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PART III | MECHANISMS OF INFLUENCE: MONEY, NETWORKS, AND POLICY

CHAPTER 9

FROM INFORMAL NETWORKS TO POLICY INSTITUTIONS
CFR, Chatham House, Think Tanks, Foundations, Expert Networks, and the Institutionalization of Influence

“The wisdom from above is first pure, then peace-loving, gentle, compliant, full of mercy and good fruits, unwavering, without 
pretense.”  - James 3:17, CSB

1. When a Network Becomes an Institution
Chapter  8  followed the  Rhodes-Milner-Round Table  milieu to  the  point  at  which informal  relationships  began to 
acquire durable institutional form. That transition is one of the most consequential changes in the history of modern 
power. A private network depends heavily on particular people: patrons who finance it, organizers who keep it alive,  
editors who circulate its ideas, and officials who open doors. An institution can outlive those people. It can own property,  
hire staff, preserve archives, publish journals, convene recurring meetings, raise endowments, recruit fellows, commission 
research, cultivate donors, train younger participants, and create procedures that survive the founders. The network has 
become reproducible.

This chapter therefore asks a different question from the one examined in Chapter 8. It does not ask whether the Council 
on Foreign Relations (CFR), Chatham House, a foundation, a university, or a policy institute is simply the disguised  
continuation of an older secret society. That stronger genealogical claim requires evidence of command, succession, and 
organizational identity that cannot be inferred from resemblance or overlap. The question here is more concrete: how 
does  influence  become institutionalized,  and what  happens  when organizations  outside  elected  government  acquire 
recurring access to the production of policy knowledge?

The subject matters because modern states cannot govern through elected officials  alone.  Legislatures  and ministries 
confront military  strategy,  trade,  public  health,  artificial  intelligence,  energy,  monetary systems,  migration,  nuclear 
deterrence, climate risk, cybersecurity, supply chains, diplomacy, and hundreds of other technical fields. Elected officials  
change; bureaucracies persist. Ministers need advisers. Legislators need briefings. Journalists need interpreters. Corporate 
leaders need geopolitical analysis. Universities produce specialized knowledge but often move more slowly than political 
crises.  Into this  space step think tanks,  foundations,  fellowships,  commissions,  professional  associations,  consultants, 
research centers, and policy networks.

These  institutions  can perform indispensable  public  functions.  They can gather evidence,  preserve  expertise  between 
administrations, develop policy options that government has not considered, criticize official assumptions, create venues 
where adversaries can speak candidly, and translate scholarship into usable recommendations. They can also concentrate  
access. A small set of institutions can become repeatedly trusted to define what counts as serious expertise, which problems  
deserve attention, which candidates are considered appointable, and which policy options are treated as respectable. The 
danger is not necessarily a secret order giving commands. It can be a narrower and more ordinary process in which the  
same professional community supplies the questions, the vocabulary, the personnel, and the proposed solutions.

That distinction is essential. A command center is one mechanism of power. Institutionalized consensus is another. A  
conspiracy requires purposeful agreement to coordinate wrongdoing or conceal material facts. A policy community can 
exert substantial  influence without such an agreement.  Shared education, similar career incentives,  common donors, 
repeated meetings,  professional  prestige,  selective recruitment,  access  to classified or privileged information, and the 
tendency to hire people with familiar assumptions can produce convergence without daily instructions. Conversely, the 
absence of a single command center does not mean that influence is trivial. Policy can be shaped long before a president  
signs an order or a legislature votes.

The  chapter's  central  claim is  therefore  bounded  but  significant.  ESTABLISHED:  modern policy  institutions  create 
durable channels through which expertise, money, reputation, and relationships can influence public decision-making. 
STRONGLY SUPPORTED: recurring personnel movement, convening, publication, funding, and advisory mechanisms 
can narrow or expand the range of policy choices that decision-makers encounter. CONTESTED: the claim that these  
institutions collectively operate as one hidden sovereign directing governments from behind the scenes. The task is to 
examine the machinery that can be documented rather than to fill  evidentiary gaps with either institutional public  
relations or totalizing suspicion.

For the Christian reader, the moral issue begins before any allegation of conspiracy. Scripture distinguishes wisdom from 
mere cleverness.  James 3:13-18 contrasts wisdom from above with ambition that produces disorder. Expertise can serve  
neighbors, or it can become a credentialed form of pride. Institutions can help rulers govern prudently, or they can 
encourage rulers  to treat specialized knowledge as  a substitute for moral accountability.  The Church should neither  
despise expertise nor bow before it. Every human institution remains creaturely, fallible, and answerable to God.

2. Why Modern Government Depends on Knowledge It Does Not Produce Alone
The constitutional diagram of a state displays legislatures, executives, courts, agencies, and subnational governments. It  
rarely displays the knowledge infrastructure surrounding them. Yet policy is impossible without interpretation. A cabinet 
may receive an intelligence estimate, an economic forecast, a scientific review, a legal memorandum, a corporate risk  
assessment,  a university study, a think-tank report,  and an advocacy brief on the same question. Each source selects  
evidence, defines categories, models consequences, and frames uncertainty. The official decision is therefore often the  
final visible stage of a much longer epistemic process.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James%203%3A13-18&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James%203%3A17&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James%203%3A17&version=CSB
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Political scientist Peter M. Haas used the term "epistemic community" for networks of professionals whose recognized 
expertise gives them authority in a policy domain. Under conditions of uncertainty, such communities can help decision-
makers identify causal relationships, define what evidence is relevant, and specify possible policy responses (Haas, 1992).  
The concept does not imply conspiracy.  Its  importance lies  precisely in showing how knowledge can become power  
without secret orders. When officials do not possess the time or technical capacity to independently reconstruct a complex 
field, they necessarily depend on interpreters.

Dependence  on expertise  is  not  a  defect  that  can simply  be  abolished.  A  modern  government  that  refused  outside  
scientific, economic, legal, military, or technical advice would become less accountable to reality, not more democratic.  
The real questions concern selection, plurality, transparency, contestability, and accountability. Who chooses the experts? 
Which assumptions organize their models? What evidence is excluded? Who funds the research? Are dissenting specialists  
able to enter the discussion? Are conflicts of interest disclosed? Do policymakers understand the limits of the advice, or do  
they convert probabilistic judgments into political certainties?

Think tanks occupy a particularly important position because they often operate between the university, government,  
business, philanthropy, and media. Thomas Medvetz argues that the think tank's institutional ambiguity is a source of its  
influence:  it  can  borrow  the  scholarly  authority  of  academia,  the  practical  urgency  of  government,  the  strategic  
responsiveness of business, and the communication practices of media while not being fully governed by the norms of any 
one sphere (Medvetz, 2012). That hybrid position can be useful. It can also make accountability difficult. A report may be  
presented as independent research, circulated as political advocacy, quoted as expert authority, and funded by donors with 
policy interests, all without any single relationship proving improper control.

Recent scholarship confirms that think-tank influence is not one-dimensional. Zaytsev, Kuskova, and Kononova (2022), 
examining U.S. foreign-policy think tanks, distinguish organizations that facilitate alternative policies from those that 
help clarify, justify, or legitimize policies already favored by governments. The first mechanism works heavily through  
elite coalitions; the second may operate more through public communication and relationships with policymakers. This 
is analytically valuable because it prevents the vague word "influence" from doing too much work. A policy institute can 
originate an idea, refine an existing idea, supply evidence, legitimate a choice, train personnel, or simply create the setting 
in which a proposal becomes familiar.

The same scholarship also supplies counter-evidence against romanticizing the expert class. Hanania and Abrahms (2023)  
found,  in  a  survey  comparing  U.S.-based  international-relations  professors  and  think-tank  employees,  a  substantial 
difference in support for military intervention, with think-tank employees more hawkish on their measure even after 
controlling for self-described ideology.  The authors emphasize  a  likely self-selection mechanism rather than simple  
organizational indoctrination: people holding certain preferences may seek institutions closer to power, and institutions 
may recruit people whose views fit their policy environment. The study does not prove that think tanks manufacture wars. 
It does show why proximity to power should itself be treated as a variable rather than as proof of neutrality.

This is the first major mechanism of institutionalized influence: officials outsource part of the work of seeing. Whoever  
helps define the problem can affect the solution set. If a crisis is framed primarily as a military threat, military tools move  
toward the center.  If  it  is  framed primarily  as  a  market  failure,  regulatory tools  move forward.  If  it  is  framed as  a  
transnational governance problem, international coordination becomes more plausible. Framing does not determine 
outcomes mechanically, but it structures attention.

The Christian concern is not anti-intellectualism. Proverbs 18:13 condemns answering before listening, and Proverbs 18:17 
reminds the reader that an initial case can appear right until it is cross-examined. Biblical wisdom therefore demands  
expert knowledge and adversarial testing. The problem begins when expertise becomes unreviewable priesthood, when 
credential becomes moral immunity, or when institutional consensus is confused with revelation.

3. The Rise of the Policy Institute
The  modern  policy  institute  did  not  appear  fully  formed.  It  emerged  from  earlier  learned  societies,  philanthropic 
foundations, reform organizations, university centers, internationalist associations, and administrative research bureaus.  
In the United States, Andrew Carnegie created the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in 1910 to promote  
international cooperation through knowledge and relationships (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, n.d.). In 
1916 the Institute for Government Research was founded to apply systematic research to public administration; it later 
merged with related organizations in 1927 to form the Brookings Institution (Brookings Institution, n.d.). These bodies  
differed in mission and ideology, but together they reflected a broader Progressive-era confidence that complex public  
problems could be studied by organized expertise.

The aftermath of the First World War intensified that trend. The scale of the war, the Paris Peace Conference, new  
questions of collective security, reparations, national self-determination, trade, finance, and the fragility of the postwar  
settlement  created  demand  for  institutions  that  could  maintain  international  expertise  between  diplomatic  crises. 
Chapter 8 examined the British side of this transition, including Lionel Curtis and the founding milieu of the British 
Institute of  International  Affairs,  later  the Royal  Institute of  International  Affairs,  known as  Chatham House.  The  
American story developed in parallel but not as a simple branch office of Britain.

The Council on Foreign Relations was founded in 1921. Its own centennial history describes the founders as a small group  
of influential New Yorkers and presents the organization as growing into a national membership institution and policy  
research center  (Council  on  Foreign Relations,  2021a).  The  Council's  historical  materials  also  acknowledge  that  its  
preliminary name was the American Institute of International Affairs and that American participants from the Versailles  
settlement maintained close but informal ties with their British counterparts at Chatham House (Council on Foreign 
Relations, 2021b). The phrase "close but informal" is important. It confirms transatlantic connection while stopping short 
of the hierarchical relationship later claimed by Carroll Quigley.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Proverbs%2018%3A17&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Proverbs%2018%3A13&version=CSB
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Institutionalization altered the scale of influence. A club of acquaintances can meet, exchange letters, and advise friends.  
A policy institute can build a library, archive research, employ permanent analysts, create fellowships, publish a journal, 
organize  specialized  study  groups,  cultivate  members  across  professions,  and preserve  institutional  memory  through 
changing administrations. It can become a bridge between officials who temporarily leave office and experts who may 
later enter it. The policy institute is therefore not merely a place where ideas are stored. It can become a circulation 
system.

The term "think tank" can obscure these differences because it is applied to organizations ranging from highly academic 
institutes to explicitly ideological advocacy centers. Some conduct long-term empirical research. Some produce rapid-
response policy briefs. Some are heavily dependent on a small donor base; others have large endowments or diversified 
revenue. Some publicly take institutional positions; others, including CFR, state that they do not. Some are national;  
others  are  globally  networked.  The  category  must  therefore  be  used  functionally.  The  relevant  question is  what  an 
institution actually does: research, convene, publish, train, fund, recruit, advocate, advise, or some combination of these.

The historical record also resists a simple story of benevolent expertise. Policy institutions have been embedded in the 
social inequalities of their times. Early membership circles were often disproportionately wealthy, male, white, highly 
educated, and concentrated in a small number of professions and cities. CFR's own centennial materials acknowledge the  
narrowness of its early constituency and document later efforts to diversify its membership and audiences (Council on 
Foreign Relations, 2021c). This matters because social composition can shape which problems appear urgent even when 
nobody intends exclusion. An institution can sincerely seek the national interest while drawing its intuitive definition of 
that interest from a narrow social world.

The strongest conclusion is not that policy institutes are inherently anti-democratic. It is that they occupy a politically  
consequential middle space. They are not elected, yet their output can reach elected officials. They are private, yet they 
often address public problems. They can be independent of government while depending on access to government. They 
can be funded by private actors while claiming intellectual independence. These tensions are not evidence of a hidden 
conspiracy. They are the normal architecture of modern policy influence, and that architecture deserves the same scrutiny  
Christians would demand of any other concentration of human authority.

4. The Council on Foreign Relations: Founding, Membership, and Institutional Design
The Council  on Foreign Relations  is  an unusually  useful  case  because  its  influence  is  neither  hypothetical  nor  best 
understood  through  sensationalism.  Its  public  records,  archives,  publications,  membership  programs,  fellowships,  
financial statements, and own histories provide enough evidence to reconstruct real mechanisms of influence. Princeton 
University's Special Collections holds Council records from 1918 onward, including board materials, studies, meetings, 
conferences, corporate programs, publications, and Washington programs. The finding aid itself states that the Council 
has had a significant impact on the development of twentieth-century U.S. foreign policy (Princeton University Library, 
n.d.-a).  This  is  archival description, not proof of control,  but it  confirms the seriousness with which the institution 
should be studied.

From the beginning, the CFR model combined membership and study. The institution was not created as a political 
party seeking votes or as a government bureau exercising statutory authority. It created a recurring forum in which people 
from diplomacy, business,  law, finance,  academia,  journalism, and government could discuss  international  problems  
outside the formal machinery of the state. That design gave it two assets that are easy to underestimate: continuity and  
cross-sector access.

Continuity matters because administrations come and go. A research program can continue across elections, preserve 
expertise, maintain professional relationships, and develop questions over years rather than campaign cycles. Cross-sector  
access matters because policy rarely belongs to government alone. Sanctions affect banks and firms. Military strategy  
depends  on  industry.  Trade  rules  implicate  corporations  and  labor.  Technology  policy  depends  on  engineers  and 
platforms.  Public  health  engages  universities,  foundations,  firms,  and  international  organizations.  A  membership 
institution that routinely convenes people from these sectors can become a place where policy assumptions migrate before 
they appear in formal government documents.

CFR's present form makes that architecture explicit.  Its 2025 audited financial statements describe the Council as an 
independent,  nonpartisan  membership  organization,  think  tank,  and  publisher  that  serves  members,  government 
officials, business executives, journalists, educators, students, civic and religious leaders, and other citizens (Council on  
Foreign Relations, 2025a). Its membership materials report more than five thousand members drawn from government,  
scholarship, business, journalism, law, and nonprofit work. The 2025 annual report likewise emphasizes a cross-sector 
community spanning government and nongovernmental organizations, academia and think tanks, business and finance, 
law and consulting, science and technology, media, and the arts (Council on Foreign Relations, 2025b).

None of this is hidden. Indeed, the public nature of the membership system is part of the point. Modern institutional 
power often does not depend on concealing the existence of an organization. It  depends on the value of admission, 
repetition, proximity, and trust. A senior official does not need to receive a secret command to be influenced by the fact  
that the same capable people appear repeatedly in study groups,  conferences,  advisory panels,  journals,  and candidate  
pools. Familiarity can make ideas seem normal. Reputation can make some messengers easier to hear. Participation can 
create professional relationships that outlast the meeting.

CFR also insists that it takes no institutional positions on policy. That statement should be taken seriously as a formal  
rule, but it should not be misunderstood. An institution can decline to adopt an official position while still shaping  
debate through what it  studies,  whom it  hires,  what it  publishes,  which questions it  convenes,  and which voices  its  
members encounter. This does not make the non-position claim false. It means institutional influence and institutional 
endorsement are different categories.
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The same distinction protects against the opposite error. A person being a CFR member does not prove that the person  
agrees with CFR staff, other members, or an imagined central doctrine. Membership creates a documented association, 
not obedience. The Council's membership has included people who disagree sharply on intervention, trade, alliances,  
China, Russia, the Middle East, globalization, and the proper scope of American power. A roster is therefore a map of  
access, not a chain of command.

For investigators of hidden power, this is a crucial methodological upgrade. The interesting question is not whether the  
CFR exists. It plainly does. Nor is the strongest question whether famous officials have been members. Many have. The 
better question is:  through which recurring mechanisms can such an institution shape the intellectual and personnel 
environment surrounding policy, and can specific outcomes be traced to those mechanisms? The Council's study groups 
provide one of the clearest answers.

5. Foreign Affairs, Study Groups, and the Power to Frame the Menu
The CFR began publishing Foreign Affairs in 1922. The journal has become one of the world's most influential forums for 
international-relations argument. Publication alone does not make policy. Yet a journal can shape policy indirectly by 
deciding which arguments receive elite visibility, giving authors a prestigious platform, preserving debates in a common 
professional language, and exposing officials to ideas before crises force decisions.

The most famous example is George F. Kennan's 1947 article published under the pseudonym "X," which articulated the  
logic  of  containment.  The  fact  that  the  article  became influential  does  not  mean CFR invented the  Cold  War  or  
commanded the Truman administration. Kennan was already a U.S. diplomat and strategist. The publication mechanism 
mattered because it moved a strategic argument from government analysis into a wider elite debate.  That is agenda  
formation: the circulation of a framework that helps decision-makers interpret events.

The Council's study groups institutionalized that process in a more private setting. Its timeline records the first groups in 
1923 on postwar financial and economic problems and dangerous areas in Europe. In 1936 it organized a Conference for 
University  Men,  bringing different  generations  together  around international  relations.  In  1937,  with  a  Rockefeller 
Foundation grant, CFR established its first research fellowships and appointed Percy W. Bidwell as its first director of  
studies. By 1939 it had launched the War and Peace Studies project and a seminar for junior executives (Council on Foreign  
Relations, 2021d).

These programs reveal several mechanisms operating at once. First, study groups create repeated deliberation. Participants  
do not simply hear a speech; they return to a problem, respond to papers, revise assumptions, and learn one another's  
reasoning.  Second,  they  mix  institutional  locations.  An  academic  may  sit  with  a  banker,  lawyer,  military  officer, 
diplomat, or corporate executive.  Third, they convert private conversation into written output.  Memoranda, reports,  
articles, books, and later public testimony can carry group work into formal institutions. Fourth, they form professional  
networks. Participants who later enter government do not arrive as strangers to one another.

Zaytsev  et  al.  (2022)  provide  a  useful  framework for  understanding  the  result.  Think tanks  may  act  as  "alternative 
facilitators" by developing policy proposals that compete with official policy, or as "policy legitimizers" by clarifying and  
defending policies  already  being considered.  CFR's  history  contains  examples  of  both.  Its  own centennial  materials 
celebrate studies that challenged prevailing strategies as well as projects requested by government. The institution's power 
therefore cannot be reduced to either opposition or obedience. It is better described as policy intermediation.

This  is  also  where  the  notion  of  controlled  knowledge  requires  careful  treatment.  A  private  study  group  is  not  
automatically deceptive. Sensitive diplomatic or strategic problems often require confidentiality. The danger arises when 
private deliberation becomes the only meaningful venue in which alternatives are considered, when access is restricted by  
social prestige rather than relevant competence, or when conclusions migrate into public policy without citizens being  
able to reconstruct the assumptions that produced them. Democratic accountability does not require every conversation 
to be livestreamed. It does require that consequential public decisions ultimately be open to scrutiny, challenge, and  
lawful oversight.

The Chatham House Rule, discussed later in this chapter, formalizes one solution to this tension: information may be  
used, but speakers are not attributed. That can encourage candor. It can also make causal reconstruction harder. The same 
institutional  design can  therefore  produce  both  public  benefit  and  accountability  risk.  Evidence  must  show  how it 
functioned in a particular case.

For Christian discernment, the moral analogy is straightforward. John 3:20-21 distinguishes deeds that fear the light from 
deeds that can come into the light. The text is not a command to abolish all confidentiality. Scripture itself recognizes  
prudent secrecy in counsel  and protection of vulnerable information.  The test  is  moral:  is  privacy serving truth and 
responsible stewardship, or is it shielding manipulation, corruption, or unaccountable rule? Policy institutions must be  
judged by evidence of practice, not by the mere existence of a closed door.

6. War and Peace Studies: A Documented Channel Into Government
The CFR's War and Peace Studies project, conducted from 1939 to 1945, is one of the strongest documented cases of private  
policy expertise entering government deliberation. It matters because it moves the analysis beyond membership lists and 
reputational influence into a traceable mechanism. The Council's own centennial history states that the project began at 
the outbreak of war in Europe to support the U.S. Department of State by analyzing the political and economic effects of  
the war and the American interest in the eventual settlement. It reports 361 meetings and 670 memoranda prepared and 
submitted to the State Department by the project's conclusion (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021e). Princeton's archival  
finding aids preserve War and Peace Studies records and published reports within the larger CFR collection (Princeton 
University Library, n.d.-b, n.d.-c).

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John%203%3A20-21&version=CSB
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The project is therefore ESTABLISHED as a direct channel from a private policy institution to the U.S. foreign-policy  
apparatus. That fact is significant enough without exaggeration. A body outside the government assembled specialists, 
developed  memoranda,  and  supplied  them  to  officials  during  a  period  in  which  the  architecture  of  the  postwar  
international order was being debated. This is exactly the kind of influence that simplistic accounts often miss because it  
is neither a bribery scandal nor an elected mandate. It is influence through expertise and access.

What does the evidence establish about causation? It establishes that recommendations were produced and transmitted. It  
establishes  organized  access.  It  establishes  that  CFR  experts  worked  on  issues  government  officials  considered 
consequential. It does not establish that every recommendation was accepted, that the State Department was subordinate  
to the Council, or that postwar institutions can be attributed to CFR alone. Governments receive competing advice from  
departments, military services, diplomats, economists, allies, corporations, Congress, and the president's own political 
advisers. To claim control, one would need decision-level evidence showing that a specific Council recommendation 
displaced alternatives and was adopted because of the Council's intervention.

The distinction between access and sovereignty is not semantic. It is the difference between a historically demonstrable  
claim and a totalizing one. Access can be immensely valuable. An institution that knows what officials are considering  
can  tailor  its  research.  Officials  who  trust  an  institution  may  ask  it  questions  that  never  reach  the  general  public.  
Specialists who contribute to memoranda may later enter government. These mechanisms can shape policy even if no  
single memorandum becomes law.

The War and Peace Studies case also shows why institutional archives matter. Princeton's CFR collection includes records  
of studies, meetings, conferences, administration, publications, and other organizational activity spanning a century. The 
archive allows researchers to move from general claims about influence to document-level questions: who attended, what  
was discussed, what paper circulated, what recommendation changed, and which official responded. This is precisely the  
discipline required for stigmatized knowledge. The fact that a claim concerns elite influence does not reduce the need for  
ordinary historical proof. It increases it.

Carroll Quigley interpreted the same institutional world much more strongly. In Tragedy and Hope, he described the 
Royal Institute of International Affairs and CFR as outward institutional forms growing from the Round Table milieu 
and characterized the New York Council as a "front for J. P. Morgan and Company" associated with an American Round 
Table group (Quigley, 1966, pp. 951-952). The personnel and financial connections he points toward deserve investigation.  
But "front" is a causal term. It implies that the visible organization serves an underlying principal. That requires evidence  
of direction, not merely overlapping membership, social ties, donors, or shared internationalist aims.

The War and Peace Studies evidence therefore cuts in two directions. It confirms that CFR was not merely a discussion 
club. It had direct policy access and produced work for government. It also shows why the stronger theory should not be  
smuggled  in  through vocabulary.  The  documented mechanism is  already  consequential.  We do not  strengthen the  
evidence by converting influence into command without an evidentiary bridge.

For  the  Church,  this  matters  spiritually  because  fear  feeds  on  vagueness.  "They  control  everything"  can  become  a  
substitute for patient investigation. 2 Timothy 1:7 reminds believers that God has not given a spirit of fear, but of power, 
love, and sound judgment. Sound judgment names the real channel, measures it accurately, and refuses both denial and 
panic.

7. Chatham House and the Transatlantic Exchange of Policy Knowledge
Chapter 8 established the personnel bridge from the Round Table milieu into the founding environment of Chatham 
House. Chapter 9 need not retell that genealogy. The institution is relevant here for a different reason: it demonstrates 
how a  policy  institute  can make recurring  private  deliberation,  research,  and government  exchange  into  a  durable  
method of public influence.

Chatham House's formal history records a Royal Charter in 1926 and the adoption of the Chatham House Rule in 1927.  
The Rule permits participants to use information received in a meeting while prohibiting disclosure of the identity or 
affiliation of the speaker or other participants  (Chatham House,  n.d.-a).  The purpose is  candid discussion.  A serving 
official  can  test  an  argument  without  creating  a  formal  government  commitment.  A  corporate  leader  can disclose 
concerns  without  being  publicly  quoted.  A  scholar  can  challenge  prevailing  assumptions  without  the  conversation 
immediately becoming a media performance.

This  institutional  technology  has  clear  benefits.  Diplomacy  and  policy  formation  sometimes  require  exploratory  
conversation. People often speak more honestly when every sentence will not be attributed to them. Confidentiality can 
allow experts to distinguish what their organizations officially say from what they privately think may be feasible. Used 
responsibly, non-attribution can improve understanding.

It also creates an evidentiary limitation. If policy ideas emerge from non-attributed discussions, later historians may 
know that a forum occurred without being able to reconstruct who advanced a particular proposal. The Rule therefore 
does  not  prove  hidden  command,  but  it  does  intentionally  reduce  attribution.  That  is  why  a  serious  investigation 
distinguishes the existence of private deliberation from claims about what the deliberation caused.

Chatham House's wartime record provides a more concrete mechanism. During the Second World War, the institute 
created the Foreign Research and Press Service, seconded staff to government departments, supplied courses for British 
officers, and developed a Post-War Reconstruction Committee. Chatham House's account states that government came 
to depend on the service for press review, memoranda, and research, while staff sought to preserve the institute's political  
neutrality and independence (Niblett, 2015). The official institutional history likewise describes wartime research affecting 
intelligence and postwar planning, with staff moving into or working alongside government (Chatham House, n.d.-b).

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=2%20Timothy%201%3A7&version=CSB
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Again, the historical verdict is stronger than either dismissive or conspiratorial caricature. ESTABLISHED: Chatham 
House functioned as an expert institution with direct wartime relationships to government. ESTABLISHED: its people, 
research, and study groups contributed to public-policy thinking. CONTESTED: the assertion that these relationships 
demonstrate that Chatham House secretly governed Britain or was merely an obedient shell for a permanent hidden  
directorate. The same records that demonstrate access also show a formal institution with changing staff, debates, public 
scholarship, and distinct governance.

The transatlantic dimension is  equally important.  CFR's  own centennial  history says  that the American and British 
institutes  maintained  close  but  informal  ties.  Chatham  House's  history  shows  a  research  model  that  spread  
internationally,  and  CFR's  later  programs  institutionalized  relationships  among  policy  institutes.  The  influence 
mechanism is therefore less like an empire with a headquarters than a professional field with recurring nodes. Institutions 
exchange people,  methods,  journals,  conferences,  and vocabulary.  Cooperation may be deliberate  and dense without  
becoming hierarchical.

Current personnel illustrate that the circulation continues. On 24 February 2026, Chatham House announced that Owen  
Jenkins, then a senior British diplomat and a director general in the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office,  
would join the institute on 9 March as research director for Africa, the Middle East and North Africa, and Asia-Pacific.  
Chatham House now lists him in that role (Chatham House, 2026a). Olivia O'Sullivan, director of Chatham House's UK 
in  the  World  Programme,  previously  spent  more  than  a  decade  in  the  British  government  and  served  in  a  cross-
government unit whose stated purpose was to translate academic evidence into policy (Chatham House, n.d.-c). These 
biographies do not establish capture. They document the permeability of the boundary between government and policy 
research.

The institution's funding structure reveals a second kind of permeability. Chatham House publicly lists support from  
philanthropic organizations, government departments, corporations, professional firms, and members, while stating that 
it uses funding principles to protect independence (Chatham House, n.d.-d, n.d.-e). A diverse funding base can reduce 
dependence on a single patron. It does not make conflicts of interest impossible. The proper research question is not  
whether a donor appears on a list, but whether the donor funded a specific project, whether restrictions applied, whether  
relevant interests were disclosed, and whether the research methods and conclusions can withstand independent scrutiny.

Counter-evidence  deserves  equal  weight.  Chatham  House's  published  principles,  revised  in  October  2024,  require  
openness regarding funding sources, evidence-based research, external peer review of policy reports, diversity of viewpoint 
in convening, and escalation of high-risk matters to the institute's Council (Chatham House, 2024). These provisions  
count against the simplistic assumption that donor support automatically dictates conclusions. They are not, however,  
self-validating proof of perfect independence. The proper test remains documentary: whether funding terms, research 
design, editorial control, disclosure practice, and actual outputs are consistent with the safeguards the institution publicly 
claims.

This is a recurring theme: transparency creates evidence, but evidence still requires interpretation. A donor list is not a  
confession. A former government official on staff is not proof of covert instruction. A private meeting is not proof of 
conspiracy.  Yet  to  say  these  facts  prove  nothing  would  be  equally  mistaken.  They  reveal  channels  through  which 
knowledge, access, and professional relationships move. The historian's task is to trace those channels to documented 
decisions when possible and to stop where the evidence stops.

8. Think Tanks as Agenda-Setters, Conveners, Talent Brokers, and Legitimizers
The phrase  "think tank influence"  is  too vague  unless  it  is  broken into  mechanisms.  Policy  institutions  do not  all  
influence government in the same way, and one organization may use several mechanisms simultaneously. The most 
important  are  agenda-setting,  option  generation,  legitimation,  convening,  translation,  talent  brokerage,  and 
reputational certification.

Agenda-setting occurs when an institution helps determine which questions receive sustained elite attention. This does 
not require suppressing other questions. Scarcity of time makes selection powerful. A minister can read only so many 
briefs. A congressional staff can schedule only so many hearings. A newspaper can feature only so many op-eds. A well-
resourced institute can keep an issue alive through reports, events, expert commentary, newsletters, and direct briefings  
until it becomes difficult for officials to ignore.

Option generation occurs when policy researchers transform a broad concern into concrete alternatives.  "Respond to  
China"  is  not  a  policy.  Export  controls,  investment  screening,  alliance  coordination,  industrial  subsidies,  tariffs,  
diplomacy, military deployments, scientific cooperation, and technology standards are policy instruments. Specialists can 
compare costs, legal authorities, precedents, and likely reactions. The institution that supplies a workable option can  
influence the government even if it never secures public recognition.

Legitimation occurs when an institution provides arguments or expert endorsement for a policy that officials already 
favor.  Zaytsev et al.  (2022) show that this function differs from originating alternatives.  A policy institute may help 
explain why a course is reasonable, connect it to research, or introduce it to audiences that distrust partisan messengers.  
Legitimation can be benign when it improves public reasoning. It can be manipulative when expert branding disguises 
advocacy as neutral science.

Convening is the creation of a trusted room. A meeting can connect officials who would not ordinarily speak freely,  
experts from competing disciplines, corporate actors who possess implementation knowledge, and journalists who later 
interpret the issue publicly. The institution's influence then lies partly in network formation. The value of the meeting is 
not only what is said but who now has one another's contact information, who has been tested as reliable, and which  
ideas have become familiar.
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Translation is the conversion of specialized knowledge into forms usable by decision-makers and the public. A technical 
paper may be accurate but politically useless if no senior official can understand it under time pressure.  Think tanks 
specialize  in  executive  summaries,  policy  memos,  briefings,  testimony,  podcasts,  graphics,  and  public  events.  This 
communicative capacity can democratize knowledge. It can also privilege institutions with the money and media skill to 
make their interpretations more visible than equally competent but less resourced research.

Talent brokerage is the movement of people. Fellowships, term memberships, study groups, internships, advisory boards,  
visiting positions, and research programs identify capable participants and place them into networks where they become 
visible to employers and appointing officials. An institution need not issue commands to have long-term influence if it  
repeatedly helps determine who is known, credentialed, and trusted.

Reputational certification is subtler. When an expert is affiliated with a prestigious institute, editors, officials, donors, and  
media producers may treat the affiliation as a proxy for quality. That can be rational because institutions screen applicants.  
It can also become circular: a person is influential because the institution is prestigious, and the institution is prestigious  
because influential people are affiliated with it. The result can be a self-reinforcing policy class.

Medvetz  (2012)  helps  explain  why the  think tank is  especially  effective  at  combining these  functions.  It  sits  at  the 
boundaries  of  scholarship,  politics,  business,  and  media.  It  can  claim  analytical  distance  while  remaining  close  to  
implementation. That position is not inherently corrupt. But it can blur role expectations. The reader should ask whether  
a document is scholarship, advocacy, donor-funded research, government-requested analysis, or some mixture. Labels  
such as "independent" and "nonpartisan" describe governance commitments; they do not relieve readers from examining 
methods, funding, authorship, and alternatives.

The spiritual  danger is  the same one Scripture identifies  whenever human communities  begin to equate  status  with  
wisdom.  1  Corinthians 1:20-25 does not condemn learning;  Paul  himself  reasoned with philosophers  and officials.  It 
humbles the pretension that worldly wisdom can stand over God. Christians may learn from economists, diplomats,  
scientists, strategists, and policy scholars without granting them the authority to redefine good and evil.

9. Elite Universities, Fellowships, and Leadership Formation
Policy influence does not begin when a person enters government. It often begins decades earlier through education,  
selection, mentorship, and professional socialization. Universities, fellowships, scholarships, and leadership programs can 
shape the categories through which future officials understand public problems. Chapter 8 treated the Rhodes Scholarship 
as a historical example of elite formation and established the limit of inference: selection into a prestigious program 
creates networks and status but does not prove obedience to a hidden political agenda. Chapter 9 extends that principle to  
the policy ecosystem more broadly.

Elite  universities  matter  because they concentrate resources  and relationships.  Their  faculties  produce research,  their  
alumni  occupy  influential  institutions,  their  professional  schools  train  lawyers,  diplomats,  economists,  scientists, 
journalists,  and  administrators,  and  their  campuses  provide  meeting  points  for  visiting  officials  and  donors.  This 
concentration can create extraordinary public goods. It can also narrow the recruitment field. If the same small group of  
universities disproportionately supplies senior staff to government, media, consulting, finance, and think tanks, common 
assumptions may reproduce themselves even without coordination.

Professional  socialization  is  more  powerful  than  simple  indoctrination.  A  student  learns  not  only  propositions  but 
standards  of  seriousness:  which  journals  matter,  what  vocabulary  signals  competence,  which  questions  are  career-
enhancing, which forms of evidence are accepted, how to write a policy memo, how to speak in a briefing, and what 
counts as a realistic option. Many of these norms are necessary. The risk arises when "realism" quietly becomes conformity  
to the preferences of the existing policy class.

CFR's  fellowship  system provides  unusually  explicit  evidence of  the  circulation mechanism. Its  International  Affairs 
Fellowship, established in 1967, is designed to bridge the study and practice of U.S. foreign policy. Participants from  
academia or the private sector may spend the fellowship in U.S. government or qualifying international organizations,  
while fellows from the federal government or military may spend the year at CFR conducting research and contributing 
to Council projects (Council on Foreign Relations, n.d.-a). CFR's current web pages are not numerically consistent about  
the program's cumulative alumni total: the core IAF page reports more than 550 alumni, while the broader IAF-programs  
page reports more than 650. Because that discrepancy appears in contemporaneous pages maintained by the institution 
itself, false precision would be unwise. What is securely established is that the fellowship system has produced several  
hundred  alumni,  including  senior  figures  in  government,  academia,  and  the  private  sector  (Council  on  Foreign  
Relations, n.d.-a, n.d.-e).

This is not a secret revolving door. It is an openly declared revolving door, designed as professional development. That 
fact should transform the analytical question. The issue is not whether interchange exists. It is institutional policy. The 
relevant  questions  concern  effects:  Does  interchange  improve  government  by  importing  expertise?  Does  it  create 
groupthink by tightening a small professional community? Does it produce conflicts of interest? Does it help officials  
understand private-sector constraints? Does it encourage researchers to anticipate what government will reward? The 
answers may differ by person and field.

Contemporary biographies make the circulation visible. Erin D. Dumbacher, now a senior fellow and defense-program 
director  at  CFR,  served in the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  through a  CFR International  Affairs  Fellowship  before  
returning to the Council (Council on Foreign Relations, n.d.-b). The Council itself describes the fellowship as enabling 
her Pentagon service. Rebecca Lissner, now a CFR senior fellow and director of a strategy initiative, previously served as a  
deputy assistant to the president and principal deputy national security advisor to the vice president, participating in 
senior decision processes in the Biden-Harris administration (Council on Foreign Relations, n.d.-c). These cases are not 
allegations. They are documented examples of the professional circulation the institution says it intends to foster.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Corinthians%201%3A20-25&version=CSB
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Such circulation creates what sociologists call social capital: relationships of trust and recognition that make cooperation  
easier.  Social  capital  can serve the public.  A former official  may know which recommendations are administratively  
feasible. A scholar who has spent time in government may better understand implementation constraints. A military 
officer who spends a year in a research institute may be exposed to criticism unavailable within a chain of command. The  
same social  capital  can  also  make  outsiders  harder  to  hear  because  insiders  share  professional  references  and  access  
channels that others lack.

The Christian answer is not to despise formation but to ask what kind of person is being formed. Romans 12:2 commands 
believers not to be conformed to the age but to be transformed by the renewing of the mind. This does not prohibit  
Christians  from elite  universities  or  policy  institutions.  It  means  that  no credential  can become the  believer's  final 
intellectual authority. A Christian scholar may learn the craft of public policy while remaining free to challenge the 
moral assumptions of the institution that taught the craft.

10. Philanthropic Foundations and the Production of Policy Knowledge
Policy research requires money. Salaries, data, travel, archives, conferences, fellowships, offices, legal review, publishing,  
digital  infrastructure,  and long-term projects  must  be financed.  Philanthropic  foundations have therefore played an 
important  role  in  the  construction  of  the  modern  policy  ecosystem.  Chapter  12  will  examine  foundation  history, 
education, culture, propaganda, and the Reece Committee in depth. The narrower concern here is how grantmaking can 
help create policy knowledge.

The relationship is not difficult to document. CFR's timeline records that a Rockefeller Foundation grant in 1937 funded 
its first two research fellowships. In 1962 the Ford Foundation made a large grant to support new Council studies (Council  
on Foreign Relations, 2021d). Contemporary CFR donor disclosures identify foundations, corporations, and individuals  
supporting general operations and specific programs, while its financial statements show a diversified revenue model that 
also  includes  membership,  publications,  corporate  programming,  and  endowment  income  (Council  on  Foreign 
Relations, 2025b, 2025c).

These facts  establish funding relationships.  They do not,  by themselves,  establish donor control  over conclusions.  A 
foundation grant can be restricted to a topic without dictating findings. It can also create agenda influence simply by  
deciding which topics  receive resources.  This  distinction is  crucial.  Control  of  conclusions is  one form of influence; 
control of attention is another.

Grantmaking  is  purposive.  Foundations  do  not  distribute  funds  randomly.  They  define  missions,  invite  or  develop 
proposals, conduct due diligence, approve budgets, specify deliverables, and evaluate results. The Rockefeller Foundation's  
current grantmaking toolkit, for example, describes concept-note review, proposal development, due diligence, budget 
review,  and a  leadership  review designed to  ensure  that  proposed  grants  align with the  Foundation's  strategic  goals 
(Rockefeller Foundation, n.d.). That is normal stewardship. Yet when a small number of wealthy institutions can fund 
research at scale, their strategic priorities can shape which policy questions attract talent and durable infrastructure.

The  correct  evidentiary  sequence  is  therefore:  donor  priority,  grant,  research  activity,  output,  policy  access,  and 
documented adoption. Researchers should resist skipping from the first two stages to the last. A grant to a university 
center on global health proves a financial relationship and a chosen topic. It does not prove that every scholar adopted the  
donor's  worldview. Conversely,  a  claim of complete academic independence should not prevent scrutiny of  whether  
funding conditions influenced research design, staffing, timing, or public communication.

Current  institutions  increasingly  publish  donor  lists  and  conflict-of-interest  policies  because  these  concerns  are 
legitimate. CFR's 2024-25 donor listing openly identifies significant supporters and distinguishes annual funds, operating 
grants, endowment gifts, and special-purpose support. Chatham House likewise publishes major donors and corporate 
members and states funding principles intended to protect research independence (Council on Foreign Relations, 2025c; 
Chatham House, n.d.-d). Transparency does not resolve every concern, but it improves the evidence base. It allows citizens 
and scholars to ask specific questions rather than relying on insinuation.

There  is  also  an  important  asymmetry  between wealthy  funders  and ordinary  citizens.  A citizen may vote,  write  a 
representative,  join  an  association,  or  publish  an  argument.  A  large  foundation  can  finance  a  decade  of  research, 
fellowships, conferences, and institutional capacity around an issue. That does not make philanthropy illegitimate. It does 
mean private wealth can acquire public agenda-setting power without standing for election.

Biblically, money is never treated as morally inert. Scripture condemns partiality toward the rich and warns that wealth  
can create false security. Yet it also records wealthy believers using resources for legitimate ministry and public good. The  
issue is stewardship and lordship. James 2:1-9 forbids partiality, while 1 Timothy 6:17-19 commands the rich not to place 
their hope in wealth but to be generous. A Christian analysis of philanthropy should therefore neither demonize donors 
as a class nor pretend that money has no capacity to structure influence.

11. Advisory Commissions and Expert Panels: Influence With a Legal Boundary
Private  policy  institutions  are  only  one  part  of  the  expert  ecosystem.  Governments  themselves  create  advisory 
commissions and panels to obtain knowledge from outside the permanent bureaucracy. In the United States, the Federal  
Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  governs  many  executive-branch  advisory  committees.  The  General  Services  
Administration states that the law is designed to keep Congress and the public informed about the number, purpose, 
membership,  activities,  and  cost  of  committees.  It  also  emphasizes  that,  unless  legislation  provides  otherwise,  such 
committees are advisory only (General Services Administration, 2026a).

This is  a useful constitutional distinction.  Experts may possess  specialized knowledge,  but they do not automatically  
possess sovereign authority. An advisory committee can recommend; an authorized official remains responsible for the  
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governmental  decision.  That  separation is  one way a  democratic  system attempts  to  benefit  from expertise  without  
transferring formal power to an unelected panel.

The legal structure also reveals that concerns about opacity are not inventions of conspiracy literature. FACA developed  
because  advisory  bodies  had  become  consequential  enough  to  require  rules  on  chartering,  reporting,  public  access,  
records,  and  oversight.  GSA's  current  guidance  stresses  transparency,  public  participation,  access  to  materials,  and 
communication about how committee advice affected agency decisions (General Services Administration, 2026b). The  
problem of expert influence is therefore recognized within ordinary administrative law.

The  formal  boundary,  however,  does  not  eliminate  informal  power.  A  committee's  recommendation  may  carry 
enormous weight if agency staff lack equivalent expertise, if the committee includes highly respected specialists, or if  
political leaders want external validation for a difficult decision. The public may hear "the expert panel recommends" as  
though expertise converts a contested policy into settled fact. Yet expert panels can disagree, work under imperfect data,  
or make judgments that combine technical findings with value choices.

The  same  problem  arises  internationally.  Scientific  advisory  bodies,  standards  organizations,  treaty  committees, 
commissions, and expert groups can create technical norms that later shape domestic regulation. This is not necessarily a  
plot  against  sovereignty.  International  coordination can solve  real  cross-border  problems.  But  the  farther  decision-
making moves from ordinary voters, the more important it becomes to identify who has legal authority, who merely  
advises, what review exists, and how dissent enters the process.

Advisory bodies therefore illustrate a recurring pattern in this book: modern power is often layered. Formal authority 
may remain with an elected or legally appointed official while cognitive authority rests partly with experts. Financial 
capacity may rest with foundations or firms. Implementation capacity may rest with contractors or platforms. Public 
legitimacy may be shaped by media. No single actor controls the entire process, yet the combined system can be difficult 
for citizens to see.

This layered character is exactly why a pyramid theory can mislead. If researchers insist that one secret committee must  
command every actor, they may miss a more ordinary form of institutional dependence. Agencies outsource expertise 
because they need it. Experts gain access because agencies need them. Donors finance research because they value certain 
problems.  Media  seek  authoritative  commentators  because  audiences  need  interpretation.  Each  relationship  may  be 
rational in isolation. Together they can produce a concentrated ecosystem.

The Christian principle is accountability. Luke 12:48 teaches that greater trust brings greater responsibility. Expertise is a 
trust. The more influence a specialist has over decisions affecting millions, the stronger the obligation to truthfulness,  
humility, disclosure, and correction. Technical competence never cancels moral responsibility.

12. The Revolving Door: Personnel as a Carrier of Institutional Memory
The phrase "revolving door" describes movement between public office and private or nonprofit institutions that have  
interests in public policy. The term often carries a negative connotation, but the mechanism is not inherently corrupt.  
Governments benefit when experienced people enter public service from universities, firms, laboratories, civil society, or  
the military. Outside institutions benefit when former officials understand law, procedure, and implementation. The 
problem is that the same movement can create conflicts of interest, privileged access, and a market for relationships  
acquired in public office.

The law itself recognizes the risk. U.S. post-employment restrictions under 18 U.S.C. 207 include permanent restrictions 
on  certain  representations  concerning  particular  matters  in  which  a  former  official  personally  and  substantially  
participated, two-year restrictions on some matters that fell  under official responsibility,  and cooling-off periods for 
senior and very senior officials (Office of Government Ethics, 2016). These rules do not ban career movement. They seek 
to prevent public authority and nonpublic information from being converted immediately into private leverage.

Recent sociological research helps explain why the revolving door remains valuable even when explicit wrongdoing is 
absent. Wendy Y. Li's study of revolving-door lobbyists emphasizes political credibility: former government experience 
can signal bureaucratic competence, knowledge of process, and the ability to communicate in ways officials trust (Li,  
2025). The resource is therefore not merely a contact list. It is practical understanding of how government thinks and 
works.

Policy institutes exhibit the same mechanism. Michael Froman, who became CFR president in 2023 and remains in that 
role in 2026, served in senior U.S. government positions, including as U.S. trade representative, and also worked in the 
private sector before leading the Council (Council on Foreign Relations, 2026a). Rebecca Lissner moved from senior  
White House national-security work to a CFR fellowship role. Erin Dumbacher used a CFR fellowship to serve in the 
Department of Defense and later joined CFR's senior research staff. At Chatham House, Owen Jenkins moved from 
high-level  British  diplomatic  service  into  research  leadership  in  2026.  Olivia  O'Sullivan's  career  likewise  crosses  
government and think-tank work. Sam Vigersky's current CFR fellowship adds another type of cross-sector route: his  
career has included the Pan American Health Organization/World Health Organization, U.S. disaster assistance, work 
with the U.S. mission to the United Nations, and now a policy-research fellowship focused on humanitarian intervention 
and international organizations (Council on Foreign Relations, n.d.-d). These are publicly documented career pathways,  
not evidence of secret allegiance.

The mechanism becomes more consequential when several sectors are connected. A person may move from government 
to a bank, from a bank to a think tank board, from a think tank to an administration, from administration to a 
university, and then to a corporate advisory role. Each move can enlarge the person's network and provide insight into 
different institutional incentives. Over time, a relatively small policy community may share not one ideology but a dense  
web of professional familiarity.
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That familiarity can improve coordination in crisis. Officials may know whom to call because they have worked together  
before. It can also create access inequality. An ordinary citizen does not possess the same ability to call a former colleague  
now serving as deputy secretary, central-bank official, regulator, editor, or foundation president. Informal access can 
therefore coexist with formally equal citizenship.

The most important analytical error is to treat the revolving door as proof of prearranged collusion. Career movement 
establishes a relationship and a transfer of experience. To prove corrupt coordination, the investigator needs evidence of a  
specific benefit, conflict, communication, decision, or quid pro quo. Yet the opposite error is to treat career movement as  
politically irrelevant. Institutional memory travels in people. Professional networks travel in people. Assumptions about 
what policy is possible travel in people.

The  evidence  verdict  is  therefore  layered.  ESTABLISHED:  revolving-door  movement  exists  and  is  sufficiently  
consequential to be regulated. STRONGLY SUPPORTED: it carries expertise, credibility, relationships, and institutional 
knowledge  across  sectors.  PLAUSIBLE  in  particular  cases:  it  can  contribute  to  groupthink  or  privileged  access.  
CONTESTED unless specific evidence exists: that revolving-door careers prove a unified hidden command structure.

For  Christians  in  government,  academia,  finance,  media,  or  policy  institutions,  this  becomes  an  issue  of  vocation. 
Colossians 3:23-24 locates work under the lordship of Christ, not under the ultimate claim of an employer or network.  
Career capital must not become a rival loyalty. The believer's access to powerful people is a stewardship, not a license to 
trade public trust for private advantage.

13. Quigley's CFR Thesis: What the Evidence Carries and Where It Breaks
Carroll  Quigley  remains  central  to  discussions  of  the  Council  on Foreign Relations  because  he  made  claims much 
stronger than the Council's own institutional history. In Tragedy and Hope, he located CFR within the Anglo-American 
network described in Chapter 8, linked early American participants to finance and the Paris Peace Conference, and used  
the language of a "front" to describe the Council's relation to J. P. Morgan interests (Quigley, 1966, pp. 951-952). Later 
writers often repeat this passage as though Quigley's interpretation were itself a primary organizational document.

It is not. Quigley was a historian making a causal argument from networks, careers, finance, institutional relationships,  
and records he said he had studied. His claim deserves investigation precisely because some of the underlying relationships 
are real. It does not become self-authenticating because it is dramatic.

Several components are ESTABLISHED. The American and British international-affairs institutes grew from the post-
First  World  War  environment  in  which  British  and  American  participants  at  the  peace  settlement  discussed  
institutionalized  international  study.  CFR's  own  history  acknowledges  the  preliminary  American  Institute  of 
International Affairs and describes ties with Chatham House as close but informal (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021b).  
Early  CFR  leadership  and  membership  included  prominent  lawyers,  financiers,  diplomats,  academics,  and  business 
figures. Princeton's archival collection preserves board records, studies, meetings, conferences, publications, corporate-
program records, and other materials from the institution's first century (Princeton University Library, n.d.-a).  CFR 
quickly became an elite cross-sector organization with meaningful access to foreign-policy discussion.

It  is  also  ESTABLISHED  that  private  finance  and  philanthropy  supported  the  wider  policy  ecosystem.  Rockefeller 
Foundation funds helped establish CFR research fellowships in 1937. Corporate relationships later became formalized 
through programs for business participation. Prominent financiers and lawyers held leadership roles. None of this should 
be minimized. It shows that policy institutions can be embedded in networks of wealth and professional prestige.

The stronger proposition is different: that CFR was organizationally subordinate to J. P. Morgan and functioned as the  
American front of an unchanged Round Table command structure. The records cited in this chapter do not establish that 
hierarchy. The Council possessed its own governance, membership, research programs, publications, fundraising, staff, 
debates, and institutional evolution. Its own account of Chatham House relations emphasizes informality rather than 
subordination. A researcher could reasonably remain skeptical of institutional self-description, but skepticism does not  
supply the missing chain of command.

The evidentiary burden for Quigley's strongest language would include records showing that Morgan interests selected 
Council  leadership as  principals,  issued policy  instructions,  controlled budgets  in a  way that  determined substantive  
output,  vetoed contrary  research,  or  used the  Council  as  a  concealed instrument while  the organization knowingly 
misrepresented its actual principal. Financial association, friendship, common social circles, and shared policy preferences 
can be relevant evidence. They are not sufficient by themselves.

There is a further complication. Early twentieth-century finance, law, philanthropy, academia, and foreign policy were  
socially  concentrated.  The same names could appear across  boards  because  the governing class  itself  was  small.  This 
concentration can be politically significant without proving a hidden directorate. Indeed, the concentration may be the  
mechanism. A narrow class  can reproduce assumptions through ordinary recruitment and prestige without receiving 
secret instructions.

Quigley's thesis is strongest when treated as a network hypothesis rather than as a universal command theory. His work  
directs attention to people and institutions that can be independently investigated. It  is  weaker when words such as  
"front,"  "dominated,"  or  "controlled"  carry  more  causal  weight  than the  documentary  chain can bear.  This  chapter  
therefore reaches a deliberately differentiated verdict: CFR's elite cross-sector character is ESTABLISHED; its direct access  
to policy processes is ESTABLISHED in significant cases; historical relationships with finance, philanthropy, Chatham 
House,  universities,  and  government  are  ESTABLISHED;  the  proposition that  these  relationships  amounted  to  one 
continuous hidden hierarchy is CONTESTED and not demonstrated by the evidence reviewed here.

This conclusion does not protect the institution from criticism. It makes criticism more exact. Instead of saying "CFR  
controls American foreign policy," the investigator can ask whether a particular CFR study shaped a particular official,  
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whether a fellow moved an idea into government, whether donor priorities affected a research agenda, whether a task-
force report supplied language later used in policy, or whether a private meeting connected actors who subsequently  
coordinated. Those are difficult questions. They are also answerable in principle.

The Christian investigator has a moral reason to prefer them.  Exodus 20:16 forbids false witness. A righteous desire to 
expose unaccountable power does not permit an unrighteous inflation of evidence. Truth does not need exaggeration in  
order to be dangerous to darkness.

14. Consensus Formation Without a Command Center
The most important conceptual lesson of this chapter may be that coordination does not require a commander. Modern  
institutions can converge because their participants share professional training, data sources, incentives, social networks,  
geopolitical assumptions, and definitions of respectable policy.  This is  not a semantic escape from conspiracy.  It  is  a  
distinct mechanism that often fits the evidence better.

Consider a simplified policy community composed of civil servants, think-tank fellows, university specialists, corporate  
public-policy executives, journalists, foundation officers, consultants, and former officials. They read many of the same 
journals, attend some of the same conferences, recruit from overlapping universities, cite one another's work, and move 
among institutions. A new issue appears. No secret committee needs to send instructions. Participants may independently 
arrive at similar recommendations because they share assumptions about the problem, the legitimate instruments of 
government, the acceptable range of risk, and the institutions capable of implementation.

Haas's  epistemic-community  framework  helps  explain  how  common  causal  beliefs  can  coordinate  policy  under  
uncertainty  (Haas,  1992).  Medvetz's  analysis  helps  explain  why  think tanks  can  broker  authority  across  social  fields  
(Medvetz, 2012). Hanania and Abrahms (2023) add a selection mechanism: people with certain foreign-policy preferences 
may sort into institutions closer to power. Together these mechanisms can produce a policy consensus that is socially real  
but not centrally ordered.

This does not make the consensus politically innocent. A consensus can be wrong. It can exclude evidence. It can reflect  
class  interest,  ideological  fashion,  career  incentives,  donor  priorities,  bureaucratic  self-preservation,  or  the  fear  of 
reputational punishment. It can become so normalized that participants no longer experience it as an ideology. They 
simply experience alternatives as unserious.

The language of "there is no alternative" is therefore a warning sign even when nobody is conspiring. Political judgment  
involves tradeoffs. When institutions present a contested choice as technically inevitable, value judgments can hide inside 
expert language. A model may assume a discount rate, a threat probability, a growth path, a definition of security, or a 
threshold of acceptable collateral harm. Those assumptions are not necessarily fraudulent. They need to be made visible.

Consensus  can  also  be  manufactured  more  deliberately.  An  institution  may  convene  selected  experts,  commission 
research within a pre-defined frame, brief journalists, publish reports, cultivate political champions, and build a coalition 
until a proposal appears to have broad independent support. If the same funder or coordinating body secretly directs all  
the apparent voices, that can become deceptive astroturfing or concealed coordination. But the inference must be proven  
with financial, contractual, communication, or organizational evidence. Similar talking points are a lead, not a verdict.

A  second  mechanism  is  reputational  discipline.  Professionals  know  that  careers  depend  partly  on  being  seen  as 
responsible. If certain positions are associated with extremism, ignorance, or disloyalty, people may self-censor without 
formal  coercion.  Institutions can therefore narrow debate  through social  costs.  This  is  not unique to establishment 
organizations.  Alternative-media  ecosystems  can  do  the  same  thing  by  punishing  anyone  who  questions  a  favored 
conspiracy theory. Every information community is vulnerable to epistemic closure.

The Church must be especially cautious here. Christian discernment is not achieved by changing tribes. A believer who  
assumes  the  official  expert  class  is  always  right  has  surrendered  judgment.  A  believer  who  assumes  the  dissident  
commentator is always right has done the same thing. 1 Thessalonians 5:21 commands testing and holding on to what is 
good. The command presupposes neither blind trust nor permanent suspicion.

Consensus becomes spiritually dangerous when it claims a moral authority that belongs to God. If a professional class  
declares sin to be good, injustice to be necessary, falsehood to be compassionate, or human autonomy to be ultimate, the  
Christian must dissent even if every prestigious institution agrees. Isaiah 5:20 is not suspended by peer review. At the same 
time, a Christian may not baptize personal ignorance as prophetic courage. Truth remains truth whether spoken by an 
insider or an outsider.

15. How Policy Moves From Private Discussion to Public Implementation
A policy proposal rarely travels directly from a think-tank report to a statute. Influence usually occurs through stages, and 
identifying those stages is the difference between a plausible story and a documented mechanism. The following pathway 
is not a universal formula. It is an analytical model for testing how ideas can migrate across institutions.

Policy Migration Pathway

Stage Institutional mechanism
Evidence that would strengthen a causal 

claim

Problem definition Research  programs,  conferences,  expert 
framing, data selection

Agendas,  commissioned  studies,  terms  of 
reference, internal correspondence showing 
why the issue was prioritized
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Stage Institutional mechanism
Evidence that would strengthen a causal 

claim

Option development Study groups,  working papers,  task forces, 
university research

Drafts, minutes, competing options, named 
authors, records of revision

Elite circulation
Private  briefings,  member  meetings, 
Chatham  House  Rule  discussions, 
fellowships

Participant lists where available, calendars, 
briefing  papers,  correspondence, 
contemporaneous notes

Public legitimation Journal  articles,  reports,  testimony,  media 
appearances, speeches

Publication chronology, repeated framing, 
citations  by  officials,  public  endorsements 
or criticisms

Personnel transfer Appointments,  fellowships,  secondments, 
advisory roles, revolving-door moves

Employment  records,  appointment 
documents,  ethics  disclosures,  fellowship 
records

Formal government consideration Agency  memoranda,  interagency  process, 
committee hearings, cabinet papers

Official  records  showing  the  proposal 
entered  the  decision  process  and  how 
alternatives were assessed

Adoption and implementation Legislation,  regulation,  executive  action, 
budget, treaty, agency program

Final  legal  text,  implementation  records, 
traceable  language  or  design  features, 
decision-maker testimony

The model prevents two opposite mistakes. The first is to assume that similarity proves causation. A think tank publishes a 
proposal  and  the  government  later  adopts  something  similar,  so  the  think  tank  is  credited  with  authorship.  That  
conclusion may be correct, but timing alone is insufficient. Officials may have developed the idea independently, or both 
may have responded to the same external event.

The second mistake is to demand a signed instruction before recognizing influence. Policy ideas often diffuse through 
conversation, professional networks, public writing, and personnel. A minister may not remember which seminar first  
made an idea seem plausible. A civil servant may adapt a framework from several sources. Causation can be distributed.  
The  investigator  therefore  looks  for  cumulative  evidence:  sequence,  access,  textual  similarity,  acknowledgment, 
personnel, and implementation channel.

The  War  and  Peace  Studies  project  scores  strongly  on  several  of  these  criteria  because  the  project  had  a  stated 
governmental purpose, produced memoranda, and transmitted them to the State Department. A modern fellowship that  
places  a  scholar  inside  an  agency  establishes  personnel  transfer  but  not  necessarily  policy  adoption.  A  donor  grant 
establishes agenda support but not control of conclusions. A Chatham House Rule meeting establishes private discussion 
but may make speaker-level attribution impossible.

This  framework also  clarifies  why  policy  institutions  value  convening.  Ideas  are  not  adopted  only  because  they  are 
logically persuasive.  Decision-makers ask whether an option is administratively feasible,  politically survivable, legally  
defensible, financially supportable, internationally acceptable, and compatible with institutional interests. A cross-sector 
network can test these dimensions before a proposal reaches public debate. That can improve policy quality. It can also 
give insiders a structural advantage in defining what the public is later told is feasible.

The ethical question is therefore not simply whether experts met privately. It is whether the resulting public decision can 
be justified openly. A democracy may tolerate confidential deliberation, but it cannot remain healthy if the reasons for 
coercive public policy are permanently inaccessible to the people subject to it.

16. Reading a Network Map Without Turning It Into a Conspiracy Chart
Network  maps  are  visually  powerful  because  they  make  overlap  visible.  A  graph  can  show  that  a  person  served  in  
government, sat on a foundation board, belonged to a policy institute, studied at an elite university, and later joined a  
bank or  media organization.  When dozens  of  such careers  are  plotted,  the result  can look like  a  hidden machine.  
Sometimes the map reveals a genuinely important structure. Sometimes it creates an illusion of causation.

The first discipline is to identify what kind of tie is being mapped. Friendship, employment, membership, funding, co-
authorship,  meeting attendance,  kinship,  board service,  and documented instruction are  not  equivalent.  They carry  
different evidentiary weight.

Network Evidence Matrix

Observed tie What it can establish What it does not establish by itself

Shared membership Access to the same institutional community 
and possible opportunities for contact

Agreement,  coordination,  obedience,  or 
participation in wrongdoing

Employment or fellowship Formal institutional relationship and likely 
exposure to organizational practices

Personal  acceptance  of  every  institutional 
view  or  continuing  command  after 
departure
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Observed tie What it can establish What it does not establish by itself

Funding relationship Transfer  of  resources  and,  where 
documented, purpose or restrictions

Donor control of findings, unless contracts, 
communications,  or  conduct  demonstrate 
it

Meeting attendance Physical  or  virtual  co-presence  and 
opportunity for exchange

The  content  of  a  private  conversation, 
agreement, or subsequent causal effect

Repeated career overlap Durable social connection, familiarity, and 
potential trust

A  secret  hierarchy  or  coordinated  plan 
without additional evidence

Textual or policy similarity Possible  intellectual  diffusion,  common 
source, shared assumptions, or coordination

Which  actor  caused  the  similarity  or 
whether coordination occurred

Direct instruction or concealed agreement
Strong  evidence  of  operational 
coordination  when  authenticated  and 
contextualized

Broader  responsibility  beyond  the  actors, 
acts, and scope actually documented

The second discipline is to establish a baseline. Elite institutions naturally overlap because there are limited numbers of 
senior positions and because expertise is concentrated. If a map shows that many foreign-policy officials have worked at  
foreign-policy think tanks, the pattern may be meaningful but unsurprising. The question is  whether the overlap is 
greater, more coordinated, or more causally significant than one would expect from the structure of the field.

The third discipline is temporal order. A person joining an institution after a policy decision cannot explain the earlier 
decision. A donor relationship that begins after a report is published cannot have controlled the research design. Network 
analysis without chronology easily produces false stories.

The fourth is direction. If an official moves from government to a think tank, the movement could mean the institution 
is capturing the official, the official is using the institution, both are exchanging value, or neither is pursuing a hidden  
agenda. Direction must be inferred from evidence of action.

The fifth is counter-evidence. Institutions contain disagreement. CFR publishes arguments that contradict one another. 
Chatham House researchers dispute governments and one another. Universities contain competing schools. Foundations 
sometimes  fund  projects  that  produce  inconvenient  findings.  Any  theory  that  treats  every  disagreement  as  theater 
becomes unfalsifiable and therefore historically weak.

This does not mean network maps are useless. On the contrary, they are excellent discovery tools. They identify where to 
search for correspondence, grants,  meeting records,  appointment files,  and decision memoranda. The map generates  
questions. Documents answer them.

For Christians, this evidentiary restraint is an act of neighbor-love. A person is not morally guilty because a line can be 
drawn from his or her name to an institution the researcher distrusts.  Deuteronomy 24:16 embodies the principle of 
individual responsibility in Israel's civil context, and the broader biblical ethic rejects collective accusation without proof.  
Exposing real structures of power does not require turning association into moral contamination.

17. The Policy Institution in 2026: Scale, Money, and Cross-Sector Reach
Historical analysis becomes more concrete when institutional capacity is measured. CFR's 2025 annual report and audited  
financial materials, available by 2026, describe an organization with more than five thousand members, a major research  
program, Foreign Affairs, extensive convening, educational programs, corporate relationships, and a large endowment. 
The  2025  Annual  Fund  raised  $11.1  million;  the  Council  reported  $32  million  in  additional  unrestricted  gifts  from 
philanthropists and foundations, $6.5 million from its Corporate Program, and an endowment valued at just under $670  
million at fiscal year end (Council on Foreign Relations, 2025b, 2025d).

These figures establish capacity, not malign intent. Endowment income can support research independence by reducing 
dependence on annual political appropriations. Diverse revenue can protect against a single donor's leverage. At the same 
time, scale gives an institution durable agenda-setting ability. It can employ specialists through political transitions, host 
high-level guests, finance fellowships, maintain media platforms, and sustain issues over decades.

The cross-sector structure is equally significant. CFR describes its Corporate Program as a bridge to business and offers  
corporate members events, briefings, and interaction with experts and decision-makers. Its member community includes  
government,  finance,  technology,  law,  consulting,  academia,  media,  and  nongovernmental  organizations.  Its  2025 
programming included work on artificial intelligence, economic security, defense industrial capacity, global governance,  
trade, and geopolitical risk (Council on Foreign Relations, 2025b). The Council's mission statement frames this activity as 
informing U.S. engagement with the world and expressly states that the institution takes no official policy positions.

Chatham House presents a comparable but distinct British model. Its published donor information for the financial year 
ending March 2025  lists  support  from foundations,  corporations,  professional-service  firms,  government bodies,  and 
major corporate  members.  Its  current staff includes  former senior diplomats  and officials  alongside researchers  with  
academic, private-sector, media, and regulatory backgrounds (Chatham House, n.d.-d; Chatham House, 2026a). Again, 
the relevant finding is cross-sector permeability.

A critic can reasonably ask whether such institutions have more access than ordinary citizens. They do. That is partly 
their  purpose.  They  exist  to  convene  expertise  and  leadership.  The  harder  question  is  whether  that  access  distorts  
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democratic  responsiveness.  Evidence  will  vary  by  policy  issue.  An  institution  may  amplify  informed  criticism  of  
government in one case and reinforce establishment assumptions in another.

The current scale also exposes a weakness in simplistic secrecy language. These institutions publish annual reports, donor  
lists, staff biographies, podcasts, videos, policy papers, event transcripts, and financial statements. Much of the architecture 
is public. What remains less visible is the effect of repeated relationships: which private conversation changed a view,  
which fellowship created a future appointment, which donor priority created a research field, which report supplied the  
phrase later adopted by government, and which participant became a trusted adviser.

The modern challenge is therefore not merely to "expose a secret." It is to understand a system of influence operating 
across  public  and  private  domains.  That  system  can  contain  legitimate  research,  career  development,  self-interest, 
ideology, philanthropy, patriotism, ambition, genuine public service,  and occasional abuse at the same time. Mature 
analysis refuses to flatten human motives into one category.

18. The Spiritual Problem of Technocratic Confidence
This chapter has focused on institutions, but the deepest theological issue is anthropological. What happens when human 
beings begin to believe that sufficient expertise can solve the moral problem of human rule?

Technocracy,  in  its  broadest  sense,  is  government  shaped  heavily  by  technical  expertise  and  managerial  reasoning.  
Expertise is necessary. Scripture commends skill, counsel, prudence, and knowledge. Joseph administered grain in Egypt.  
Daniel served within imperial government without surrendering covenant loyalty. Proverbs repeatedly commends wise  
counsel. The biblical objection is not to competence.

The objection is to misplaced trust.  Psalm 146:3-5 warns against putting ultimate trust in human rulers.  Jeremiah 17:5-8 
contrasts reliance on human strength with trust in the Lord. No panel of specialists can remove sin from the human  
heart. No model can convert selfishness into righteousness. No institution can acquire enough data to become morally  
omniscient.

The  technocratic  temptation  is  particularly  strong  when  systems  are  complex.  Complexity  creates  impatience  with 
ordinary citizens. Experts may conclude that public disagreement is an information problem: if people understood the 
model, they would consent. Sometimes that is partly true. Misinformation exists. But democratic disagreement can also  
reflect legitimate conflicts of values, risk tolerance, regional interest, conscience, and moral principle.  To treat every 
dissenting citizen as cognitively defective is a form of political pride.

A second temptation is to hide value judgments inside technical language. A cost-benefit model cannot decide whose  
suffering is  morally acceptable without a prior value structure. A risk model cannot tell a government what it must  
worship.  An  optimization system cannot  define  human dignity.  Technical  tools  can  inform moral  judgment;  they 
cannot replace it.

A third temptation is institutional self-preservation. Organizations develop missions, budgets, staff, donors, reputations, 
and constituencies. They can begin to interpret new problems in ways that validate their own continued importance. This  
is not unique to think tanks. Churches, universities, corporations, agencies, movements, and alternative-media brands 
can do the same. The doctrine of sin forbids the Christian from assuming that only disliked institutions rationalize their  
interests.

A fourth temptation is esoteric pride. Policy communities often require specialized language, and specialized language  
can  become  a  boundary  marker  between  insiders  and  outsiders.  The  insider  knows  the  acronyms,  the  confidential 
background, the personalities, the committees, and the accepted vocabulary. Possession of insider knowledge can create 
the same spiritual vanity found in conspiracy subcultures: the belief that one belongs to the few who really understand  
how the world works.

The gospel destroys both forms of pride. Colossians 2:2-3 locates the treasures of wisdom and knowledge in Christ. The 
Christian does not reject expertise; he relativizes it under the lordship of Jesus. The expert must repent like everyone else.  
The dissident investigator must repent like everyone else. The ruler, donor, journalist, scholar, and citizen stand under  
the same judgment and need the same grace.

This is why the Church should cultivate Christians capable of entering policy institutions without becoming captive to 
them. Believers are needed in diplomacy, economics, science, law, technology, public administration, journalism, and 
research. Withdrawal would simply abandon important fields of service. But presence must be governed by Scripture, 
local-church accountability, moral courage, and willingness to lose status rather than compromise truth.

19. Policy Convergence and Biblical Prophecy: What We May and May Not Say
The existence of dense policy networks raises unavoidable eschatological questions. Scripture describes a future in which  
political authority, economic participation, deception, and worship become dangerously integrated.  Revelation 13:11-18 
portrays coercive economic exclusion bound to allegiance to the beast. Revelation 17:12-14 portrays rulers giving authority 
to the beast for a divinely limited period. These texts establish that end-time political and economic coordination will be  
real and morally charged.

They do not name the Council on Foreign Relations, Chatham House, Brookings, Carnegie, a modern foundation, or  
any present think tank. No responsible exegesis permits the historian to insert a contemporary institution into the text  
because its members discuss global affairs. The final beast system in Revelation is not merely a conference network or a 
technocratic bureaucracy. It is openly tied to idolatrous allegiance, deceptive signs, persecution, and economic coercion.

The  appropriate  contemporary  category  is  therefore  enabling  capacity,  not  prophetic  identification.  Modern  policy 
institutions demonstrate how ideas,  personnel,  finance, expertise,  and transnational relationships can be coordinated 
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across organizational boundaries. They show how private discussion can become public policy, how professional networks 
can outlast elections, and how common standards can diffuse across jurisdictions. Those capacities could be used for good  
governance. They could also be used by a future coercive system. Capability is not destiny.

This distinction matters because prophecy should sharpen discernment, not abolish evidence. The Christian who labels  
every  internationalist  scholar  an agent  of  Antichrist  has  gone beyond Scripture.  The Christian who assumes  global  
coordination is  morally  neutral  because  it  is  conducted  by  credentialed professionals  has  also  failed  to  reckon with 
Scripture's  warnings about concentrated rebellion.  The biblical  posture is  watchfulness  without date-setting,  courage 
without sensationalism, and readiness without political idolatry.

From the pre-tribulation perspective adopted in this book, the Church's hope is not that it will successfully map every  
institutional pathway before the final crisis. The Blessed Hope is the coming of Christ for His people. The full exegetical  
case belongs to Chapter 19, but the pastoral consequence belongs in every chapter: believers are to live ready. John 14:1-3 
directs troubled disciples toward Christ's promised return, while Luke 12:35-40 joins expectancy to faithful readiness.

Within that pre-tribulation framework,  1  Thessalonians 4:13-18 presents the catching up of the saints as comfort for 
grieving believers; 1 Thessalonians 5:9 locates the believer's destiny not in wrath but in salvation through Christ; and Titus 
2:13 explicitly names the appearing of Jesus Christ as the believer's "blessed hope." Faithful evangelical Christians disagree  
about the timing of the rapture,  so these passages should be argued carefully rather than weaponized against  fellow 
believers. Yet their pastoral force is unmistakable: the Church is called to await Christ rather than obsess over Antichrist,  
to pursue holiness rather than prophetic novelty, and to remain ready without date-setting. No policy network, however 
sophisticated, can interrupt the sovereign purpose of the Lord who gathers His people and judges evil in His appointed  
time.

Readiness is not an excuse for intellectual laziness. If anything, expectation of Christ's return should make believers more  
truthful because they know they will answer to Him. It should make them less manipulable because no earthly institution 
carries their ultimate hope. It should make them less fearful because no policy network can overrule the throne of God.

20. Evidence Verdict: What Chapter 9 Establishes
The following register summarizes the chapter's  principal historical and institutional claims.  The labels describe the 
strength of the evidence reviewed. They do not imply moral approval or condemnation.

Chapter 9 Evidence Register

Claim Verdict Evidentiary basis

Modern governments  depend on expertise 
produced partly outside elected institutions. ESTABLISHED

Government advisory  systems,  think-tank 
archives,  fellowship  programs,  policy 
research,  and  routine  use  of  external 
specialists.

Think tanks can influence policy through 
agenda-setting,  option  development, 
legitimation,  convening,  translation,  and 
personnel networks.

STRONGLY SUPPORTED

Haas  (1992),  Medvetz (2012),  Zaytsev et  al. 
(2022),  institutional  histories,  and 
documented  study-group  and  advisory 
practices.

CFR  was  founded  in  1921  as  an  elite 
membership  institution  for  sustained 
discussion of international affairs.

ESTABLISHED
CFR  centennial  history  and  timeline; 
Princeton CFR archives.

CFR  and  Chatham  House  emerged  from 
connected  post-First  World  War 
transatlantic policy circles and maintained 
close relationships.

ESTABLISHED
CFR  and  Chatham  House  institutional 
histories and archival records.

CFR  was  simply  a  subordinate  American 
branch  of  an  unchanged  British  Round 
Table secret society.

CONTESTED / NOT ESTABLISHED
Quigley argues a stronger hierarchy; official 
and  archival  records  establish  connection 
but not sufficient command evidence.

Early  CFR  contained  prominent  figures 
from  finance,  law,  diplomacy,  academia, 
business, and government.

ESTABLISHED
Historical  membership  and  governance 
records; CFR archival collection.

CFR's  War  and  Peace  Studies  project 
created  a  direct  channel  of  private  policy 
research  into  the  U.S.  State  Department 
during 1939-1945.

ESTABLISHED
CFR history reports 361 meetings and 670 
memoranda;  Princeton  preserves  project 
records and reports.

The War and Peace Studies  project  proves 
that  CFR  controlled  U.S.  wartime  and 
postwar foreign policy as a whole.

UNSUPPORTED

Access  and  advice  are  documented; 
comprehensive  command  requires 
decision-level  evidence  not  established 
here.

Chatham  House  has  institutionalized 
candid  policy  discussion  through  non-
attribution and has historically seconded or 
moved experts into government roles.

ESTABLISHED
Chatham  House  Rule,  wartime  history, 
institutional  history,  and  current  staff 
biographies.
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Claim Verdict Evidentiary basis

Private  non-attributed  meetings  are 
equivalent to conspiratorial wrongdoing. UNSUPPORTED AS A BLANKET CLAIM

Confidentiality  can  serve  legitimate 
deliberation; wrongdoing requires evidence 
of deceptive or unlawful coordination.

Foundations  have  materially  financed 
policy  research,  fellowships,  and 
institutional capacity.

ESTABLISHED
Historical  CFR  grants,  contemporary 
donor  disclosures,  and  institutional 
grantmaking records.

Foundation funding by itself proves control 
of research conclusions. UNSUPPORTED

Funding  establishes  a  relationship  and 
often  agenda  support;  control  of  findings 
requires  specific  contractual  or  behavioral 
evidence.

Revolving-door  careers  transfer  expertise, 
relationships,  credibility,  and institutional 
memory  across  government  and 
nongovernment sectors.

STRONGLY SUPPORTED
CFR  fellowship  design,  current 
biographies, post-employment law, and Li 
(2025).

Revolving-door movement by itself proves 
corruption or secret command. UNSUPPORTED

Career  movement  is  a  relationship; 
corruption  requires  evidence  of  improper 
benefit, conflict, instruction, or abuse.

Policy  consensus  can  emerge  from  shared 
training,  selection,  incentives,  social 
networks, and professional norms without 
a single command center.

STRONGLY SUPPORTED
Epistemic-community  theory,  think-tank 
sociology, preference studies, and observed 
institutional structures.

Dense  institutional  networks  can  create 
unequal access to policymakers even when 
formal political rights remain equal.

STRONGLY SUPPORTED
Membership,  convening,  fellowship, 
advisory,  and  career  mechanisms 
documented across the institutions studied.

Present policy institutions are identified by 
Scripture as the beast system of Revelation. UNSUPPORTED

Revelation  does  not  name  these 
institutions;  contemporary  structures  may 
be compared only as capacities or patterns, 
not declared fulfillment without warrant.

The verdict exposes a form of power that is more durable than a dramatic secret meeting. Institutions can shape public life 
by shaping the people, concepts, and options that arrive at the official decision point. That influence can be constructive,  
self-interested,  ideological,  misguided,  or  corrupt  depending  on  the  case.  The  historical  obligation  is  to  trace  the  
mechanism.

This is also why ridicule is a poor substitute for analysis. It would be false to say that concerns about elite policy networks  
are  imaginary.  CFR's  own  records  show  direct  policy  projects,  elite  membership,  government-facing  fellowships,  
corporate programming, and substantial financial capacity. Chatham House openly describes government interaction 
and policy impact. The institutions themselves do not claim political irrelevance.

But it would be equally false to treat every participant as a pawn of a single hidden hierarchy. Real institutions have  
factions, disagreements, competing donors, changing leadership, failed proposals, and internal debate. Power is not less  
real because it is plural. It is simply harder to map.

21. A Trumpet Call to the Church: Do Not Outsource Discernment
The spiritual danger revealed by this chapter is not merely that elites may influence policy. Every society has elites. The  
deeper  danger  is  that  citizens,  including  Christians,  can  surrender  the  responsibility  to  judge  truth  because  the  
institutions speaking appear too prestigious, too technical, or too interconnected to question.

The believer must resist two opposite priesthoods. The first is the priesthood of official expertise: the assumption that a 
credentialed institution, government agency, major foundation, respected newspaper, intelligence service, university, or 
think  tank  must  be  trusted  because  it  occupies  a  recognized  position.  The  second  is  the  priesthood  of  forbidden 
knowledge: the assumption that an alternative commentator must be trusted because powerful institutions reject him.  
Neither prestige nor stigmatization is a sacrament of truth.

The Christian alternative is Scripture-governed discernment.  Acts 17:11 commends examination.  1 John 4:1 commands 
believers not to believe every spirit but to test.  Psalm 119:105 locates the lamp for the believer's path in God's Word. 
Historical research can expose hidden relationships. It cannot become a replacement canon.

Churches should therefore cultivate people who can read budgets, statutes, scientific papers, contracts, annual reports,  
archives,  and policy  documents  without  losing theological  clarity.  Pastors  should not  outsource  moral  judgment to  
technocrats.  Researchers  should  not  outsource  spiritual  judgment  to  political  movements.  Christians  in  institutions 
should refuse the belief that professional advancement justifies silence when truth is at stake.

Discernment  also  requires  repentance  from resentment.  It  is  easy  to  study powerful  networks  until  hatred  becomes  
identity.  Scripture  does  not  permit  that  path.  Ephesians  4:31-32 rejects  bitterness  and  malice.  Christians  can  name 
corruption,  demand  accountability,  expose  deception,  challenge  concentrated  power,  and  still  pray  for  the  people 
involved. The goal is not revenge against an elite class. It is truth, justice, repentance, and faithful witness.
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For the unbelieving reader, the message must go deeper than institutional suspicion. A person can understand every policy  
network in Washington and London and still be alienated from God. One can expose donor influence while loving  
money.  One can condemn elite pride while being consumed by intellectual pride.  One can reject technocracy while  
making the self the final authority.

The gospel addresses the ruler and the ruled alike. Romans 3:23-26 places all humanity under sin and presents justification 
through faith in Jesus Christ. Christ died for sinners and rose from the dead. No policy reform can reconcile a person to  
God. No leaked document can wash away guilt. No membership list can give eternal life. Repentance means turning from 
sin and self-rule to the crucified and risen Lord.

For believers, the pre-tribulation Blessed Hope should produce moral steadiness.  Christ's  return is not a deadline for  
speculative charts or a reason to neglect public responsibility. It is a summons to holiness, witness, courage, and readiness.  
1 Peter 1:13-16 joins hope to holy conduct. A Church expecting Christ should be difficult to buy, difficult to frighten, 
difficult to flatter, and difficult to deceive because its treasure and citizenship are not controlled by the institutions of this  
age.

Titus  2:11-14 joins  the  Blessed  Hope  to  disciplined  Christian  living  in  the  present  age.  That  connection  is  decisive. 
Eschatological readiness is not measured by how many hidden networks a believer can name, but by whether grace has 
trained that believer to reject ungodliness, live sensibly and righteously, love Christ's appearing, and remain zealous for 
good works. The Church's most credible answer to manipulative systems is therefore not panic, but a holy people whose  
loyalties cannot be purchased and whose witness cannot be silenced by the threat of lost status.

22. From Policy Institutions to Transnational Convening
Part III has examined three mechanisms of influence in sequence. Chapter 7 treated money, credit, debt, and financial  
leverage. Chapter 8 treated durable elite networks. Chapter 9 has shown how networks can become institutions that  
preserve expertise,  convene decision-makers,  fund research, cultivate personnel,  and transmit ideas  across  public  and  
private boundaries. None of these mechanisms requires omnipotence to matter.

The next stage is transnational convening. Once policy institutions and elite networks exist within and across countries, 
private  forums  can  bring  senior  figures  from  government,  finance,  industry,  media,  academia,  and  international  
organizations into recurring cross-border dialogue. Chapter 10 will examine Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission 
using  their  own  records,  participant  lists,  archival  materials,  and  serious  counter-evidence.  It  will  ask  whether  
documented privacy and elite coordination amount to policy command, and where critics such as John Coleman move 
beyond what the documentary record can carry.

The Christian reader should carry one rule forward: never let the size of the claim exceed the strength of the evidence. Yet 
never let fear of the word conspiracy prevent investigation of documented coordination. The God of Scripture is not 
threatened by hidden rooms, powerful institutions, or transnational plans.  Hebrews 4:13 reminds us that no creature is 
hidden from His sight.

Policy institutions may control access to rooms. They do not control the throne. The Church's task is therefore neither  
submission to elite narratives nor intoxication with counter-elite narratives. It is faithful discernment under Christ until 
He  comes.  The  final  word  over  history  belongs  not  to  the  policy  class,  the  financier,  the  intelligence  service,  the  
corporation, or the state, but to Jesus Christ, the Lamb who reigns.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Hebrews%204%3A13&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Titus%202%3A11-14&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Peter%201%3A13-16&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans%203%3A23-26&version=CSB


PAWNS, POWERS, AND PRINCIPALITIES  |  CHAPTER 9

Open Christian Press  |  10.65655/ocp.m21.c33  |  18

REFERENCES
Brookings Institution. (n.d.). Our history. https://www.brookings.edu/about-us/our-history/
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. (n.d.). Our story. https://carnegieendowment.org/our-story
Chatham House. (n.d.-a). Chatham House Rule. https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/chatham-house-rule
Chatham House. (n.d.-b). Our history. https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-history
Chatham House. (n.d.-c). Olivia O'Sullivan. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-people/olivia-

osullivan
Chatham House. (n.d.-d). Donors to Chatham House. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-

funding/donors-chatham-house
Chatham House. (n.d.-e). Our funding. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding
Chatham House. (2024, October). Principles of independent research, convening and fundraising. 

https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding/principles-independent-research-convening-and-fundraising
Chatham House. (2026a, February 24). Chatham House appoints Owen Jenkins as research director for Africa, Middle East and North Africa, 

and Asia Pacific. https://www.chathamhouse.org/2026/02/chatham-house-appoints-owen-jenkins-research-director-africa-
middle-east-and-north-africa

Council on Foreign Relations. (2021a). The Council on Foreign Relations: A short history. https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/book/
Council on Foreign Relations. (2021b). CFR at 100: Reaching out to new communities. https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/reaching-

out/
Council on Foreign Relations. (2021c). CFR at 100: A changing membership. https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/changing-

membership/
Council on Foreign Relations. (2021d). Timeline of CFR: 1921-2021. https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/timeline/
Council on Foreign Relations. (2021e). CFR at 100: From the think tank. https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/from-the-think-tank/
Council on Foreign Relations. (2025a). Council on Foreign Relations financial statements, June 30, 2025. 

https://static.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/2025%20Council%20on%20Foreign%20Relations%20FS.pdf
Council on Foreign Relations. (2025b). Annual report 2025. https://www.cfr.org/annual-report-2025
Council on Foreign Relations. (2025c). Donor listing 2024-25. https://static.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CFR_AR25_DonorListing_2025-

10-16%20%282%29.pdf
Council on Foreign Relations. (2025d). Annual report 2025: Letter from the chair. https://www.cfr.org/articles/letter-from-the-chair
Council on Foreign Relations. (n.d.-a). International Affairs Fellowship. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from 

https://www.cfr.org/fellowships/international-affairs-fellowship
Council on Foreign Relations. (n.d.-b). Erin D. Dumbacher. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.cfr.org/experts/erin-d-

dumbacher
Council on Foreign Relations. (n.d.-c). Rebecca Lissner. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.cfr.org/experts/rebecca-lissner
Council on Foreign Relations. (n.d.-d). Sam Vigersky. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from https://www.cfr.org/experts/sam-vigersky
Council on Foreign Relations. (n.d.-e). International Affairs Fellowship Programs. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from 

https://www.cfr.org/fellowships/international-affairs-fellowship-programs
Council on Foreign Relations. (2026a, February 11). How I got my career in foreign policy: Mike Froman. https://www.cfr.org/articles/how-i-

got-my-career-in-foreign-policy-mike-froman
General Services Administration. (2026a). Federal Advisory Committee Act management overview. 

https://www.gsa.gov/policy-regulations/policy/faca-overview
General Services Administration. (2026b). Advice and guidance: Principles for managing federal advisory committees. 

https://www.gsa.gov/policy-regulations/policy/faca-overview/advice-and-guidance
Haas, P. M. (1992). Introduction: Epistemic communities and international policy coordination. International Organization, 46(1), 1-35. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001442
Hanania, R., & Abrahms, M. (2023). What do think tanks think? Proximity to power and foreign policy preferences. Foreign Policy Analysis, 

19(1), orac031. https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orac031
Li, W. Y. (2025). "Unicorns and hacks": Revolving-door lobbyists and the cultivation of political credibility. Socius: Sociological Research for a 

Dynamic World, 11, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231251368039
Medvetz, T. (2012). Think tanks in America. University of Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226517308.001.0001
Niblett, R. (2015, June 12). Chatham House's war: A vital contribution to the Allied effort and the shaping of the peace that followed. Chatham 

House. https://www.chathamhouse.org/2015/06/chatham-houses-war
Office of Government Ethics. (2016). Post-government employment restrictions (Legal Advisory LA-16-08). 

https://www.oge.gov/web/OGE.nsf/Legal%20Advisories/F38156B03E4055EE852585BA005BEC54/%24FILE/LA-16-08.pdf
Princeton University Library. (n.d.-a). Council on Foreign Relations records, 1918-2018 (MC104). 

https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104
Princeton University Library. (n.d.-b). War and Peace Studies Project, 1939-1945. 

https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104_c000271
Princeton University Library. (n.d.-c). Studies of the American interests in the war and the peace, 1939-1945. 

https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104_c011938
Quigley, C. (1966). Tragedy and hope: A history of the world in our time. Macmillan.
Rockefeller Foundation. (n.d.). Toolkit for prospective and active grantees. Retrieved August 16, 2026, from 

https://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/toolkit-for-prospective-and-active-grantees/
Zaytsev, D. G., Kuskova, V. V., & Kononova, A. (2022). The power of knowledge: How think tanks impact US foreign policy. Foreign Policy 

Analysis, 18(1), orab034. https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orab034

https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orab034
https://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/toolkit-for-prospective-and-active-grantees/
https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104_c011938
https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104_c000271
https://findingaids.princeton.edu/catalog/MC104
https://www.oge.gov/web/OGE.nsf/Legal%20Advisories/F38156B03E4055EE852585BA005BEC54/$FILE/LA-16-08.pdf
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2015/06/chatham-houses-war
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226517308.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231251368039
https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orac031
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001442
https://www.gsa.gov/policy-regulations/policy/faca-overview/advice-and-guidance
https://www.gsa.gov/policy-regulations/policy/faca-overview
https://www.cfr.org/articles/how-i-got-my-career-in-foreign-policy-mike-froman
https://www.cfr.org/articles/how-i-got-my-career-in-foreign-policy-mike-froman
https://www.cfr.org/fellowships/international-affairs-fellowship-programs
https://www.cfr.org/experts/sam-vigersky
https://www.cfr.org/experts/rebecca-lissner
https://www.cfr.org/experts/erin-d-dumbacher
https://www.cfr.org/experts/erin-d-dumbacher
https://www.cfr.org/fellowships/international-affairs-fellowship
https://www.cfr.org/articles/letter-from-the-chair
https://static.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CFR_AR25_DonorListing_2025-10-16%20(2).pdf
https://static.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CFR_AR25_DonorListing_2025-10-16%20(2).pdf
https://www.cfr.org/annual-report-2025
https://static.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/2025%20Council%20on%20Foreign%20Relations%20FS.pdf
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/from-the-think-tank/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/timeline/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/changing-membership/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/changing-membership/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/reaching-out/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/reaching-out/
https://www.cfr.org/celebrating-a-century/book/
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2026/02/chatham-house-appoints-owen-jenkins-research-director-africa-middle-east-and-north-africa
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2026/02/chatham-house-appoints-owen-jenkins-research-director-africa-middle-east-and-north-africa
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding/principles-independent-research-convening-and-fundraising
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding/donors-chatham-house
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-funding/donors-chatham-house
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-people/olivia-osullivan
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-people/olivia-osullivan
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/our-history
https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/chatham-house-rule
https://carnegieendowment.org/our-story
https://www.brookings.edu/about-us/our-history/

