survived scrutiny, is asking you to
believe in a scale and durability of human secret-keeping that has no precedent among the real

cases this book has documented, every one of which eventually cracked.
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Test 4: Who Profits From Your Belief, Specifically?

Chapter 15 discussed the monetization dynamic; applied practically, ask whether the person or
platform presenting a given claim has a direct financial stake in your continued engagement
or purchase — a subscription, a product, a donation appeal, an advertising-driven platform
optimized for the claim’s most alarming framing. This is not a claim that financial interest au-
tomatically makes a claim false — plenty of legitimate journalism is also commercially funded.
It is a claim that financial interest should raise your evidentiary bar, the same way you'd want

a higher bar for a stock tip from someone who profits when you buy the stock.

Test 5: Does the Claim Target a Specific Ethnic, Religious, or
National Group as the “Real” Power Behind Generic
Institutions?

This is the most important test this chapter can offer, directly informed by Chapter 16. When a
claim about “hidden power” behind banks, media, or governments turns out, on close reading,
to specifically or primarily identify a single ethnic or religious group — Jewish people, above all,
given the history traced in Chapter 16, but the same structural test applies to any group-based
“hidden controller” claim — treat that as a decisive red flag, not a coincidental detail. Legit-
imate documented power structures in this book (defense contractors, media conglomerates,
lobbying firms, intelligence agencies) are identified by their actual, disclosed corporate or in-
stitutional names and ownership structures, not by the ethnicity or religion of the people who
happen to work there. A claim that swaps a specific company name or agency name for an eth-
nic or religious category is not a more honest version of legitimate institutional criticism. Itis a
different claim, with a documented, hundred-year track record of being false and a documented

track record of motivating real violence.

Test 6: Does New, Contradicting Information Change
Anyone’'s Mind?

Track, over time, what happens within a specific claim’s community when a predicted event fails

to occur, or when a named document turns out to be fabricated or misattributed. Real investiga-
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tive communities — journalists, historians, congressional investigators — revise or retract in
response to disconfirmation; that is what the Times of London did in 1921, what the Church Com-
mittee’s own findings did to prior assumptions about intelligence-agency restraint, and what
this book itself has done in Chapter 12 by walking back an overstated media-ownership statistic
in favor of better data. Communities organized around unfalsifiable claims characteristically
do not revise; they reinterpret the disconfirmation as further proof, or shift the prediction’s
timeline forward, or declare the disconfirming source compromised. Watching how a claim’s
community handles being wrong is one of the most reliable long-run signals available, precisely

because it is difficult to fake over an extended period.

Test 7: Would the Claim Survive Being Investigated by
Someone Hostile to It, With Subpoena Power?

Every documented finding in Parts One through Four of this book survived exactly this test: hos-
tile scrutiny, from political opponents, from courts, from journalists actively trying to find holes
in it, backed by actual subpoena or discovery power. COINTELPRO'’s existence did not depend
on the Church Committee’s members already believing in it — the committee was investigating,
not assuming, and its Republican and Democratic members alike ultimately endorsed findings
based on the subpoenaed evidence in front of them. Ask, of any claim, whether it has ever been
tested by an adversarial process with real legal power to compel documents and testimony, and
if so, what that process actually found. A claim that has never been adversarially tested is not
thereby false — but it has not yet earned the confidence that a claim which has survived hostile,

evidence-compelled scrutiny has earned.

Using the Field Guide

Applied to this book’s own contents, these seven tests are exactly why Parts One through Four
read the way they do — falsifiable, source-cited, appropriately scaled, unconcerned with any
group’s ethnicity, revised where the evidence called for revision (Chapter 12), and grounded in
findings that survived hostile, legally empowered investigation. Applied to the cabal hypothesis

described in Chapters 2, 15, and 16, these same seven tests fail uniformly, which is not a coinci-

98



DARK STATE — NARRATION SCRIPT CHAPTER 17

dence — it is the whole reason this book treats the two categories of claim so differently, and it

is the tool this chapter leaves you to keep applying long after you've closed the book.
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CHAPTER 18

Chapter 18: Taking Back
the Republic: Reforms,
Transparency, and Citizen
Power

Seventeen chapters have documented a consistent pattern: real, structural, mostly legal con-
centrations of unelected influence, each one enabled by specific, identifiable design choices
— a civil-service system built for stability rather than accountability, a tax-code loophole that
launders donor identity, a certification program that delegates safety review to the entity be-
ing certified, a classification system with no cost for over-secrecy. Design choices, unlike hid-
den conspiracies, can be redesigned. This closing chapter gathers the reform threads running
through every prior chapter into a single agenda, and then turns from policy to practice: what

an individual reader can actually do with everything this book has covered.

The Reform Agenda, Chapter by Chapter

Civil service and the permanent state (Chapter 1). The core tension — durability and ex-
pertise versus democratic accountability — has no clean resolution, but narrower reforms have
real support across the political spectrum: strengthening, rather than weakening, independent
inspector general offices; clarifying, through statute rather than executive order alone, which
positions are legitimately policy-making (and thus reasonably more accountable to elected lead-
ership) versus genuinely technical and expertise-dependent (and thus reasonably insulated

from political turnover).
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Classification (Chapter 3). The Moynihan Commission’s core recommendations remain,
decades later, substantially unimplemented: requiring cost-benefit justification for classifica-
tion decisions, funding declassification review at a level that actually clears the backlog, and
narrowing classification authority to a smaller number of accountable officials rather than the
broad delegation currently in place across agencies.

Lobbying and dark money (Chapters 4 and 5). The DISCLOSE Act’s core provision —
requiring organizations engaged in substantial political spending to disclose their donors
— remains the most direct, narrowly tailored fix consistent with existing First Amendment
doctrine, addressing the 501(c)(4) donor-disclosure loophole without reopening the spending-
limits question Citizens United settled. Extending Lobbying Disclosure Act-style reporting
requirements to the “shadow lobbying” practice of avoiding formal registration by staying just
under the 20-percent-of-time threshold would close a second, well-documented gap.

The revolving door (Chapter 6). Extending cooling-off periods — and, more importantly,
closing the gap where “strategic consulting” and trade-association leadership roles function
identically to lobbying without triggering registration requirements — would address the
broader-than-currently-regulated influence industry the data in Chapter 6 actually describes.

Regulatory capture (Chapter 7). The FAA's own post-737 MAX reforms (increased direct
inspection, tightened requirements for engineers’ independent judgment to reach agency lead-
ership without being overridden by production-timeline pressure) offer a template other cap-
tured or capture-prone agencies could adapt, alongside more fundamental structural changes
— like separating a technical agency’s certification funding from direct industry fees — where
budget dependency is part of the capture mechanism, as it is in FDA drug review.

The military-industrial complex (Chapters 8 and 9). Independent, non-contractor-
affiliated cost-assessment capacity for major weapons programs (partially restoring a function
the now-defunct Office of Technology Assessment once served) and genuine consideration of
the “political engineering” dynamic — subcontracting spread deliberately across congressional
districts specifically to entrench political support — in how major program decisions get made
and reviewed.

Intelligence oversight (Chapters 10 and 11). Codifying and strengthening the “Fourth
Amendment Is Not For Sale Act” approach to the data-broker loophole, continued narrowing of

Section 702 to reduce incidental collection and warrantless domestic querying of that inciden-
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tally collected data, and sustained funding for the intelligence community inspectors general
who provide oversight capacity independent of the annual congressional budget calendar.

Media and platforms (Chapters 12 and 14). Restoring meaningful local-ownership
caps sized to the actual current market (rather than caps written for a pre-internet broadcast
landscape), paired with algorithmic-transparency requirements that would let independent
researchers, rather than only the platforms themselves, study how recommendation systems
actually distribute political and news content.

Think tanks (Chapter 13). Extending funding-disclosure norms — already adopted volun-
tarily by some institutions after the 2014 foreign-funding revelations — into a more consistent,
sector-wide standard, without going so far as to chill legitimate academic collaboration and
research funding untethered to any influence motive.

None of these reforms is radical. Each has been proposed, in some form, by officials, re-
searchers, or advocacy organizations across the political spectrum, and each targets a specific,
named mechanism documented earlier in this book rather than gesturing at a vague and unfal-

sifiable “the system is rigged.”

What Citizens Can Actually Do

Reform legislation moves slowly and requires sustained public attention this book cannot manu-
facture on its own. What follows is a shorter-term, individually actionable toolkit — the specific,
checkable resources this book itself drew on throughout, made available to any reader with an
internet connection.

Track lobbying and money. OpenSecrets.org lets any visitor search lobbying disclosures
and campaign contributions by company, industry, member of Congress, or bill — the same
underlying Lobbying Disclosure Act and FEC data cited throughout Chapters 4 and 5. The Sen-
ate’s own Lobbying Disclosure Act database (lda.senate.gov) provides the primary-source filings
directly.

Read the actual bill. Congress.gov provides full text, sponsor information, and commit-
tee assignments for every federal bill, along with a plain-language summary from the Congres-
sional Research Service — the same nonpartisan analytical body cited repeatedly throughout
this book.
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File a FOIA request. The Freedom of Information Act gives any citizen the legal right to re-
quest specific government records, and FOIA.gov provides a standardized portal for submitting
requests to any federal agency; nonprofit organizations like MuckRock provide free tools and
guidance for structuring an effective request and tracking its progress, including publishing
other users’ successful requests and the documents they yielded as a searchable public archive.

Check ownership. The Federal Communications Commission publishes station-ownership
data; the Federal Communications Commission’s public inspection file requirements (imper-
fectly enforced, but real) require broadcast stations to disclose political-advertising purchases,
including the purchasing committee’s name, which is often the first visible thread connecting
a specific ad campaign back to the dark-money structures documented in Chapter 5.

Read the primary source, not the summary. Court opinions (available free through sites
like CourtListener), inspector-general reports (published directly on each agency’s own OIG
website), and the Congressional Record itself are all more accessible than most citizens assume,
and reading even the summary and conclusion sections of a primary document — rather than
only a secondhand characterization of it — is, per Chapter 17’s Test 2, one of the single highest-
value habits a citizen concerned about hidden power can build.

Support the institutions that do this work. Nonpartisan watchdog and disclosure orga-
nizations — OpenSecrets, the Brennan Center for Justice, the Project On Government Oversight,
MuckRock, and dozens of local and state-level counterparts — perform, as a matter of daily
practice, the exact falsifiable, source-documented investigative work this book has modeled
chapter by chapter. Their work is generally nonprofit-funded and chronically under-resourced
relative to the scale of what they’re tracking, which is itself one more instance of Chapter 4’s

asymmetric-resources problem, playing out in the ecosystem of accountability itself.

The Choice Restated

Chapter 15 explained why an unfalsifiable cabal story can feel, emotionally, more satisfying than
the messier documented reality: it offers a villain, a scale of explanation proportionate to how
consequential the world feels, and a community of people who already agree with you. The doc-
umented reality this book has spent seventeen chapters laying out offers none of that comfort.
It offers something narrower and, this book has argued throughout, considerably more use-

ful: a specific mechanism, a specific statute or regulation that created or could fix it, a specific
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dataset where you can check the claim yourself, and a specific, achievable next step available to
an ordinary citizen willing to read past a headline.

Eisenhower closed his own warning by placing the responsibility exactly there: “Only an
alert and knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial and
military machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty
may prosper together” He did not say only a suspicious citizenry, or only an outraged one. He
said alert and knowledgeable — a citizenry that reads the disclosure filing, checks the primary
source, and can tell the difference between a documented structure and an unfalsifiable story
wearing its vocabulary. That is a harder habit to build than sharing an alarming headline. It is
also the only version of vigilance that has ever actually produced a Church Committee, a FISA
law, a grounded fleet of aircraft, or a DISCLOSE Act. The permanent power this book has docu-
mented did not hide from that kind of scrutiny. It has, across every chapter, been sitting in the

public record the entire time, waiting for someone to read the paperwork.
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Glossary

501(c) (4). A tax-code category for “social welfare” nonprofits, permitted to engage in political
activity that is not their “primary purpose” without disclosing donors — the principal legal
vehicle for dark money.

ALEC (American Legislative Exchange Council). A nonprofit founded in 1973 that drafts
“model legislation” in task forces combining state legislators and corporate members, for intro-
duction in state legislatures.

Black budget. Informal term for government spending disclosed only as an aggregate
topline figure, with underlying program-level detail classified.

Church Committee. The U.S. Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations
with Respect to Intelligence Activities, chaired by Senator Frank Church, which investigated
intelligence-agency abuses in 1975-76 and led to FISA and the congressional intelligence com-
mittees.

Citizens United v. FEC. The 2010 Supreme Court decision holding that the First Amend-
ment protects independent political expenditures by corporations and unions from government
restriction.

Civil service. The system, established by the Pendleton Act of 1883, of merit-based federal
hiring insulated from political patronage.

COINTELPRO. An FBI covert-action program (1956-1971) targeting civil rights leaders, anti-
war organizers, and other domestic political groups, documented by the Church Committee.

Dark money. Political spending by organizations not required to disclose the identity of
their donors, primarily channeled through 501(c)(4) nonprofits.

Deep state. A term of contested meaning, originally describing Turkey’s documented
military-intelligence-organized-crime shadow apparatus (derin devlet); used in American
discourse to describe at least three distinct claims, from the mundane (career bureaucracy) to

the unfalsifiable (a secret ruling cabal).
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FARA (Foreign Agents Registration Act). A 1938 law, originally passed to counter pre-
WWII Nazi propaganda, requiring disclosure of lobbying conducted on behalf of foreign gov-
ernments.

Falsifiability. The property of a claim that specifies what evidence, if found, would disprove
it — the central test this book uses to distinguish investigation from conspiracy theory.

FISA (Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act). A 1978 law, passed in response to the Church
Committee’s findings, creating a specialized court to oversee foreign-intelligence surveillance
requests.

Iron triangle. The durable, mutually reinforcing relationship among a federal agency, its
congressional oversight/appropriations committees, and the industry it regulates or contracts
with.

K Street. Shorthand for the Washington, D.C. lobbying industry, named for a downtown
street historically home to major lobbying firms.

Lobbying Disclosure Act (LDA). The 1995 law (amended 2007) requiring registration and
periodic public disclosure by paid lobbyists meeting specified activity thresholds.

MKULTRA. A CIA program testing mind-altering drugs, including on unwitting subjects, doc-
umented by the Church Committee.

National Intelligence Program (NIP) / Military Intelligence Program (MIP). The two
components of the U.S. intelligence budget; their aggregate topline figures are publicly disclosed
annually, while underlying program detail remains classified.

ODA (Organization Designation Authorization). The FAA program, formalized in 2005,
delegating aircraft-certification authority to manufacturer employees — central to the Boeing
737 MAX regulatory-capture case study.

Protocols of the Elders of Zion. A forged document first published in 1903, falsely pur-
porting to reveal a secret Jewish plot for world domination; conclusively proven fabricated and
plagiarized, and historically central to Nazi propaganda justifying the Holocaust.

Regulatory capture. The tendency of regulatory agencies to be influenced, over time, to-
ward serving the interests of the industries they regulate rather than the diffuse public interest,
formalized as “capture theory” by economist George Stigler.

Revolving door. The movement of individuals between government positions and private-
sector roles (lobbying, consulting, industry employment) in the same policy area, in either di-

rection.
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Section 230. The provision of the Communications Decency Act of 1996 shielding online
platforms from liability for user-generated content.

Section 702. The provision of the FISA Amendments Act of 2008 authorizing warrantless
surveillance of non-U.S. persons abroad, with contested rules governing incidentally collected
U.S. person communications.

Senior Executive Service (SES). The layer of roughly 7,000 career federal officials, created
by the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, who run agency operations below the level of political
appointees.

Super PAC. A political committee that may raise and spend unlimited funds on indepen-
dent (non-candidate-coordinated) political expenditures, enabled by Citizens United and
SpeechNow.org v. FEC.

Third-party doctrine. The legal principle, from United States v. Miller (1976) and Smith v.
Maryland (1979), that individuals generally lack a reasonable expectation of privacy in records

voluntarily shared with a third-party business.
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Timeline of Key Events

In 1883, the Pendleton Civil Service Reform Act creates a merit-based federal civil service, ending
the patronage-based “spoils system.”

In 1903, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion is first published in Russia — a forgery fabricated
to justify anti-Jewish persecution.

In 1913, the Federal Reserve Act creates the Federal Reserve System as a hybrid public-
private central bank, with a presidentially appointed, Senate-confirmed Board of Governors
and mandated public reporting to Congress — a structure frequently mischaracterized in
banking-conspiracy narratives descended from the mythology addressed later in this book, but
one whose governance and public accountability structure is a matter of statute and public
record, not secrecy.

In 1921, the Times of London publishes Philip Graves’s investigation proving the Protocols was
plagiarized from an 1864 French satire; the forgery is exposed.

Between 1933 and 1945, Nazi Germany incorporates the Protocols into state propaganda jus-
tifying the persecution and murder of European Jews.

In 1938, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, known as FARA, is passed to counter pre-war
Nazi propaganda efforts in the United States.

In 1946, the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act establishes the first federal lobbying disclo-
sure requirements.

In 1947, the National Security Act creates the CIA and the National Security Council.

In 1952, the National Security Agency is established by classified presidential directive.

In 1958, NAACPversus Alabama establishes constitutional protection for anonymous political
association, later cited in debates over donor-disclosure requirements.

In 1961, President Eisenhower’s farewell address warns of the “military-industrial complex.”

In 1964, the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee formally affirms that the Protocols is a fabrica-

tion.
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In 1971, publication of the Pentagon Papers and the New York Times Company versus United
States case test the limits of government secrecy claims.

Between 1975 and 1976, the Church Committee investigates and documents COINTELPRO,
MKULTRA, and warrantless surveillance programs.

In 1978, FISA and the Civil Service Reform Act — which creates the Senior Executive Service
— are both passed, the former in direct response to Church Committee findings.

In 1982, the Federalist Society is founded.

In 1983, Ben Bagdikian’s The Media Monopoly documents fifty corporations controlling most
American media.

Between 1985 and 1987, the Iran-Contra affair unfolds: senior officials secretly sell arms to
Iran and divert the proceeds to Nicaraguan Contras, in violation of the Boland Amendment.

In 1992, the Prescription Drug User Fee Act establishes industry-funded FDA drug review.

In 1993, in what became known inside the Pentagon as the “Last Supper,” defense department
leadership tells defense-industry CEOs to consolidate amid shrinking post-Cold War budgets.

In 1995, the Lobbying Disclosure Act modernizes federal lobbying registration and reporting.

In 1996, the Telecommunications Act loosens FCC media-ownership caps, accelerating indus-
try consolidation.

In 1997, the Moynihan Commission’s report, titled Secrecy, documents systemic overclassifi-
cation; the first declassified total intelligence budget figure — twenty-six point six billion dol-
lars, for fiscal year 1997 — is released under FOIA litigation.

In 2001, the September 11 attacks take place, and the USA PATRIOT Act is passed weeks later,
expanding surveillance authority. That same year, CBS and Viacom separate, a split formally
completed in 2006 — one chapter in an ongoing cycle of media-conglomerate consolidation
and breakup that later recombines the two companies as Paramount Global in 2019.

In 2004, the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act creates the position of Direc-
tor of National Intelligence, following the findings of the 9/11 Commission.

In 2005, the FAA formalizes the Organization Designation Authorization program, delegating
aircraft self-certification to manufacturers.

In 2007, the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act tightens lobbying rules after the
Jack Abramoff scandal; a separate 2007 law first mandates public disclosure of the National

Intelligence Program’s topline budget.
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In 2008, the FISA Amendments Act adds Section 702, authorizing surveillance of non-U.S.
persons abroad.

In 2010, the Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision and the SpeechNow.org versus FEC rul-
ing together create the modern super PAC and dark-money financing landscape.

In 2013, NSA contractor Edward Snowden discloses classified surveillance program details,
including bulk telephone metadata collection.

In 2014, the New York Times documents foreign-government funding of major U.S. think
tanks, and McCutcheon versus FEC strikes down aggregate individual campaign-contribution
limits.

In 2015, the USA FREEDOM Act ends bulk telephone metadata collection, following the ACLU
versus Clapper ruling.

In 2018, a federal appeals court finds that NSA bulk metadata collection exceeded statutory
authority. That same year, the Pittsburgh synagogue shooting is committed by a gunman cit-
ing conspiratorial antisemitic claims, and the Supreme Court’s Carpenter versus United States
decision requires a warrant for extended cell-site location data access.

Between 2018 and 2019, two Boeing 737 MAX crashes — Lion Air in October 2018, and
Ethiopian Airlines in March 2019 — kill three hundred forty-six people combined, and the
global fleet is grounded.

In 2019, the Poway, California synagogue shooting is committed by a gunman citing similar
conspiratorial claims.

Between 2020 and 2024, the Justice Department and the Federal Trade Commission file major
antitrust cases against Google, Meta, Amazon, and Apple.

In 2021, Facebook whistleblower Frances Haugen discloses internal research on platform
design and content amplification.

In 2022, Elon Musk acquires Twitter, and internal communications later published as the
“Twitter Files” document specific content-moderation episodes. That same year, the European
Union’s Digital Markets Act takes effect.

In 2024, the Supreme Court dismisses Murthy versus Missouri on standing grounds, without
ruling on the underlying government-platform coercion claims; separately, a federal court finds

Google liable for illegal search-market monopoly maintenance.
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In 2025, federal lobbying spending sets a new record above five billion dollars; U.S. annual
military spending surpasses one trillion dollars for the first time; and dark-money spending in
the 2024 election cycle is confirmed at a record one point nine billion dollars.

In 2026, the FAA restores Boeing’s authority to self-certify new 737 MAX and 787 aircraft.
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A Note on Sources

This book is built on public record: federal disclosure databases, court opinions, congressional
investigations — including the 1975 and 1976 Church Committee report — and the published
research of nonpartisan organizations such as OpenSecrets, the Brennan Center for Justice, and
the Congressional Research Service, along with investigative journalism from major national
outlets.

Every specific figure, date, and claim in this audiobook is drawn from one of those sources. In
the interest of listening flow, this audio edition does not read the full source list aloud chapter
by chapter. The complete bibliography — every citation, organized chapter by chapter, with
enough detail to look up the original document yourself — is printed in full in the paperback
and ebook editions of Dark State: Who's Really In Charge. If a claim in this book surprised you,
that is the first place to go to check it.
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