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Part One:

Background
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INTRODUCTION

The Spanish Menace . . . The Red Menace . . . The Axis of Evil: Convenient Menaces to Justify War

In 1898, a majority of American citizens were convinced that Spaniards were inherently evil. In possibly the first actual instance of “fake news,” yellow journalism utilized sensationalism, opinionated exaggeration, and eye-catching headlines to sell millions of newspapers and paint Spain as an international menace. Following the loss of 260 US servicemen killed in an explosion on the USS Maine, which sank while docked in the Havana, Cuba harbor, President McKinley and Congress declared war on the European nation. Within a matter of weeks, the United States acquired Cuba, Guam, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines, where almost 250,000 Filipinos perished while fighting the American occupation for three years.

Just one year after the end of the Filipino War, Chauncey Depew, general counsel of the Vanderbilt Railroad, president of the New York Central Railroad, and a United States Senator, stated at the 1904 Republican National Convention:


The American people now produce $2 billion worth more than they can consume and we have met the emergency, and by the providence of God, by the statesmanship of William McKinley, and by the valor of Roosevelt and his associates, we have our market in Cuba . . . in Puerto Rico, in Hawaii . . . in the Philippines, and we stand in the presence of 800 million people, with the Pacific as an American lake, and the American artisans producing better and cheaper goods than any country in the world. . . . Let production go on . . . let the factories do their best, let labor be employed at the highest wages, because the world is ours.1



Two hundred sixty American sailors had perished just six years prior, a quarter-million Filipinos had died defending their homeland, but the US government had markets for its $2 billion surplus exports, and thanks to God, President McKinley, and Roosevelt and his associates, the world was ours.
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Many Americans have lived and died under the threat of the Communist menace. The Korean and Vietnamese Wars, and the ensuing Cambodian and Laotian conflicts killed around 100,000 Americans, injured and maimed hundreds of thousands of its soldiers, and killed and maimed millions of local militia and inhabitants. The toll on America’s national debt was staggering, and, in the case of Vietnam, America’s social and moral consciousness was ripped apart. All for what—this communist menace? The Vietnam War ended in 1975, yet a mere seventeen years later in 1992, the United States government and Hanoi began trading with one another, currently exporting and importing billions of dollars of merchandise each year.

And those feared Russian and Chinese commie dogs? According to the 2017 Hurun Global Rich List, China now has more billionaires than any country in the world with 609, followed by the US with 552, while Russia boasts 68!2 New York has a professional basketball team—the Brooklyn Nets—owned by one of those Russian billionaires until owner Mikhail Prokhorov sold it in late 2019 for $3.5 billion to Taiwanese billionaire Joe Tsai. The Berlin Wall fell in 1989, and in 2009, a “Communist” purchased a US sports franchise (the seventh most valuable NBA team) and its home—the Barclay Center in downtown Brooklyn, valued at $1.8 billion in December 2017.3 Just a little over twenty years prior, Americans were programmed to fear a Soviet Union nuclear attack, but now those same people run an NBA team. That Commie menace has since been replaced by the terrorist menace, which has justified more wars, this time in Afghanistan and Iraq, and additional incursions into other Middle Eastern and African nations.

Most Americans remember President George W. Bush’s axis of evil. The United States had just come out of one of the most profitable and peaceful decades in its history. On September 12, 2001, nothing in the world had changed but for a horrific act committed the day before by a maniacal terrorist group that desperately needed to be stopped from ever performing such a heinous and treacherous deed ever again, anywhere on the face of the Earth. Yet suddenly, the president of the United States, the so-called leader of the free world, was calling for a war against an “axis of evil”—Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. Forget containing the Red Menace; now the United States and its allies were going to fight evil.

What’s wrong here? Doesn’t it seem that every major event in the last half century has been distorted, most often to justify the deployment of American troops? Believe it or not, the United States has been at war for roughly 40 of the last 120 years, almost always accompanied by an imaginary menace. America’s men and women have been sent into battle an average of once every three years since 1898, and the amount of wealth and strategic power gained from these wars is staggering. When you think about it, though, this makes a whole lot of sense, all boiling down to control—economic control. If America doesn’t control an industry or a strategic area or a natural resource (like, maybe, oil), then someone else will. Russia? China? A friendly ally?

Although the 1800s were certainly a preamble, real American economic history effectively skyrocketed in the early 1900s. The 1913 passing of the Sixteenth Amendment allowed the IRS to begin collecting a federal income tax. The wealthiest Americans—among them the so-called robber barons of the nineteenth century—in apparent collusion with the US Congress, arranged for charitable contributions to be deducted from gross incomes. This allowed vastly wealthy individuals to place a substantial portion of their fortunes in IRS-untouchable nonprofit foundations exempt from 7 percent taxation. Two of the most notable are the Carnegie Foundation (chartered in 1906) and the Rockefeller Foundation (1913). These foundations not only provided tax shelters for fortunes but created think tanks that would form policy and tactics for even further gains in wealth and influence (as you’ll learn in the next chapter).

It should be noted here that Congress’s passing of the Tax Reform Bill in 2017, beginning with 2018 taxes, lists the charitable deduction as one of the few remaining deductions still available for taxpayers to itemize. It is no surprise that not only did Congress retain this all-important tax deduction for the ultra-wealthy to protect a good portion of their income as tax-free, but also that they knew to do it. Ironically, since fewer middle and lower-class Americans will most likely not itemize beginning in 2018 due to the eradication of most of their previous deductions and the corresponding increase of their standard deductions, many taxpayers possibly will discontinue contributing to worthwhile nonprofit organizations.

Although the 1898 Spanish-American War was a global affair, with the United States assimilating additional territory spanning two oceans, the people of the United States generally had only one concern—the freedom of the people of Cuba. Isolationist by nature, as our forefathers desired, the average American citizen simply wanted to stay out of the affairs of other countries. Having formed their wealthy and powerful trusts in the early 1900s to avoid their tax burden, the American economic elite presumably had another agenda. And as will be seen, two of those agendas were the control of the American education system and the US State Department.





Was This the Beginning of the Deep State?

In 1953, the House of Representatives’ Cox Committee was re-formed into the Reece Committee, established by House Resolution 561 of the 82nd Congress to investigate whether tax-exempt organizations were using their funds to support communism. Banker Norman Dodd was selected to lead the investigation and accepted the consultancy as research director for the House of Representatives Special Committee to Investigate Tax-Exempt Foundations and Comparable Organizations. The chairman of this panel was Representative Carroll Reece (R-TN) who decided to focus on the twelve largest foundations (Rockefeller, Ford, Carnegie, etc.) since they represented 70 percent of the assets of all foundations at that time. Rene Wormser was hired as counsel on September 1, 1953, and Dodd hired, among others, attorney Kathryn Casey as a legal analyst.

Wormser was the senior member of the law firm of Myles, Wormser, & Koch, and a first-hand witness to the intense and powerful opposition to this investigation by these multi-billion-dollar trusts. The committee members were virtually hamstrung from the beginning of the investigation. In his 1958 book Foundations: Their Power and Influence, Wormser states:


An unparalleled amount of power is concentrated increasingly in the hands of an interlocking and self-perpetuating group. Unlike the power of corporate management, it is unchecked by stockholders; unlike the power of government, it is unchecked by the people; unlike the power of churches, it is unchecked by any firmly established canons of value.4

. . . When such foundations do good, they justify the tax-exempt status which the people grant them. When they do harm, it can be immense harm—there is virtually no counterforce to oppose them.5



According to the Dodd Report, the committee was to investigate whether the foundations had used their resources for purposes contrary to those for which they were established:


• As Un-American?

• Subversive?

• Political purposes?

• Resorted to propaganda in order to achieve the objectives for which they have made grants?



Dodd further stated, “To insure these determinations being made on the basis of impersonal facts, I directed the staff to make a study of the development of American Education since the turn of the century and of the trends and techniques of teaching and of the development of curricula since that time.”6

It should be noted that on page five of Dodd’s final report, he states, “As this report will hereafter contain many statements which appear to be conclusive, I emphasize here that each one of them must be understood to have resulted from studies which were essentially exploratory. In no sense should they be considered proved. I mention this in order to avoid the necessity of qualifying each as made.”

It is also critical to point out, though, that there is no refuting the facts presented in both the interviews of Norman Dodd and the committee’s final report, and that these findings are the direct result of a professionally conducted congressional committee and part of the congressional record for well over a half century. The report’s conclusion states, “It seems incredible that the trustees of typically American fortune-created foundations should have permitted them to be used to finance ideas and practices incompatible with the fundamental concepts of our Constitution. Yet there seems evidence that this may have occurred.”

Dodd began his investigation by sending the twelve largest foundations a letter, which included a list of specific questions. He soon received a response from Dr. Joseph Johnson, the recently appointed president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CEIP). A meeting with Johnson, Dodd, and the CEIP counsel was arranged. Johnson proceeded to tell Dodd that it would be almost impossible to answer the questions since all their pre–World War II records had been warehoused, as they were scheduled to move into new headquarters. Johnson offered to have the CEIP minutes made available to the committee in the CEIP library. Dodd promptly accepted and instructed attorney Kathryn Casey to concentrate on the years 1910 to 1920. Casey was perfect for the job as she saw no reason to criticize the foundations and no need for the committee investigation. Apparently, the foundation’s new president had no idea of the incriminating evidence that was contained in those minutes. Shocked, Casey returned with findings that proved frightening.

William H. McIlhany II conducted an extensive interview with Norman Dodd for his 1980 book The Tax-Exempt Foundations. From McIlhany’s interview transcript:


[In the minutes, about 1911] the trustees raised a question. And they discussed the question and the question was specific, “Is there any means known to man more effective than war, assuming you wish to alter the life of an entire people? And they discussed this and at the end of a year they came to the conclusion that there was no more effective means to that end known to man. So, then they raised question number two, and the question was, “How do we involve the United States in a war?”7

And then they raised the question, “How do we control the diplomatic machinery of the United States?” And the answer came out, “We must control the State Department. . . .”8



To summarize Dodd’s subsequent comments:9


• Every high appointment in the State Department was to be cleared through an agency that the CEIP set up. [S. H. Note: Was this the beginning of the nation’s most influential policy-making think tank—the Council on Foreign Relations?] From the early 1900s, high appointees to each president’s State Department, responsible for America’s foreign policy, were apparently cleared by a 501c tax-exempt private foundation.

• Upon the United States entry into World War I, these same trustees in a meeting in 1917 congratulated themselves on the wisdom of their original decision, because already the impact of war had indicated it would—and can—alter life in this country. They even had the audacity to dispatch a telegram to President Wilson, cautioning him to see that the war did not end too quickly. [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]

• The war was now over. Then the concern became, as expressed by the trustees, seeing to it that there was no reversion to life in this country as it existed prior to 1914. And they came to the conclusion that, to prevent a reversion, they must control education. [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]

• Approaching the Rockefeller Foundation, the CEIP (Carnegie Foundation) asked, “Will you take on the acquisition of control of education as it involves subjects that are domestic in their significance? We’ll take it on the basis of subjects that have an international significance.”

• The trustees then decided that the key to controlling education is the teaching of American history, but they were unsuccessful in getting historians to commit to this. The Guggenheim, though, agreed to grant scholarships to selected candidates who were going on to graduate degrees. And so it began.



As McIlhany points out next, “Not only did some of America’s most respected historians swallow the line that Germany was completely responsible for World War I, but . . . [the CEIP] organized the National Board for Historical Service which was designed to line up all the historians in the Allied cause and in support of Wilson’s interventionist policies.”10 World War I was actually started by Austria-Hungary declaring war on Serbia, with countries aligned in treaties with the two countries joining. Germany entered on the side of Austria-Hungary.

Dodd directed his staff to explore foundation practices, educational procedures, and the operations of the executive branch of the federal government since 1903 for reasonable evidence of a purposeful relationship between them. Its ensuing studies disclosed such a relationship, and that it had existed continuously since the beginning of this fifty-year period. In addition, these studies seem to give evidence of a response to our involvement in international affairs. Grants had been made by foundations (chiefly by Carnegie and Rockefeller) which were used to further this purpose by:


• Directing education in the United States toward an international viewpoint and discrediting the traditions to which it had been dedicated.

• Training individuals and servicing agencies to render advice to the executive branch of the federal government.

• Decreasing the dependency of education upon the resources of the local community and freeing it from many of the natural safeguards inherent in this American tradition.

• Changing both school and college curricula to the point where they sometimes denied the principles underlying the American way of life.

• Financing experiments designed to determine the most effective means by which education could be pressed into service of a political nature.



Dodd realized that the committee had to study the development of American education since the turn of the century, including the trends of techniques of teaching and the curriculum, so he directed his staff to investigate the following agencies where the developments and trends had been traced: the American Council of Learned Societies, the Social Science Research Council, the American Council on Education, the National Education Association, the League for Industrial Democracy, the Progressive Education Association, the American Historical Association, the John Dewey Society, the Anti-Defamation League, and the National Research Council.

After identifying the above foundation-funded groups, Dodd stated that his investigation “has revealed not only their support by foundations but has disclosed a degree of cooperation between them which they have referred to as ‘an interlock,’ thus indicating a concentration of influence and power. By this phrase they indicate they are bound by a common interest rather than a dependency upon a single source for capital funds. It is difficult to study their relationship without confirming this. Likewise, it is difficult to avoid the feeling that their common interest . . . lies in the planning and control of certain aspects of American life through a combination of the federal government and education.”11 [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]

Other significant observations from the final report:


• “Some of the larger foundations have directly supported ‘subversion’ in the true meaning of that term—namely, the process of undermining some of our vitally protective concepts and principles. They have actively supported attacks upon our social and governmental system and financed the promotion of socialism and collectivist ideas.”

• “In summary: Our study of these entities and their relationship to each other seems to warrant the inference that they constitute a highly efficient, functioning whole. Its product is apparently an educational curriculum designed to indoctrinate the American student from matriculation to the consummation of his education. It contrasts sharply with the freedom of the individual as the cornerstone of our social structure. For this freedom, it seems to substitute the group, the will of the majority, and a centralized power to enforce this will—presumably in the interest of all.” [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]

• “The result of this network in which Foundations have played such a significant role seems to have provided this country with what is tantamount to a national system of education under the tight control of organizations and persons little known to the American public.”

• “Principles and their truth or falsity seem to have concerned them very little.”

• “In what appears from our studies to have been zeal for a radically new social order in the United States, many of these social science specialists apparently gave little thought to either the opinions or the warnings of those who were convinced that a wholesale acceptance of knowledge acquired almost entirely by empirical methods would result in a deterioration of moral standards and a disrespect for principles. Even past experience which indicated that such an approach to the problems of society could lead to tyranny, appears to have been disregarded.” [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]



The latter point deserves further thought. Though President Donald Trump’s political base seems to be solidly behind him, certainly representing a very large percentage of the country’s voice, his political foes lend credence to the belief that many of the administration’s policies reflect an unrestrained exercise of power. Sixty-four years earlier, did Norman Dodd’s final report to the Reese Committee’s Congressional investigation of tax-exempt foundations contain a foreboding warning?

In conclusion, presumably charitable and philanthropical foundations sought to control your and your ancestors’ education, requested that the president of the United States unnecessarily continue to keep our soldiers in harm’s way, and directed the presidential cabinet responsible for American foreign policy. Singling out the Ford Foundation, Dodd notes, “It is significant that the policies of this foundation include making funds available for certain aspects of secret military research and for the education of the Armed Forces. It becomes even more significant when it is realized that the responsibility for the selection of the personnel engaged in these projects is known to rest on the foundation itself—subject as it may be to screening by our military authorities.”12

Not surprisingly, a report revealing that nonprofit foundations were controlling US education and our State Department, and instigating internationalism and collectivism, did not sit too well within certain government circles. The attacks came from both liberal and conservative influences, including the New York Times. The committee was quickly dissolved, and the report quietly banished to the congressional file room.

As McIlhany says, “Under the weight of media and, possibly, White House pressure . . . the minority report submitted by Hays and Pfost was a masterpiece of self-righteous indignation that depended for its credibility on the fact that most of those who read it or media reports of its contents had read none of the hearings. . . . Perhaps the most revealing fact about the frightened elite’s attack on the Reece Committee was their frantic effort to discredit or belittle the witnesses who testified against them as men . . . ‘of dubious standing.’”13 As McIlhany’s notes show, “Reece managed to answer the few specific things Hutchins had actually said, including the fact that the witnesses ‘of dubious standing’ had been faculty members of Columbia University, Yale University, Harvard University, Northwestern University, and the University of Pennsylvania.”14

Between May 10 and July 9, 1954, the Reece Committee on Tax-Exempt Foundations produced 2,086 pages of testimony. On June 3, Assistant Research Director Thomas M. McNiece made his presentation before the committee, and it clearly shows how deep the foundation reach went into American life. From the June 3rd transcript:

McNiece presented the following chart which he headed, “Inter-Relationships Between Foundations, Education, and Government,” and in which he said, “This chart as a whole will be useful in locating the areas in which we have found evidence of questionable procedure against what we deem to be public interest . . .”15
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This May 1954 Congressional Committee chart tracks the flow of money, men, and ideas from the tax-exempt foundations into critical sectors of American life.


The ensuing financial data will give some idea of the great amount of funds and their distribution made, available in the educational field by a few of the larger foundations. The statement is by no means complete. In fact it contains the contributions of only six of the larger foundations where the specific beneficiaries are named. These six are as follows: The Carnegie Corporation of New York, The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, The Rockefeller Foundation, The General Education Board, [and] The Ford Foundation (two instances only). . . .



McNiece then listed the following associations and the grant amounts that each has received from the above six foundations totaling over $60 million: American Council on Education, American Historical Association, American Council of Learned Societies, Council on Foreign Relations, Foreign Policy Association, Institute of International Education, Institute of Pacific Relations, National Academy of Sciences (including National Research Council), National Education Association, Progressive Education Association, Social Science Research Council.


Great benefit has unquestionably resulted to all mankind from the contributions of these and other foundations and there is no intention to gainsay or minimize this or to detract from the credit due the foundations for these benefits . . . What this investigation does seem to indicate is that many small grants have found their way into questionable hands and many large ones in points of concentrated use have been devoted to purposes that are promoting a departure from the fundamental concepts of education and government under our Constitution. That this may be recognized by those engaged in such activities is indicated by the frequent references in their own literature to the “age of transition” through which we are passing, and the responsibility that must be assumed by educators in leading the way. No one in full possession of his faculties should oppose change for the better but change for the sake of change alone may prove to be a dangerous delusion. . . . [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]

According to our compilations, the Carnegie Corp. has contributed to all educational purposes, from 1911 to 1950, approximately $25,300,000 . . . from 1902 to 1951, the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board combined to universities and including only the totals to the ten largest beneficiaries of each of the two foundations in each State of the United States contributed over $290 million. . . .”

“We find that the responsibilities of the leaders and teachers in the world of education are especially emphasized during this age of transition, as demonstrated in the final report, 16th volume, of the Commission on Social Studies as previously quoted on page 15. In the mid-forties, the president appointed a Commission on Higher Education. Their conclusions and recommendations were reported in a series of six pamphlets in December 1947. Mr. George F. Zook, president of the American Council of Learned Societies, was chairman of this Commission. In the Commission’s reports they gave credit to the following organizations for aid received: American Council of Learned Societies, American Council on Education, National Research Council, Social Science Research Council, American Association of University Professors, and Association of Land Grant Colleges and Universities. The following quotations are taken from the pages indicated in volume I of the Report of the President’s Commission on Higher Education Page 6: Education: Perhaps its most important role is to serve as an instrument of social transition, and its responsibilities are defined in terms of the kind of civilization society hopes to build. Page 84: Higher education must be alert to anticipate new social and economic needs, and to keep its programs of professional training in step with the requirements of a changing and expanding cultural, social, and economic order. . . .”16 [Italics inserted by S. H. to add emphasis.]



Americans presumably send their children to school to learn English grammar and spelling, foreign languages, arithmetic, American and World history, science, etc. The nonprofit and tax-exempt foundations apparently have other visions of educating America’s children: Collectivism. Internationalism. Social transition. Age of transition.





The Myth and Deception of American Democracy

How do you get Americans to believe that they are controlling their destiny, that they live in a democracy where their votes count, and whatever happens, good or bad, they—the citizenry—are the catalyst because they voted for those politicians, for those amendments, for those laws?

The answer—a two-party system with seemingly polarizing objectives. For instance, from very soon after the foundations established themselves, the Republican Party has stood for high defense spending and the Democrats for big government spending, with both acting as war chiefs when the time was ripe for American troops to be led into battle.

Left-wing (Democratic) abortion rights, same-sex marriage, gun control, protection for immigrants; versus right-wing (Republican), pro-life, the sanctity of marriage, gun rights, religious freedom, a wall across our southern border—all a polarizing mechanism to keep the populace fighting amongst itself, believing that they have succeeded or failed at these social values with their votes and elected politicians.

One simply must look at a September 2014 CNN/ORC poll that showed that 65 percent of Americans think the current Congress is the worst in their lifetime.17 It is staggering that two out of three Americans view the 535 legislators they voted for only a few years ago as the very worst. Or, consider a November 2015 report by the Pew Research Center that states only 19 percent of Americans trust the government always or most of the time.18 Four out of five voters not trusting the government that they voted for is representative of the myth and deception of American democracy.

For decades, members of Congress have voted or failed to vote on what is important to them and their party affiliations, not to their constituents who voted them into office, making it quite obvious that voters are not in control of their democratic destiny at all. A Gallup poll released on November 9, 2017 (two days after President Trump was elected), reported that 51 percent of Americans were in favor of increased gun legislation.19 PolitiFact reported in 2015 that 74 percent of National Rifle Association members support requiring background checks for all gun sales, and a June 2017 Quinnipiac University poll showed that 94 percent of all Americans support background checks for all gun buyers. Yet according to the Washington Examiner on October 3, 2017, Republicans were nowhere near favoring gun control legislation even after 59 people were killed in the Las Vegas massacre.20

Once again, politicians voted into office by their constituents to vote for what those constituents want and need, voted along party lines to satisfy a lobby that helped get them into office, and probably most importantly, will almost certainly keep them in office if they wish to stay there. What almost every voter forgets is that they are simply the end result of the voting process. They are essentially given the opportunity to vote for the two candidates selected by those two parties. Yes, citizens can point to the fact that in a presidential election, they choose the candidate via the primary process; however, by and large, those primary candidates have already been chosen as potential presidential material. It matters little who or which party wins. The victory is in seeing every American believe that they are part of the system when they are simply observers, while their legislators vote along party lines and for personal profit. Is it any wonder that four out of five Americans, in supposedly the greatest democracy of all time, don’t trust the government always or most of the time?

When US citizens cast their vote for president and vice president, they are voting for their electors within the country’s Electoral College—not for the individuals. Though many Americans understand this, what too many aren’t aware of is that these electors are morally and ethically bound to vote for their party’s candidates, but not legally. Theoretically, every voter in your state can vote for the Republican candidate for president; yet any or all of your state’s “faithless electors” can vote for the Democratic candidate if they so choose, and vice versa of course. This is a disaster just waiting to happen.
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Electoral college map for the 2012, 2016, and 2020 United States presidential elections, using apportionment data released by the US Census Bureau. Original: Cg-Realms, Derivative: Ali Zifan, 2013.

And it has other meaningful ramifications as well. The Electoral College ensures that the more liberal, progressive, and moderate states—generally large populated areas such as New York, California, Pennsylvania, and Illinois—don’t sway the popular vote during presidential elections away from the more conservative smaller states such as New Mexico, Kansas, and Idaho. In this manner, the African-American and Hispanic minority voters—and third-party candidates—are almost totally neutralized. Most Americans are aware that both Republican Presidents George W. Bush and Donald Trump lost the popular vote by 543,895 and nearly 3 million votes, respectively.

Freedom of the press is another American democratic myth. Sure, the media is free to print any story it wants; however, what does and does not get printed isn’t determined by the government, as dictatorships are, but by the media moguls and the established set of rules that trickle down to the editors who must abide (much more about this in “So You Heard About All This on TV and in the Newspapers, Huh?” chapter).

Believe it or not, prior to 2012, insider trading was not against the law for members of Congress. So, any information they discovered while in elective office, they were free to use in their personal investments. Ratted out by 60 Minutes on November 13, 2011, Congress was forced in 2012 to enact the Stock Act, which made them liable to the same insider trading laws as everyone else. But they would have none of that. Just one year later, in 2013, your elected officials in the Senate and the House voted and fast-tracked a new law excising large sections of the Stock Act. Specifically, congressional staffers no longer have to disclose their financial transactions publicly, and it has been made almost impossible for anyone to inspect the database of 2,900 congressional staffers to see if anyone is breaking the law.21


• Whereas it easily could take years to pass legislation for taxpayer jobs, healthcare, social security benefits, etc., it reportedly took the Senate less than a day to unanimously pass the bill after many members had already gone home (a la the passage of the Federal Reserve Act in 1913, which you’ll learn about later).
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