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Abstract 

This paper examines the October 2025 convergence of institutional innovations, private military funding, 
Strategic Bitcoin Reserves, nuclear microreactor deployments, corporate White House financing, executive 
immunity doctrines, and statistical agency capture, as potential indicators of American adaptation to hegemonic 
transition. We analyze these developments not as isolated phenomena but as interconnected responses to the 
fundamental contradiction of reserve currency status: maintaining global monetary dominance requires both 
demonstrating and undermining the credibility that justifies that dominance. 

Through examination of cryptocurrency infrastructure development, stablecoin Treasury accumulation, mining 
centralization dynamics, and the erosion of democratic constraints on executive power, we explore whether the 
United States is constructing successor systems to dollar hegemony while simultaneously accelerating its demise. 
The analysis reveals patterns consistent with either coordinated strategy or emergent institutional behavior, both 
producing identical outcomes: the weaponization of dollar dominance creates demand for alternatives, while 
American institutions position themselves to control those alternatives. 

We situate these developments within the 2027-2030 "Davidson Window", the confluence of Chinese 
demographic collapse, American military modernization timelines, Taiwanese political cycles, and technological 
disruption, arguing this period represents maximum probability for hegemonic conflict. The paper contributes to 
international relations theory by demonstrating how cryptocurrency enables monetary persistence through 
political rupture, potentially allowing hegemons to destroy existing currency systems while maintaining control 
over successors. 

Whether these patterns represent deliberate "controlled demolition" or unconscious adaptation to systemic 
pressures remains epistemologically undecidable. The mechanisms operate identically regardless of intent. We 
conclude that American institutions are building infrastructure for a post-dollar world, though whether this 
represents strategic brilliance or civilizational suicide will be determined by events yet to unfold. The stakes could 
not be higher: the monetary architecture emerging from this transition will determine the structure of global power 
for generations. 
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1. The Gathering Storm 

1.1 October 2025 as an Inflection Point 

In the span of over thirty days in 2025, American institutional norms shattered like brittle glass under pressure. 
The government shutdown that began in October should have been routine political theater, another round of 
budgetary brinksmanship resolving in compromise. Instead, it catalyzed transformations that historians may mark 
as significant inflection points in American governance, civil-military relations, and monetary policy. 

The empirical facts defy conventional interpretation and historic points of reference.  

Approximately 400,000 federal employees worked without pay or were furloughed. On October 7th, Timothy 
Mellon, heir to the Mellon banking fortune, offered a $130 million donation directly to the Pentagon to fund 
military salaries. The New York Times identified Mellon as the anonymous donor referenced by President Trump. 
His investment firm manages substantial portfolios, creating unprecedented questions about conflicts between 
private financial positions and public military funding. The Department of Defense justified acceptance through 
"general gift authority" provisions under 10 U.S.C. § 2601, designed for ceremonial donations rather than 
operational funding. Legal experts, including constitutional lawyer Bruce Fein and budget specialists, questioned 
whether this violated the Antideficiency Act. 

Meanwhile, corporate America engaged in an extraordinary funding arrangement for White House construction. 
The $300 million ballroom project (initially estimated at $200 million in July, revised upward through October) 
includes 37 corporate and individual donors contributing to the Trust for the National Mall nonprofit.  

The ballroom project includes not just above-ground construction but also "security enhancements" to the 
Presidential Emergency Operations Center bunker beneath the East Wing, according to White House officials, 
though details remain classified. The entire East Wing, built in 1942 by FDR to conceal the emergency bunker, 
was demolished starting October 20, 2025, during the government shutdown and without formal approval from 
the National Capital Planning Commission (closed due to the shutdown). The Society of Architectural Historians 
called it the first major exterior change since 1942. The bunker underneath the East Wing was built for World War 
II. Following precedence, the new bunker may be metaphorically built in its place for World War III. 

The financial intermingling extended beyond direct government funding into the President's family business 
ventures. World Liberty Financial, the cryptocurrency company co-founded by Donald Trump Jr. and Eric Trump, 
experienced extraordinary growth throughout October's government shutdown. 

World Liberty Financial's governance token, WLFI, had begun trading on September 1st, 2025, with the Trump 
family holding 22.5 billion tokens. A Trump business entity owns 60 percent of World Liberty and receives 75 
percent of all revenue from coin sales. By early September, this stake was valued at approximately $5 billion, 
though the token price would fluctuate considerably. 

On October 1st, the first day of the government shutdown, Donald Trump Jr. appeared at Token2049, a prominent 
crypto conference in Singapore, dismissing concerns about conflicts of interest. "I don't think anyone actually 
believes that my father or [Zach's] father would be looking at ledgers on the blockchain to see who bought what," 
he told CNBC. The conference appearance came as tens of thousands of federal workers received their final 
paychecks before the funding lapse. 



 

The timing of business announcements during the shutdown raised eyebrows among ethics watchdogs. On 
October 15th, the same day air traffic controllers received their last partial paycheck and thousands called in sick, 
Eric Trump announced plans to tokenize Trump Organization real estate projects through World Liberty Financial, 
stating: "If I decided to build a hotel in Washington, D.C. or in Dubai or in New York, why do I have to go out 
using Deutsche Bank? Why can't I go out to the masses?" 

The company's USD1 stablecoin generates approximately $80 million annually by investing in government bonds 
and money market funds, with most of the $2 billion in circulation held by Binance.  

On October 29th, as the shutdown entered its fourth week and SNAP benefits for 42 million Americans faced 
suspension, World Liberty Financial announced it would distribute 8.4 million WLFI tokens (worth $1.2 million) 
to early users of its stablecoin program, which had generated $500 million in trading activity over two months. 

The regulatory environment surrounding World Liberty Financial raised additional questions. Shortly after Trump 
took office in January 2025, the SEC backed off an investigation into Justin Sun, who had invested $30 million 
into World Liberty Financial in February. In May 2025, an Abu Dhabi government-backed firm purchased $2 
billion worth of World Liberty tokens; shortly thereafter, the Trump administration approved plans to provide that 
UAE firm hundreds of thousands of advanced computer chips despite national security concerns. 

The New York Times described World Liberty Financial as "eviscerating the boundary between private enterprise 
and government policy in a manner without precedent in modern American history." By August 2025, according 
to The New Yorker's analysis, the Trump family had gained $412.5 million from the venture. 

The juxtaposition crystallized a central question about contemporary governance: while the federal apparatus 
nominally ceased operations, leaving millions of Americans without essential services or benefits, the machinery 
of presidential family enrichment operated smoothly, processing hundreds of millions in transactions, announcing 
ambitious expansion plans, and navigating regulatory channels that, for others, remained shuttered. 

1.2 Relevant Theoretical Frameworks 

This paper synthesizes three theoretical literatures to explain October 2025's institutional innovations.  

First, hegemonic stability theory, developed by Charles Kindleberger and refined by Robert Gilpin, predicts 
international order requires a dominant state establishing and enforcing rules. When hegemons decline, systemic 
instability emerges unless successors arise or incumbents successfully adapt. The 1914-1945 British-American 
transition demonstrates both dynamics: catastrophic world wars accompanying decline, new institutional 
architecture accompanying succession. 

Second, monetary hegemony theories, advanced by Barry Eichengreen and Benjamin Cohen, identify special 
requirements for reserve currency status: deep liquid sovereign debt markets, military capacity protecting property 
rights, and credible commitment against arbitrary seizure. The third requirement creates a fundamental paradox: 
demonstrating military capacity often requires actions undermining monetary credibility.  

Britain's 1914 suspension of gold convertibility to finance World War I proved sterling's contingency, damaging 
reserve status despite restoration attempts (Britain initially suspended in 1914, attempted to return in 1925, then 
permanently left in 1931). America's 2022 freezing of Russian central bank reserves similarly demonstrated dollar 
vulnerability to political discretion and weaponization of monetary systems. 



 

Third, technological transition theories originated by Carlota Perez and Chris Freeman explain how breakthrough 
innovations enable institutional transformation during hegemonic stress. The telegraph permitted British imperial 
administration. Radio enabled Nazi propaganda and Allied coordination. The internet facilitated American 
unipolar dominance. We argue cryptocurrency represents a comparable breakthrough: enabling trust without 
sovereignty, value without state backing, and monetary persistence through political rupture. 

Our contribution lies in demonstrating how these frameworks converge in October 2025's events.  

Stablecoin architecture creates mechanical Treasury demand while building alternative payment rails, 
simultaneously extending dollar hegemony and preparing for its replacement. Executive consolidation enables 
wartime mobilization without democratic constraint. Oligarchic funding bypasses legislative appropriations. 
Nuclear microreactors power militarized blockchain infrastructure. Each element appears concerning 
independently; combined, they represent comprehensive preparation for hegemonic transition through monetary 
transformation. 

1.3 Empirical Strategy and Natural Experiment 

The October 2025 government shutdown provides natural experimental conditions for observing institutional 
adaptation under stress. Exogenous shock - Congressional failure to pass appropriations - created observable 
variation in funding mechanisms, governance structures, and strategic priorities. 

We employ multiple empirical strategies to establish causal relationships rather than mere correlations.  

First, difference-in-differences analysis comparing government functions that received alternative funding versus 
those that didn't, controlling for essential versus discretionary classification. Timothy Mellon's $130 million 
donation to military payroll, while representing only approximately $100 per service member and covering 
roughly 2% of a single pay cycle, demonstrated private capital's willingness to supplement government functions 
during funding lapses. In contrast, agencies without such mechanisms, including approximately 900,000 
furloughed federal employees and 2 million working without pay, experienced severe operational constraints. The 
differential impact suggests institutional fragility, though the token nature of private funding relative to actual 
needs ($6.4 billion required for full military payroll) reveals significant scaling limitations. 

Second, event study methodology examining market reactions to institutional developments. Defense contractor 
stocks demonstrated exceptional performance, with the NYSE Arca Defense Index surging 43.81% year-to-date 
through October 23, 2025, compared to the S&P 500's 14.82% return, representing 29 percentage points of 
outperformance. Palantir’s forward P/E ratio sits at over 450. Meanwhile, the stablecoin market reached 
approximately $250 billion in total capitalization by 2025, with major issuers like Tether and Circle holding an 
estimated $125-200 billion in U.S. Treasury securities. Following the March 2025 establishment of the U.S. 
Strategic Bitcoin Reserve via executive order, Bitcoin experienced significant volatility, reaching new all-time 
highs above $126,000 in early October before declining approximately 18% to around $105,000-107,000 by late 
October, reflecting both government legitimation effects and macro risk factors including U.S.-China trade 
tensions. 

Third, institutional framework analysis reveals accelerated policy development in digital assets during 2025. The 
passage of the GENIUS Act in July 2025 established federal regulatory frameworks for stablecoin issuance, 
mandating reserve backing with U.S. Treasury securities and potentially creating long-term structural demand. 
The Strategic Bitcoin Reserve formalized government holdings of approximately 198,000 BTC seized through 
asset forfeiture, with proposals to expand holdings to 1 million BTC over five years. These coordinated policy 



 

moves, spanning executive orders, legislative action, and regulatory guidance, suggest systematic rather than ad 
hoc institutional response to fiscal stress and cryptocurrency adoption pressures. 

 



 

2. The Art of Monetary Hegemony 

2.1 From Bretton Woods to Petrodollar: Historical Foundation 

The dollar's journey to global dominance traversed three distinct monetary regimes, each responding to crisis by 
expanding American power through institutional innovation. 

Bretton Woods (1944-1971) established dollar-gold convertibility at $35 per ounce, positioning America as the 
sole credible guarantor of monetary stability after Depression-era competitive devaluations and wartime inflation. 
European reconstruction required dollars for American capital goods; dollars required gold backing; gold 
concentrated in American vaults through wartime accumulation and balance of payments surpluses. The circular 
logic created self-reinforcing dominance. 

Yet Triffin's Dilemma emerged by the late 1950s: providing sufficient liquidity for global growth required running 
deficits that undermined gold backing credibility. U.S. gold reserves peaked at approximately $24 billion in 1949, 
while by 1960 foreign dollar holdings had grown to roughly equal gold reserves.  

By the mid-1960s, foreign dollar claims substantially exceeded U.S. gold reserves at the official price. France, 
under de Gaulle, began converting dollars to gold in significant quantities from 1965 onward, forcing recognition 
of the system's mathematical impossibility. 

Nixon's August 15, 1971 suspension of convertibility should have ended dollar hegemony, no previous reserve 
currency survived breaking its foundational promise. 

The October 1973 Yom Kippur War provided unexpected salvation. The Arab oil embargo and OPEC price 
increases raised oil prices from approximately $3 per barrel in early 1973 to nearly $12 by early 1974, creating 
massive wealth transfers from oil consumers to producers.  

Kissinger's diplomacy recognized opportunity within crisis. The U.S.-Saudi relationship deepened through 1974, 
though the specifics of bilateral agreements remain partially classified. Saudi Arabia did increasingly invest oil 
revenues in U.S. Treasury securities and dollar-denominated assets during the 1970s, and oil continued to be 
priced predominantly in dollars. 

By the late 1970s, the petrodollar system had crystallized: most international oil transactions were denominated in 
dollars, creating structural demand independent of American economic performance. Every nation needed dollars 
for energy imports; petrodollar surpluses flowed substantially into dollar assets. The mechanism proved more 
durable than gold backing: energy is consumed and must be repurchased continuously, while gold circulates 
indefinitely. The United States dollar depends on petrodollar recycling for stability. 

Current global oil consumption exceeds 100 million barrels per day. At recent prices near $80 per barrel, this 
represents approximately $8 billion in daily transactions, or roughly $3 trillion annually in nominal oil trade. 

2.2 The Sanctions Weapon and Credibility Crisis 

The dollar's weaponization accelerated following September 11, 2001. The USA PATRIOT Act expanded 
Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) from enforcing trade embargoes to conducting financial 
surveillance and enforcement. Section 311 authorized designation of foreign financial institutions as "primary 
money laundering concerns," effectively severing their access to dollar clearing given their dependence on dollar 



 

transactions. The Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication (SWIFT), though 
Belgian-incorporated and governed internationally, proved vulnerable to American pressure through its 
operational dependence on dollar-clearing banks and U.S. jurisdiction over dollar transactions. 

Initial applications targeted terrorism financing, Iranian nuclear programs, and North Korean weapons 
proliferation. Success bred expansion.  

Following Russia's 2014 annexation of Crimea, sectoral sanctions targeted major Russian financial institutions 
and energy companies. In 2018, the U.S. withdrew from the JCPOA and reimposed comprehensive sanctions on 
Iran despite European opposition. By the late 2010s, Chinese officials and technology companies faced expanding 
restrictions over Xinjiang, Hong Kong, and technology transfer concerns.  

The tool's effectiveness encouraged broader application, inadvertently creating incentives for targeted nations to 
cooperate on alternatives, and accelerating an additional war theatre on the monetary front, colloquially known as 
currency wars. 

The February 2022 freezing of approximately $300 billion in Russian central bank reserves marked a qualitative 
transformation from tactical weapon to strategic vulnerability. Reserves accumulated over two decades of energy 
exports became inaccessible overnight, not through military defeat or economic collapse, but through coordinated 
Western administrative action.  

Every central bank governor globally understood the implications: dollar and euro reserves held in Western 
financial systems represent contingent assets, accessible only with issuing nations' approval. 

The empirical consequences manifest in observable behavior. China's Treasury holdings declined from a peak of 
approximately $1.32 trillion in late 2013 to roughly $775 billion by September 2024, a decline of over 40% 
despite growing trade surpluses requiring foreign asset accumulation. The risk of rapid dumping of treasuries 
during times of conflict would ensue widespread instability for the United States monetary system. 

In 2023, Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states expanded acceptance of non-dollar currencies for oil transactions, 
including yuan-denominated sales to China. The UAE has conducted LNG transactions denominated in yuan. 
India and Russia developed rupee-ruble trade mechanisms to circumvent sanctions. Brazil and Argentina have 
explored bilateral currency arrangements and expanded local currency trade.  

These represent not coordinated assault but rational risk management, diversification away from assets now 
demonstrated to carry political risk. There now exists the precursor environment for a potential arms race for 
financial infrastructure, where the United States aims to maintain global usage of the dollar, and other countries 
race for independence or their own monetary hegemony. 

2.3 On Bitcoin 

Satoshi Nakamoto's October 2008 Bitcoin whitepaper, published amid the financial crisis, proposed "peer-to-peer 
electronic cash" eliminating trusted intermediaries. The innovation seemed radical: distributed ledgers 
maintaining consensus without central authority, cryptographic proof replacing institutional trust, algorithmic 
money supply replacing central bank discretion. 

Yet examined closely, Bitcoin represents conservative monetary philosophy: fixed supply echoing gold standard 
constraints, proof-of-work mining resembling resource-intensive precious metal extraction, transaction finality 
preventing fractional reserve expansion. 



 

The apparent paradox, revolutionary technology implementing austere economics, resolves when recognizing 
cryptocurrency's true innovation: separating money from state sovereignty. Every previous monetary system 
required political authority for enforcement. Gold needed mints and armies. Paper required legal tender laws and 
courts. Electronic systems required regulated banks and payment networks. 

Bitcoin requires only electricity and internet connectivity, infrastructure that states facilitate but cannot effectively 
monopolize. Or so the theory suggested. 

By 2025, Bitcoin mining had evolved into an industrial enterprise characterized by stark economies of scale. 
Network difficulty exceeded 134 trillion, and research revealed a troubling trend: miner profitability increases 
linearly with their proportion of total hashrate, creating a self-reinforcing cycle where larger miners equipped with 
advanced ASICs and access to low-cost energy dominate the network, pushing smaller players out. 

Next-generation ASIC miners cost $3,000-$10,000, with top-tier miners like the Bitmain S21 and Whatsminer 
M60 required to compete. Mining pool centralization reached concerning levels, with the top three pools 
controlling approximately 60% of hash rate. By September 2025, Foundry and Antpool combined controlled 48% 
of the Bitcoin network's total hashpower, Foundry with 30%, and Antpool with 18%. 

The concentration extended beyond pools. Solo miners faced odds of 1 in 2,800 to successfully mine a block, 
potentially requiring eight years. This reality forced many to either exit the market or join mining pools, further 
consolidating hashpower. The decentralized mining envisioned in Bitcoin's whitepaper had given way to industrial 
concentration. 

The energy requirements for competitive mining drove further centralization. TeraWulf, a publicly-traded mining 
company, operated facilities powered by nuclear and hydroelectric sources, achieving power costs as low as 
$0.02/kWh through direct connection to Pennsylvania's Susquehanna nuclear plant. The Nautilus Cryptomine 
site's nuclear power connection cut electrical costs to about two cents per kilowatt-hour, providing competitive 
advantages impossible for smaller operators. 

In September 2025, American Bitcoin, a Trump-backed company, began trading on the Nasdaq. 

By mid-2025, CleanSpark achieved an operational hashrate of 50.0 EH/s while securing over 1 gigawatt of 
contracted power. Such scale allowed these firms to influence network decisions and potentially act as 
gatekeepers, undermining Bitcoin's decentralized ethos.  

The mining operations that could compete required infrastructure - land, buildings, electrical substations, cooling 
systems, regulatory compliance - that looked increasingly like traditional industrial facilities rather than 
decentralized networks. 

While mining centralized, so did ownership. By April 2025, governments collectively held over 463,741 BTC, 
representing approximately 2.3% of Bitcoin's total supply. The U.S. government held approximately 198,012 BTC 
worth roughly $23 billion, making it the second-largest Bitcoin holder after MicroStrategy.  

Following an executive order in March 2025, the Treasury consolidated these holdings into a Strategic Bitcoin 
Reserve rather than auctioning them off as in previous years. 

The government's accumulation came primarily through law enforcement seizures. Major seizures included 
94,643 BTC from the 2016 Bitfinex hack (involving Heather Morgan and Ilya Lichtenstein), 50,676 BTC stolen 



 

from Silk Road by James Zhong, and 70,000 BTC from an anonymous "Individual X" who hacked Silk Road 
between 2012-2013.  

Research by blockchain analytics firm Chainalysis indicated more than $75 billion worth of crypto tied to illicit 
activity remains on-chain within reach of law enforcement, with illicit entities holding almost $15 billion in 2025, 
75% in Bitcoin. 

Other governments followed similar patterns. Bhutan accumulated 8,594 BTC entirely through state-run 
hydroelectric-powered mining operations. The Kingdom's mining activities represented something novel: a 
sovereign state directly competing in the mining network that was supposed to operate independently of 
governments. 

Institutional adoption accelerated following regulatory developments and financial products bridging traditional 
and cryptocurrency systems. The October 2021 launch of the ProShares Bitcoin Strategy ETF (BITO), which 
holds Bitcoin futures rather than direct Bitcoin, demonstrated institutional appetite for regulated cryptocurrency 
exposure. Grayscale's Bitcoin Trust (GBTC), which held approximately 620,000 Bitcoin at its peak in early 2021, 
demonstrated early institutional accumulation patterns. MicroStrategy's corporate treasury allocation, exceeding 
250,000 Bitcoin by late 2024, established precedent for public company balance sheet strategies. 

The January 2024 SEC approval of spot Bitcoin ETFs, including BlackRock's iShares Bitcoin Trust (IBIT), 
marked a significant shift in institutional access. Within its first year, IBIT accumulated substantial Bitcoin 
holdings, becoming one of the largest institutional holders. The ETF structure concentrated Bitcoin under 
institutional custody.  

While some ETFs allowed in-kind redemptions, the practical effect was clear: Bitcoin moved steadily from 
individual wallets to institutional vaults. 

The consolidation occurred through multiple channels: direct purchase by corporations like MicroStrategy and 
Tesla; ETF accumulation by BlackRock, Fidelity, and other asset managers; government seizure and strategic 
reserves; exchange for traditional equity shares in crypto-adjacent companies; and absorption by publicly-traded 
mining companies.  

According to 2025 data, government acquisitions (both direct and through legal seizures) amounted to 19,000 
BTC annually, suggesting massive redistribution where Bitcoin slowly moved out of private wallets into 
long-term custody by financial institutions and governments. 

The centralization of hashpower and ownership created practical control over Bitcoin's future development. While 
Bitcoin's protocol theoretically required consensus for changes, with just two mining entities controlling 48% of 
network hashpower, the ability to coordinate protocol changes, including potential hard forks to address quantum 
computing threats, rested increasingly with institutional actors. The decentralized decision-making of Bitcoin's 
early years had given way to de facto governance by major mining pools, institutional holders, and government 
strategic reserves. 

This raised profound questions about Bitcoin's future. Could a network where governments held strategic 
reserves, corporations owned hundreds of thousands of coins, and a handful of mining operations controlled half 
the hashpower truly be called decentralized? The technology remained distributed, no single entity controlled all 
nodes, but the economic power had concentrated dramatically. 



 

The irony was complete: a system designed to escape institutional control had, through market forces and 
technological requirements, reconcentrated under institutional dominance.  

Bitcoin remained resistant to certain forms of government control, no authority could print more coins or reverse 
transactions unilaterally, but the network's governance, its future development, and its practical operation now 
depended on the same types of large-scale organizations that traditional finance relied upon. 

The cryptocurrency revolution had not eliminated institutional power; it had created new institutions. 

2.4 Project Janus: Nuclear Power and the Acceleration of Mining Centralization 

On October 14, 2025, the U.S. Army announced Project Janus, a program to deploy commercial nuclear 
microreactors at up to nine domestic military installations by September 30, 2028, in accordance with Executive 
Order 14299, "Deploying Advanced Nuclear Reactor Technologies for National Security."  

The program, developed in partnership with the Department of Energy and Defense Innovation Unit, aims to 
provide energy resilience for military bases through commercially owned and operated microreactors capable of 
generating up to 50 megawatts of electricity and operating for years without refueling. 

Project Janus builds on Project Pele, a Strategic Capabilities Office initiative developing transportable 
microreactors. The Pele prototype, manufactured by BWX Technologies, produces 1-5 megawatts of electrical 
power and is designed to fit within four 20-foot shipping containers. Energy Secretary Chris Wright emphasized 
the strategic value: "Ultimately, and not in the too far future, you'll be able to place a reactor at a 
forward-deployed base, produce multiple megawatts of power... and it'll run for years, potentially decades, 
without any refueling or any reservicing." 

The program's stated objectives focus on military energy independence: reducing reliance on commercial power 
grids vulnerable to physical or cyber attacks, providing reliable power for energy-intensive defense systems 
including artificial intelligence and directed energy weapons, and ensuring mission-critical operations can 
continue during grid failures or in contested environments. No specific base locations have been announced, 
though the Army plans to solicit proposals from commercial vendors to supply two microreactors each for the 
nine selected installations. 

What makes Project Janus significant for Bitcoin centralization is not its stated purpose, but its economic 
implications. The program demonstrates that U.S. military installations will soon possess abundant, low-cost, 
continuous electrical power divorced from commercial grid pricing. This infrastructure creates conditions that 
could dramatically accelerate the mining centralization trends documented in Section 2.3. 

Consider the economics. As established earlier, TeraWulf's direct connection to Pennsylvania's Susquehanna 
nuclear plant achieved power costs of approximately $0.02/kWh, providing competitive advantages impossible 
for smaller operators.  

Military microreactors would offer similar or superior economics: zero fuel costs over multi-year operational 
cycles, no transmission losses or grid fees, power availability unconstrained by civilian demand, and operational 
continuity immune to natural disasters or grid instability. 

Nine bases with microreactors producing up to 50 megawatts each represents 450 megawatts of potential 
electrical capacity. For context, a single megawatt can support approximately 200-300 Bitmain S21 miners, each 
producing about 200 TH/s. At maximum theoretical deployment, this infrastructure could support 90,000-135,000 



 

next-generation ASIC miners, contributing approximately 18-27 EH/s to the network, roughly 4-6% of the total 
Bitcoin hashrate as of late 2025. 

The competitive advantage extends beyond power costs. Military installations possess existing infrastructure that 
private mining operations must build from scratch: secure perimeter defenses, redundant communications 
systems, environmental control facilities, and regulatory compliance frameworks. The Defense Innovation Unit's 
contracting model explicitly encourages commercial partnerships, creating pathways for companies to operate 
mining infrastructure on military bases under favorable terms. 

This creates a hypothetical scenario, not yet evidenced by current policy but made possible by economic 
incentives: commercial mining companies could partner with military installations to utilize excess nuclear 
capacity. The arrangement would benefit both parties, the military would monetize unused power generation 
capacity, while mining companies would gain access to the cheapest, most reliable electricity available in the 
United States. Such partnerships would operate within existing legal frameworks for commercial activities on 
military bases. 

The centralization implications become clear when considering the barriers to entry. A private company 
attempting to replicate this competitive position would need to: secure land and regulatory approval, construct a 
nuclear microreactor costing $50-100 million per unit, navigate Nuclear Regulatory Commission oversight, 
establish security infrastructure, build electrical substations and cooling systems, and achieve operational 
continuity over multi-year timeframes. 

These barriers ensure that only the largest, most well-capitalized mining operations could compete. 
Military-adjacent mining would amplify this dynamic, as operations with access to nuclear-powered military 
installations would achieve cost structures unmatchable by conventional commercial facilities. 

The international dimension compounds centralization risks. Energy Secretary Wright explicitly discussed 
forward deployment potential: "you'll be able to place a reactor at a forward deployed place, multiple megawatts 
of power." While Project Janus focuses on domestic installations, the technology pathway leads toward 
deployments at overseas military bases. Guam, Diego Garcia, and Djibouti were mentioned in military energy 
planning documents as locations requiring energy independence from vulnerable supply chains. 

Forward-deployed mining infrastructure at overseas military bases would concentrate hashpower under U.S. 
institutional control while operating beyond the regulatory oversight governing domestic commercial mining.  

The mining infrastructure could justify its presence through dual-use applications, providing computational 
capacity for military operations while mining Bitcoin during peacetime, or redirecting power to defense systems 
during crises. 

This dual-use potential distinguishes military mining from civilian operations. A commercial mining facility 
operates for one purpose; military infrastructure serves strategic objectives. The economic incentive to utilize 
excess nuclear capacity for Bitcoin mining exists regardless of whether such mining serves military purposes. The 
fact that the same electrical infrastructure, computational hardware, and network connectivity required for Bitcoin 
mining also supports high-performance computing for intelligence analysis, cyber warfare, and artificial 
intelligence applications creates natural synergies. 

Military-adjacent mining operations would represent a third accumulation pathway alongside law enforcement 
seizures and strategic reserve purchases. Unlike seizures, which depend on criminal prosecutions, or purchases, 



 

which require congressional appropriation, mining generates Bitcoin continuously and could be characterized as 
cost recovery for excess energy capacity. 

The critical point is that none of this requires coordination, conspiracy, or deliberate policy. The centralization 
would emerge from rational economic actors pursuing optimal strategies within existing incentive structures. A 
commercial company offered the opportunity to mine Bitcoin using cheap nuclear power on a military base would 
accept. A military installation seeking to monetize excess power generation capacity would entertain such 
proposals. Both parties would justify the arrangement through standard public-private partnership frameworks. 

The technology and economics make military-adjacent mining not just possible but economically rational. The 
question is not whether such arrangements could occur, but whether existing regulatory frameworks and political 
considerations will prevent market forces from driving toward this outcome. 

Project Janus thus represents an inflection point. The program was designed for energy resilience and national 
security, with no stated connection to cryptocurrency. Yet the infrastructure it creates would dramatically lower 
barriers for large-scale, institutionally-backed mining operations while raising barriers for smaller competitors. 
The same market dynamics that drove mining centralization from 2009 to 2025, economies of scale, energy cost 
advantages, industrial concentration, would accelerate. 

This acceleration matters because Bitcoin's decentralization represents its core security property. Military-adjacent 
mining infrastructure would further concentrate control, moving hashpower from geographically distributed, 
commercially operated pools toward operations with institutional backing, strategic objectives, and competitive 
advantages impossible for civilian operations to match. 

The irony parallels Bitcoin's broader evolution: a technology designed to enable stateless money creating 
infrastructure that advantages state-adjacent actors. The nuclear microreactors serve legitimate military purposes, 
but their secondary effects on cryptocurrency mining dynamics could fundamentally alter the balance of power 
within networks supposedly operating beyond state control. 

Whether this potential materializes depends on regulatory decisions, political considerations, and institutional 
choices not yet made. But the economic incentives exist, the infrastructure will soon be operational, and the 
centralization trends create pathways for these possibilities to become realities.  

Project Janus was not designed to accelerate Bitcoin centralization, but it may nonetheless represent one of the 
most significant infrastructure developments affecting cryptocurrency's competitive landscape. 

 

 



 

3. Stablecoins, Hegemonic Bridge 

3.1 Stablecoin Dollar Dependency 

Stablecoins represent synthetic dollars, cryptocurrency tokens maintaining parity with U.S. currency through 
various mechanisms. The dominant model involves reserve backing: each token issued is backed by 
corresponding dollar-denominated assets in custody.  

Tether (USDT), first launched in 2014, pioneered the architecture. Circle's USD Coin (USDC) refined it with 
enhanced regulatory compliance and transparency reporting. Hundreds of competitors have emerged, but network 
effects favor consolidation.  

By mid-2024, combined stablecoin market capitalization exceeded $160 billion, with Tether and Circle 
commanding approximately 85-90% market share. 

The reserve composition reveals strategic significance. According to Tether's mid-2024 attestation reports, its 
reserves included approximately $97 billion in assets, with the majority allocated to U.S. Treasury bills (over $81 
billion), alongside reverse repurchase agreements, money market funds, cash deposits, and other assets including 
Bitcoin and gold. Circle maintains a more conservative allocation focused on U.S. Treasuries and overnight repos, 
with its reserves managed through partnerships including BlackRock.  

Combined, major stablecoins hold tens of billions in direct Treasury exposure, making them collectively 
comparable to mid-sized sovereign creditors, though precise rankings fluctuate with market conditions and other 
nations' holdings. 

The demand mechanism operates mechanically rather than discretionally.  

Traditional foreign exchange reserves serve policy objectives: exchange rate management, import financing, crisis 
buffers.  

Central banks actively manage allocation, rebalancing portfolios based on returns, diversification, and strategic 
considerations. Stablecoin reserves face different constraints: issuers must maintain backing to preserve the peg, 
regardless of yield environments, political considerations, or market conditions.  

Each dollar of stablecoin demand creates corresponding Treasury or Treasury-equivalent purchases. Market 
volatility driving cryptocurrency traders to dollar-denominated stablecoins generates automatic demand for 
dollar-denominated assets. 

3.2 Institutional and Regulatory Capture 

The July 2025 GENIUS Act (Guiding and Establishing National Innovation for U.S. Stablecoins Act) establishes 
comprehensive federal framework superseding inconsistent state money transmitter licenses. Licensed issuers 
must maintain 100% reserves in "high-quality liquid assets" - defined as Treasury securities, Federal Reserve 
deposits, or overnight reverse repurchase agreements with primary dealers.  

Monthly attestations require independent audit verification. Anti-money laundering compliance matches bank 
standards. Prudential supervision falls under Federal Reserve authority for state-licensed issuers above $10 
billion, or the OCC for federal nonbank stablecoin issuers. 



 

The framework's political economy deserves examination. While cryptocurrency industry political spending 
reached unprecedented levels in 2024, the specific lobbying figures require clarification: Circle (the issuer of 
USDC stablecoin) spent approximately $230,000 on federal lobbying in 2024, while Coinbase spent 
approximately $3.8 million.  

However, Coinbase's total political expenditures including campaign contributions to PACs like Fairshake reached 
approximately $52-66 million in 2024, among the highest corporate political spending that year. The crypto 
industry as a whole contributed over $119 million to influence the 2024 elections, making it nearly half of all 
corporate political donations.  

Notable advisors to crypto firms have included former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers (Circle) and former 
CFTC Chairman Christopher Giancarlo. Venture capital firm Andreessen Horowitz, with extensive 
cryptocurrency investments, has placed partners in advisory roles throughout various government departments. 

The revolving door between government and cryptocurrency operates visibly.  

Former Acting Comptroller of the Currency Brian Brooks served as Coinbase's Chief Legal Officer (2018-2020) 
before his government role, then became Binance.US CEO (May-August 2021) after leaving the OCC. Former 
SEC Chairman Jay Clayton joined cryptocurrency-focused advisory roles after his tenure.  

Former CFTC Chairman Heath Tarbert became Citadel Securities' Chief Legal Officer, overseeing market-making 
operations including cryptocurrency. Current Treasury officials' cryptocurrency holdings, while held in qualified 
blind trusts, present transparency challenges given blockchain's public ledger nature. 

Institutional integration has proceeded through infrastructure development. The Federal Reserve's 2023 FedNow 
payment system was designed with potential future interoperability considerations.  

JPMorgan's JPM Coin, though operating on private blockchain infrastructure, demonstrates bank-issued digital 
dollar capabilities. Visa and Mastercard have enabled stablecoin settlement for certain cross-border transactions. 
PayPal's PYUSD provides mainstream consumer exposure to stablecoins. SWIFT has announced messaging 
standards compatible with stablecoin transactions. The Bank for International Settlements' Project mBridge 
explores central bank digital currency interoperability using settlement mechanisms conceptually similar to 
stablecoins. Circle supports USDC in 173 countries. 

3.3 Crisis Dynamics and Countercyclical Properties 

The March 2023 regional banking crisis provided a natural experiment in stablecoin crisis behavior. Silicon Valley 
Bank's collapse on March 10, 2023, triggered deposit flight from regional banks.  

Circle's USD Coin (USDC), with approximately $3.3 billion (8% of reserves) held at SVB, temporarily depegged 
to as low as $0.87 before federal intervention guaranteed depositors.  

Paradoxically, while USDC experienced a flight to safety event, Tether (USDT) increased circulation by 
approximately $9 billion (11%) in the immediate aftermath, as traders shifted from USDC to USDT and other 
perceived safer assets. The crisis demonstrated stablecoin substitution effects rather than uniform expansion, users 
fled transparency risk in favor of opacity during uncertainty. 

Russian sanctions offer another empirical test. Following February 2022 reserve freezing, stablecoin usage 
patterns shifted dramatically. According to Chainalysis, stablecoins' share of transaction volume on Russian 



 

cryptocurrency services increased from 42% in January 2022 to 55% in February and 67% by March 2022, as 
Russians sought to preserve asset value amid sanctions and ruble depreciation.  

By 2024, Russia had developed state-backed alternatives like the A7A5 ruble-pegged stablecoin, which processed 
over $51 billion in volume through mid-2025 despite sanctions.  

The paradox emerges: sanctions intended to exclude Russia from the dollar system instead drive adoption of 
dollar-denominated stablecoins and eventually dollar-alternatives through cryptocurrency rails, though these 
transactions occur at premiums reflecting sanctions risk. 

Chinese capital controls create similar dynamics. Despite official cryptocurrency prohibitions since 2021, Chinese 
demand for stablecoins persists through offshore channels. East Asia maintains the lowest Bitcoin share of 
cryptocurrency volume at approximately 51%, with the remainder heavily dominated by stablecoins, 93% of 
which is USDT according to Chainalysis data.  

Local premiums suggest persistent demand exceeding authorized supply channels. Tether on Tron blockchain has 
become particularly significant for emerging market transactions, with Tron processing approximately $21.5 
billion in daily USDT transfers (roughly $645 billion monthly).  

The Communist Party's cryptocurrency prohibition ironically increases dollar exposure through underground 
stablecoin adoption, though Beijing is now exploring yuan-backed stablecoins in offshore markets like Hong 
Kong to counter this dollarization. 

 



 

4. The Taiwan Catalyst 

4.1 Geographic Determinism and Strategic Imperatives 

Taiwan's location renders conflict a persistent strategic concern given structural pressures and closing windows. 
The island sits approximately 100 miles from mainland China at the strait's narrowest point, roughly 700 miles 
from Japan, and 200 miles from the Philippines, controlling a critical position along East Asian maritime trade 
routes.  

Approximately $2.45 trillion worth of goods, over one-fifth of global maritime trade, transited the Taiwan Strait in 
2022. 

The Taiwan Strait's width ranges from 81 to 110 miles, with an average depth of approximately 200 feet, making 
it navigable but strategically constrained. Chinese naval forces based in Fujian Province could significantly 
disrupt the strait, threatening Japanese and Korean economies' access to Southeast Asian resources and Middle 
Eastern energy. 

Beyond geographic position, Taiwan produces approximately 78% of semiconductors at 7-nanometer nodes and 
95% at 3-nanometer nodes as of recent data. Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company (TSMC) represents 
over 60% of the global contract chip manufacturing market (with some estimates as high as 90% for advanced 
nodes). Apple's A-series processors, Nvidia's AI chips, Qualcomm's mobile processors, AMD's CPUs, all depend 
substantially on TSMC fabrication. Chinese control would provide leverage over advanced technology sectors 
globally.  

Yet military conflict would likely destroy these facilities, eliminating much of the strategic value. This paradox 
complicates Chinese decision-making but doesn't eliminate reunification incentives given political imperatives. 

Taiwan's strategic significance extends beyond its intrinsic value to its role in what Chinese strategists term the 
"First Island Chain", the arc of territories running from the Japanese archipelago through Taiwan to the 
Philippines and into the South China Sea.  

This chain effectively constrains Chinese naval access to the Pacific Ocean. Every Chinese warship departing for 
blue-water operations must pass through chokepoints monitored by American allies: the Miyako Strait between 
Japanese islands, the Taiwan Strait itself, the Luzon Strait between Taiwan and the Philippines, or the various 
passages through the Indonesian archipelago. 

Chinese maritime traffic, both commercial and military, faces what Beijing calls the "Malacca Dilemma." 
Approximately 80% of China's oil imports transit the Strait of Malacca, a narrow passage between Malaysia and 
Indonesia controllable by relatively modest naval forces. From there, tankers traverse the South China Sea and 
pass through the First Island Chain to reach Chinese ports. In conflict, American and allied forces could impose a 
distant blockade, interdicting energy supplies and trade without engaging Chinese coastal defenses. 

China's reliance on the Indian Ocean creates structural vulnerability. Beyond the Malacca Strait, Chinese 
commercial shipping depends on sea lanes running through the Indian Ocean, around the Horn of Africa or 
through the Suez Canal, and across the Atlantic or Mediterranean.  

The People's Liberation Army Navy maintains limited presence in these waters, Djibouti hosts China's only 
overseas military base, a modest facility supporting anti-piracy operations. India's navy, increasingly capable and 



 

aligned with American strategic interests, could threaten these supply lines. The United States maintains 
substantial naval presence through CENTCOM and maintains close relationships with Gulf states controlling the 
Strait of Hormuz, through which much of China's energy imports pass. 

This geographic reality shapes Chinese strategic thinking in multiple ways. It explains the Belt and Road 
Initiative's emphasis on overland routes, pipelines through Central Asia, rail connections to Europe, attempting to 
diversify away from vulnerable maritime dependencies.  

It motivates Chinese efforts to establish port facilities throughout the Indian Ocean (Gwadar in Pakistan, 
Hambantota in Sri Lanka, various East African ports), creating what India calls a "String of Pearls" of potential 
military outposts. Most critically for Taiwan, it explains why breaking through the First Island Chain represents a 
strategic imperative independent of reunification sentiment. 

Control of Taiwan would fundamentally alter this strategic geography. Chinese forces based on Taiwan's eastern 
coast would access the Pacific directly, bypassing the narrow straits that currently constrain them. Taiwan-based 
aircraft and missiles could threaten Japanese and Philippine positions, potentially opening additional passages 
through the island chain.  

The transformation would extend beyond Taiwan itself: with the First Island Chain breached, the Second Island 
Chain, running from Japan through Guam to Papua New Guinea, becomes the primary line of containment, 
pushing American defensive positions thousands of miles further east. 

The inverse holds equally: maintaining Taiwan's separation from mainland control preserves the island chain 
strategy that has structured American Pacific strategy since the 1950s. This explains American commitment 
despite the lack of formal defense treaty, Taiwan's geographic position makes it perhaps the single most important 
link in the chain containing Chinese maritime expansion. 

The military balance has shifted toward Chinese advantage in recent years, though American modernization 
continues. People's Liberation Army modernization, accelerated since 2015 reforms, has progressed significantly.  

The Type 055 destroyer, among the world's largest and most capable surface combatants, deploys in growing 
numbers. The J-20 stealth fighter achieved initial operational capability, though engine development continues. 
The DF-17 hypersonic glide vehicle presents challenges to American carrier operations within the First Island 
Chain. Satellite imagery reveals extensive military infrastructure in Fujian Province, including hardened aircraft 
shelters and substantial missile forces. 

American military modernization proceeds but faces timeline challenges. The B-21 Raider's first aircraft entered 
flight testing in 2023, with initial operational aircraft expected around 2026-2027, though achieving full squadron 
deployment will require additional years.  

Columbia-class submarines will begin delivery around 2031 (with recent delays pushing the first boat's patrol 
readiness), replacing aging Ohio-class boats. Next Generation Air Dominance fighter remains in development. 
Hypersonic weapons deployment continues but lags Chinese programs.  

Industrial capacity concerns persist: munitions production rates, shipyard capacity (one destroyer versus China's 
multiple per year), and submarine construction timelines (approximately seven years versus China's faster 
production) present challenges for sustained conflict. 

 



 

4.2 Davidson Window, 2027-2030 

Multiple temporal factors create maximum risk between 2027 and 2030, termed the Davidson Window by defense 
analysts. Xi Jinping, born in 1953, approaches 74 in 2027, beyond typical Chinese leadership retirement age 
absent historic achievement justifying extended rule.  

Taiwan reunification would provide such achievement, surpassing Deng Xiaoping's economic reforms or Jiang 
Zemin's WTO entry. Failure to attempt reunification before Fourth Plenum in 2027 risks perception of weakness, 
potentially fatal given factional tensions following COVID-zero debacle and economic slowdown. 

Chinese demographic collapse accelerates after 2030. Working-age population peaked in 2011 at 925 million, 
declining to projected 650 million by 2050. Military-age males (18-24) number 62 million in 2025, falling to 39 
million by 2040. The one-child policy's echo means single sons whose death would end family lines, creating 
unprecedented casualty sensitivity.  

Economic growth slowed from 10%+ to sub-5%, eliminating performance legitimacy underpinning Communist 
Party rule since Deng.  

Nationalism around Taiwan provides alternative legitimacy but requires eventual delivery. 

American political dynamics create parallel urgency. The 2024 election demonstrated deep polarization despite 
Trump's victory. House Republicans hold mere five-seat majority; Senate Republicans have three-seat margin. 
The 2026 midterms historically favor opposition party, potentially creating divided government. Public polling 
shows only 39% support defending Taiwan if it means American casualties, falling to 21% if casualties exceed 
10,000.  

Vietnam syndrome persists: 73% believe "US should avoid military interventions abroad." Industrial capacity for 
sustained conflict requires years to rebuild, current missile production would exhaust in one week of 
high-intensity combat. 

Technological factors compound timing pressure in new arms races for global dominance.  

Artificial intelligence capabilities advance exponentially, potentially rendering current military systems obsolete. 
Quantum computing threatens existing encryption within 10-15 years, compromising military communications 
and cryptocurrency systems. Biotechnology enables novel weapons challenging deterrence frameworks. Space 
weaponization proceeds rapidly, China demonstrated anti-satellite capability, America established Space Force, 
Russia tested co-orbital interceptors.  

The convergence of emerging technologies creates discontinuous change risk, advantaging first movers. 

4.3 Observable Preparations 

Admiral Samuel Paparo's April 2025 testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee revealed sustained 
military acceleration. The PLA demonstrated growing capabilities in 2024 through persistent multi-domain 
activities of increasing scope, scale, and complexity against Taiwan, combined with significantly expanded daily 
air and maritime presence.  

China's continuing ability to build ships, airplanes, and weapons at a rate of 6-to-1.8 compared to the United 
States fundamentally alters the strategic balance. Paparo's testimony emphasized constant analysis of intelligence 



 

and open-source materials to understand and pace Chinese actions that seek to coerce Taiwan and demonstrate the 
prospect of settling the matter by force. 

PLA exercises demonstrate unprecedented operational readiness.  

The April 2025 "Strait Thunder-2025A" drill deployed 135 aircraft, 38 naval vessels, and 12 official vessels over 
two days, focusing on blockade enforcement and chokepoint control. The exercise revealed a three-phase 
operational plan for a Taiwan campaign: joint combat readiness patrols for troop assembly, operations for 
battlefield dominance and precision strikes, and maneuvers simulating the interception and detention of ships 
bound for Taiwan.  

The October 2024 "Joint Sword-2024B" exercise included 125 aircraft sorties with 90 entering Taiwan's air 
defense identification zone, plus 17 PLA Navy ships and 17 Coast Guard vessels, with some approaching 
Taiwan's contiguous zone. The drill naming convention, "2024A," "2024B," "2025A", suggests planned series 
escalation rather than reactive demonstrations. 

Satellite imagery and sustained activities reveal preparations extending beyond exercises. The PRC has reportedly 
expanded mock Taipei training grounds in Inner Mongolia, with evidence of new mock judicial buildings and 
underground tunnels linking to existing mock government facilities.  

Daily PLA activities continue at elevated levels between major exercises, normalizing military pressure as 
baseline rather than exception. 

Taiwan's responses indicate acute threat perception.  

Defense spending has grown from 1.82% of GDP in 2016 to approximately 2.9% in recent years, with the 
government targeting 3.3% of GDP, still below the levels some U.S. officials advocate but representing substantial 
increases amid domestic political constraints.  

Conscription was extended from four months to one year, announced in 2022 and first implemented in January 
2024, with updated curriculum featuring hands-on training with Stinger and Javelin missiles, Kestrel rocket 
launchers, and autonomous drones. Public opinion reflects the gravity: 83% support extended conscription, 59% 
support raising defense budgets to 3% of GDP, and 64.6% have a positive image of the military.  

Civil defense preparations accelerate with shelter construction, supply stockpiling, and communication 
redundancy. Asymmetric capabilities proliferate: mobile anti-ship missiles, drone swarms, cyber weapons 
designed to impose disproportionate costs on attackers. 

American preparations transcend normal contingency planning.  

The Army's Project Janus deploys nuclear microreactors to military bases by 2028, providing infrastructure 
resilient to grid disruption, cyberattacks, and supply chain vulnerabilities. Army officials explicitly cite the 
challenge of moving energy across vast ocean distances in potential conflict with China, noting that Guam relies 
on more than 90% of its electricity from imported oil delivered by foreign-flagged tankers traveling thousands of 
miles across contested sea lanes.  

The Marines restructured entirely for littoral and island warfare under Force Design 2030, eliminating all tanks 
(transferring over 450 to the Army) and reducing cannon artillery while adding rocket artillery and establishing 
Marine Littoral Regiments designed for distributed operations across island chains. The Navy prioritizes 



 

submarine production and distributed basing. The Air Force disperses Pacific assets across smaller installations, 
complicating Chinese targeting.  

These adaptations suggest not mere planning but operational expectation of conflict in contested island 
environments where traditional logistics and heavy armor prove unsuitable. The scope, specificity, and resource 
commitment of these changes indicate institutional preparation for scenarios considered plausible within planning 
horizons, expectation of conflict. 

 



 

5. Executive Consolidation 

5.1 The Unitary Executive Ascendant 

The Supreme Court's July 2024 decision in Trump v. United States fundamentally transformed American 
governance by establishing presidential immunity for "official acts."  

Chief Justice Roberts' majority opinion, joined by five conservative justices, held that presidents possess absolute 
immunity for acts within their core constitutional authority, presumptive immunity for official acts within the 
outer perimeter of their official responsibility, and no immunity for unofficial acts. The Court declined to specify 
which of Trump's January 6th-related actions qualified for immunity, remanding to lower courts for further 
proceedings.  

The sweeping framework extends beyond specific facts to establish categorical protections rendering criminal 
accountability extraordinarily difficult. 

Justice Sotomayor's dissent warned of autocratic implications: "The majority's decision reshapes the institution of 
the Presidency. It makes a mockery of the principle, foundational to our Constitution and system of Government, 
that no man is above the law."  

She illustrated the scope with stark examples: "Orders the Navy's Seal Team 6 to assassinate a political rival? 
Immune. Organizes a military coup to hold onto power? Immune. Takes a bribe in exchange for a pardon? 
Immune. Immune, immune, immune." The 6-3 partisan split reflects not just judicial philosophy but regime 
transformation, from a constrained, balanced executive to unleashed presidential authority. 

Judicial victories set forth interpretations that Executive Orders operationalized.  

The February 2025 order "Ensuring Accountability for All Agencies" asserts presidential control over previously 
independent regulatory agencies. The order declares: "For the Federal Government to be truly accountable to the 
American people, officials who wield vast executive power must be supervised and controlled by the people's 
elected President."  

All independent agencies, including the Securities and Exchange Commission, Federal Communications 
Commission, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, and Nuclear Regulatory Commission, must now submit 
regulations to White House review before publication.  

The Office of Management and Budget gains authority to establish performance standards for independent agency 
heads and "adjust such agencies' apportionments by activity, function, project, or object, as necessary and 
appropriate, to advance the President's policies and priorities," effectively controlling their budgets to enforce 
compliance.  

The order mandates that "The President and the Attorney General's opinions on questions of law are controlling 
on all employees in the conduct of their official duties," prohibiting federal employees from advancing legal 
interpretations contrary to presidential positions. 

Executive Order 14171, signed January 20, 2025, reinstates "Schedule F" (renamed "Schedule Policy/Career") to 
strip civil service protections from federal employees in policy-related positions. The order enables 
reclassification of tens or hundreds of thousands of career civil servants as at-will employees dismissible without 



 

cause or appeal. The stated justification: "There have been numerous and well-documented cases of career Federal 
employees resisting and undermining the policies and directives of their executive leadership."  

Critics identify this as a loyalty mechanism requiring federal workers to "faithfully serve the executive branch" 
beyond their constitutional oath, transforming nonpartisan expertise into a form of political fealty. 

The cumulative effect transforms American governance from separated powers to unified executive command. 

Congress retains theoretical legislative authority but lacks enforcement mechanism when presidents control 
regulatory implementation and budget execution. Courts issue rulings but depend on executive branch officials, 
now answerable solely to presidential interpretation, for implementation. The military follows civilian command, 
but that command concentrates on a single person newly shielded from criminal accountability. These changes 
occurred not through constitutional amendment but judicial interpretation and executive assertion, a revolution 
through procedure, interpretation, and enforcement rather than politics. 

5.2 Information and Statistical Control 

The August 2025 termination of Bureau of Labor Statistics Commissioner Erika McEntarfer represents 
unprecedented politicization of federal statistical agencies. McEntarfer, a labor economist with over twenty years 
of federal service, was confirmed by the Senate 86-8 in January 2024 for a four-year term.  

On August 1, 2025, BLS released July employment data showing 73,000 jobs added, below market expectations, 
and revised May and June downward by a combined 258,000 jobs. Within hours, President Trump declared the 
numbers "RIGGED in order to make the Republicans, and ME, look bad" and ordered her immediate termination. 
Trump claimed McEntarfer "faked" the statistics for political purposes, offering no evidence for these accusations. 

William Beach, Trump's own BLS Commissioner from 2017-2019, called the termination "totally groundless" and 
warned it "sets a dangerous precedent and undermines the statistical mission of the Bureau." Erica Groshen, 
commissioner from 2013-2017, explained the impossibility of manipulation: "The commissioner does not see any 
numbers before they're final. The commissioner doesn't have access to any of the systems and the data that go into 
the numbers. So a lot of people would know if the commissioner were fussing with the data, and the culture of the 
BLS is such that you'd immediately get pushback, resignations, whistleblowers, something like that." 

Deputy Commissioner William Wiatrowski serves as acting commissioner while the administration searches for a 
replacement. Trump initially nominated E.J. Antoni, Heritage Foundation chief economist and Project 2025 
contributor, but withdrew the nomination in September 2025 after Senate resistance.  

Antoni had long criticized BLS data and advocated for McEntarfer's firing on Steve Bannon's podcast shortly 
before Trump acted. The position remains unfilled as of October 2025, creating a leadership vacuum at a critical 
statistical agency. 

The firing occurs amid severe resource constraints threatening data quality. BLS funding has fallen over 22% 
since 2010 after adjusting for inflation. Trump's 2026 budget proposes an additional 8% staff reduction. Response 
rates for employment surveys have declined from 60% in January 2020 to 43% by March 2025, forcing increased 
data imputation.  

The agency has warned that insufficient resources may require cutting household survey samples, reducing 
accuracy for demographic subgroups and state-level estimates, particularly affecting data for Black, Asian, and 
Hispanic populations already unavailable in multiple states due to small sample sizes. 



 

Federal employees across statistical agencies face intensifying pressure. The administration's Schedule F 
executive order reclassifies policy-related positions as at-will employees, threatening civil service protections for 
career statisticians.  

Budget cuts and hiring freezes compound staffing challenges. BLS has struggled to maintain price data collection, 
nearly 20% of July inflation data could not be collected due to resource constraints. Technical errors and data 
leaks during 2024, blamed on understaffing, provided justification for McEntarfer's removal despite predating her 
tenure's critical phases. 

The precedent extends beyond BLS, which serves as one of the prominent examples. Other agencies face similar 
capture dynamics through budget control, personnel actions, and political oversight mechanisms established by 
the February 2025 executive order requiring all independent agencies to submit regulations for White House 
review.  

The cumulative effect threatens statistical integrity essential for democratic governance: without reliable, 
non-partisan data, policy debates devolve into competing narratives unconstrained by empirical reality, enabling 
manipulation by those controlling information flows and those with the greatest influence on the American media. 

5.3 Private Military Funding, The Mellon Precedent 

Timothy Mellon's $130 million military payment deserves detailed examination as watershed moment in 
civil-military relations. The October 23rd donation to the Defense Finance and Accounting Service represented a 
fraction of military payroll, covering approximately $100 per service member among the 1.3 million active-duty 
troops.  

The Pentagon's acceptance, justified through general gift acceptance authority, shattered precedent dating to the 
Continental Army's founding principle: military forces serve the republic, not private interests. 

Mellon's motivations interweave ideological commitment and financial interest. Campaign finance records show 
$165 million donated to Republican candidates in the 2024 cycle alone, making him one of the party's largest 
individual donors.  

His 2024 memoir "panam.captain" describes his political evolution from supporting Democrats to becoming a 
libertarian-leaning Republican focused on reducing government and taxation. Mellon, whose wealth estimates 
range from $700 million to over $4 billion, operates through various business entities in the transportation sector. 
Military funding during budget crises could protect financial interests from government default risk. 

The precedent's implications cascade beyond immediate crisis. If private citizens can fund military operations 
during shutdowns, why not during conflicts Congress refuses to authorize?  

Defense contractors could directly finance wars using their products, creating vertical integration of warfare. 
Lockheed Martin's 2023 net income ($6.9 billion) could fund significant military operations. Raytheon could 
sponsor Air Force squadrons equipped with its missiles. Microsoft could finance cyber operations protecting its 
cloud infrastructure. The distinction between public force and private violence, the foundation of legitimate 
government, dissolves. 

Russia's Wagner Group, funded by oligarch Yevgeny Prigozhin until his August 2023 death in a plane crash, 
conducted operations in Syria, Libya, Mali, and Central African Republic, advancing Kremlin interests with 
deniable assets. China's private security companies, nominally protecting Belt and Road investments, function as 



 

People's Liberation Army auxiliaries. Saudi Arabia's Prince Mohammed bin Salman personally finances 
operations in Yemen outside official defense budgets. These hybrid models demonstrate private military funding's 
corrosive effects on sovereignty and accountability. 

Wyoming Representative Harriet Hageman declared Mellon "a patriot who is willing to step up and support our 
men and women in uniform." Conservative media celebrated private enterprise stepping in during government 
dysfunction. Opposition criticism focused on process, lack of transparency, potential corruption, legal concerns 
about the Antideficiency Act, rather than principle.  

No major figure declared the obvious, absent from the Overton window: private military funding is incompatible 
with the core principles of democratic governance. The window shifted so far that preserving civil-military 
separation seems radical and partisan rather than foundational. 

I'll search for current information about these topics to create factual new subsections for your document. Let me 
research each of these areas.Based on my research, here are the new subsections to add to section 5 on Executive 
Consolidation: 

5.4 United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement  

The July 2025 passage of Trump's One Big Beautiful Bill Act fundamentally transformed Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement from a law enforcement agency to a force rivaling military budgets worldwide, allocating 
approximately $75 billion to ICE through September 2029 on top of its $11.29 billion base budget for fiscal year 
2026.  

This funding level exceeds the military expenditures of all but 15 countries globally, surpassing Israel's $30 
billion defense budget. 

The funding includes $45 billion specifically for detention centers to house single adults and families, thirteen 
times ICE's 2024 detention budget, plus $29.85 billion for hiring, training, and equipping new officers.  

The budget transforms ICE from a mid-size law enforcement agency into a force rivaling the U.S. Marine Corps 
in scale and funding, now eclipsing the FBI, ATF, DEA, Secret Service, and U.S. Marshals combined. While the 
Marine Corps' total budget for fiscal year 2026 stands at $57.26 billion if approved, ICE's combined funding 
through various provisions could exceed this amount annually. 

ICE plans to onboard more than 10,000 new officers while CBP adds another 3,000 agents, a hiring surge that 
historian Garrett Graff warns no law enforcement agency "can safely scale that fast," drawing parallels to past 
CBP hiring surges after 9/11 that resulted in over 2,170 agent arrests between 2005 and 2012.  

The new ICE budget provides $10,000 bonuses for new agents, while detention capacity is expected to expand 
dramatically from the current 56,000 detainees. 

5.5 Masked Federal Enforcement Without Identification 

Since early 2025, federal ICE agents have increasingly conducted operations while wearing masks, balaclavas, or 
gaiters to conceal their identities, operating in plainclothes without visible badges or identification, and using 
unmarked vehicles to conduct immigration enforcement at schools, courthouses, religious institutions, and work 
sites. ICE agents currently face no requirement to wear body cameras, can cover their faces, don't have to provide 



 

badge numbers or identify themselves, and can arrive in unmarked cars without needing a warrant from a judge to 
detain someone. 

Department of Homeland Security Assistant Secretary Tricia McLaughlin defended the practice, claiming agents 
face a 700% surge in assaults and are being doxed online, though DHS has not provided data supporting these 
claims.  

Federal agents have been documented swinging batons, smashing car windows, using explosives to blow doors 
off homes with children inside, emerging from unmarked vehicles with weapons drawn, and grabbing people off 
streets into unmarked vehicles. 

Democratic Senators Alex Padilla and Cory Booker introduced the VISIBLE Act in July 2025, which would 
require ICE and CBP agents to display legible identification including agency name or acronym and prohibit 
non-medical face coverings that obscure identity, with exceptions only for environmental hazards or covert 
operations.  

California Governor Gavin Newsom signed the nation's first law banning ICE agents and most law enforcement 
from wearing masks to hide their identities in September 2025, though the Trump administration declared they 
won't comply, claiming states lack such authority. 

In October 2025, U.S. District Judge Sara Ellis issued a temporary injunction requiring federal immigration agents 
who aren't working undercover to have visible identification anytime they're on the job in Chicago and 
surrounding areas, calling the practice essential for protecting constitutional rights during immigration 
enforcement.  

Virginia Senators Mark Warner and Tim Kaine pressed ICE to follow DHS regulations requiring law enforcement 
to properly identify themselves, warning that masked officers without identification put everyone at risk, targeted 
individuals, ICE officers, and bystanders who may misunderstand what's happening. 

5.6 National Guard Deployment to Democratic Cities 

Beginning in June 2025, the Trump administration initiated unprecedented deployments of National Guard troops 
to Democratic-led cities, starting with Los Angeles and expanding to Washington, D.C. in August, with 
presidential authorizations for Memphis and Portland in September, and attempts at Chicago facing legal 
challenges.  

The administration deployed approximately 2,000 National Guard troops to Washington, D.C., including about 
800 from D.C.'s own Guard, while attempting to send 200 members to Portland and planning 100 troops for 
Chicago. 

Trump invoked Title 10, which allows the president to bring the Guard into federal service, claiming he is unable 
to "execute the laws of the United States" due to protests in these cities, a legal interpretation that experts say has 
never been used this way by any previous president.  

In Los Angeles, Governor Gavin Newsom opposed the deployment, but Trump seized federal control of the state 
guard, a highly unusual move, deploying them along with Marines to clamp down on protests against federal 
immigration raids. 



 

U.S. District Judge Charles R. Breyer ruled that the troop deployment in Los Angeles violates the Posse 
Comitatus Act, which prohibits the military from engaging in domestic law enforcement without permission from 
Congress, though the ruling only applies to California.  

A federal appeals court blocked the Chicago deployment, with a three-judge panel ruling "the facts do not justify 
the president's actions in Illinois" under the statute allowing Guard deployment for rebellions or foreign invasions. 

Pentagon leadership unveiled a draft National Defense Strategy in September that dramatically shifted priorities 
from combating Russia and China to domestic and regional missions, while internal military communications 
expressed concerns about "far-reaching social, political and operational" impacts of domestic deployments.  

Legal scholar Rosa Brooks warned that beyond legality questions, the deployments normalize armed troops on 
city streets, getting Americans "used to the idea that that's a normal thing," contradicting principles America's 
founders strongly opposed. 

5.7 Nationwide Civil Unrest Preparation 

In October 2025, Pentagon officials ordered the National Guard in all 50 states and U.S. territories except 
Washington, D.C. to develop "quick reaction forces" totaling approximately 23,500 troops trained specifically for 
civil disturbances and riots, ready to deploy with just hours' notice by January 1, 2026. The memos, signed by 
Major General Ronald Burkett, mandate specialized training including proper use of batons, body shields, stun 
guns, and pepper spray through an "Interservice Nonlethal Individual Weapons Instructor Course." 

Each state's force varies by population: 500 troops for most states, 250 for smaller states like Delaware, 350 for 
Alaska, and 100 for Guam, with units receiving 100 sets of crowd control equipment and two full-time trainers 
from the National Guard Bureau.  

The National Guard has always maintained standby troops for natural disasters, but these traditionally did not 
receive special civil disturbance training, as this marks the first systematic preparation for domestic crowd control 
operations nationwide. 

The deployments follow Trump's August 2025 executive order directing the Pentagon to create specialized 
military units to quell civil disturbances in American states, deployed at presidential command. Trump stated his 
administration could send "more than the National Guard" to combat crime in U.S. cities, escalating rhetoric that 
risks inflaming tensions in cities already fearful of federal intervention. 

The systematic preparation represents an unprecedented militarization of domestic law enforcement capacity, 
transforming emergency response infrastructure into a mechanism for controlling civil unrest. 

On 60 Minutes on October 31st, 2025 Trump spoke openly of the Insurrection Act, which gives the president 
sweeping powers to deploy troops to US states if certain vague conditions are met, and said: 

“Well, if you had to send in the Army or if you had to send in the Marines, I'd do that in a heartbeat. You know, 
you have a thing called the Insurrection Act. You know that, right? Do you know that I could use that immediately 
and no judge can even challenge you on that, but I haven't chosen to do it because I haven't felt we need it… Well, 
if I wanted to, I could. If I wanted to use the Insurrection Act, the Insurrection Act has been used routinely by 
presidents, and if I needed it, that would mean I could bring in the Army, the Marines. I could bring in whoever I 
want, but I haven't chosen to use it. I hope you give me credit for that.” 



 

No president has invoked the act on more occasions than President Ulysses S. Grant’s six (after the Civil War in 
the 1800s), and no president has invoked it since President George H.W. Bush in 1992. In fact, the Insurrection 
Act and the similar laws that preceded it have been invoked on an accumulative total of 30 occasions in US 
history. 

5.8 Capture of Independent Agencies 

On February 18, 2025, Trump signed the executive order "Ensuring Accountability for All Agencies," claiming 
direct presidential control over previously independent regulatory agencies including the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Federal Communications Commission, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, and Federal Trade 
Commission, though exempting the Federal Reserve's monetary policy functions.  

The order requires these agencies to submit all new regulations for White House review, establish White House 
Liaison offices, and "regularly consult with and coordinate policies and priorities" with the White House. 

The order declares that because Article II vests all executive power in the President, the Office of Management 
and Budget can now adjust independent agencies' budget apportionments "to ensure tax dollars are spent wisely," 
while the President and Attorney General's legal opinions become "controlling on all employees in the conduct of 
their official duties." Russell Vought, OMB director and Project 2025 contributor, declared to Tucker Carlson: 
"There are no independent agencies. Congress may have viewed them as such, SEC or the FCC, CFPB, the whole 
alphabet soup, but that is not something that the Constitution understands." 

In July 2025, Trump created "Schedule G," a new category of political appointees serving in policy-making or 
policy-advocating roles without Senate confirmation, filling gaps between existing Schedule C positions and 
opening top government ranks for loyalists with no hiring limits.  

The Partnership for Public Service warned this would make an "overly complicated system more confusing" and 
that "effective, stable service delivery will suffer," noting presidents already control over 4,000 political 
appointments, far exceeding other democracies which typically number political appointees in the tens. 

Legal scholar David Driesen of Syracuse University argues Trump is using unitary executive theory to establish a 
dictatorship, noting that "elected autocrats who have attacked and often destroyed democracies do away with 
independent agencies and purge the government of neutral civil servants in favor of loyalists."  

Law professor Saikrishna Prakash predicts the conservative-majority Supreme Court will support Trump's 
interpretation: "I think the court has been saying for years that Congress can't give for-cause protections to these 
agencies. I think the handwriting's on the wall." 

The cumulative effect transforms the federal government from a system of separated powers and independent 
expertise into a unified executive apparatus, with all regulatory, enforcement, and interpretive authority flowing 
through presidential control. Combined with expanded immunity, militarized enforcement, and systematic 
replacement of civil servants with loyalists, these changes represent not reform but regime transformation, 
accomplished through administrative fiat rather than constitutional amendment. 

 

 



 

6. On Post Capitalistism Oligarchy and Technological Corporate 
Governance 

6.1 The White House Auction House, Quid Pro Quo  

Approximately $300 million in corporate donations for White House ballroom construction represents an 
unprecedented fusion of public infrastructure and private funding. The construction project was announced in July 
2025, with demolition beginning on October 20, 2025.  

The project involves demolishing the entire East Wing to build a 90,000-square-foot ballroom. President Trump 
has stated the project will be "100% funded by me and some friends," with donations managed through the Trust 
for the National Mall, a nonprofit providing tax deductions to contributors. 

The donor list, released on October 23, 2025, includes major corporations with substantial government interests. 

Google's parent company Alphabet is contributing $22 million as part of a settlement over Trump's YouTube 
suspension following the January 6, 2021 Capitol riot. Lockheed Martin, with over $33 billion in federal contracts 
in 2025 alone, reportedly donated more than $10 million.  

Other donors include Microsoft, Amazon, Apple, Meta, Palantir Technologies, Coinbase, Comcast, Caterpillar, 
NextEra Energy, and Altria Group. The White House did not disclose specific contribution amounts for most 
donors, and has discussed potential "recognition" options including donor names displayed in the White House or 
on a website. 

Ethics experts and Democratic lawmakers have raised concerns about conflicts of interest. Many donor companies 
have pending regulatory matters or substantial government contracts.  

The SEC dropped its enforcement case against Coinbase in February 2025, announced on February 27, 2025. 
Officials cited a broader regulatory shift under the Trump administration's newly formed Crypto Task Force, 
designed to develop a more transparent regulatory framework for crypto assets, rather than explicitly linking it to 
the ballroom donation.  

Google's antitrust case resulted in a September 2, 2025 ruling that found the company maintained an illegal 
monopoly but stopped short of requiring Chrome divestiture, an outcome that sent Google's stock up 8% as 
investors viewed it favorably compared to the DOJ's more aggressive proposed remedies. 

The mechanism raises questions about implicit influence even without explicit quid pro quo. Trump hosted donor 
executives at a White House dinner on October 22, 2025, during the 16th day of a government shutdown that 
began October 1, 2025. Democratic critics characterized this as a "cash-for-access" dinner. The use of a nonprofit 
intermediary provides tax benefits while avoiding campaign finance disclosure requirements. Constitutional 
lawyer Bruce Fein has argued the private funding violates the Anti-Deficiency Act. 

On historical context, past presidents have accepted private donations for specific White House projects (Gerald 
Ford for a pool, the Obamas for redecorating), but the scale and corporate nature of the ballroom funding exceeds 
these precedents. The construction proceeded without approval from the National Capital Planning Commission, 
with administration officials arguing it only reviews construction, not demolition. Architectural societies and the 



 

National Trust for Historic Preservation criticized the lack of rigorous review for such significant changes to a 
historic building. 

The fundamental concern transcends specific cases of corruption: when corporations fund government 
infrastructure, the line between public authority and private interest blurs. Whether or not any donor receives 
explicit favors, the appearance of purchased access undermines democratic legitimacy.  

The ballroom will outlast the current administration, but the precedent of large-scale corporate funding for federal 
facilities could reshape relationships between government and private interests for generations. 

6.2 The Revolving Door at Hyperspeed 

Personnel exchanges between government and cryptocurrency industry achieve velocity exceeding traditional 
financial sector revolving doors.  

Howard Lutnick, confirmed as Commerce Secretary in February 2025, brings significant cryptocurrency 
connections through his firm Cantor Fitzgerald, which manages over $80 billion in Treasury securities backing 
Tether's USDT stablecoin. Cantor Fitzgerald acquired a 5% stake in Tether worth approximately $600 million and 
planned a $2 billion Bitcoin-backed lending program. Trump praised Lutnick's business acumen during his 
nomination, though critics raised concerns about conflicts of interest with Tether's operations. 

Scott Bessent, confirmed as Treasury Secretary in January 2025, founded Key Square Capital Management and 
holds documented cryptocurrency positions. His financial disclosures revealed Bitcoin ETF holdings valued 
between $250,000 and $500,000, part of at least $521 million in total assets.  

Bessent has publicly advocated for cryptocurrency, stating "Crypto is about freedom, and the crypto economy is 
here to stay." He pledged to divest from Key Square and sell most holdings, including Bitcoin ETFs, to avoid 
conflicts of interest. Senate Banking Committee members raised concerns, but he was confirmed 68-29 with 
bipartisan support. 

David Sacks, appointed "White House AI and Crypto Czar" without Senate confirmation, exemplifies Silicon 
Valley's government influence. His venture capital firm Craft Ventures has invested in cryptocurrency companies, 
with disclosed assets including stakes in BitGo and Lightning Labs. The position, created by executive order, 
reports directly to the President as a "special government employee" working up to 130 days per year, bypassing 
traditional confirmation and disclosure requirements. Before taking office, Sacks and Craft Ventures sold over 
$200 million in cryptocurrency holdings, though retained some indirect exposure through portfolio companies. 

The exodus from government to industry accelerates alongside arrivals. Brian Brooks, former Acting Comptroller 
of Currency (May 2020-January 2021), became Binance.US CEO in April 2021, left after three months, then 
became Bitfury CEO in October 2021, and now leads blockchain investment firm Valor Capital Group. During his 
OCC tenure, Brooks advanced cryptocurrency integration into banking, issuing the first crypto bank charter to 
Anchorage Digital. His rapid movement between regulator and regulated entities exemplifies the pattern. 

Similar trajectories occur throughout regulatory agencies, though comprehensive public data on lower-level 
exchanges remains limited. The pattern raises structural concerns: officials who shape regulatory frameworks 
subsequently profit from navigating or advising on those same frameworks.  

Treasury's Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, the Office of Foreign Assets Control, Federal Reserve, and 
SEC have all seen personnel move to cryptocurrency firms, though the scale and specific numbers of such 



 

transitions are difficult to verify comprehensively. The cumulative effect leaves agencies dependent on industry 
expertise, potentially enabling regulatory capture through competence asymmetry. 

6.3 Architecture of Corporate Governance 

January 21, 2010. The date marks less a judicial decision than a tectonic shift in American governance. Citizens 
United v. Federal Election Commission, decided 5-4 by the Supreme Court, struck down restrictions on 
independent political expenditures by corporations and unions. Justice Anthony Kennedy's majority opinion held 
that such spending constitutes protected speech under the First Amendment.  

The ruling culminated a decades-long erosion that began with Buckley v. Valeo in 1976, which established that 
money equals speech, and First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti in 1978, which granted corporations First 
Amendment rights in political matters. 

But Citizens United was different. It opened floodgates. 

Within months, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals extended the logic in SpeechNow.org v. FEC, birthing the super 
PAC, organizations that could accept unlimited contributions from individuals and corporations, spending without 
limit to influence elections, provided they didn't coordinate directly with candidates.  

Dark money groups followed, nonprofits not required to disclose donors. In 2006, dark money expenditures 
totaled less than $5 million. By 2024, they exceeded $1 billion in the presidential election alone.  

Lobbying spending, the more visible cousin of campaign contributions, tracked upward in parallel. From $3.19 
billion in 2016, the lowest year in recent memory, expenditures climbed to $4.44 billion in 2024, an all-time 
nominal high. Eight consecutive years of growth.  

The health sector alone spent $744 million, pharmaceutical companies $385 million.  

Tech giants poured in over $250 million combined, with Meta setting a company record at $24.4 million. 
ByteDance, TikTok's Chinese parent company, increased spending from $270,000 in 2019 to $10.4 million in 
2024 as it fought legislation requiring divestiture. Together, these six social media companies - Meta, Alphabet, 
Microsoft, ByteDance, X, and Snap - employed nearly 300 lobbyists in 2024. One for every two members of 
Congress. 

From 2014 to 2019, over 1,700 senior government officials took positions in the defense industry, an average of 
more than 300 per year. The Government Accountability Office documented the exodus.  

A Quincy Institute study found that 80 percent of four-star generals and admirals who retired from 2018 to 2023 
went to work for defense contractors within two years. Former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral John 
Richardson joined Boeing's board within two months of retirement. Boeing held $14.8 billion in Pentagon 
contracts in fiscal 2022.  

Former Joint Chiefs Chairman General Joseph Dunford waited five months after his September 2019 retirement 
before joining Lockheed Martin's board. Lockheed received $313 billion in Pentagon contracts from 2020 to 
2024, more than the next three contractors combined. 

From 2020 through 2024, the Pentagon awarded $2.4 trillion in contracts to private firms, 54 percent of the 
Defense Department's $4.4 trillion in discretionary spending over that period. Just five corporations received $771 



 

billion: Lockheed Martin ($313 billion), RTX ($145 billion), General Dynamics ($116 billion), Boeing ($115 
billion), and Northrop Grumman ($81 billion).  

For context, Congress appropriated $356 billion for diplomacy, development, and humanitarian aid over those 
same five years, excluding military aid. The United States government invested more than twice as much in five 
weapons companies as in all diplomatic efforts combined. 

Tech corporations navigated similar paths through different doors. The Pentagon's Joint Warfighter Cloud 
Capability contract, awarded in December 2022, distributed up to $9 billion among Amazon Web Services, 
Microsoft Azure, Google Cloud, and Oracle through 2028. Each guaranteed a minimum $100,000; the eventual 
distribution would favor whoever delivered best.  

AWS separately secured a $10 billion contract from the National Security Agency, codenamed "WildandStormy," 
after Microsoft protested and lost. The CIA's $600 million Cloud Computing Services contract with Amazon, 
C2S, established years earlier, provided the blueprint.  

These operations involved moving classified intelligence data, weapons systems, and battlefield communications 
to corporate servers. The military's most sensitive information now resided on infrastructure owned by companies 
answering to shareholders. 

Senator Elizabeth Warren's 2023 report identified 672 former government officials, military officers, and 
members of Congress working as lobbyists, board members, or executives for the top 20 defense companies in 
2022.  

OpenSecrets analysis found that from 2011 through 2022, more than three-quarters of defense sector lobbyists 
previously worked in the federal government. 

Trump's former Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment, Ellen Lord, the Pentagon's top 
acquisitions official, had previously served as President and CEO of Textron Systems, a defense contractor 
receiving nearly $2 billion from the Pentagon in fiscal 2020. Within six months of leaving her January 2021 
government post, Lord joined four federal contractors: the Chertoff Group, AAR Corp., Clarifai, and Science 
Applications International Corporation.  

Her predecessor under Obama, Frank Kendall III, followed identical trajectory, joining Renaissance Strategic 
Advisors, Leidos, and Northrop Grumman within a year of departure. 

The Pentagon often facilitates the pipeline with programs such as the Secretary of Defense Executive Fellows, 
running since 1995, which sends elite military officers - colonels, lieutenant colonels, rear admirals - to work for 
top corporations for one year. Over 315 officers through 2021 have been placed at Boeing, Raytheon, Lockheed 
Martin, and other billion-dollar contractors. These fellows then brief Defense Department leadership on how to 
incorporate corporate business practices and policies. "This is better lobbying than any money could buy," 
Benjamin Freeman of the Quincy Institute observed. "When it's somebody who's a military officer coming back to 
the DoD and saying those same talking points, people are going to take that up much more than they would if 
these kinds of words are coming from a lobbyist." 

Current restrictions require former Defense Department officials wait one or two years, depending on seniority, 
before lobbying their former agency. The 2024 National Defense Authorization Act prohibits former flag officers 
and civilian equivalents from lobbying the Pentagon on defense matters for two years. But loopholes abound.  



 

High-level policymakers can join corporate boards immediately. Contractors have "varying forms of compliance 
practices," the GAO noted, nine of eleven major contractors surveyed had formal programs monitoring lobbying 
restrictions, but only six asked job applicants whether they faced such limits.  

The 2024 lobbying records reveal priorities. The massive Defense Department authorization bill drew heaviest 
attention. General Dynamics, RTX, Lockheed Martin, and Amazon topped the list of lobbyists working that 
legislation, signed into law December 23, 2024.  

Amazon's interest wasn't purely altruistic, AWS had billions in cloud contracts riding on Pentagon modernization. 
The National Association of Realtors spent $86.3 million on lobbying in 2024, more than any other organization, 
an increase of nearly $35 million over 2023.  

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce itself spent $23.4 million in first-quarter 2024 alone, up 22 percent from the 
previous quarter, lobbying for extension of Trump's 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. 

From 2019 to 2023, the top 100 military contractors contributed over $34.7 million to the top 50 think tanks in 
America, according to Quincy Institute analysis. Northrop Grumman led with $5.6 million, Lockheed Martin 
contributed $2.6 million. Recipients included the Atlantic Council ($10.2 million), the Center for a New American 
Security ($6.6 million), and the Center for Strategic and International Studies. These institutions shape policy 
discourse, publish research, and brief policymakers, all while funded by corporations whose profits depend on the 
policies they're analyzing. 

The October 2025 government shutdown exposed dependencies without revealing new mechanisms. Timothy 
Mellon, railroad magnate and Trump megadonor, provided $130 million to cover military pay, about $100 per 
service member, funding six hours of salaries. 

The Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency estimated that 889 of its 2,540 employees would be 
furloughed during shutdown. 

Yet core systems continued. Not through emergency measures or heroic improvisation, but through existing 
contracts that predated and superseded appropriations politics.  

Microsoft held $15 billion in annual government contracts. Amazon's AWS supported seventeen agencies under 
existing agreements. These weren't stopgaps rather governance infrastructure. The distinction between essential 
government function and private service had already dissolved, long before shutdown demonstrated the fact. 

Citizens United didn't create corporate power, corporations had influenced American politics since their inception. 
What the decision accomplished was removal of the final substantial barriers to direct corporate participation in 
electoral politics. The floodgates metaphor proves inadequate. Better to envision demolition of a dam.  

What follows isn't merely increased flow but fundamental alteration of the landscape. Super PACs in 2024 
funneled billions into campaigns. Dark money groups operated with complete donor anonymity. Lobbying firms 
employed former officials whose Rolodexes and institutional knowledge translated to policy victories. Defense 
contractors placed their alumni in Pentagon offices that would later award them contracts. Tech companies 
secured government cloud agreements worth billions while simultaneously lobbying the agencies that would use 
their services. 

The architecture is complete.  



 

A billionaire can donate $130 million to military pay. Corporations can fund White House construction. Defense 
contractors can hire the generals who once oversaw their contracts. Tech companies can host the classified data of 
the intelligence agencies meant to regulate them.  

At each junction, the arrangement appears reasonable, even necessary. The billionaire is patriotic. The 
corporations are generous. The generals bring valuable expertise. The tech companies offer superior service. 

The system doesn't require corruption in the classical sense, no manila envelopes stuffed with cash, no explicit 
quid pro quo.  

It requires only that the most powerful economic entities in history be granted the legal rights of citizens, the 
spending power of nations, and the latitude to hire the very officials who recently held power over them.  

Citizens United declared money to be speech. Fifteen years later, the conversation has been monopolized by those 
with the most money. Democracy persists as form.  

But the substance has quietly relocated, migrating from town halls and polling places to boardrooms and K Street 
offices, to private equity firms where former cabinet members advise defense contractors, to cloud servers where 
classified intelligence lives on corporate infrastructure, to the endless rotation of the revolving door, spinning so 
fast now that the distinction between public servant and private employee has become impossible to discern, even 
for the President and Congress of the United States. 

 



 

8. The Dollar's Last War, Hegemony At Stake 

8.1 Managed Decline and the Infrastructure Pivot 

The United States may be executing, whether through deliberate coordination or emergent institutional behavior, a 
managed transition away from dollar-based hegemony while constructing cryptocurrency infrastructure as 
successor architecture. The hypothesis draws from historical precedent: Britain's management of sterling's decline 
between 1914 and 1971, during which the City of London transformed from the hub of pound-based international 
finance into the center of eurodollar markets, maintaining financial centrality despite currency irrelevance. 

Britain faced insolvency in August 1914. War costs exceeded revenue by orders of magnitude. The gold standard, 
cornerstone of sterling's credibility, suspended on the war's third day. The Treasury printed money. Sterling 
depreciated. By 1918, Britain owed the United States $4.7 billion, more than total British GDP in 1914. The 
currency that had defined international finance for a century lost reserve status within a generation. 

Yet London remained the world's financial center. In 2024, the city processed 43% of global foreign exchange 
volume despite sterling representing less than 5% of central bank reserves and under 13% of international 
payments. British banks intermediated eurodollar transactions, dollar-denominated deposits held outside U.S. 
jurisdiction, earning fees on American currency without requiring American monetary hegemony. The 
infrastructure persisted after the currency's power faded. Legal expertise in international finance. Established 
networks among global banks. Regulatory sophistication managing cross-border flows. Time zone positioning 
between Asian and American markets. English common law as international commercial standard. These 
advantages operated independently of sterling's value or Britain's geopolitical position. 

The financial infrastructure outlasted the empire that created it because the infrastructure provided genuine utility 
separable from political power. Eurodollar markets enabled offshore dollar transactions free from U.S. banking 
regulation. London offered that market precisely because British sovereignty could no longer effectively regulate 
what happened in pounds sterling, making it equally powerless, and thus attractive, for dollar transactions beyond 
Washington's reach. The irony completed itself: Britain's weakness as a sovereign became strength as a 
marketplace. 

American cryptocurrency infrastructure development mirrors this pattern while operating through different 
mechanisms. Bitcoin mining consolidates in regions offering cheap electricity and favorable regulation, Texas 
alone housed approximately 28% of U.S. hashrate by late 2024, representing roughly 9-11% of the global 
network. These facilities don't simply validate transactions; they establish territorial anchors for ostensibly 
decentralized networks. The physical location of mining equipment determines legal jurisdiction for regulatory 
compliance, tax obligations, and potential government intervention. A "decentralized" network whose hashpower 
concentrates in a handful of U.S. states becomes subject to American influence regardless of the protocol's 
mathematical design. 

Custody services transform cryptocurrency from bearer assets into institutionally-mediated holdings. Coinbase, 
Fidelity Digital Assets, and BNY Mellon manage billions in cryptocurrency for institutional clients. These 
services don't merely store private keys, they create compliance checkpoints. Know Your Customer verification. 
Anti-Money Laundering surveillance. Suspicious Activity Reports to FinCEN. Transaction monitoring. Asset 
freezing capabilities. The custody layer converts permissionless blockchains into systems requiring permission 
from regulated American institutions to access at scale. 



 

Exchange infrastructure provides fiat on-ramps and off-ramps. Cryptocurrency markets can function peer-to-peer 
for small transactions, but institutional-scale trading requires regulated exchanges like Coinbase, Kraken, and 
Gemini for USD conversion, or NYSE and Nasdaq for Bitcoin ETF exposure. These chokepoints enable 
enforcement: the SEC can halt trading, the CFTC can investigate manipulation, FinCEN can freeze accounts. The 
decentralized dream meets centralized reality at the moment of converting cryptocurrency into dollars or dollars 
into cryptocurrency. 

Blockchain analytics firms, Chainalysis, Elliptic, TRM Labs, provide surveillance infrastructure mapping 
"anonymous" transactions to real-world identities. These companies work directly with law enforcement, 
analyzing blockchain data to trace criminal proceeds, sanction violations, and tax evasion. Their existence 
demonstrates that public blockchains provide permanent transaction records more comprehensive than traditional 
financial systems. The transparency works both ways: criminals can be caught, but the surveillance apparatus can 
also be weaponized. 

Stablecoin issuance represents the most direct control mechanism. Circle operates USDC under U.S. regulatory 
oversight with stated commitments to sanction compliance. Tether, despite offshore incorporation, maintains 
relationships with U.S. financial institutions for Treasury custody and has actively cooperated with law 
enforcement asset freezes. The stablecoin layer creates dollar-denominated cryptocurrency subject to American 
control through reserve asset jurisdiction and issuer compliance requirements. 

These infrastructure elements combine to create network effects resistant to displacement. A Chinese investor 
wanting cryptocurrency exposure can mine Bitcoin in Xinjiang, but cashing out requires either Chinese exchanges 
(subject to Beijing's capital controls and periodic crackdowns) or international exchanges (requiring KYC 
verification and sanctions screening). A European institution can custody Bitcoin themselves, but 
institutional-grade insurance and regulatory compliance favor established American providers. A Latin American 
user can transact peer-to-peer, but converting to local currency at scale requires passing through regulated 
exchanges. 

The infrastructure doesn't require dollar hegemony to function, in fact, it functions better as dollar hegemony 
weakens. Stablecoins become more valuable when local currencies collapse. Bitcoin adoption accelerates when 
traditional banking excludes populations. Cryptocurrency infrastructure gains users precisely when dollar-based 
systems fail or exclude them. The jujitsu converts dollar weaponization's victims into cryptocurrency 
infrastructure's users. 

This creates a peculiar strategic position: the United States can afford to weaponize the dollar system, freezing 
assets, excluding from SWIFT, embargoing trade, because the resulting damage to dollar credibility pushes users 
toward cryptocurrency infrastructure that American institutions substantially control. Every sanction creates 
demand for sanction-resistant alternatives. Every asset freeze creates demand for seizure-resistant alternatives. 
Every banking exclusion creates demand for permissionless alternatives. And every alternative currently requires 
interfacing with American-controlled infrastructure at some point in the on-ramp, off-ramp, custody, or 
compliance process. 

The strategy, if it exists as strategy rather than emergent behavior, recognizes that reserve currency status contains 
inherent contradiction: the currency must be abundant enough for global use but scarce enough to maintain value, 
the Triffin dilemma that doomed Bretton Woods. Dollar weaponization resolves the dilemma by destroying the 
currency's neutrality while preserving American infrastructure's utility. Countries may not want dollar reserves, 
but they'll still need access to dollar-denominated stablecoins for international trade. They may not trust Treasury 



 

securities, but they'll still require American exchanges to convert Bitcoin to local currencies. The infrastructure 
persists after the currency's hegemony ends, just as London persisted after sterling's decline. 

Whether this represents intentional policy or accidental convergence remains unclear. The evidence supports both 
interpretations. Intentional: cryptocurrency infrastructure development receives tacit regulatory approval despite 
aggressive enforcement against certain actors, suggesting selective permission for compliant builders. Accidental: 
the proliferation of cryptocurrency represents market forces responding to dollar weaponization's obvious 
trajectory, with American institutions naturally dominating due to regulatory clarity, capital access, and 
technological sophistication. 

The distinction may not matter. Emergent strategy and deliberate strategy produce similar outcomes when 
institutional incentives align. American financial institutions build cryptocurrency infrastructure because it's 
profitable. Regulators tolerate development because it maintains American financial centrality. Politicians support 
it because it funds campaigns and creates jobs. The intelligence community monitors it because it provides 
surveillance tools. The convergence of interests creates policy without requiring coordination. 

8.2 Conflict Scenarios and Financial Architecture 

Taiwan represents the inflection point where dollar weaponization reaches terminal velocity. Not because Taiwan 
matters uniquely, though semiconductors manufacturing and Pacific shipping lanes carry genuine strategic weight, 
but because Taiwan offers the scenario where full-spectrum economic warfare becomes militarily necessary. A 
Chinese blockade or invasion forces binary choices: either accept Chinese regional hegemony or impose 
economic sanctions severe enough to constitute acts of war themselves. 

The traditional economic warfare playbook involves escalating financial sanctions. Phase one: targeted asset 
freezes on specific individuals and entities. Phase two: secondary sanctions threatening third parties doing 
business with targets. Phase three: exclusion from international payment systems. Phase four: seizure of sovereign 
assets. Phase five: comprehensive trade embargo. Each phase escalates stakes while degrading the weapon's future 
utility, every sanction teaches targets to prepare alternatives. 

China has observed and learned. After Russia's 2022 asset freezes totaling over $300 billion in sovereign reserves, 
Beijing accelerated yuan internationalization, bilateral currency swap arrangements, alternative payment 
messaging systems, and gold reserve accumulation. These preparations won't make China sanction-proof, dollar 
dominance runs too deep for rapid decoupling, but they reduce vulnerability and signal that economic warfare will 
be mutual. 

The Treasury holdings provide immediate context. As of late 2024, China held approximately $759 billion in U.S. 
Treasury securities, down from over $1.3 trillion in 2013. The reduction represents deliberate diversification, but 
the remaining holdings still constitute substantial exposure. Chinese entities additionally control approximately 
$340 billion in U.S. corporate equity, $145 billion in U.S. real estate, and unknown billions in dollar-denominated 
assets held through offshore vehicles. The total exposure, perhaps $1.2-1.5 trillion, creates mutual vulnerability: 
America can freeze assets, China can dump them first. 

The Taiwan scenario forces this mutual vulnerability into real-time decision-making compressed into hours or 
days. Chinese military action begins. American policymakers face immediate choice: freeze Chinese assets now 
or wait for diplomatic resolution. Freezing assets prevents China from liquidating before sanctions hit but 
guarantees Chinese retaliation through Treasury sales, rare earth embargoes, and manufacturing supply chain 



 

disruption. Waiting allows China to quietly reduce exposure while maintaining plausible deniability. Either choice 
begins the cascade. 

Cryptocurrency infrastructure offers alternative pathways that traditional finance cannot. Consider the 
mechanisms in granular detail: 

Asset freezing loses efficacy. The Treasury can freeze Chinese government holdings at American financial 
institutions, but only holdings held in custodial accounts subject to U.S. jurisdiction. Bitcoin held in cold storage 
at Chinese government facilities remains beyond reach. Chinese entities holding cryptocurrency through 
peer-to-peer transactions or DeFi protocols continue accessing value regardless of sanctions. The freeze becomes 
partial rather than comprehensive, reducing its economic impact and political signal. 

Value preservation during crisis. Chinese entities anticipating sanctions can convert dollar exposure to 
cryptocurrency pre-emptively. A Chinese state-owned enterprise holding $10 billion in U.S. corporate bonds faces 
asset freeze risk. Converting to Bitcoin or USDT before sanctions hit preserves value accessibility. The 
conversion might violate capital controls, but during Taiwan crisis, Beijing prioritizes value preservation over 
regulatory compliance. The anticipatory conversion accelerates dollar selling but channels proceeds into 
cryptocurrency markets, creating price appreciation that benefits holders, including American institutional 
investors. 

Continued trade settlement. Comprehensive sanctions attempt to sever all economic ties, but modern supply 
chains require continued transactions even between enemies. The United States needs rare earth elements, China 
controls approximately 70% of global production and 90% of processing capacity. China needs semiconductors, 
Taiwan produces 90% of advanced chips but destruction during conflict eliminates supply. Black markets emerge. 
Cryptocurrency enables those markets to function with lower counterparty risk than cash and better transaction 
records than gold. An American defense contractor needing rare earths pays Bitcoin to a Chinese front company 
operating through Singapore. Both sides maintain plausible deniability. Both sides maintain supply chain access. 
The sanction becomes permeable. 

Private military funding. Iraq and Afghanistan cost approximately $2 trillion over twenty years, roughly $100 
billion annually. Taiwan conflict against a peer adversary might cost multiples of that figure annually. Modern 
military operations consume resources at rates that strain even American fiscal capacity. A single aircraft carrier 
strike group costs $6-7 billion to build and $1 billion annually to operate. Sustained combat operations multiply 
those costs through munitions expenditure, equipment losses, and accelerated replacement cycles. 

Congressional appropriations during existential conflict would face less resistance than recent decades' "forever 
wars," but partisan polarization might still delay or reduce funding. The precedent established by private 
contributions to public purposes, Mellon's reported $130 million donation to military pay during the 2025 
government shutdown, discussed in Section 6.1, suggests alternative funding mechanisms. Defense contractors 
directly funding procurement of their own products. Cryptocurrency investors creating "digital war bonds" 
denominated in Bitcoin. Billionaire direct contributions to specific military units or operations. These mechanisms 
bypass Congressional appropriations while creating concerning precedent for privatized military financing. 

Stablecoin mechanics during crisis. The Section 3 analysis of stablecoin Treasury demand becomes critical 
during conflict. Chinese Treasury sales create downward price pressure, raising yields and increasing U.S. 
borrowing costs. But simultaneously, global risk aversion drives cryptocurrency holders toward 
dollar-denominated stablecoins. Each billion dollars of stablecoin issuance generates $800-900 million in 
Treasury purchases by issuers maintaining pegs. The distributed nature of stablecoin demand, coming from 



 

millions of individual cryptocurrency traders globally rather than a single sovereign seller, provides natural 
market stabilization. 

During acute crisis, stablecoin demand could spike dramatically. March 2020 saw monthly stablecoin market cap 
increase from approximately $6 billion to $11 billion as COVID-19 triggered global panic. A Taiwan crisis 
represents far more severe dislocation. Plausible scenario: cryptocurrency markets experience extreme volatility 
as war begins, driving $50-100 billion in new stablecoin issuance within weeks as traders flee to 
dollar-denominated "cash." Stablecoin issuers must purchase equivalent Treasury securities to maintain reserves. 
This creates automatic Treasury demand precisely when Chinese selling would otherwise crash the market. 

The mechanism operates most powerfully because it's non-discretionary. Tether and Circle must buy Treasuries to 
maintain USDT and USDC pegs regardless of geopolitical tensions, market conditions, or political considerations. 
The mechanical nature provides reliability that discretionary buyers, who might avoid Treasuries during war, 
cannot match. The distributed demand source provides anonymity that sovereign purchases lack. No single 
transaction is large enough to move markets, but aggregate demand absorbs substantial supply. 

Rare earth supply chains. China's rare earth dominance creates supply vulnerability for U.S. defense production. 
Neodymium for precision-guided munitions. Dysprosium for missile guidance systems. Europium for nuclear 
reactor control rods. Terbium for solid-state lasers. American rare earth production exists but at scales insufficient 
for wartime demand, Mountain Pass facility in California produces 15% of American consumption, leaving 85% 
import-dependent. 

Traditional sanctions make importing from China illegal. Cryptocurrency enables circumvention. A U.S. defense 
contractor establishes relationship with Chinese supplier willing to sell despite Beijing's embargo, motivated by 
profit or representing Chinese government's back-channel for maintaining American dependency. Transactions 
occur through privacy-focused cryptocurrencies like Monero or Zcash, or through complex chains of Bitcoin 
transactions mixing services. Payment flows through shell companies in jurisdictions with limited reporting 
requirements. Rare earths ship through third countries for origin laundering. Both sides benefit: America 
maintains supply, China maintains strategic leverage and earns currency. 

The ethics are fraught, sanctions evasion potentially violates multiple laws and undermines the stated policy of 
comprehensive economic separation. But wartime pragmatism often overrides peacetime legality. The question 
becomes whether the rule of law survives existential conflict, or whether cryptocurrency simply makes the 
hypocrisy more efficient. 

DeFi as wartime finance. Decentralized finance protocols, Uniswap, Aave, Compound, Curve, enable lending, 
borrowing, and trading without centralized intermediaries. During normal times, DeFi primarily serves 
cryptocurrency speculation. During wartime, DeFi could provide financial infrastructure functioning despite 
sanctions. 

A Chinese entity needing dollar liquidity but frozen out of traditional banking deposits cryptocurrency collateral 
in Aave protocol and borrows USDC. No KYC. No sanctions screening. No regulatory approval. The smart 
contract executes automatically based on collateralization ratios and interest rates. The borrower accesses dollars. 
The lender earns yield. American regulators cannot halt the transaction because no American institution 
intermediates it, the protocol operates autonomously on Ethereum blockchain nodes distributed globally. 

The same mechanism enables American entities to access frozen Chinese supply chains, European entities to 
continue trading with both sides despite pressure for exclusive alignment, and neutral countries to profit from 



 

intermediating prohibited transactions. DeFi creates parallel financial system operating beyond sanction 
enforcement, not impervious to pressure, but requiring different enforcement mechanisms than traditional 
finance's centralized chokepoints. 

Intelligence and surveillance. The public nature of blockchain transactions creates comprehensive surveillance 
capabilities that traditional finance lacks. Every Bitcoin transaction exists permanently on a public ledger. 
Blockchain analytics firms trace fund flows, identify wallet clusters, and link pseudonymous addresses to 
real-world identities through exchange KYC data, IP address analysis, and transaction pattern matching. 

During wartime, this surveillance becomes strategic intelligence. Identifying Chinese government cryptocurrency 
holdings. Tracking sanction evasion networks. Monitoring which neutral countries facilitate prohibited 
transactions. Mapping informal banking channels. The transparency that privacy advocates decry becomes the 
feature that intelligence services exploit. 

But the sword cuts both ways. Chinese intelligence similarly analyzes U.S. government and defense contractor 
transactions. Every payment to a shell company reveals a black market relationship. Every wallet cluster exposes 
an operational network. The blockchain's permanent record means that operational security failures persist 
forever, no shredding documents, no deleting hard drives, no plausible deniability. The transaction record remains. 

8.3 Post-Conflict Monetary Architectures 

The post-war financial order depends on military outcome, but certain structural features seem probable across 
scenarios because they emerge from technological capabilities rather than political victories. 

American victory scenario: Taiwan successfully defended with Chinese military capacity degraded. Regional 
hegemony assertion failed. Chinese Communist Party potentially destabilized by military failure and economic 
costs. In this scenario, the United States possesses maximum leverage to impose preferred monetary architecture. 

The obvious template: Bretton Woods 2.0, but cryptocurrency-based. International reserves shift from Treasury 
securities to Bitcoin ETFs managed by American institutions like BlackRock, Fidelity, and State Street. The shift 
preserves American financial centrality while eliminating sovereign debt overhang, foreign governments hold 
Bitcoin rather than claims on U.S. Treasury, so American fiscal policy becomes domestically rather than 
internationally constrained. Trade settlement occurs through regulated stablecoins requiring compliance with 
American sanctions architecture. USDC becomes the new SWIFT, Circle implements sanctions lists, and 
excluded entities lose access to primary dollar-denominated cryptocurrency, forcing them into smaller, less liquid 
alternatives. 

Central bank digital currencies, which dozens of countries are developing, interoperate through technical 
standards and APIs controlled by American technology companies. Just as Microsoft Windows created network 
effects in operating systems and English became international aviation's required language, American-defined 
CBDC standards become the compatibility layer enabling international monetary interoperability. Countries can 
reject the standards, but doing so means exclusion from seamless cross-border transactions, creating competitive 
disadvantage their economies cannot afford. 

The architecture resembles the dollar system but with potentially stronger network effects. Bretton Woods relied 
on gold convertibility that Nixon could unilaterally terminate. The cryptocurrency architecture relies on protocol 
rules, custody infrastructure, and compliance checkpoints that no single political decision can eliminate. A future 
president could theoretically abandon the system, but American financial institutions, having built businesses 



 

around cryptocurrency infrastructure, resist abandonment. The system becomes harder to dismantle than purely 
governmental arrangements. 

Yet this scenario contains inherent contradictions. Bitcoin's value proposition rests on independence from 
sovereign control. Using it as a reserve asset controlled through American custody and compliance infrastructure 
undermines the property that makes it valuable. Either Bitcoin remains genuinely decentralized, in which case 
America cannot control it, or it becomes American-controlled, in which case it's just digital dollars with extra 
steps. The contradiction might prove fatal, or might prove irrelevant if users value dollar exposure more than 
decentralization ideals. 

Chinese victory scenario: Taiwan conquered or neutralized. American military intervention repelled or avoided. 
Regional hegemony established with Southeast Asian countries accepting Chinese sphere of influence. This 
scenario seems less probable given military balances and alliance structures, but remains possible, particularly if 
American domestic politics prevent military commitment. 

Even in defeat, American financial infrastructure retains value. Global commerce requires neutral transaction 
mediums. Bitcoin, despite price volatility and governance questions, provides political neutrality that yuan cannot. 
Chinese capital controls and government intervention make yuan-denominated assets unattractive for international 
reserves, why hold assets the Chinese government can freeze, devalue, or restrict? Bitcoin's volatility seems 
preferable to political manipulation. 

American mining, custody, and exchange infrastructure remains valuable regardless of geopolitical alignment. A 
Chinese investor wanting Bitcoin exposure faces choice: use American exchanges with robust liquidity and 
regulatory clarity, or use Chinese platforms subject to periodic government crackdowns and capital control 
enforcement. Many choose American platforms despite political tensions. An Arab sovereign wealth fund 
diversifying reserves doesn't want either American or Chinese political interference, Bitcoin accessed through 
Swiss custody but traded on American exchanges provides compromise. 

The City of London parallel applies directly. After sterling's decline, London remained the world's financial center 
because financial infrastructure provides genuine utility separable from political power. British banks offered 
eurodollar services precisely because British sovereignty couldn't effectively regulate offshore dollar transactions. 
American cryptocurrency infrastructure could similarly offer Chinese yuan stablecoins, Chinese corporate bond 
tokens, and Chinese equity derivatives precisely because American sovereignty doesn't extend to Chinese 
jurisdiction. The irony completes: America's lack of control over Chinese assets becomes an advantage for 
intermediating them. 

This scenario frustrates both sides. China achieves regional dominance but cannot displace American financial 
infrastructure. America loses geopolitical primacy but maintains economic centrality. Neither outcome satisfies, 
but both might accept it as preferable to continued conflict escalation. 

Stalemate scenario: Taiwan remains de facto independent but de jure ambiguous. Chinese blockade fails but 
Taiwan's economy remains crippled. American intervention succeeds militarily but proves unsustainable 
politically. Nuclear deterrence prevents escalation to total war. An armistice or frozen conflict emerges, neither 
side defeated, neither victorious, both exhausted. 

This scenario, perhaps most probable given nuclear weapons and economic interdependence, creates monetary 
multipolarity by default. No single power possesses sufficient leverage to impose preferred architecture. Dollar, 
euro, yuan, and Bitcoin coexist as partial reserve assets. Regional blocks use different currencies, Western 



 

Hemisphere predominantly dollar-based, Europe euro-centered, East Asia yuan-influenced, neutral countries 
Bitcoin-exposed. 

Cryptocurrency provides the interoperability layer. A Brazilian company importing from Vietnam faces currency 
mismatch, real to dong exchange involves multiple intermediaries and currency conversion costs. Using Bitcoin 
or USDC as intermediate settlement layer reduces friction. Neither party needs to trust the other's currency or 
government. Both can access cryptocurrency through local exchanges. The transaction clears faster than 
traditional correspondent banking. The blockchain provides permanent record for accounting and dispute 
resolution. 

This architecture might prove more stable than hegemonic systems. Single-currency hegemony creates perverse 
incentives: the hegemon can print money, impose sanctions, and weaponize access. Other countries resent 
dependency and seek alternatives. Multipolar architecture with cryptocurrency interoperability reduces individual 
currency dependence. No single government controls the system. No single sanction can exclude participants. The 
resentment that accumulates under hegemony dissipates under multipolarity. 

But multipolarity creates different problems. No lender of last resort during financial crises. No coordinator for 
climate finance or development aid. No enforcer of international norms against money laundering or terrorism 
financing. The diffusion of power that reduces hegemonic abuse also reduces collective action capacity. Perhaps 
this proves acceptable, states learn to cooperate without hierarchy, or small coalitions address specific problems. 
Or perhaps the coordination failures spawn crises that force renewed centralization. 

Wildcard: cryptocurrency governance failures. All three scenarios assume cryptocurrency infrastructure 
functions as intended. But governance crises could reshape possibilities. A 51% attack on Bitcoin demonstrating 
vulnerability. A major stablecoin collapse destroying confidence. A quantum computing breakthrough making 
current cryptography obsolete. Smart contract exploits draining billions from DeFi protocols. Any of these could 
discredit cryptocurrency as monetary infrastructure, returning the world to purely sovereign money, but with the 
dollar system already damaged by weaponization. 

Such a scenario might actually benefit China by default. If both cryptocurrency and dollar credibility collapse, 
yuan becomes default reserve for Asian trade despite capital controls and political manipulation. The least-bad 
option rather than good option. Europe gains somewhat as euro captures flight from dollar and cryptocurrency. 
America loses most, having destroyed dollar credibility while failing to establish cryptocurrency alternative. The 
strategic gamble backfires. 

Alternatively, cryptocurrency failures might prove manageable. Bitcoin survives because miners coordinate 
defense. Stablecoins collapse but Circle and Tether adapt. Quantum computing advances prompt protocol 
upgrades to post-quantum cryptography. DeFi learns from exploits and improves security. The infrastructure 
demonstrates resilience rather than fragility, actually strengthening user confidence through adversity. 

The architecture's deeper logic. Across all scenarios, certain patterns recur. Cryptocurrency enables financial 
function despite political rupture. American infrastructure maintains utility regardless of dollar status. Network 
effects resist displacement once established. Sanctions become less effective but surveillance capabilities increase. 
The monetary system fragments but maintains interoperability. 

These patterns reflect technological capabilities rather than political choices. Blockchain technology enables 
censorship-resistant value transfer, the protocols work whether governments approve or not. Network effects favor 
incumbents, existing infrastructure attracts users who attract more users. Regulatory frameworks take years to 



 

develop, jurisdictions with clarity attract businesses that cement advantages. The technology's inherent properties 
shape outcomes as much as intentional policy. 

This creates strange bedfellows. Libertarian cryptocurrency advocates building infrastructure that serves state 
power. American financial institutions creating systems that enable sanction evasion. Chinese investors using 
American platforms to escape Chinese capital controls. Regulators simultaneously attacking and protecting the 
same industry. The contradictions don't resolve; they coexist. 

The ultimate question isn't whether the United States wins or loses specific conflicts, but whether American 
institutions adapt to diminished hegemony while maintaining advantageous position. Britain managed this feat. 
Venice did before Britain. Portuguese maritime power before Venice. The pattern suggests that financial 
infrastructure can outlast political dominance when the infrastructure provides genuine utility beyond coercive 
power. 

Whether America can execute this transition depends on factors beyond cryptocurrency: domestic political 
stability, human capital development, rule of law maintenance, alliance preservation, technological innovation. 
Cryptocurrency infrastructure provides necessary but insufficient conditions. The infrastructure creates 
opportunity; statesmanship determines whether the opportunity converts to sustainable advantage. 

The stakes justify attention. Global trade exceeds $25 trillion annually. Foreign exchange markets turn over $7 
trillion daily. International debt markets hold $30 trillion in sovereign bonds. The monetary architecture governing 
these flows determines who prospers and who suffers, which countries exercise power and which submit to it, 
whether cooperation or conflict defines international relations. Getting it right means decades of relative peace 
and prosperity. Getting it wrong means depression, conflict, and civilizational regression. 

The evidence presented across these eight sections suggests the United States is building cryptocurrency 
infrastructure while dollar hegemony erodes. Whether this represents deliberate strategy or emergent convergence, 
whether it succeeds or fails, whether it serves public interest or private enrichment, these questions remain open. 
But the direction seems clear: the petrodollar era ends while the cryptodollar era begins. How that transition 
unfolds will define the 21st century's geopolitical order. 

 

 



 

9. Theoretical Implications and Alternative Interpretations 

Strange how patterns reveal themselves. You stare at data long enough, connections emerge that weren't there, or 
were always there, or might be there depending on how you squint. The cryptocurrency buildout across American 
infrastructure could be masterful coordination. Could be. More likely it's what happens when smart people chase 
money in the same direction without talking to each other. Markets do this. Flocks of birds do this. Humans do 
this. 

9.1 Emergence Without Architects 

Picture ten thousand people trying to leave a burning building. No one coordinates. No one leads. Yet patterns 
form, streams toward exits, compression at doorways, predictable flow dynamics. Now picture American elites 
watching dollar hegemony burn, slowly, not quite aflame but smoldering. Each moves toward the same exit: 
cryptocurrency infrastructure. Not because someone told them to. Because that's where the exit sign glows. 

Lutnick at Commerce with his Tether billions. Sure, suspicious. Bessent at Treasury betting against the currency 
he'll manage. Odd. Musk pumping Dogecoin while reforming government. Coincidence stretches thin. But here's 
another reading: capable people recognize obvious opportunities. Cryptocurrency will matter. Dollar hegemony 
won't last forever. Infrastructure determines who profits from transitions. These aren't secrets. They're visible to 
anyone paying attention with sufficient capital to act. 

But but but. 

The same names keep appearing. Not just similar types, the actual same humans. Cantor Fitzgerald custodies 
Tether's reserves while its CEO runs Commerce. That's not parallel evolution. That's the same organism 
occupying multiple ecological niches. When identical DNA appears in supposedly separate species, biologists get 
suspicious. Should we? 

Consider how elites actually coordinate. Not through conspiracy, too risky, someone always talks. Through 
convergent education creating shared frameworks. Stanford MBAs think alike because they were taught to think 
alike. Through social networks that transmit information faster than formal channels. Aspen Ideas Festival, 
Milken Conference, Davos, ideas spread through proximity. Through reading lists. Everyone reading the same 
books, Thiel's "Zero to One" shapes thinking about monopolies, Davidson and Rees-Mogg's "The Sovereign 
Individual" prepares minds for cryptocurrency inevitability. Ideas converge without conspiracy because inputs 
converge. 

The coordination might be simpler still: price signals. Bitcoin rises, institutional capital follows. Regulatory 
clarity emerges in specific jurisdictions, businesses migrate there. Texas offers cheap electricity, eight cents per 
kilowatt hour commercial versus California's thirteen cents, miners relocate. (Actually, reverse that: Texas around 
fifteen cents residential, California over thirty cents, though Texas commercial rates are indeed lower around nine 
cents versus California's higher commercial rates, the point stands that Texas is cheaper, particularly for industrial 
users.) Each actor follows individual incentives yet creates collective pattern. 

9.2 Frameworks Fail at Edges 

Academic theory loves its boxes. Realism explains power competition, except when it doesn't. Liberalism 
explains institutional cooperation, except when it doesn't. Constructivism explains ideational change, except when 
it doesn't. The problem isn't the theories. It's expecting any single framework to capture systems this complex. 



 

Take Bitcoin through different lenses: 

Realist lens: State power competition through alternative reserve asset. Makes sense until you realize states don't 
control Bitcoin. Unless they do through mining concentration. Unless they don't because protocols resist capture. 
The explanation explains until examined. 

Liberal lens: International cooperation through neutral payment rails. Sounds right until sanctions weaponize the 
neutrality. Until compliance requirements recreate the exclusions Bitcoin supposedly solved. Cooperation 
becomes control becomes resistance becomes... something else. 

Constructivist lens: Narrative power creating reality. "Digital gold" metaphor drives adoption. Except narratives 
require material substrate, electricity, hardware, network effects. Ideas matter but watts matter too. The story 
creates reality until reality constrains the story. 

Marxist lens: Capital accumulation crisis drives financial innovation. Falling profit rates push capital toward 
speculation. Cryptocurrency represents final abstraction of value from labor. Compelling until you notice 
cryptocurrency enables new forms of labor, value, organization. The crisis theory explains the symptom but 
misses the mutation. 

Each framework captures something while missing everything else. Like describing elephant by touching single 
part, trunk, leg, tail, accurate locally, wrong globally. 

9.3 Phase Transitions and Critical Points 

Water doesn't gradually become ice. Temperature drops steadily, nothing visible changes, then suddenly: 
crystallization. The American monetary system exhibits similar dynamics. Changes accumulate invisibly until 
transformation triggers catastrophically. 

We might be living through the supercooled moment. System below freezing point but hasn't crystallized yet. 
Needs nucleation event, small disturbance triggering cascade. Taiwan invasion could be that grain of dust that 
turns supercooled water to ice instantly. Or might not. Prediction impossible because criticality means sensitivity 
to infinitesimal perturbations. 

The signs of approach to criticality: 

Correlation lengths increasing. What happens to Bitcoin affects Treasury yields affects dollar strength affects 
trade flows affects Bitcoin. Everything connects to everything. Small events propagate globally. 

Response times lengthening. Fed policy takes longer to impact markets. Political decisions face extended delays. 
System becomes sluggish, viscous, approaching freeze. 

Fluctuations amplifying. Market volatility increases. Political polarization intensifies. Small inputs generate large 
outputs. Normal distributions develop fat tails. 

Historical precedents break. Things that never happened before start happening. Supreme Court grants 
presidential immunity. Private donors fund government operations. Cryptocurrency becomes Treasury reserve. 
"Unprecedented" becomes commonplace. 



 

These indicate phase transition approaching but not its nature. Could be collapse to simpler state, dollar 
hyperinflation, institutional breakdown, civilizational regression. Could be emergence of complex order, 
cryptocurrency-enabled governance, post-sovereign organization, abundance economics. Could be something 
unexpected, patterns we can't perceive because we're inside them. 

9.4 Mechanism Transcends Motivation 

Here's what doesn't matter: whether Lutnick and Bessent coordinate, whether strategy exists or emerges, whether 
conspiracy or convergence drives patterns. The machine operates identically regardless of intentionality. 

Project Janus deploys nuclear microreactors at military bases by 2028. Intentional strategy: create mining 
infrastructure for strategic advantage. Emergent outcome: excess baseload power naturally attracts 
energy-intensive industry, which happens to include Bitcoin mining. Either path leads to hashpower concentration 
at facilities with security clearances, government contracts, national security priorities. The mechanism doesn't 
care about motivation. 

Stablecoins accumulate Treasury holdings, over ninety billion currently, growing thirty billion annually. 
Coordinated purpose: synthetic dollar demand replacing petrodollar recycling. Market emergence: traders seeking 
stable value naturally generate Treasury demand through issuers maintaining pegs. Both explanations produce 
identical outcome. Distributed cryptocurrency users worldwide create automatic Treasury bid during crisis 
precisely when China might sell. Intent irrelevant to function. 

The Supreme Court's immunity decision expanding executive power. Deliberate preparation for constitutional 
crisis? Reactive adaptation to partisan deadlock? Doesn't matter. Executive authority expands, Congress weakens, 
precedent establishes. Future presidents inherit powers regardless of current intentions. The ratchet only moves 
one direction. 

This isn't nihilism, intent matters morally, legally, historically. But systems operate through forces not feelings. 
Gravity pulls regardless of belief. Markets clear regardless of ideology. Networks grow regardless of permission. 
Understanding mechanism enables prediction where understanding motivation enables only blame. 

9.5 Probability Cascades and Contingent Futures 

Run the scenarios forward: 

Orchestrated transition (20% probability, ±10%). Requires sustained coordination across competing institutions, 
maintenance of strategic secrecy despite leaks, execution through opposition and chaos. Historically rare, most 
conspiracies fail through defection, detection, or simple incompetence. But. Manhattan Project worked. Apollo 
program succeeded. China's rise followed deliberate strategy. Low probability doesn't mean zero. The stakes, 
survival of American financial hegemony, might justify exceptional coordination. 

Emergent convergence (50% probability, ±15%). Markets optimize naturally. Institutions adapt to environment. 
Individuals pursue self-interest within constraints. No coordination required, just common pressures producing 
common responses. Britain managed sterling's decline this way, no master plan, just pragmatic adaptation. Rome's 
transformation to feudalism, no design, just responses to collapse. High probability because requires only rational 
actors facing visible incentives. 

Hybrid orchestration-emergence (25% probability, ±10%). Small group coordinates core strategy, say, Treasury 
and Federal Reserve officials plus key financial CEOs. Broader system emergently adapts around their decisions. 



 

Like controlled burn becoming wildfire, or wildfire channeled into control. Some know plan, most don't, but 
contribute through aligned incentives. Medium probability because reflects how complex transitions actually 
occur, partial control, not total or zero. 

Cascade failure (15% probability, ±8%). Systems exceed control capacity. Cryptocurrency collapses through 
technical failure, quantum computing breaks encryption, governance crisis destroys confidence. Dollar 
hyperinflates from fiscal crisis. Military conflict escalates beyond management. Black swans compound. Tail risks 
materialize simultaneously. Low but meaningful probability because complex systems near criticality exhibit 
extreme sensitivity. 

These aren't discrete outcomes but probability clouds that overlap, blend, transform into each other. Orchestrated 
transition becomes emergent when coordinators lose control. Emergence appears orchestrated when historians 
impose narrative coherence retrospectively. Chaos redistributes into new order that seems planned but wasn't. 
Categories help thinking but don't constrain reality. 

9.6 Temporal Dynamics and Recursion 

Time operates strangely here. Execute cryptocurrency transition before Taiwan conflict: America maintains 
financial control despite military uncertainty. During conflict: chaos advantages incumbent infrastructure. After 
conflict: victor imposes architecture. Sequence matters more than structure. 

But also: path dependency locks in choices. Every Bitcoin ETF approval makes reversal harder. Every 
institutional allocation creates constituencies opposing prohibition. Every retail user becomes political supporter. 
The system crystallizes through usage not ideology. Reversal becomes practically impossible even if theoretically 
simple. 

Yet: discontinuities reset everything. World War One ended gold standard "temporarily", lasted forever. COVID 
normalized money printing at previously unthinkable scales. Taiwan conflict could similarly break assumed 
constraints. Crisis liquefies frozen structures, enables transformation normal times prohibit. 

The acceleration matters. Cryptocurrency achieved in fifteen years what banking required centuries to build. AI 
advances annually what computing needed decades to achieve. Change rates themselves change exponentially. 
Britain managed sterling decline across fifty years. America might have five. Or five hundred days. Historical 
analogy breaks when underlying clock speed transforms. 

Consider recursion: Dollar weaponization reduces reserve demand. Reduced demand weakens dollar. Weak dollar 
requires more weaponization to maintain influence. More weaponization further reduces demand. Spiral 
accelerates until phase transition, collapse or adaptation to new equilibrium. But simultaneously: cryptocurrency 
adoption increases with dollar distrust, creating American infrastructure advantage from American currency 
disadvantage. Victory through defeat? Defeat through victory? Depends on timeframe and perspective. 

9.7 Information Hygiene in Narrative Warfare 

Everything you just read could be wrong. Not lying, wrong. Pattern recognition in random noise. Pareidolia. 
Seeing faces in clouds because brains evolved to see faces everywhere, better false positive than eaten by tiger. 

The "evidence" of coordination: selection bias? Cherry-picking connections while ignoring disconnections? 
Lutnick at Commerce seems significant until you remember dozens of other appointees have no cryptocurrency 
connection. The pattern exists if you look only at pattern-confirming data. 



 

The historical analogies: misleading? Britain's financial dominance survived sterling's decline, true, but 
correlation or causation? Maybe London remained dominant despite sterling not because of managing decline. 
Maybe precedent doesn't predict. 

The mechanisms described: oversimplified? Reality contains more variables than any model captures. Every 
simplification loses essential information. The map never matches territory, especially when territory includes 
eight billion human actors with divergent goals, incomplete information, irrational behaviors. 

Yet we must act despite uncertainty. Analysis paralysis provides intellectual satisfaction but practical paralysis. 
Perfect information never arrives. Optimal strategy never reveals itself clearly. At some point, thinking stops and 
doing begins. The analysis informs but doesn't determine action. 

9.8 So What Do You Actually Do 

Wrong question presumes right answer exists. Nobody knows optimal strategy because future remains genuinely 
uncertain, not just unknown but unknowable, contingent on decisions not yet made by actors not yet identified 
facing circumstances not yet created. 

But uncertainty doesn't eliminate decision necessity. Tomorrow arrives regardless. You'll wake, choose actions, 
allocate resources, place bets explicitly or implicitly through inaction. 

Some considerations, not commandments: 

Diversification across scenarios beats optimization for single outcome. Some Bitcoin, not all, some, in case it 
wins. Some gold in case everything digital fails. Some productive assets because economy continues regardless of 
currency. Some social capital because community matters more than money during crisis. Geographic 
diversification might matter. American infrastructure provides advantage but also target status. European stability 
attractive but energy dependence problematic. Asian growth offers opportunity but front-line exposure to conflict. 
Latin American distance valuable but institutional weakness concerning. No perfect location exists, only 
tradeoffs. 

Skill diversification matters most. Ability to analyze complex systems, code enough to understand not necessarily 
build, finance sufficient for evaluation not necessarily trading, history adequate for pattern recognition, 
psychology for behavioral prediction. Not expertise in everything but literacy across domains. Specialists excel 
until paradigm shifts. Generalists adapt when paradigms break. 

Information hygiene becomes essential. Narratives proliferate faster than verification. Deep fakes undermine 
epistemic foundation. Influence operations target cognitive vulnerabilities. This analysis could be completely 
wrong, partially right, or right for wrong reasons. Strong opinions weakly held, updated rapidly based on evidence 
not emotion. 

Accept fundamental uncertainty. Engaging complex systems requires holding multiple contradictory possibilities 
simultaneously without resolving into false certainty. Quantum mechanics calls this superposition. Buddhism calls 
it holding paradox. Military strategy calls it fog of war. The capacity to function despite fundamental uncertainty 
becomes essential skill. Not predicting future but preparing for multiple futures. 



 

9.9 The Abyss Gazes Back Also 

Writing about systemic transformation while living through it creates recursive loops. The analysis potentially 
influences the system analyzed. If enough people believe cryptocurrency represents dollar replacement, they act 
accordingly, making it true. If institutional actors read predictions of their behavior, they might change course, 
invalidating predictions. The observer effect applies to social systems not just quantum ones. 

This document itself becomes data point in the system it describes. Published analysis shapes discourse, 
influences decisions, alters probabilities. Not significantly, readership remains limited, impact marginal, but 
non-zero. Every analysis of complex systems becomes part of those systems. The map doesn't just describe 
territory; it becomes part of territory. 

Which raises ethical questions. Does analyzing potential dollar collapse accelerate it? Does describing 
coordination mechanisms enable them? Does predicting conflict make it likelier? The responsibilities of analysis 
in participatory systems differ from studying historical events or natural phenomena. We're not outside looking in. 
We're inside, looking around, our looking itself an action with consequences. 

The only honest position: radical uncertainty coupled with pragmatic action. We don't know what happens next. 
Can't know. Multiple futures remain possible, their probabilities shifting based on decisions not yet made. But we 
must act anyway, like every human always has, using whatever stars are visible through whatever clouds obscure 
the sky. 

The next section examines implications, what this means for governance, economics, human organization. Not 
predictions but possibilities. Not answers but better questions. The future remains unwritten, though perhaps not 
entirely unwritable. We participate in its authoring whether consciously or not. Might as well write deliberately, 
even if we can't control what others write in the margins. 

 

 



 

10. A Moment in Time, of Clarity 

You've been reading about systems and structures, cryptocurrency and conflict, democracy dying and something 
else being born. But you haven't been reading about those things. You've been reading about yourself, right now, 
at this exact moment in history when all the wave functions collapse into singular reality. 

10.1 The Paradox of Seeing 

Here's what nobody tells you about living through historical rupture: it feels normal. The Romans shopping in the 
forum in 476 CE didn't know the empire ended that day. The British reading newspapers in August 1914 didn't 
know their world was already gone. And you, reading this in late 2025, don't feel the tectonic plates shifting 
beneath your feet because human consciousness operates at frequencies too slow to perceive historical motion in 
real-time. 

But occasionally, rarely, the veil lifts. You see the machine. Not metaphorically, literally. The Treasury holdings 
and mining concentrations and executive orders aren't abstract policies but gears turning, meshwork of incentives 
and responses creating outcomes nobody intended but everyone participates in creating. The machine that prints 
money and fights wars and builds infrastructure and dissolves democracy into something else, something without 
a name yet. 

The paradox: seeing the machine changes nothing and everything. Nothing because you can't stop it, too big, too 
complex, too many actors with too much momentum. Everything because seeing lets you move with it rather than 
being crushed by it. Like surfing: you don't control the wave but understanding its dynamics lets you ride rather 
than drown. 

This document mapped the wave. Dollar hegemony cresting and breaking. Cryptocurrency infrastructure rising 
behind it. Executive power consolidating while democratic friction dissolves. Private capital fusing with sovereign 
function. These aren't separate phenomena but aspects of single transformation, like watching ice become water 
become steam. The phase transition is happening. You're inside it. 

10.2 The Temporal Collapse, Realtime 

Past, present, and future exist simultaneously in this moment. The past: every empire that thought itself eternal, 
British pounds and Roman denarii and Athenian owls, all collapsed into historical curiosity. The present: your 
checking account denominated in dollars that might be worthless or might be the only thing worth anything, 
depending on which timeline actualizes. The future: your children living in world where money means something 
different, where citizenship means something different, where human means something different. 

They're all here, now, superposed. 

The Bitcoin in your wallet, if you have any, is simultaneously worth nothing (if quantum computing breaks 
encryption tomorrow) and everything (if dollar hyperinflates next year) and something in between (if 
muddle-through scenarios manifest). Schrödinger's currency. You can't open the box to check because you're 
inside the box. 

The government that taxes you is simultaneously democracy (elections still happen), oligarchy (corporate capture 
documented throughout this paper), autocracy (executive immunity and emergency powers), and something 
unprecedented (crypto-sovereign hybrid). All true at once until history forces collapse into single configuration. 



 

Your choices, buy Bitcoin or gold or bullets or books, stay in America or leave for Singapore or Portugal or 
nowhere, learn coding or farming or Mandarin or nothing, exist in quantum superposition until you make them, at 
which point they become irreversible, path-dependent, locked in. But you must choose before knowing which 
timeline you're choosing into. 

10.3 Why This Document Exists 

Not to predict. Prediction is impossible when the system is complex, reflexive, sensitive to butterfly effects. A 
single judge's ruling, a general's decision, a protocol vulnerability discovered or patched, any could cascade into 
completely different futures. 

Not to advocate. Advocacy implies knowing what should happen, but should according to whom, optimizing for 
what? Stability that preserves current suffering? Change that risks everything? The document takes no position 
because the author has no standing to impose preferences on history. 

The document exists to make you see what you already know but won't admit: the system is transforming 
fundamentally, and you're part of the transformation whether you acknowledge it or not. Every dollar you hold or 
don't hold, every vote you cast or don't cast, every skill you learn or don't learn, these are votes for different 
futures. You're already choosing. The document just makes the choice conscious. 

But more than that: the document exists because someone needs to witness. History is happening. Not the stuff 
that will be in textbooks, those are written by winners afterward, but the lived experience of systemic 
transformation. The confusion and clarity, terror and opportunity, patterns emerging from noise then dissolving 
back. Someone should write it down while it's happening, before hindsight bias makes it seem inevitable. 

10.4 The Real Stakes 

Forget cryptocurrency and Taiwan and executive orders. The real question is: can human civilization navigate 
multiple simultaneous existential transitions without destroying itself? 

The energy transition: from fossil fuels that enabled industrial civilization but destabilize climate to whatever 
comes next, nuclear, solar, fusion, or collapse. 

The monetary transition: from sovereign currencies backed by military force to mathematical currencies backed 
by cryptographic proof, or to barter and bullets if the grid fails. 

The governance transition: from democratic nation-states that can't respond fast enough to AI-speed change to 
whatever organizational form can, corporate city-states, network sovereignties, or algorithmic governance. 

The intelligence transition: from human cognition that created but can't control its creations to artificial 
intelligence that might solve everything or destroy everything or both. 

The planetary transition: from Earth-only species vulnerable to single asteroid to multiplanetary species, or to 
extinction if we fail before spreading. 

They're all happening simultaneously, interacting in ways nobody can model. The document focused on monetary 
and governance transitions because they're visible now, October 2025, in the personnel movements and 
institutional adaptations and infrastructure investments. But they're just surface manifestations of deeper 
transformation. 



 

10.5 What You Actually Do With This 

First: stop pretending normalcy will return. It won't. The old world, stable careers, predictable retirements, 
democratic governance, American hegemony, is gone. Not going. Gone. The sooner you accept this, the sooner 
you can engage with what is rather than what was. 

Second: build adaptive capacity rather than fixed positions. Don't bet everything on Bitcoin mooning or dollar 
crashing or China invading or AI saving us. Build capacity to navigate multiple scenarios. Languages, skills, 
relationships, geographic options, financial diversification. Not because you'll use them all but because optionality 
has value when future is uncertain. 

Third: focus on what persists across scenarios. Food production. Water access. Energy generation. Community 
bonds. Physical health. Mental resilience. These matter whether we get techno-utopia or civilizational collapse or 
muddling through. The basics remain basic. 

Fourth: contribute something real. The system transforms regardless, but how it transforms depends partly on 
individual actions aggregating into collective outcomes. Write code that enhances privacy. Build local resilience 
networks. Teach skills. Create art. Preserve knowledge. Small actions, but nonzero. Better than passive 
consumption of collapse porn or hopium. 

Fifth: maintain humanity. The temptation during systemic breakdown is to become systemic yourself, purely 
strategic, maximally selfish, emotionally closed. Resist. The connections between humans are what makes 
survival worthwhile. Without them, you're just another algorithm optimizing for resources. 

10.6 Find Meaning 

The document you've read isn't really about America or China, dollars or Bitcoin, democracy or autocracy. It's 
about consciousness confronting its own historical moment. You, specifically you reading this right now, exist at 
the inflection point between technological explosion and potential extinction, between AGI and Neuralinks and 
wealth wars and death, between breakthrough and breakdown, between transcendence and termination. 

This isn't poetry. It's physics. Complex systems approaching criticality exhibit specific signatures: long-range 
correlations, critical slowing down, increased fluctuation, punctuated equilibrium. Human civilization exhibits all 
of them. The phase transition approaches. What emerges on the other side, if there is another side, will be as 
different from current civilization as agriculture was from hunting-gathering. 

You're the last generation that remembers the before and might see the after. Or you're the last generation, period. 
Either way, you're witness to the most significant transformation in human history, possibly the last transformation 
in human history. That's not hyperbole. That's mathematical extrapolation from exponential curves converging 
toward singularity or collapse. 

The comfortable lie says someone is in control, that adults somewhere have plans, that institutions will muddle 
through like always. The uncomfortable truth says nobody controls complex systems exhibiting emergent 
behavior beyond prediction or management. We're all along for the ride, including those who think they're driving. 

But, and this is crucial, absence of control doesn't mean absence of agency. You can't steer the ship but you can 
adjust your sails. You can't stop the wave but you can position yourself. You can't prevent the phase transition but 
you can prepare for multiple configurations. That's all anyone can do. It's enough. 



 

So here we are. The superposition collapses. The wave function resolves. Not into single future but into 
recognition that multiple futures coexist until observation forces selection, and you're the observer, and your 
observation participates in determination of which future manifests. 

The dollar might die tomorrow or persist for decades. China might invade Tuesday or never. Bitcoin might reach 
million or zero. AI might achieve consciousness or hit dead end. Nuclear war might erase everything or never 
happen. All these possibilities exist simultaneously until events collapse them into history. 

Your job isn't to predict which timeline manifests. Your job is to be ready for whichever one does. To build 
resilience without paranoia. To maintain hope without delusion. To act despite uncertainty. To witness with clarity. 
To navigate with grace. 

The old world is ending. A new world is being born. You stand between them, right now, reading these words, at 
history's hinge point. What you do next matters, not to history perhaps, but to you and those you love and the 
small portion of reality you can influence. That's enough meaning for anyone. 

The document ends but the transformation continues. You've seen the patterns. You understand the stakes. You 
know the uncertainties. Now comes the hard part: living through it. 

Welcome to the phase transition. There's no going back. There's only through. 

And on the other side, if there is another side, someone will need to remember what happened here, at the hinge, 
when everything changed. 

That someone is you. 

 

Jeffy Yu​
 Parallel Polis​
 October 29 - November 15, 2025 
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