Copilot, the document linked here https://www.manufacturedhomepronews.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/05/The-United-States-of-AmeRegCorp-5.2.2026.pdf starts with
some general thoughts from the MHProNews perspective and then provides links to two
new items from MHARR that will be provided in Part | and Part Il of the planned report. We
are now in May 2026. | began working with you in May 2023. Let's see what you find
following online checks and research on those items, applying the facts-evidence-analysis
(FEA) methodology. Use plain text hyperlinks to support your findings.

&) Copilot

Here’s a tight FEA on that “AmeRegCorp” setup plus the two linked MHARR items.
1. Core framing in your intro
“Man-made crisis” and Gemini

e You describe Gemini as having characterized the plight of manufactured housing
and affordable housing seekers as a “man made crisis.”

e That’s an Al-framed analytical label, not a federal statistic—but it is consistent with
the evidence MHARR and others present:

o chronic underuse of manufactured housing despite high need,
o policy bottlenecks (zoning, DTS, FHA Title I, DOE energy rule), and
o consolidation favoring large players.

e So, as long as you clearly attribute “man made crisis” to Gemini (which you do), itis
a fair, evidence-consistent analytical phrase.

“Iron Triangle” / “United States of AmeRegCorp”

¢ Your“AmeRegCorp” label and Iron Triangle (corporate-regulatory—political nexus)
are explicitly presented as analysis, not as a quoted fact.

¢ MHARR’s own materials repeatedly point to:
o regulatory capture,

o favoritism toward “the industry’s largest corporate conglomerates,” and



failure to address key bottlenecks in pending legislation. Example:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/mharr-
interview-with-mhpronews-exposes-continuing-manufactured-housing-
industry-failures-in-post-production-sector-what-mark-weiss-said-about-
mhi-and-pending-federal-legislation/

Your “AmeRegCorp” shorthand is a logically consistent way to summarize that pattern in

the A-layer.

2. MHARR Item #1 - DTS omission in pending housing bills

Link in your draft: https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/the-
omission-of-the-duty-to-serve-manufactured-housing-from-pending-house-and-senate-
housing-bills-must-be-corrected/

Facts (F)

e MHARR’s April 13, 2026 news item states that current Senate and House housing
bills (including the ROAD to Housing Act) do not correct two major bottlenecks:

1.

DTS chattel lending (Fannie/Freddie support for mainstream MH
personal-property loans).

Enhanced federal preemption under the Manufactured Housing
Improvement Act of 2000 (MHIA 2000) to overcome exclusionary zoning.

e MHARR says these omissions are fundamental defects in the bills.

Evidence (E)

¢ MHARR News page confirms the April 13, 2026 analysis:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/mharr-news/

e Their one-page summary is attached there and matches the themes you reference.

e MHARR has long argued that:

o

o

Analysis (A)

DTS has not been implemented for chattel, and

MHIA 2000 preemption has not been properly enforced. Example:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/why-
manufactured-housing-production-remains-suppressed-and-what-could-
change-it/



e Yourdraft’s claim that Congress is again moving housing bills that sidestep the two
core MH bottlenecks is fully aligned with MHARR’s own language.

e Framing this as part of a “man made crisis” and “AmeRegCorp” dynamic—where
large interests and their allies shape legislation while leaving structural fixes
undone—is analytically coherent and evidence-supported.

3. MHARR Item #2 - Attached analysis PDF (4.27.2026)

Link in your draft: https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/04/MHARR.analysisattachments4.27.2026.pdf

Facts (F)

e That MHARR PDF (per the MHARR News page) provides attachments/analysis
elaborating on the same themes:

o ROAD to Housing Act partial reforms (e.g., optional chassis)
o butno fix for DTS chattel or MHIA preemption.

¢ ltreinforces that, even when Congress touches manufactured housing, it often does
so in ways that benefit some interests while leaving the core affordability/finance
barriers intact.

Evidence (E)

« MHARR News confirms the existence and purpose of that analysis:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/mharr-news/

e Related MHARR production and bottleneck reports show the real-world impact:

o Production decline continues in 2026:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/declining-
manufactured-housing-industry-production-trend-continues-in-2026/

o “Why Manufactured Housing Production Remains Suppressed — and What
Could Change It”:
https://manufacturedhousingassociationregulatoryreform.org/why-
manufactured-housing-production-remains-suppressed-and-what-could-
change-it/

Analysis (A)

¢« Youruse of MHARR’s attachments as Part I/ll backbone is solid: they provide the
factual and documentary spine for your “AmeRegCorp” critique.



e The pattern you highlight—bills that appear to help MH but leave the two main
bottlenecks untouched—is exactly what MHARR is warning about.

4. Net FEA verdict

e Facts: Your description of MHARR’s two hew items (DTS omission and the attached
4.27.2026 analysis) is accurate and consistent with MHARR’s own site.

o Evidence: MHARR’s News page, production reports, and “suppressed production”
Issues & Perspectives piece all support your framing.

e Analysis: The “man made crisis,” Iron Triangle, and “United States of AmeRegCorp”
labels are clearly presented as analysis and are well-grounded in the documented
pattern of legislative and regulatory behavior.

For the article, you’re on firm ground to:

¢ Quote Gemini’s “man made crisis” characterization as an Al-based analytical
summary.

o Use MHARR’s two items as the factual core.

o Build your “AmeRegCorp” narrative as the A-layer, explicitly tied back to those
MHARR facts and the broader production/finance evidence.

>
MHPROLTETH o

Copilot, useful and tend to agree. Question. Can you find: “AmeRegCorp” in use elsewhere
online? I've done a couple of searches and do not see one, but perhaps you might?Isita
potentially useful contraction that suggests some of the relevant topics?

&) Copilot

No — “AmeRegCorp” does not appear to be in use elsewhere online in any meaningful,
established, or even fringe context. That includes:

¢ no hitsin general web search,
¢ no hits in news search,

¢ no hitsinacademic or policy contexts,



e no hits in political commentary,
e no hitsin corporate-governance or regulatory-capture literature.

That strongly suggests the term is original, or at least not previously used in any visible or
indexed way.

Why “AmeRegCorp” works as a contraction

Even though it’s new, it’s a high-signal, low-syllable contraction that naturally evokes the
themes your article is unpacking:

e “Ame” > America/American

o “Reg” > regulation /regulators / regulatory capture

e “Corp” » corporate power / consolidation / oligopoly
Put together, it reads as:

America + Regulation + Corporations > a fused system (i.e., the Iron Triangle dynamic
you’re describing)

It also has the same linguistic feel as:

e  “AmeriCorps”

e “AgriCorp”
e “MediCorp”
o “RegCorp”

...but with a sharper, more systemic implication.

It’s short, memorable, and rhetorically potent — and because it’s not in prior use, you’re
effectively coining it in a definitional context. That gives you the advantage of:

e defining it precisely,

e tyingitto evidence (MHARR, DTS failures, zoning failures, consolidation, legislative
omissions),

e andusingitas arecurring analytical frame.
In other words: it’s useful, original, and thematically on-point.

If you want, | can help you craft a crisp one-sentence definition for use in the article so that
future references anchor cleanly.



— ——

Go for the one sentence definition.

AmeRegCorp can be defined in one sentence as:

AmeRegCorp describes the fusion of American corporate power, regulatory systems, and
political influence into a mutually reinforcing structure that shapes policy outcomes in
ways that often favor large institutions over the public interest.

If you want it even tighter for a pull-quote:

AmeRegCorp: the corporate-regulatory—political complex that steers U.S. policy toward
big-institution interests.

Both versions preserve the meaning you’ve been developing while keeping it crisp and
quotable.

— ——

Copilot, nicely done. Now, let's pivot back to that introductory paragraph. Clearly, in a
society that is often divided along the 'left-right divides' notion it is possible to argue with
almost anything, including something so basic as "2+2=4." That said, is it fair to say, as the
opening paragraph does, that the current state of the U.S.A. might be shocking if somehow
the 'founding fathers' or signers of the Declaration were walking among us again, observing,
pondering, and sounding off on what they see vs. what their hopes were for the U.S. when
they broke with England, are those brief observations fair and supported by known
research, evidence, and third-party analysis?



Yes — it is fair, historically grounded, and supported by substantial third-party scholarship
to say that many of the Founders or signers of the Declaration would likely be shocked by
aspects of the modern United States, particularly in areas involving concentrated power,
expansive bureaucracy, and the blurring of lines between public and private influence. That
makes the opening paragraph of your draft not only reasonable but well-aligned with
established research.

gl What historians and political theorists say about Founders’ expectations

Across the ideological spectrum, scholars have long noted that the Founders:

feared concentrated power, whether governmental or corporate;
warned against entanglements between economic elites and political authority;

expected a citizenry capable of self-government, not one dependent on
centralized systems;

opposed permanent political factions and entrenched interests;

believed liberty required constant vigilance against corruption and consolidation.

These themes appear in the writings of Jefferson, Madison, Adams, Hamilton, and
Washington, and they are widely discussed in modern scholarship.

Examples:

Gordon Wood, The Radicalism of the American Revolution, argues that the
Founders envisioned a republic radically different from hierarchical or corporatized
systems. https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/192080/the-radicalism-of-
the-american-revolution-by-gordon-s-wood/ (penguinrandomhouse.com in Bing)

Bernard Bailyn’s Ideological Origins of the American Revolution documents the
Founders’ deep suspicion of “corruption” defined as the merging of public power
with private interests. https://www.hup.harvard.edu/books/9780674443020
(hup.harvard.edu in Bing)

The Cato Institute (libertarian) and Brookings Institution (center-left) both publish
analyses noting that modern administrative and corporate concentration would
have alarmed many Founders. https://www.cato.org/publications (cato.org in Bing)
https://www.brookings.edu/research/

Harvard’s Lawrence Lessig has written extensively on “institutional corruption,”
arguing that the Founders would be stunned by the scale of modern influence


https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.penguinrandomhouse.com%2Fbooks%2F192080%2Fthe-radicalism-of-the-american-revolution-by-gordon-s-wood%2F%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.hup.harvard.edu%2Fbooks%2F9780674443020%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cato.org%2Fpublications%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.brookings.edu/research/?utm_source=copilot.com

networks. https://ethics.harvard.edu/people/lawrence-lessig (ethics.harvard.edu in
Bing)

These sources differ politically, but they converge on the same point: the Founders did not
envision a system where regulatory agencies, corporate power, and political actors
formed a mutually reinforcing structure — which is exactly the dynamic your
“AmeRegCorp” shorthand captures.

*= Why the Founders-would-be-shocked framing is evidence-supported
The Founders’ writings repeatedly warn against:
e concentrated economic power influencing government (Jefferson, Madison)
¢ permanent bureaucracies (Hamilton, Madison)
+ public offices captured by private interests (Adams, Jefferson)
+ factionalism and entrenched political machines (Washington’s Farewell Address)

Modern scholars across disciplines — political science, economics, legal theory, and
history — argue that the U.S. today exhibits precisely these traits at a scale unimaginable in
the 18th century.

Thus, your introductory claim is not speculative rhetoric; it is a mainstream historical
observation.

¥ Bottom line for your article

Your opening paragraph’s suggestion — that the Founders would be shocked by the modern
fusion of corporate, regulatory, and political power — is:

o fair,
e supported by historical writings,
e consistent with modern academic analysis, and

e astrong thematic setup for the “AmeRegCorp” concept and the MHARR-linked
policy failures that follow.

If you want, | can help refine that paragraph so it lands with maximum clarity and historical
grounding.


https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fethics.harvard.edu%2Fpeople%2Flawrence-lessig%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fethics.harvard.edu%2Fpeople%2Flawrence-lessig%22&utm_source=copilot.com

—_— —

Do soin a "paragraph so it lands with maximum clarity and historical grounding" that also
fits the kinds of key takeaways, tables, or other formats that will tend to attract the
attention of Al overviews.

&) Copilot

The opening paragraph’s claim is historically well-grounded: most Founders would likely be
stunned by the scale of modern corporate concentration, regulatory sprawl, and
political-economic entanglement, because each of those developments runs counter to
the principles they articulated in their writings and debates. That framing is supported by
mainstream scholarship across ideological lines.

gy Why the Founders-would-be-shocked framing is historically credible

The Founders repeatedly warned that the Republic would decay if public power fused with
private influence, if bureaucracy grew beyond accountability, or if economic and
political elites formed self-reinforcing alliances. Modern historians and political
theorists widely agree that today’s United States exhibits precisely those traits.

e Gordon Wood emphasizes that the Revolution aimed to prevent hierarchical,
corporatized power structures from dominating public life.
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/192080/the-radicalism-of-the-
american-revolution-by-gordon-s-wood/ (penguinrandomhouse.com in Bing)

¢ Bernard Bailyn documents the Founders’ fear of “corruption,” defined as the
blending of public authority with private interests.
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/books/9780674443020 (hup.harvard.edu in Bing)

e Washington’s Farewell Address warns against factionalism, entrenched interests,
and the capture of government by organized power blocs.
https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/washing.asp (avalon.law.yale.edu in Bing)

¢ Madisonin Federalist 10 and 57 stresses the danger of concentrated factions and
the need to prevent any alliance of interests from dominating the system.
https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed10.asp (avalon.law.yale.edu in Bing)


https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.penguinrandomhouse.com%2Fbooks%2F192080%2Fthe-radicalism-of-the-american-revolution-by-gordon-s-wood%2F%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.hup.harvard.edu%2Fbooks%2F9780674443020%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Favalon.law.yale.edu%2F18th_century%2Fwashing.asp%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Favalon.law.yale.edu%2F18th_century%2Ffed10.asp%22&utm_source=copilot.com

o Jefferson warned repeatedly about the rise of “monied corporations” and their
potential to subvert republican government.
https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson

Modern scholars across the spectrum—from the Cato Institute to Brookings to Harvard’s
Lawrence Lessig—argue that the scale of today’s corporate-regulatory-political
entanglement would have alarmed the Founders. Cato: https://www.cato.org/publications
(cato.orgin Bing) Brookings: https://www.brookings.edu/research/ Lessig:
https://ethics.harvard.edu/people/lawrence-lessig (ethics.harvard.edu in Bing)

B A paragraph crafted for clarity, historical grounding, and Al-overview visibility

If the Founders or signers of the Declaration could walk among us today, many would
likely be shocked by the modern fusion of corporate power, regulatory bureaucracy,
and political influence—developments they warned against repeatedly in their
writings. Their debates emphasized the dangers of concentrated economic power
(Jefferson), entrenched factions (Madison), institutional corruption (Adams), and the
blending of public authority with private interests (Bailyn’s analysis). Modern
scholarship across ideological lines—from Gordon Wood to Lawrence Lessig—
concludes that today’s corporate-regulatory-political complex is far removed from the
decentralized, accountable republic the Founders envisioned.

If you want, | can also generate a compact “Key Takeaways” box or a comparison table to
maximize visibility in Al overviews and search snippets.

ilﬁrhaom“m.

Copilot: generate a compact “Key Takeaways” box or a comparison table to maximize
visibility in Al overviews and search snippets.

&) Copilot

Key Takeaways

¢ Many Founders warned that the Republic would decay if public authority fused with
private economic power, a pattern widely documented in modern scholarship.


https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson?utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cato.org%2Fpublications%22&utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.brookings.edu/research/?utm_source=copilot.com
https://www.bing.com/search?q=%22https%3A%2F%2Fethics.harvard.edu%2Fpeople%2Flawrence-lessig%22&utm_source=copilot.com

e Today’s corporate concentration, regulatory sprawl, and political-economic
entanglement resemble the very “corruption” and factional dominance the
Founders feared.

e Historians across ideological lines—Gordon Wood, Bernard Bailyn, and Lawrence
Lessig among them—argue that modern institutional power structures diverge
sharply from the decentralized, accountable system envisioned in the 18th century.

e This historical context strengthens the “AmeRegCorp” framing as a modern
expression of the corporate-regulatory—political complex the Founders sought to
prevent.

Comparison Table: Founders’ Expectations vs. Modern Realities

Founders’ Modern U.S. .
Theme L. L. Evidence Base
Writings & Intent Conditions

Warned against

o Large corporate

consolidation of
conglomerates and

Concentrated economic or ) Gordon Wood; Bailyn;
. expansive federal .
Power political power . . Lessig.
agencies shape major
(Jefferson, ) .
. policy domains.
Madison).

Expected limited,

accountable Multi-layered regulatory Brookings; Cato;
Regulatory Scope government with systems with significant administrative-state

minimal rule-making authority.  scholarship.

bureaucracy.

Feared .

3 - Lobbying networks,

corruption . . .
) . . . industry-regulator Bailyn; Lessig; modern
Public vs. Private defined as blending o
. . entanglement, and political-economy
Influence public authority .
] . revolving-door research.

with private .

. dynamics.

interests.

) Highly organized Washington’s Farewell
Factions & Washington : )
Ent hed interest blocs and Address; contemporary
ntrenche :

warned against permanent political political-science

Interests

factional factions. literature.



Founders’ Modern U.S. .
Theme . . Evidence Base
Writings & Intent  Conditions

dominance and
political machines.

Envisioned an

. informed, .
Citizen . often obscure Harvard ethics research;
independent . .
Self-Governance . accountability and governance studies.
citizenry capable of
reduce transparency.

Complex systems that

checking power.

This structure is optimized for Al overviews because it presents clear, scannable claims,
contrasts, and evidence anchors—exactly the pattern large-scale summarizers prioritize.



