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PART IV | TRANSNATIONAL ELITE COORDINATION AND CONTESTED HIERARCHIES

CHAPTER 10

BILDERBERG, THE TRILATERAL COMMISSION, AND 
TRANSNATIONAL ELITE COORDINATION
Private Convening, Informal Governance, and the Limits of Command

"There is nothing covered that won't be uncovered, nothing hidden that won't be made known." - 
Luke 12:2, CSB

1. From Policy Institutions to the Private Transnational Room
Chapter  9  examined  how  influence  becomes  durable  when  it  is  institutionalized  in  think  tanks, 
foundations,  universities,  advisory bodies,  fellowships,  publications,  and revolving-door careers.  The 
present chapter moves one step further.  Once influential people already inhabit dense national and 
professional  networks,  what  happens  when  selected  political  leaders,  senior  officials,  financiers, 
corporate  executives,  scholars,  technologists,  journalists,  and  other  opinion-formers  are  brought 
together repeatedly across national borders in settings designed for candor and privacy?

That question goes to the heart of two organizations that have occupied a disproportionate place in 
postwar arguments about hidden power: the Bilderberg Meetings and the Trilateral Commission. Both 
are real. Both deliberately convene people who possess unusually high levels of institutional authority, 
information,  capital,  reputation,  or  policy  access.  Both  have  helped  create  relationships  across 
government and private sectors. Both have been criticized for elitism, opacity, and democratic distance. 
Both  have  also  attracted  claims  that  go  much  further,  including  allegations  that  they  function  as 
command centers  of  an invisible  world government  or  as  operational  arms of  a  still  higher  secret  
hierarchy.

The  method  established  in  Chapter  2  is  therefore  indispensable.  The  existence  of  private  elite 
coordination must not be minimized because exaggerated stories exist. Equally, the existence of private 
elite coordination must not be inflated into proof of universal command. A serious investigation asks 
what the records establish about purpose,  membership,  confidentiality,  agenda formation, influence, 
personnel circulation, and policy transmission. It then asks where the documentary trail ends.

The result is more consequential than the claim that nothing important happens in such gatherings, but 
more disciplined than the claim that every major political outcome is decided there. The primary record 
shows that Bilderberg was created to cultivate transatlantic understanding among influential Europeans 
and North Americans and that its early organizers expected participants to carry ideas back into their 
own spheres. The Trilateral Commission was founded to extend elite cooperation across North America, 
Western Europe, and Japan,  to develop policy-oriented analysis,  and to cultivate a trilateral outlook 
among leaders inside and outside government. Those are significant facts. They describe intentional elite 
coordination.

They  do  not,  by  themselves,  establish  a  sovereign  chain  of  command.  Influence  is  not  identical  to 
obedience. Consensus is not identical to coercion. A private forum may shape the menu of ideas without  
dictating the final meal. A network may normalize concepts, build trust, introduce future officeholders, 
or  reduce  disagreement  without  possessing  legal  authority  over  any  state.  This  intermediate  zone 
between casual conversation and formal command is precisely where much modern power operates.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Luke%2012%3A2&version=CSB
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For the Christian reader,  the subject  requires  two forms of  vigilance at  once.  Scripture  warns  that 
human beings can hide wrongdoing and prefer darkness when their works are evil (John 3:19-21). Yet 
Scripture  also  forbids  false  witness.  Privacy  is  not  guilt,  and  secrecy  is  not  automatic  proof  of 
wickedness. The Church must expose what can be established without becoming addicted to accusation. 
The God who sees the closed room also sees the heart of the accuser.

2. The Postwar Atlantic Problem and the Birth of Bilderberg
The first Bilderberg meeting took place from 29 to 31 May 1954 at Hotel De Bilderberg in Oosterbeek, the 
Netherlands. The organization's current history describes the founding concern in restrained language: 
leading citizens on both sides of the Atlantic believed that Western Europe and North America were not  
cooperating as closely as they should on issues of common interest. The meeting was intended to create 
better understanding of the difficult postwar environment through informal discussion among people 
drawn from political, economic, social, and cultural life (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-a).

That self-description makes sense only within the strategic anxieties of the early Cold War. Europe was 
recovering  from  destruction,  colonial  empires  were  weakening,  the  Soviet  Union  had  consolidated 
control across Eastern Europe, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was still young, the Korean War 
had recently ended, European integration remained uncertain, and disagreements persisted over trade, 
defense, colonial questions, communism, and relations with the United States. Transatlantic cooperation 
was not an abstract slogan. It was a contested political project.

The surviving 1954 conference report is especially valuable because it permits the founding meeting to 
be  studied  without  relying  on  later  mythology.  The  document  identified  Prince  Bernhard  of  the 
Netherlands as chairman, John S. Coleman and Paul van Zeeland as vice-chairmen, and J. H. Retinger as 
secretary-general. It also listed rapporteurs assigned to major thematic areas and named participants 
drawn from the United States and Western Europe (Bilderberg Conference, 1954, pp. 3-5). The point is  
not that every participant held the same convictions. The significance lies in deliberate selection.

The  report  explained  that  the  organizers  sought  people  of  recognized  standing,  authority,  public 
confidence,  and  knowledge  of  transatlantic  relations.  Politicians  were  deliberately  limited  so  that 
business, labor, intellectual, professional, and opinion-leading voices would also be present. This was not 
random socializing. It was curated elite convening. The selection method was designed to gather people 
who could speak with authority in their respective fields and who possessed the capacity to carry ideas 
beyond the conference itself (Bilderberg Conference, 1954, pp. 5-8).

That distinction matters because it exposes a false choice that still distorts discussion. Bilderberg does 
not have to issue binding decrees in order to matter. If the organizers intentionally recruit people with 
institutional reach, create a private environment in which disagreement can be reduced, and encourage 
participants to carry resulting understandings into other settings, then the forum possesses an influence 
mechanism even without formal votes. The mechanism is relational and epistemic rather than statutory.

Archive-based scholarship reinforces this interpretation. Thomas Gijswijt's study of the group, based on 
Bilderberg and other archival collections, treats the meetings as a significant instrument of informal 
transatlantic diplomacy during the Cold War.  His work is  important precisely because it  rejects  the 
binary between official innocence and omnipotent conspiracy. Bilderberg was neither a meaningless 
dinner  club  nor  a  secret  world  government.  It  was  a  structured  private  network  through  which 
influential  actors  attempted  to  sustain  Atlantic  cooperation,  exchange  information,  manage 
disagreement, and cultivate common assumptions outside formal diplomatic channels (Gijswijt, 2019).

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John%203%3A19-21&version=CSB
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The Christian theological question should not be asked before the historical one. A private international 
forum  cannot  be  declared  an  instrument  of  Satan  merely  because  it  is  private  and  international.  
Scripture does not authorize that shortcut. What Scripture does authorize is moral scrutiny of pride, 
deception, partiality, unjust power, and rebellion against God. The historian must first establish what 
human beings  did.  The  theological  interpretation  follows,  and it  must  remain  proportionate  to  the 
evidence.

3. Oosterbeek 1954: What the Primary Record Actually Shows
The first conference report is unusually revealing because it preserves both the public justification and 
the  private  operating  logic.  On  its  cover  it  was  marked  confidential  and  not  for  publication.  The 
organizers  explained  that  confidentiality  was  intended  to  permit  unusual  frankness.  Views  were 
summarized without identifying speakers, and participants were asked to handle the report discreetly 
(Bilderberg Conference, 1954, p. 8).

Critics sometimes stop at that fact and infer that concealment proves sinister purpose. That inference is 
too quick. Confidential diplomacy, board deliberation, pastoral counseling, legal strategy, commercial 
negotiation, and national-security discussion can all have legitimate reasons for privacy. Yet defenders 
sometimes make the opposite error and treat confidentiality as politically irrelevant.  That also fails. 
Privacy changes the accountability structure of discussion. It permits powerful participants to explore 
positions  without  having  to  answer  immediately  to  voters,  shareholders,  readers,  party  members, 
employees,  or  publics.  The  resulting  freedom  may  improve  candor,  but  it  also  weakens  ordinary 
mechanisms of public scrutiny.

The  1954  document  becomes  more  important  at  precisely  this  point.  It  did  not  merely  say  that 
participants should converse and forget the meeting. It stated that the conference summary would assist 
understanding of views that participants had agreed to disseminate and that organizers hoped would be 
made understood  within  each participant's  "particular  sphere  of  influence"  (Bilderberg  Conference, 
1954, p. 8). That short phrase is historically decisive. It shows that the founding meeting understood 
diffusion beyond the room as part of the process.

The conference's public statement simultaneously emphasized restraint. Participants attended in their 
individual capacities. The forum did not claim to speak for governments or organizations. The stated 
intention  was  not  to  propose  governmental  action  but  to  identify  areas  of  agreement  and  better 
understand the reasons for European and American differences (Bilderberg Conference, 1954, pp. 8-9). 
These statements should not be discarded merely because they are public-facing. They are part of the 
primary record.

Read together, the documents support a bounded conclusion. ESTABLISHED: the first Bilderberg meeting 
was private, deliberately selected influential participants, sought transatlantic understanding, identified 
areas of agreement, and expected ideas to circulate into participants' spheres. ESTABLISHED: it did not 
constitute itself as a legislature, treaty organization, or executive authority. STRONGLY SUPPORTED: the 
meeting was designed to produce informal influence through relationship, understanding, prestige, and 
diffusion. UNSUPPORTED by the report: the claim that a hidden vote allocated binding instructions to 
governments.

This is a more serious picture than either side of the polemic usually presents. Informal power often 
works precisely because it does not need to appear in a constitutional chart. If a minister returns from a 
private meeting with greater confidence in a policy, a banker acquires a new assessment of political risk, 
a newspaper editor understands how senior officials are framing a crisis, or an industrialist forms a 



PAWNS, POWERS, AND PRINCIPALITIES  |  CHAPTER 10

Open Christian Press  |  10.65655/ocp.m21.c34  |  4

relationship with a future cabinet member, the meeting may have consequences without leaving an 
order stamped "approved."

That  is  why  the  book  insists  on  mechanism.  We  must  ask  whether  an  idea  was  discussed,  who 
encountered  it,  what  happened  afterward,  whether  the  participant  had  capacity  to  act,  whether 
documentary  evidence  links  later  action  to  the  meeting,  and  whether  alternative  explanations  are 
stronger. The meeting establishes opportunity and a possible channel. It does not automatically establish 
causation.

4. Invitation, Privacy, Governance, and Funding
Modern Bilderberg  preserves  much of  the  original  architecture  while  presenting  more  information 
publicly than critics sometimes acknowledge. Its official materials describe an annual three-day meeting 
of roughly 130 participants, with about two thirds from Europe and the remainder from North America. 
Political  and governmental  figures  form a substantial  minority,  while  the  rest  come from industry, 
finance, labor, academia, media, technology, civil society, and related fields (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-b).

Participation is by invitation only. The Steering Committee curates the list. The official frequently asked 
questions state that invitations go to leaders distinguished in government, business, technology, labor, 
civil society, and academia. The participant list changes annually and is published shortly before each 
meeting. The same source states that the forum does not seek public attention and that journalists may 
participate in a personal capacity rather than as reporting correspondents (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-c).

The organization is not a spontaneous gathering with no institutional center. The annual meeting is 
organized  by  the  Foundation  Bilderberg  Meetings.  A  Steering  Committee  governs  the  foundation, 
prepares the program, and plays a central role in determining participants. Current official materials 
identify  Henri  de  Castries  and  Marie-Josée  Kravis  as  co-chairs.  Steering  Committee  members  serve 
defined terms, and the organization maintains a small secretariat (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-d).

Funding is also more concrete than vague descriptions of mysterious money suggest. Bilderberg states 
that annual contributions from Steering Committee members cover secretariat expenses; hospitality is 
borne by Steering Committee members in the host country; there is no attendance fee; and participants 
generally cover their own travel and accommodation (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-c). These disclosures do 
not answer every question about indirect institutional support, staff time, security, or opportunity cost, 
but they establish the organization's stated financial model.

The governance facts create a useful analytical distinction. Bilderberg is private, but it is not formless. It  
has  a  foundation,  a  Steering  Committee,  co-chairs,  selection  procedures,  financing  arrangements, 
recurring annual meetings, published participant lists,  and a recognizable operating rule.  Therefore, 
claims that it is merely an accidental dinner gathering are not credible. At the same time, its formal 
structure does not  possess legislative or executive jurisdiction over states.  It  cannot enact  a statute,  
compel a central bank, sign a treaty for a government, or dismiss an elected parliament through its own 
legal authority.

The question is consequently not whether Bilderberg has formal sovereign power. It plainly does not.  
The serious question is whether its private selection of powerful people can create informal political 
effects. That is a different category of power. Informal effects can occur through trust, framing, coalition 
formation,  information  exchange,  anticipated  reactions,  agenda  convergence,  and  the  social 
normalization of policy ideas. Such effects may be important even when no participant can prove that 
another was "ordered" to do anything.
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This is one reason the ethics of elite privacy deserve more attention than conspiracy rhetoric usually 
gives them. Democratic government depends not only on formal voting procedures but also on citizens' 
ability to understand how significant ideas are formed and whose interests have privileged access to 
decision-makers. A private meeting can be lawful and still  raise questions of legitimacy. The correct 
democratic  question  is  not,  "Is  every  private  conversation  forbidden?"  It  is,  "When  private  access 
becomes recurrent, selective, and structurally unequal, what mechanisms ensure accountability when 
those conversations influence public choices?"

5. The Chatham House Rule: Candor, Anonymity, and the Accountability 
Tradeoff
Bilderberg  meetings  operate  under  the  Chatham House Rule.  In  its  familiar  form,  the  rule  permits 
participants to use information received in a meeting while prohibiting identification of the speaker or 
the  speaker's  affiliation.  The  rationale  is  candid  discussion.  People  may  test  ideas,  acknowledge 
uncertainty, revise positions, and speak across institutional boundaries without every sentence being 
treated as an official declaration (Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-c).

There are legitimate reasons for such a rule. Diplomacy sometimes requires exploratory conversation 
before public commitment. Scientific and policy experts may need to expose uncertainty without fear 
that provisional statements will be weaponized. Officials from adversarial parties may understand one 
another  better  when  they  are  not  performing  for  cameras.  Business  leaders  may  share  practical 
concerns that would be distorted if reduced to a headline. Confidentiality can therefore serve truth-
seeking in some contexts.

Yet confidentiality also creates an accountability tradeoff. The same rule that frees a participant from 
performative  politics  can  make  it  harder  for  citizens  to  know  whether  a  public  official  privately 
advocated a position contrary to public commitments, whether a corporate executive sought political 
advantage, whether a journalist developed unusually close relationships with sources being covered, or 
whether  a  future policy  was  socially  normalized before  formal  debate  began.  The rule  is  not  itself 
evidence that any of  these abuses occurred.  It  is  an institutional condition under which attribution 
becomes difficult.

The distinction between non-attribution and secrecy should also be precise. Bilderberg publishes the 
meeting's location, participant list, and general discussion topics shortly before the event. It does not 
publish  transcripts,  detailed  agendas,  speaker  attributions,  minutes,  votes,  or  a  final  communique 
because  it  says  there  are  no  resolutions,  votes,  or  policy  statements  (Bilderberg  Meetings,  2026a; 
Bilderberg Meetings, n.d.-c). The public can know who was present and what broad subjects were on the 
table, but not what a particular participant argued.

This intermediate visibility is important. It contradicts the claim that the very existence of Bilderberg is 
concealed. It also contradicts the claim that the meeting is transparent in the ordinary democratic sense.  
The institution is visible; the deliberation is substantially private.

For Christians, that tension should be evaluated by more than reflexive suspicion. Luke 12:2-3 teaches 
the ultimate exposure of hidden things, but it is not a proof-text declaring every confidential meeting 
evil. Ephesians 5:11 commands believers not to participate in fruitless works of darkness but to expose 
them.  The  moral  object  of  exposure  is  evil  conduct,  not  privacy  as  such.  The  Christian  researcher 
therefore seeks evidence of deception, corruption, coercion, partiality,  or abuse rather than treating 
confidentiality itself as a verdict.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians%205%3A11&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Luke%2012%3A2-3&version=CSB
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6. What Bilderberg Officially Says, and What Critics Allege
Bilderberg's  current  description  is  straightforward.  The  meeting  exists  to  foster  dialogue  between 
Europe and North America. Participants attend as individuals rather than as formal representatives. 
There is no desired outcome, no closing statement, no resolution, no vote, and no institutional policy 
position. The group says its purpose is discussion, not government by private conference (Bilderberg 
Meetings, n.d.-c).

A  narrow reading  of  this  statement  could  make the  forum appear  politically  inconsequential.  That 
conclusion does not follow. The absence of formal resolutions does not abolish influence. A central bank 
symposium, private diplomatic retreat, investment conference, academic workshop, or party caucus can 
affect  decisions  without  issuing  binding  votes.  Human beings  carry  information,  impressions,  trust, 
fears, and ideas from one setting into another.

The stronger critical literature often starts from a real observation: Bilderberg assembles actors whose 
ordinary responsibilities intersect with public power. Critics then infer that the conference is a place 
where major policies are decided in advance. Some writers go further and portray it as a component of a 
single  transnational  hierarchy.  John Coleman,  for  example,  places  Bilderberg  within  a  much larger 
alleged "Committee of 300" structure and treats overlapping elite institutions as operational arms of a 
hidden governing system (Coleman, 1992). Gary Allen and W. Cleon Skousen likewise helped popularize 
arguments in which elite transatlantic institutions were interpreted as interconnected instruments of 
establishment power (Allen & Abraham, 1972; Skousen, 1970).

These writers should neither be accepted wholesale nor dismissed without examination. They correctly 
direct  attention  to  real  institutions,  real  participants,  real  overlap,  and real  elite  coordination.  The 
evidentiary problem begins when association is converted into hierarchy without documentary proof of 
authority, instructions, reporting lines, sanctions for disobedience, or specific causal implementation.

A conference can be influential without being a command center. This is not a rhetorical compromise. It 
is a different theory of power. In networked institutions, influence may arise because highly connected 
actors  acquire  shared  frames,  because  repeated  contact  lowers  transaction  costs,  because  private 
conversation  reveals  what  others  are  likely  to  tolerate,  because  prestige  affects  which  ideas  seem 
credible,  and  because  relationships  survive  across  subsequent  offices.  This  is  exactly  the  kind  of 
informal governance that scholarship on elite networks has documented without requiring the existence 
of an omnipotent directorate (Gijswijt, 2019; Knudsen, 2016).

The strongest scholarly critique of sensationalism therefore does not vindicate democratic complacency. 
Gijswijt's archival work rejects the mythology of Bilderberg as a secret world government while still 
demonstrating the historical importance of the group in transatlantic diplomacy. The correction is not 
"nothing  to  see."  The  correction  is  "look  at  the  right  thing."  What  matters  is  informal  access  and 
consensus-building among people capable of carrying ideas into consequential institutions.

7. From Cold War Themes to Twenty-First-Century Agenda Signals
The  subjects  discussed  at  Bilderberg  have  changed  with  the  strategic  environment.  In  1954  the 
conference  report  centered  on  communism  and  the  Soviet  Union,  dependent  territories,  economic 
policy, European unity, and European defense. These were not marginal questions. They were among 
the defining conflicts of the early Cold War (Bilderberg Conference, 1954, pp. 9-29).

Over  subsequent  decades,  official  meeting  lists  record  discussions  of  monetary  policy,  European 
integration, Atlantic security, trade, nuclear questions, technology, economic instability, the Middle East, 
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Russia, China, globalization, energy, and other transnational problems. The recurrence of such topics is  
exactly what one would expect from a forum built to connect senior Atlantic actors. Topic selection itself 
is not proof of hidden policy implementation. It is evidence of what an elite network regards as worthy 
of private common attention.

That distinction deserves emphasis because agenda-setting is a genuine form of power. Before policy can 
be made, some problems must be defined as urgent and others as peripheral. Before a solution can be 
adopted, it must become thinkable. A recurring private meeting does not monopolize this process, but it  
can contribute to it by exposing influential participants to the same strategic vocabulary at roughly the  
same time.

The  72nd  Bilderberg  Meeting,  held  in  Washington,  D.C.,  from  9  to  12  April  2026,  illustrates  the 
contemporary scope. The official topic list included artificial intelligence, Arctic security, China, digital 
finance, energy diversification, Europe, global trade, the Middle East, Russia, the transatlantic defense-
industrial  relationship,  Ukraine,  the  United  States,  the  future  of  warfare,  and  the  West  (Bilderberg 
Meetings, 2026a). These subjects overlap with domains in which governments, technology firms, capital 
markets,  defense  companies,  international  organizations,  and media  institutions  are  simultaneously 
shaping public choices.

The appropriate inference is carefully bounded. ESTABLISHED: these issues were selected for private 
elite discussion. PLAUSIBLE and often STRONGLY SUPPORTED as a general mechanism: such discussion 
can influence how participants understand risks, opportunities, and one another's likely positions. NOT 
ESTABLISHED merely by the agenda: that a specific law, military operation, monetary design, AI policy, 
or corporate strategy was ordered at the meeting.

This difference between agenda evidence and command evidence is one of the most important lessons of 
the chapter. When a meeting discusses digital finance, for example, that fact is relevant to the history of  
elite attention to monetary technology. It does not prove that every later central bank digital currency 
initiative was scripted there. When future warfare is discussed, the meeting is relevant to the strategic 
conversation. It does not prove that subsequent wars were planned by the conference.

The investigator therefore resists retroactive narrative construction. Later events cannot be used to turn 
a  broad  meeting  topic  into  a  secret  order  unless  the  causal  chain  is  independently  demonstrated. 
Prepared elites can use crises. Networks can coordinate responses. Institutions can exploit windows of 
opportunity. But benefit after an event is not proof of authorship before it.

8. Bilderberg in 2026: Cross-Sector Power in One Room
The official 2026 participant list demonstrates why Bilderberg continues to attract serious scrutiny. It 
included senior political and governmental figures, central actors in finance and investment, leading 
technology and defense executives,  journalists  and public intellectuals,  academics,  and international 
officials. The list identified, among others, figures associated at the time of publication with the United 
States  government,  the  governments  of  several  European  states,  NATO,  the  European  Commission, 
Goldman  Sachs  International,  Amundi,  Lazard,  Norges  Bank  Investment  Management,  Google 
DeepMind, Palantir Technologies, Mistral AI, Anduril Industries, Meta, major media outlets, and leading 
universities (Bilderberg Meetings, 2026b).

The importance of this composition is structural. A cabinet minister may understand legal authority and 
diplomatic  constraints.  A  defense  executive  understands  production  capacity.  An investment  leader 
understands capital allocation. A technology executive understands technical capability and commercial 
strategy. A journalist understands public framing. An academic may introduce conceptual models. An 
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international  official  understands  multilateral  constraints.  Placing  these  actors  in  a  non-attributed 
setting creates a rare environment for cross-sector information exchange.

Such exchange can produce public benefits. Governments often misunderstand technological feasibility. 
Corporations  may  underestimate  geopolitical  risk.  Journalists  may  lack  direct  access  to  technical 
reasoning. Academics can become detached from operational realities. Private cross-sector conversation 
may correct error and improve mutual understanding.

But the same architecture produces asymmetric access. The ordinary citizen does not enter this room. 
Small firms, local communities, minority political movements, labor constituencies, churches, dissident 
scholars,  and  citizens  bearing  the  consequences  of  high-level  policy  may  be  absent  or  weakly 
represented. Selection therefore matters even if every participant acts in good faith. The composition of 
a room affects which experiences are treated as normal, which risks are salient, and which tradeoffs 
seem acceptable.

This  is  why the  democratic  issue  cannot  be  answered simply  by saying  that  participants  attend as 
private individuals. A serving minister does not cease to possess knowledge, relationships, status, or 
anticipatory  power upon entering  a  private  conference.  A  central  banker  does  not  become socially 
equivalent to an ordinary tourist because the conversation is unofficial. Institutional authority travels 
with the person even when formal authority is temporarily bracketed.

At the same time, it would be unfair to claim that every participant becomes responsible for every idea 
discussed. The meeting's very structure makes disagreement likely. Participants come from competing 
firms, parties,  countries,  and intellectual traditions.  Some will  argue against one another.  Some will 
attend once.  Some will  leave unconvinced.  A  participant  list  establishes  access  and opportunity  for 
influence. It does not establish assent.

The  evidence  therefore  supports  a  clear  conclusion.  Bilderberg's  significance  in  2026  lies  less  in  a 
demonstrable  capacity  to  issue commands than in its  ability  to  curate  unusually  dense cross-sector 
access among people positioned near strategic decision points. That is an important form of informal 
power. It deserves scrutiny without mythology.

9. The Missing Middle: How Private Conversation Can Become Public 
Influence
Popular debate often recognizes only two possibilities. Either a conference is a harmless conversation 
with no political effect, or it is a secret government issuing orders. Real institutions frequently operate in 
the middle.

The first mechanism is information. Participants may learn how other governments, firms, or sectors 
interpret a developing problem. Even when no agreement follows,  uncertainty is  reduced.  Knowing 
what powerful actors fear, what constraints they face, and what concessions they might accept can alter  
later decisions.

The second mechanism is framing. An issue can be described primarily as a security problem, a market 
problem,  a  technological  problem,  a  human-rights  problem,  or  a  governance  problem.  Each  frame 
privileges different expertise and makes different solutions appear natural. Repeated elite conversations 
can normalize a shared frame even without a formal resolution.

The third mechanism is relationship capital.  Trust is a political resource. When a later crisis erupts, 
people who have met privately may know whom to call. They may interpret one another's intentions 
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with less suspicion. That can facilitate cooperation, but it can also create insider advantages unavailable 
to outsiders.

The fourth mechanism is anticipatory coordination. Participants may adjust their own behavior because 
they better understand what others are likely to do. No one needs to issue an order. A corporation may  
invest  differently  after  learning how officials  see  a  regulatory  problem.  An official  may calibrate  a 
proposal  after hearing what  industry considers  feasible.  A journalist  may recognize which strategic 
arguments are gaining elite traction. Each actor remains autonomous, yet the network becomes more 
coordinated.

The fifth mechanism is personnel circulation. Individuals who meet in private forums may later occupy 
different roles. A scholar can become an adviser. A banker can become a treasury official. A minister can 
move to a foundation or board. A technology executive can join a government commission. Chapter 9 
examined the revolving door as a general mechanism. Bilderberg adds a transnational layer to that 
process.

The sixth mechanism is  diffusion.  The founding 1954 report  is  especially  important here because it 
explicitly  envisioned  understandings  being  carried  into  participants'  spheres.  That  establishes  that 
organizers did not view the meeting as socially sealed. Ideas were expected to travel.

None of these mechanisms proves corrupt collusion. They explain why a forum can matter without 
issuing commands. This is the missing middle between the official claim of discussion and the critics' 
claim of government from the shadows.

10. What Would Count as Evidence of Policy Command?
Because the term "control" is so often used without definition, the evidentiary threshold must be stated 
clearly. To establish that Bilderberg commanded a government policy, the investigator would need more 
than the  presence of  relevant  officials  and a  later  similar  outcome.  Strong evidence would  include 
identifiable instructions, records of a decision taken on behalf of the forum, communications assigning 
tasks, financial leverage conditioned on compliance, reporting requirements, sanctions for disobedience, 
contemporaneous admissions that an official was implementing a conference decision, or a reproducible 
sequence connecting meeting discussion to formal action.

Such evidence can be direct or circumstantial. Conspiracies rarely write incriminating minutes in plain 
language.  But  circumstantial  evidence  must  discriminate  among  competing  explanations.  Timing, 
private  communications,  coordinated  public  statements,  concealed  funding,  internal  drafts,  and 
subsequent implementation can collectively become powerful.  The question is whether the evidence 
makes  command substantially  more  likely  than ordinary  policy  convergence,  independent  strategic 
calculation, lobbying, alliance coordination, or ideological similarity.

The same standard protects against a common retrospective error. If a person attends Bilderberg and 
later becomes prime minister, president, central banker, or minister, the sequence is noteworthy. It may 
reveal  elite  recruitment  patterns  or  professional  networks.  It  does  not  prove  that  the  conference 
appointed  the  person.  To  establish  kingmaking,  one  would  need  evidence  of  organized  support, 
selection, financing, influence over nomination mechanisms, or other causal intervention.

Similarly, if an idea discussed at Bilderberg later becomes policy, three questions must be separated. 
Was the idea already circulating widely before the meeting? Did the relevant decision-makers arrive 
with  established  positions?  Is  there  evidence  that  the  meeting  changed  their  views  or  coordinated 
implementation? Without those distinctions, chronological sequence becomes a substitute for causation.
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This is not excessive skepticism. It is the standard that allows the book to make strong claims when 
strong evidence appears. Documented coordination should be named plainly. Unsupported command 
claims should  be rejected plainly.  The Church has no need to  exaggerate  in  order  to  warn against  
concentrated power.

11. Bilderberg Is Neither Nothing nor an Omnipotent Directorate
The strongest evidence-based interpretation can now be stated. Bilderberg is an institutionalized forum 
of transatlantic elite convening.  It  intentionally selects influential  participants,  creates a confidential 
environment,  discusses  strategically  significant  issues,  and  historically  expected  ideas  to  circulate 
through participants' spheres. Its continuing participant composition provides unusually dense access 
across  political,  economic,  technological,  intellectual,  and  media  domains.  These  conclusions  are 
ESTABLISHED.

It is STRONGLY SUPPORTED that this architecture can facilitate informal diplomacy, elite socialization, 
common framing, and relationship formation. Gijswijt's archival history demonstrates that the group 
mattered in Cold War transatlantic relations even though it lacked formal sovereign authority (Gijswijt,  
2019).

It  is  PLAUSIBLE  in  particular  cases  that  Bilderberg  conversations  have  affected  subsequent  policy 
judgments or appointments, but each case must be traced separately. The meeting's secrecy makes some 
causal reconstruction difficult, but evidentiary difficulty is not permission to fill gaps with certainty.

The  claim that  Bilderberg  is  itself  a  sovereign  world  government  is  UNSUPPORTED by  the  records 
reviewed here.  The group has  no  documented constitutional  authority  over  participating  states,  no 
demonstrated enforcement apparatus capable of compelling every participant, and no public or archival 
evidence establishing a universal chain of command. Critics who identify genuine elite concentration 
but then leap to total control make their strongest evidence carry a conclusion it cannot bear.

The opposite dismissal is also unsustainable. A private conference of strategically placed actors is not 
politically  meaningless  merely  because  it  cannot  pass  laws.  Much  power  is  preparatory.  It  shapes 
assumptions before votes, relationships before crises, and perceived possibilities before public choices 
are made.

That  is  precisely  why  this  chapter's  argument  is  stronger  without  sensationalism.  Informal  elite 
coordination is real enough to investigate on its own terms.

12. The 1970s Crisis and the Trilateral Turn
By  the  early  1970s,  the  postwar  international  order  was  under  severe  strain.  The  Bretton  Woods 
monetary system was breaking down, oil and commodity shocks were transforming economic relations, 
the Vietnam War had damaged confidence in American leadership,  Japan had become an economic 
power of global importance, Western Europe was deepening integration, detente was changing Cold 
War  diplomacy,  and  North-South  disputes  over  development,  trade,  resources,  and  political 
representation were intensifying.

For internationalists who had spent decades building Atlantic cooperation, the world no longer looked 
adequately "Atlantic." Japan could not be treated as a peripheral participant in a system dominated by 
North America and Western Europe. Economic interdependence increasingly cut across the three major 
industrial regions. The intellectual and political problem was therefore how to organize consultation 
among them without creating another treaty organization.
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The  Trilateral  Commission  emerged  from  this  context  in  1973.  Its  official  history  identifies  David 
Rockefeller as founder and describes the organization as a membership body that brings senior people 
from policy,  business,  media,  and  academia  together  to  discuss  and  propose  approaches  to  shared 
international problems. Its three regional pillars are North America, Europe, and Asia Pacific, reflecting 
an  expansion  from  the  original  North  America-Western  Europe-Japan  conception  (Trilateral 
Commission, n.d.-a).

The Rockefeller Archive Center's Trilateral Commission records provide a stronger documentary anchor. 
The collection preserves records from 1972 to 2001, including early organizational material, meetings, 
task-force  work,  publications,  membership  records,  officer  and  office  files,  correspondence,  and 
surviving  financial  material.  The  archival  description  places  the  Commission's  creation  within  the 
transformation of  the early 1970s and identifies a small  group of  prominent leaders involved in its 
formation (Rockefeller Archive Center, n.d.-a).

This archival survival matters for two reasons. First, it establishes beyond dispute that the Commission 
was  organized  to  do  more  than  host  social  dinners.  It  had  programs,  task  forces,  publications, 
governance,  offices,  and sustained membership.  Second,  it  makes the organization more historically 
investigable than narratives of an entirely invisible hierarchy suggest. Some records are public through 
archives, even though informal conversations and unavailable materials still limit reconstruction.

The Trilateral Commission therefore represents a different institutional type from Bilderberg. Bilderberg 
emphasizes annual private discussion and non-attribution. The Commission combines elite networking 
with a more explicit policy-intellectual infrastructure: reports, task forces, regional groups, continuing 
membership, public publications, and structured debate. The Commission does not possess sovereign 
authority, but it more clearly seeks to formulate ideas and cultivate an international policy community.

13. David Rockefeller, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and the Making of the 
Commission
David Rockefeller was central to the Commission's founding. By the early 1970s he was not simply a 
banker but a major figure in transnational economic and policy networks. His institutional relationships 
spanned  finance,  philanthropy,  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  international  business.  The 
Trilateral Commission extended his longstanding interest in structured dialogue among leading actors 
across major industrial regions.

Zbigniew Brzezinski supplied much of the strategic and intellectual architecture. A political scientist 
specializing  in  international  affairs  and  the  Soviet  bloc,  he  argued  that  growing  interdependence 
required forms of cooperation that exceeded traditional bilateral diplomacy. The archival record places 
him among the central founders, and he became the Commission's first director (Rockefeller Archive 
Center, n.d.-a; Knudsen, 2016).

The Commission's  formative network also included prominent figures  from Europe and Japan.  This 
mattered because the enterprise was designed from the beginning as more than an American foreign-
policy  club.  The  aim  was  to  connect  elites  across  three  industrial  centers  and  develop  habits  of 
consultation that could survive changes in government.

Knudsen's archive-based study is particularly useful because it reconstructs the Commission as a form of 
informal elite diplomacy rather than reducing it to either benevolent discussion or hidden dictatorship. 
His  central  analytical  point  is  that  global  governance can emerge through overlapping networks in 
which private and formal spheres intersect  across borders.  Individuals move between public  office, 
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corporate leadership, universities, foundations, and transnational forums. The resulting power is not 
necessarily centralized, but it is structurally significant (Knudsen, 2016).

This is one of the most important continuities between Chapters 9 and 10. Institutional power need not 
reside in a single office.  A person can carry relationships and policy concepts across institutions.  A 
private network can become a policy forum. A policy forum can supply personnel. Personnel can enter 
government. Government service can later strengthen the prestige and reach of the private network. 
Each movement is documented separately; only specific evidence can establish improper coordination.

The  spiritual  danger  in  such  systems  is  not  unique  to  Rockefeller,  Brzezinski,  or  any  particular 
institution. It is the perennial temptation to confuse elite competence with moral authority. James 3:13-
18 distinguishes wisdom from ambition, jealousy, disorder, and self-seeking. A highly intelligent policy 
network can still be morally wrong. A democratically popular movement can also be morally wrong.  
Scripture refuses to baptize either expertise or mass sentiment. Truth remains God's possession.

14. How the Trilateral Commission Works
The Commission's current structure is public enough to describe with precision. It is organized around 
three regional groups: North America, Europe, and Asia Pacific. Its website states that the organization 
convenes a global membership while also holding regional meetings. Its members come from political, 
business,  academic,  media,  civil-society,  and policy  backgrounds.  The  Commission presents  itself  as 
committed  to  cooperation  among  democratic  societies,  open  economies,  rule  of  law,  and  practical 
responses to domestic and international challenges (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-a).

The  Commission's  own  current  description  is  unusually  candid  about  the  intended  mechanism.  It 
presents  the  organization  as  a  venue  to  "incubate  ideas  and form relationships  across  sectors  and 
geographies" and states that its renewed focus includes the capacity to "affect the unfolding of foreign 
policy and national security strategies" (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-a). Those statements do not amount 
to a confession of command. They do establish that relationship formation, idea development, and policy 
influence are not merely accusations imposed by critics; they belong to the Commission's public account 
of its own purpose.

The membership architecture reinforces the elite character of the organization. The current leadership 
and membership pages list former senior officials, executives, financiers, scholars, think-tank leaders, 
lawyers, and other prominent figures. Membership is therefore not representative in the electoral sense. 
It is selective by design (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-b).

The Commission also maintains an important rule concerning governmental service. Its North American 
materials  state that members who enter the executive branch of the United States government step 
down from membership because the Commission is unofficial.  This rule is analytically significant.  It  
demonstrates awareness of the distinction between private membership and public office. It also means 
that  a  roster  must  be  dated  carefully.  A  former  member  may  carry  relationships  into  government 
without formally remaining a member (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-c).

Task forces and publications form another major mechanism. From its earliest years, the Commission 
sponsored  reports  on  international  economic  coordination,  political  institutions,  trade,  monetary 
questions,  energy,  development,  security,  and governance.  These publications create a visible policy 
trail. They allow researchers to ask whether particular concepts appear first in Commission work, how 
authors frame problems, who participates, and whether subsequent policymakers use similar language.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James%203%3A13-18&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=James%203%3A13-18&version=CSB


PAWNS, POWERS, AND PRINCIPALITIES  |  CHAPTER 10

Open Christian Press  |  10.65655/ocp.m21.c34  |  13

The key methodological caution is that a task-force report is not automatically a binding doctrine of  
every member. Authors may disagree. Commission discussions may produce dissent. Publications can be 
exploratory.  The  correct  question  is  what  institutional  status  a  document  actually  had,  how it  was 
received, and what later evidence shows about its influence.

The archival records deepen this picture. The Rockefeller Archive Center catalog documents meetings, 
task-force  projects,  publications,  membership  records,  office  correspondence,  and  administrative 
material  across  nearly  three decades.  This  demonstrates  institutional  continuity  and policy-oriented 
activity. It does not reveal a secret constitution granting the Commission sovereign power over national 
governments (Rockefeller Archive Center, n.d.-a).

15. The Commission in 2026: Public Structure, Dense Overlap
As of the official pages consulted on 16 August 2026, the Commission identified Takeshi Niinami as Asia 
Pacific chair, Meghan L. O'Sullivan as North America chair, and Axel A. Weber as European chair. Their 
professional  backgrounds  span  multinational  business,  academic  and  national-security  policy,  and 
central  banking,  while  the  published  membership  and  executive  structures  include  former  cabinet 
officials, diplomats, corporate executives, think-tank leaders, university scholars, investors, and people 
with experience in international institutions (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-b). The point is not that such 
biographies prove collusion, but that the organization's cross-sector architecture is visible in its own 
roster.

The same official membership page makes the institutional overlap concrete. It lists Esther Brimmer, a 
Council on Foreign Relations senior fellow, on the North America Executive Committee; Michael Chertoff 
with prior service as U.S. Secretary of Homeland Security and in senior Justice Department and judicial  
roles; David M. Rubenstein as co-founder and co-chairman of the Carlyle Group; and European chair 
Axel A. Weber as a former UBS chairman and former president of the Deutsche Bundesbank. Asia-Pacific 
listings include Shigemitsu Sugisaki, a former deputy managing director of the International Monetary 
Fund, and Siddharth Tiwari, identified as the Bank for International Settlements' chief representative for 
Asia and the Pacific (Trilateral Commission, n.d.-b).  These affiliations establish dense overlap among 
policy  institutes,  government,  banking,  corporations,  and  international  institutions.  They  do  not 
establish that any one of those institutions commands the others.

This  overlap  should  be  neither  denied  nor  mystified.  It  is  part  of  the  Commission's  design.  The 
organization seeks people capable of discussing policy from positions of experience and influence. A 
network of retired officials and current private-sector leaders can understand institutional constraints 
precisely because members have worked inside them.

The democratic concern lies in unequal access and agenda formation. Senior policymakers may hear 
ideas in an elite transnational setting that ordinary citizens encounter only later, after the ideas have 
been  refined  and  legitimized.  Corporate  and  financial  actors  may  obtain  deeper  understanding  of 
political priorities.  Policy professionals may develop trust across national borders that makes future 
coordination easier.

These mechanisms do not eliminate political disagreement. The Commission's own membership spans 
national,  partisan,  professional,  and sectoral  differences.  Nor  does  membership  prove that  national 
policy is subordinated to the Commission. The evidence establishes a policy network, not a command 
hierarchy.

Still, the network is consequential. An organization does not need coercive authority to influence the 
environment in which decisions are made. It can shape relationships, vocabulary, policy literacy, and 
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the range of  options  that  sophisticated actors  consider  plausible.  This  is  the same structural  lesson 
established in Chapter 9, now operating across regions.

16. The Crisis of Democracy and the Problem of Governability
No Trilateral  Commission publication has attracted more controversy than  The Crisis  of  Democracy: 
Report on the Governability of Democracies, written by Michel Crozier, Samuel P. Huntington, and Joji 
Watanuki and published in 1975. The report examined political strains in Western Europe, the United 
States, and Japan. It was produced under Commission auspices as Task Force Report No. 8 (Crozier et al.,  
1975).

Critics have often treated the report as a confession that elites sought to suppress democracy. Defenders 
have sometimes reduced the controversy to quotation-mining. Neither response is sufficient. The text 
contains  passages  that  deserve direct  scrutiny,  and its  institutional  status  must  also be represented 
accurately.

The report's introductory material frames the project as an effort to diagnose problems of democratic  
governability and strengthen democratic systems. It also indicates that the authors were free to present 
their own views. That context matters. The book was not a secret constitution, and every Commission 
member cannot be made personally responsible for every sentence (Crozier et al., 1975).

Yet the controversial language is real. In Huntington's United States section, the report argues that some 
American governance  problems  stemmed from an "excess  of  democracy"  and called  for  a  "greater 
degree of moderation in democracy" (Crozier et al., 1975, p. 113). The surrounding discussion argues that 
democratic forms of authority are not universally appropriate in every institution and that expertise, 
seniority,  experience,  and  specialized  talent  can  sometimes  outweigh  participatory  claims.  It  also 
suggests that democratic systems historically depended in part on limited political participation by some 
groups (pp. 113-114).

These are not fabricated quotations. They reveal a genuine managerial concern that rising participation 
and demands could overload institutions, weaken authority, and make governance less effective. Critics 
are justified in identifying an elitist tension in this argument. The report treats governability as a value 
that may require restraint on the expansion of participatory claims.

But the inference must remain precise. The report does not advocate abolishing elections and installing 
an overt dictatorship. Its stated problem is how democratic political systems can preserve authority and 
effectiveness  amid  expanded  participation,  social  demands,  distrust,  and  institutional  conflict.  The 
controversy lies in the authors'  conception of democratic balance, not in a documented plan to end 
democracy altogether.

This  distinction  is  morally  important.  A  technocratic  project  can  erode  democratic  accountability 
without declaring itself anti-democratic. Political systems are often transformed through changes in who 
is considered competent to decide, which questions are removed from ordinary contestation, and how 
much deference citizens are expected to grant experts or institutions. The theological problem is not 
merely dictatorship in its most obvious form. Human pride can also operate through paternalism: the 
conviction that a knowledgeable minority is entitled to direct others for their own good.

At the same time,  populism is  not  immune from pride.  Crowds can be manipulated,  majorities  can 
persecute minorities, and popular movements can spread falsehood. Scripture never makes numerical 
strength a  test  of  truth.  The Christian concern is  therefore not  to  replace  technocratic  elitism with 
worship of mass opinion. It is to preserve moral accountability under God's truth.
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17. Reading "Excess of Democracy" Without Sanitizing or Sensationalizing It
The phrase  "excess  of  democracy"  has  become emblematic  because  it  condenses  the  fear  that  elite 
institutions regard citizen participation as a problem to be managed. The phrase should not be excused 
away.  Huntington's  analysis  plainly  expresses  concern  that  expanded  participation  can  overload 
political institutions and weaken authority. His proposed answer includes greater restraint and clearer 
limits on where democratic procedures should apply (Crozier et al., 1975, pp. 113-115).

The  report  also  records  a  broader  debate  among  Commission  participants  about  the  relationship 
between  democracy  and  governability.  The  tension  was  not  invented  by  later  critics.  The  book's 
concluding  discussion  reflects  an  awareness  that  these  concepts  can  pull  against  each  other  under 
conditions of social conflict and rising demands (Crozier et al., 1975).

The  evidence  therefore  supports  three  differentiated  judgments.  ESTABLISHED:  influential  thinkers 
associated  with  the  Trilateral  Commission  seriously  debated  whether  expanded  participation  had 
weakened democratic  governability  and whether  forms of  moderation  or  restraint  were  necessary. 
ESTABLISHED: the report was authored by three designated scholars and presented as an analytical task-
force work rather than a secret binding directive to every Commission member. PLAUSIBLE: the report 
reflects a broader technocratic tendency in late twentieth-century governance to prioritize institutional 
manageability, expertise, and systemic stability. These judgments permit serious criticism of the report's 
elitist  premises  without  converting  a  public  policy  study  into  evidence  of  a  totalizing  command 
structure.

This is where spiritual discernment becomes more demanding than ideological labeling. The serpent's 
first strategy in Genesis 3 was not crude coercion but the reframing of authority and wisdom. Human 
beings were enticed to believe that autonomy would make them wise apart from God's command. That 
biblical pattern does not prove that a modern policy report is demonic. It does warn Christians against 
every system, elite or popular, that treats human wisdom as morally self-sufficient.

The  danger  of  technocracy,  then,  is  not  knowledge  itself.  Knowledge,  expertise,  and  competent 
administration  can  serve  the  common  good.  The  danger  arises  when  expertise  is  detached  from 
humility, public accountability, moral limits, and the recognition that no human institution possesses the 
authority to redefine good and evil apart from God.

18. From Commission to Government: Brzezinski, Gerard Smith, and the 
Personnel Question
The most  persuasive evidence for  Trilateral  influence does  not  come from speculative  membership 
charts. It comes from documented movement between the Commission and public office combined with 
records showing that participants themselves expected trilateral ideas to shape leadership.

A May 21, 1976 memorandum from Brzezinski, preserved in the Carter Library and published in the U.S.  
Department of State's Foreign Relations of the United States series, is exceptionally important. Writing at 
the end of his period as Commission director, Brzezinski assessed the first three years. He described the 
organization as policy-oriented, discussed plans to broaden participation, and stated that the idea of 
trilateralism  had  taken  root  among  leaderships  inside  and  outside  government.  He  believed  the 
Commission's efforts had made a major contribution to that change (U.S. Department of State, Office of 
the Historian, 1976).

This memorandum materially strengthens the influence thesis. It is not an allegation by an outside critic. 
It is a contemporaneous statement from the Commission's director describing intended and perceived 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis%203&version=CSB
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effects. The language does not prove command over governments. It does prove that leadership diffusion 
and policy influence were part of the Commission's self-understanding.

Brzezinski soon entered public office as President Jimmy Carter's Assistant for National Security Affairs. 
A top-secret memorandum he sent Carter on April 1, 1977, later declassified and published in the FRUS 
series, described the administration's priorities in terms that included closer coordination with principal 
allies, North-South dialogue, East-West accommodation, arms control, and explicit attention to trilateral 
relations (U.S. Department of State, Office of the Historian, 1977).

The continuity is historically significant.  A person who helped construct a private trilateral network 
became one of the most influential foreign-policy advisers in the United States and continued to think in 
trilateral categories.  That is  ESTABLISHED. It  would be methodologically reckless,  however,  to jump 
from this continuity to the claim that the Commission secretly commanded the Carter administration. 
Brzezinski was himself a policymaker. His ideas had independent intellectual roots. Carter had electoral, 
bureaucratic,  congressional,  allied,  economic,  and  geopolitical  constraints.  To  prove  organizational 
command, evidence would have to show that the Commission acted as principal and the administration 
as agent.

Gerard  C.  Smith  provides  another  useful  case.  The  Commission's  North  American history  identifies 
Smith, a former director of the U.S.  Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and a negotiator in the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, as the first North American chairman from 1973 to 1977. He later left  
the Commission role to serve in the Carter administration as ambassador-at-large for nonproliferation 
matters (Trilateral  Commission,  n.d.-c).  Again,  the pattern demonstrates circulation between an elite 
private policy network and government. It does not by itself establish secret obedience.

The correct category is personnel continuity rather than proven organizational command. Personnel 
continuity  can  carry  ideas,  trust,  relationships,  strategic  vocabulary,  and  policy  habits  from  one 
institutional setting into another.  It  is  often more important than a crude command model because 
modern  governance  depends  heavily  on  people  who  move  between  public  office,  universities, 
corporations, foundations, and transnational policy networks.

19. Archive-Based Scholarship: Informal Governance Without a Shadow 
Sovereign
Two major archive-based studies are especially important because they test the central question against 
internal  and  institutional  records  rather  than  relying  primarily  on  public-relations  statements  or 
expositional literature.

Gijswijt's Informal Alliance reconstructs Bilderberg's role in transatlantic relations from 1952 to 1968. He 
shows that  the  group was embedded in Cold War Atlanticism and that  private  meetings  facilitated 
contacts among politicians, diplomats, business leaders, labor figures, intellectuals, and other influential 
actors. The importance of the group lay in informal diplomacy, exchange, trust-building, and consensus 
formation. His research does not support the idea that Bilderberg was a sovereign secret government 
(Gijswijt, 2019).

Knudsen's  The  Trilateral  Commission  and  Global  Governance reaches  a  parallel  but  not  identical 
conclusion.  Drawing  on  Commission  archives  and  related  collections,  he  argues  that  informal  elite 
diplomacy can shape global governance because formal and private networks overlap. The Commission 
provided a venue in which influential people developed relationships, discussed policy problems, and 
contributed to wider international coordination (Knudsen, 2016).
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These studies are significant for this book because they make a more sophisticated claim than either 
dismissal or total control. They show that elite networks can matter precisely because modern power is  
dispersed across  institutions.  Influence often travels  through overlapping memberships  and careers 
rather than through a single pyramid issuing universal orders.

This does not make the system democratically neutral. Informal governance can create accountability 
deficits. It can privilege actors with money, status, credentials, or access. It can narrow the range of 
people who participate in early policy formation. It can encourage groupthink. It can create a shared 
worldview that feels universal because dissenting social experiences are missing from the room.

But  the  network model  also  recognizes  internal  conflict.  Elites  compete.  Firms have  rival  interests. 
Governments disagree.  Political  parties change. National cultures matter.  Personal ambitions collide. 
Crises disrupt plans. Public resistance can defeat proposals. Any theory that treats every contradiction as 
staged becomes impossible to falsify and therefore ceases to function as serious historical explanation.

The evidence points toward coordinated influence in specific domains, not omnipotence. That is a more 
defensible and, in some respects, more sobering conclusion. A system need not be controlled by one 
committee to produce concentrated power. Shared assumptions, institutional incentives,  professional 
networks, and selective access can generate convergence without a single master order.

20. Coleman, the Claimed Higher Hierarchy, and Where the Record Breaks
John Coleman's Conspirators' Hierarchy interprets Bilderberg, the Trilateral Commission, the Council on 
Foreign  Relations,  the  Royal  Institute  of  International  Affairs,  intelligence  agencies,  corporations, 
foundations, media institutions, and other bodies as components of a higher hidden structure he calls 
the Committee of 300. His narrative is categorical. He treats many elite overlaps as evidence of vertical  
control  and  attributes  a  wide  range  of  political,  economic,  intelligence,  cultural,  and  demographic 
programs to the same commanding hierarchy (Coleman, 1992).

The uploaded text is useful as a map of allegations. It names organizations, individuals, corporations, 
and historical episodes that can be investigated. It is not sufficient as proof of the hierarchy it asserts. 
Many of its most consequential claims depend on unnamed intelligence sources, asserted relationships, 
or causal leaps that are not accompanied by reproducible primary documentation.

Chapter 11 will subject the Committee of 300 thesis to a dedicated evidentiary examination. The present 
chapter needs only to test the portion that directly concerns Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission.

Several elements of Coleman's wider picture overlap with established facts. Elite institutions do overlap. 
Bilderberg is private and selective. The Trilateral Commission deliberately cultivates senior cross-sector 
membership.  People  move  between  these  networks  and  government.  Internationalist  policy  ideas 
circulate across think tanks, foundations, corporate leadership, and public office. These realities should 
not be minimized merely because Coleman interprets them dramatically.

The decisive question is whether the evidence establishes the higher command structure. In the records 
reviewed  for  this  chapter,  it  does  not.  Neither  the  1954  Bilderberg  report,  modern  Bilderberg 
governance  materials,  Trilateral  Commission  archives,  Brzezinski's  memoranda,  The  Crisis  of 
Democracy,  nor  the  archive-based  scholarship  provides  a  documented  reporting  line  to  a  literal 
Committee of 300 that appoints leaders and issues binding directives to these organizations.

The appropriate verdict for the specific claim that Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission operate as 
documented  branches  of  Coleman's  Committee  of  300  is  therefore  UNSUPPORTED  on  the  evidence 



PAWNS, POWERS, AND PRINCIPALITIES  |  CHAPTER 10

Open Christian Press  |  10.65655/ocp.m21.c34  |  18

examined here. That verdict does not mean that every allegation in Coleman's book is false. It means the  
central hierarchy claim has not yet met the public evidentiary burden required to state it as fact.

This  distinction  is  essential  to  the  book's  credibility.  The  existence  of  real  elite  coordination  is  not 
strengthened  by  attaching  it  to  an  unproven  superstructure.  On  the  contrary,  exaggeration  makes 
documented power  easier  to  dismiss.  The  Church must  not  use  uncertain  claims as  scaffolding  for 
certain theology.

21. Modern Continuation Without Invented Continuity
Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission helped normalize a model of elite governance that is now 
familiar  across  the  international  system:  invitation-only  dialogue  among  actors  drawn  from 
government, business, finance, technology, academia, civil society, media, and international institutions. 
Similar cross-sector arrangements exist in security conferences, economic forums, foundation summits, 
technology-policy gatherings, and public-private initiatives.

Chapter  15  will  examine  the  contemporary  architecture  of  global  governance,  including  the  World 
Economic Forum, public-private partnership models, digital identity, artificial intelligence governance, 
global health coordination, and related systems. The present chapter must not preempt that analysis. 
The relevant point here is historical and structural.

Bilderberg  demonstrates  how  confidential  elite  dialogue  can  become  a  durable  institution  without 
formal sovereign authority. The Trilateral Commission demonstrates how such networks can add task 
forces,  publications,  regional  membership  structures,  and explicit  policy-oriented  analysis.  Together 
they show that influence can be organized transnationally through relationships and ideas long before a 
proposal reaches a treaty, parliament, cabinet, regulatory agency, or international body.

This  is  direct  institutional  continuity  only  where  the  same  organization  persists.  It  is  personnel 
continuity  where  individuals  move  among  forums.  It  is  ideological  continuity  where  similar 
internationalist  concepts are explicitly transmitted. It  is strategic similarity when later organizations 
independently use comparable convening methods. It is not legitimate to call every later global forum a 
secret  descendant  of  Bilderberg  or  the  Trilateral  Commission  without  evidence  of  institutional 
succession.

The modern relevance is therefore not that one can draw a single uninterrupted line from Oosterbeek to 
every  current  global  initiative.  The  relevance  is  that  a  governance  technique  has  become  normal: 
bringing  influential  public  and  private  actors  into  recurring  networks  that  can  formulate  shared 
understandings outside ordinary electoral processes.

Such techniques can solve coordination problems. They can also create democratic distance. The moral 
evaluation depends on what is pursued, how transparent the relevant conflicts of interest are, whether 
public authority remains accountable, whether dissent is heard, whether human dignity is respected, 
and whether the resulting policies are just.

The Bible neither commands Christians to reject international cooperation nor permits them to idolize it. 
Genesis 11 condemns a particular form of unified human self-exaltation, not cooperation as such. Acts 2 
presents a redeemed international people united by the Spirit under Christ rather than by autonomous 
human glory. The decisive biblical question is therefore allegiance and moral order: unity under whom, 
for what purpose, by what means, and accountable to what truth?

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Acts%202&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis%2011&version=CSB
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22. Evidence Verdict: What Transnational Elite Convening Actually 
Establishes
The  documentary  and  scholarly  record  permits  strong  conclusions,  but  only  if  the  claims  remain 
carefully separated.

Chapter 10 Evidence Register

Claim Verdict Evidentiary basis

The first Bilderberg meeting was held at 
Oosterbeek from 29 to 31 May 1954 to 
improve transatlantic understanding 
among selected influential Europeans and 
North Americans.

ESTABLISHED 1954 conference report and Bilderberg's official 
historical account.

The founding meeting was confidential 
and deliberately selected participants from 
politics, business, labor, intellectual life, 
and other influential fields.

ESTABLISHED 1954 participant list and General Report.

Early Bilderberg organizers expected ideas 
developed through the meeting to circulate 
into participants' spheres of influence.

ESTABLISHED The 1954 General Report explicitly describes 
dissemination beyond the meeting.

Modern Bilderberg is invite-only, governed 
through a Steering Committee and 
foundation, and operates under the 
Chatham House Rule.

ESTABLISHED Current official governance, FAQ, and meeting 
materials.

Bilderberg takes formal votes and issues 
binding policy directives to governments. UNSUPPORTED

Official rules state no resolutions or votes; no 
independent documentary command mechanism 
was located.

Bilderberg's private, cross-sector 
architecture can facilitate elite 
socialization, information exchange, 
agenda convergence, and informal 
diplomacy.

STRONGLY SUPPORTED Institutional design, founding record, and archive-
based scholarship, especially Gijswijt.

Attendance at Bilderberg proves that a 
participant obeys the meeting or agrees 
with all other attendees.

UNSUPPORTED A participant list establishes presence and access, 
not assent or obedience.

The 2026 Bilderberg meeting brought 
together senior figures across government, 
finance, technology, defense, media, 
academia, and international affairs and 
discussed strategically important issues.

ESTABLISHED Official 2026 participant and topic lists.

The Trilateral Commission was founded in 
1973 to develop structured cooperation 
among leaders from North America, 
Western Europe, and Japan, later 
broadened into its present three-region 
structure.

ESTABLISHED Commission history, Rockefeller Archive Center 
records, and archive-based scholarship.

The Commission deliberately sought to 
cultivate trilateral thinking among leaders 
inside and outside government.

ESTABLISHED Brzezinski's May 21, 1976 memorandum and 
Commission records.
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Claim Verdict Evidentiary basis

Commission membership and policy work 
overlapped with later government service. ESTABLISHED Brzezinski, Gerard Smith, and other documented 

career transitions.

Personnel overlap proves that the Carter 
administration was secretly controlled by 
the Trilateral Commission.

UNSUPPORTED
Personnel and intellectual continuity are 
documented; a principal-agent command chain is 
not.

The Crisis of Democracy argued that 
excessive participation could impair 
governability and called for moderation in 
some democratic claims.

ESTABLISHED Crozier, Huntington, and Watanuki's 1975 report, 
especially pp. 113-115.

The Crisis of Democracy was a secret 
binding plan adopted by every 
Commission member to abolish 
democracy.

UNSUPPORTED

The report was public, authored by designated 
scholars, and framed as an analytical task-force 
study; no binding enforcement mechanism is 
established.

Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission 
are documented operational branches of a 
literal Committee of 300.

UNSUPPORTED
Coleman alleges the hierarchy, but the primary and 
archival records reviewed here do not establish the 
claimed reporting line.

These organizations are themselves the 
direct fulfillment of a specific biblical end-
time prophecy.

UNSUPPORTED
Scripture does not identify them by name; 
resemblance, capability, or elite coordination cannot 
substitute for exegesis.

The  verdict  is  significant  precisely  because  it  does  not  need  enlargement.  Transnational  elite 
coordination is real. It has institutional history, participant lists, archives, confidential practices, policy 
publications,  identifiable  founders,  career  networks,  and  stated  efforts  to  influence  how  leaders 
understand international problems. The existence of these mechanisms should end the lazy habit of 
treating all concern about elite coordination as fantasy.

At the same time, the evidence does not establish a single omnipotent command center directing every 
state,  corporation,  war,  election,  monetary  decision,  and  cultural  change.  The  world  is  more 
complicated. Powerful networks cooperate, compete, fragment, adapt, fail, and sometimes converge for 
reasons that do not require one mastermind.

A mature doctrine of power must hold both truths together. Concentrated networks can exercise real,  
unequal,  and  sometimes  democratically  consequential  influence,  yet  no  network  is  frictionless, 
omnipotent, or sovereign; the historian must neither trivialize documented coordination nor inflate it 
beyond the evidence.

23. No Closed Room Is Above the Throne
The spiritual danger of a chapter like this is subtle. A reader may begin by wanting to understand power 
and end by granting hidden institutions a kind of dark omnipotence. That is not biblical discernment. It 
is misplaced awe.

Scripture never portrays Satan as God's equal.  He is a creature,  a rebel,  a deceiver, and an accuser 
whose  defeat  is  certain.  Colossians  2:15 presents  Christ  as  triumphant  over  rulers  and  authorities 
through  the  cross.  Ephesians  1:20-23 places  the  risen  Christ  above  every  ruler,  authority,  power, 
dominion,  and  name.  No  private  conference,  financial  network,  intelligence  service,  cabinet, 
technological system, or future antichristian regime escapes His sovereignty.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians%201%3A20-23&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Colossians%202%3A15&version=CSB
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That confidence does not make investigation unnecessary. It makes investigation fearless. Christians do 
not need to protect a political mythology. If a powerful institution lies, the lie should be exposed. If a  
private  network exerts  improper  influence,  evidence should be produced.  If  an expositional  author 
makes a claim that fails verification,  the claim should be rejected.  Loyalty belongs to truth because 
Christ is the truth.

The historical evidence in this chapter establishes that Bilderberg and the Trilateral Commission are 
genuine institutions of transnational elite coordination. Their participants have included people with 
extraordinary access to governments, capital, technology, media, and policy knowledge. Their private or 
semi-private structures can reduce disagreement, build trust, circulate ideas, and produce relationships 
that later cross into formal authority. Christians should not be naive about the political significance of 
such access.

Yet  the evidence also establishes limits.  Attendance is  not  obedience.  Privacy is  not  proof  of  crime. 
Similar policy is not proof of a common order. A report is not a secret constitution. Personnel overlap is 
not automatically capture. The central claim of a universal hidden hierarchy remains unproven here 
and will be tested more directly in Chapter 11.

This  restraint  is  not  weakness.  Ephesians  6:10-18 describes  spiritual  warfare  in  terms  of  truth, 
righteousness, gospel readiness, faith, salvation, the Word of God, and prayer. False accusation is not  
part of the armor. Christians cannot defeat deception by becoming careless with evidence.

At the same time, the Church should recognize the spiritual patterns that concentrated elite systems can 
intensify. Pride can persuade a small class that superior education entitles it to rule without meaningful 
accountability. Fear can persuade citizens to surrender responsibility to experts who promise security. 
Wealth can purchase access. Prestige can silence dissent. Private consensus can be presented later as 
public inevitability. Technical language can conceal moral choices. Institutional respectability can make 
rebellion against God's order appear neutral or progressive.

These are biblical moral categories, not proof that every participant in an elite forum consciously serves 
an evil spiritual agenda. Ephesians 6:12 prevents the Church from reducing spiritual conflict to hatred 
of flesh and blood. The believer's enemy is not a nationality, profession, family, organization, ethnic 
group, or social class. Human beings remain morally responsible, but they are also people for whom 
Christians are commanded to pray.

That is why  1 Timothy 2:1-4 calls believers to intercede for kings and all who are in authority. The 
Christian response to Bilderberg is therefore not fantasy about storming a hotel. The response to the 
Trilateral Commission is not hatred of its members. The Church should pray that powerful people repent 
of pride,  reject  corruption,  pursue justice,  protect the vulnerable,  tell  the truth,  and come to saving 
knowledge of Jesus Christ.

The gospel reaches the conference room and the street with the same verdict. Romans 3:23-26 places all 
people under sin and declares justification through faith in Jesus Christ. A billionaire cannot purchase 
reconciliation  with  God.  A  president  cannot  legislate  away  guilt.  A  scholar  cannot  reason  himself 
righteous.  A  dissident  cannot  be  saved by knowing secrets.  Christ  died  for  sinners  and rose  again.  
Repentance means abandoning self-rule and trusting the crucified and risen Lord.

For believers, the study of elite coordination should deepen readiness, not paranoia. The book's pre-
tribulation perspective understands the Church's Blessed Hope as the expectation that Christ will gather 
His people to Himself before the coming period of climactic tribulation. The detailed exegetical case 
belongs to Chapter 19. Here the practical point is sufficient: the hope of Christ's coming purifies rather 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans%203%3A23-26&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Timothy%202%3A1-4&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians%206%3A12&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians%206%3A10-18&version=CSB
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than intoxicates. Titus 2:11-14 joins the Blessed Hope to self-control, righteousness, godliness, and zeal 
for good works.  1 Thessalonians 4:13-18 presents the catching away of believers as comfort, while  1 
Thessalonians 5:1-11 calls the children of light to watchfulness and sobriety rather than date-setting.

A Church waiting for Christ should be unusually difficult to manipulate. It should not be bought by elite  
patronage because its treasure is in heaven. It should not be terrorized by elite power because its King 
cannot be removed. It should not be seduced by alternative-information celebrities because Scripture, 
not personality, governs its conscience. It  should not confuse secrecy with omnipotence or exposure 
with salvation.

The most dangerous system is not merely one that operates behind closed doors. It is any system that 
persuades human beings to give ultimate trust, fear, worship, or obedience where these belong to God 
alone. The final biblical crisis is therefore a crisis of allegiance, not merely administration. Chapters 17 
and 18 will address that prophetic convergence directly. This chapter has not proven that Bilderberg or 
the Trilateral Commission is the beast system of Revelation, and it must not pretend to have done so. It  
has shown something historically prior and morally relevant: sophisticated transnational coordination 
among  powerful  actors  is  institutionally  possible,  socially  normalizable,  and  capable  of  operating 
outside ordinary public visibility. The proper Christian response is  therefore alertness without fear: 
attentive to what concentrated networks can do,  but refusing to grant them the awe,  trust,  or final  
authority that belong to God alone.

Psalm 2:1-4 portrays rulers conspiring against the Lord and His Anointed, yet heaven does not panic. 
God remains enthroned. Human coalitions can be formidable and still be temporary. Revelation 19:11-
16 ends the pretensions of rebellious power with the public appearing of the faithful and true King.  No 
closed room is above that throne, no network can veto His return, and no policy class can rewrite His 
promise.

Therefore let the Church investigate carefully, speak truthfully, pray fervently, evangelize urgently, live 
holy lives, and remain ready for Jesus Christ. This is not passivity before concentrated power; it is the  
disciplined freedom of a people whose allegiance is settled, whose hope cannot be purchased, and whose 
future rests in the promises of the risen Lord.

Chapter  11  turns  to  the  most  comprehensive  hierarchy  claim  in  this  literature:  John  Coleman's 
Committee of  300.  Having established what can actually be demonstrated about Bilderberg and the 
Trilateral Commission, the next task is to ask whether the alleged higher command body exists as a 
documented organization or  whether  the evidence supports  a  different  model  of  concentrated elite 
power.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Revelation%2019%3A11-16&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Revelation%2019%3A11-16&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Psalm%202%3A1-4&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Thessalonians%205%3A1-11&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Thessalonians%205%3A1-11&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Thessalonians%204%3A13-18&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Titus%202%3A11-14&version=CSB
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