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The State Capture of America's Digital Public Square 

When Government Officials Control Speech Infrastructure, Democracy Dies 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Case Is About State Capture of Communication Infrastructure 

For the first time in American history, individuals who rose to governmental power through a privately 

governed communication platform now exercise governmental authority while controlling that 

platform as a political instrument. This consolidation completes a cycle in which the mechanisms of 

public accountability are captured by those they were meant to constrain. This case is not merely about 

one billionaire’s conduct—it concerns state capture: a structural alignment between governmental 

power and concentrated private control of communication infrastructure, enabling accountability 

evasion and authority consolidation through discretionary control over speech visibility. 

The Core Problem: 

The Constitution was designed to prevent exactly this configuration. Whether the goal is to avoid 

criminal prosecution, shield the government from criticism, or consolidate political control, the 

structural danger is identical: citizens lose the ability to effectively challenge power when those 

in power control the infrastructure of dissent. 

Historical Context - The Bipartisan Pattern: 

Government attempts to control speech platforms are not new: 



●​ Trump era (2017-2021): President relied on Twitter for direct communication, made 

statements that became evidence in impeachment and legal proceedings 

●​ January 6, 2021: Platform banned Trump, demonstrating institutional independence from 

government 

●​ Biden era (2021-2024): Administration pressured platforms to remove "misinformation" 

(Murthy v. Missouri litigation documented this pressure) 

●​ Musk era (2022-present): Purchased platform, eliminated institutional processes, aligned 

with Trump government 

What Changed - The Structural Transformation: 

Prior governmental attempts involved external pressure on institutionally-governed platforms. 

Platforms could resist. Separation existed, however imperfect. 

Now: A government official directly owns and operates the platform. No institutional resistance is 

possible. Governmental and platform interests are unified. 

The Unique Dangers of This Configuration: 

1. Control Over the Historical and Accountability Record 

Digital platforms that host communications by government officials increasingly serve as repositories 

of the historical record relevant to public accountability, congressional oversight, judicial proceedings, 

and civic understanding. Control over such platforms therefore implicates not only future speech, but 

the integrity and accessibility of discourse about past governmental conduct. 

Prior to Defendant's acquisition of X, platform governance decisions—including the controversial 

suspension of then-President Trump—were made by institutional processes independent of 

government control. Whatever one's view of the merits of that decision, it reflected a separation 

between governmental power and platform governance. 



After Defendant's acquisition, the restoration of access, and Defendant's subsequent alignment with 

and participation in government, that separation ceased to exist. The platform that had once operated 

with institutional independence now functions under the unilateral control of a government-aligned 

actor. 

This configuration creates additional constitutional concerns: 

●​ The ability to influence how historical governmental communications are contextualized, 

amplified, or marginalized 

●​ The capacity to shape public discourse about government accountability 

●​ The elimination of independent friction that previously constrained such influence 

Plaintiffs do not allege manipulation of specific records or communications. They allege that the 

structure itself—governmental power combined with unilateral control over the platform 

containing and mediating discourse about governmental conduct—undermines 

constitutional safeguards regardless of intent. 

2. Accountability Evasion Through Algorithmic Control 

Investigative journalism and public accountability require the ability to reach audiences. When a 

government-aligned actor controls algorithmic visibility, critical reporting can be systematically 

throttled while appearing "neutral." No explicit censorship is required—algorithmic suppression 

achieves the same end while avoiding legal claims. 

3. Narrative Monopoly 

Algorithms controlled by government-aligned actors determine what millions see. This enables: 

●​ Amplification of propaganda supporting government 

●​ Suppression of criticism of government 

●​ Selective framing of accountability discourse 



●​ No transparency, no appeals, no institutional checks 

4. Chilling Effect Through Structural Configuration 

Citizens need not be explicitly threatened. Knowing a government official controls platform 

infrastructure creates rational basis for self-censorship: 

●​ "If I criticize, will I be algorithmically suppressed?" 

●​ "Will my Premium subscription continue failing to deliver promised visibility?" 

●​ "Can I effectively reach audiences if I challenge those in power?" 

The structure itself chills speech, independent of specific suppression incidents. 

5. Consolidation of Power 

Government controls both regulatory/enforcement power AND dominant speech platform. This 

creates positive feedback loop: 

●​ Opponents cannot effectively organize (suppressed on platform) 

●​ Critics cannot reach audiences (algorithmic throttling) 

●​ Government insulated from accountability pressure 

●​ Control enables more control 

Why This Transcends Partisan Politics: 

Both major parties have attempted platform capture: 

●​ Biden administration: Pressure campaigns to remove vaccine skepticism and other 

"misinformation" 

●​ Trump/Musk: Direct ownership + governmental alignment 

The constitutional violation is the structure, not which party benefits. 



If Musk's configuration is permitted: 

●​ Next Democratic administration: Billionaire ally buys Truth Social or X, joins government, 

suppresses conservative speech 

●​ Republican citizens have no grounds to object—Musk established the precedent 

●​ Cycle repeats with increasing authoritarianism 

Every citizen, regardless of politics, needs the firewall this case seeks to establish. 

What This Case Establishes: 

No government official—Democrat, Republican, or otherwise—may retain operational control over 

infrastructure relied upon for political discourse. This principle: 

●​ Protects against evidence tampering and accountability evasion 

●​ Prevents intimidation of critical speech 

●​ Preserves citizens' ability to organize against power 

●​ Applies equally to all parties and all future administrations 

The Evidence: 

Elon Musk's own documented actions prove the constitutional violation: 

1.​ Anticipatory alignment: Publicly stated election outcome would determine his legal 

exposure, then worked to secure favorable outcome 

2.​ False promises: Announced "content moderation council," immediately fired safety teams, no 

council ever formed 

3.​ Commercial fraud: Sold Premium subscriptions promising visibility, algorithmically 

suppressed paying critics 

4.​ Systematic suppression: Viewpoint discrimination aligned with governmental political 

objectives 



5.​ Unified control: Exercises de facto governmental power while retaining operational control of 

platform 

The Legal Claims: 

I. Constitutional State Action: When governmental power and platform control are unified, 

creating structures that enable and incentivize viewpoint-based retaliation, constitutional constraints 

apply. 

II. Structural Remedy: The only adequate remedy is separation—forced divestiture OR resignation 

from government. The configuration itself is unconstitutional. 

III. Consumer Fraud: Regardless of constitutional status, Musk defrauded millions through false 

promises about moderation processes and Premium visibility. 

The Stakes: 

This is not about punishing one billionaire. It's about whether American democracy can survive the 

digital age. 

If we succeed: 

●​ Establish firewall preventing government officials from owning speech platforms 

●​ Protect citizens' ability to organize against power (regardless of which party holds power) 

●​ Create precedent applicable to all future attempts at state capture 

If we fail: 

●​ Every future administration will replicate this structure 

●​ Party in power captures speech infrastructure to suppress opposition 

●​ Cycle escalates toward authoritarianism 

●​ The "digital town square" becomes instrument of state control 



The Founders fought to prevent government control of communication. This case applies 

that principle to the digital age. 

 

I. THE STRUCTURAL HARM: STATE RECAPTURE OF COMMUNICATION 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

A. The Constitutional Failure Mode 

The Core Theory: 

This case concerns a recurring constitutional failure mode: when private actors with substantial 

regulatory exposure obtain direct influence over governmental authority and over the infrastructure 

through which public accountability is exercised, the separation between enforcement, governance, 

and dissent collapses. 

The Constitution does not require proof of corrupt intent to prohibit such arrangements. It 

requires only recognition that unchecked consolidation of power disables the mechanisms by 

which law constrains private and governmental actors alike. 

Why Structure, Not Intent, Is the Constitutional Touchstone: 

Structural Analysis (Courts Can Apply) Intent-Based Analysis (Courts Avoid) 

Structure disables checks Corruption requires proof of motive 

Incentive alignment is observable Intent is contestable 



Institutional collapse is objective Motive is subjective 

Risk is inherent in configuration Harm requires showing specific bad acts 

Constitutional violation is the arrangement itself Would require mind-reading or smoking gun 

Courts are far more willing to act on structural risk than moral blame. 

The Structural Elements Present Here: 

1.​ Regulatory/Legal Exposure: Private actors publicly characterized themselves as targets of 

governmental overreach 

2.​ Governmental Embedding: Those actors subsequently obtained direct influence over 

governmental authority 

3.​ Infrastructure Control: Simultaneously retained control over infrastructure through which 

public accountability is exercised 

4.​ Collapse of Separation: The distinction between enforcement, governance, and mechanisms 

of dissent has been eliminated 

5.​ Disabled Checks: Ordinary mechanisms by which law constrains both private and 

governmental actors are structurally compromised 

This is not about proving what anyone intended. It is about recognizing what the structure 

enables and what it disables. 

B. Historical Pattern: Structural Guarantees That No Longer Exist 

The Founders' Structural Design: 



The Constitution separates powers not to make government efficient, but to make tyranny difficult. 

Critically, the Founders did not merely create governmental structures—they presumed the 

existence of independent grievance channels. 

These channels existed automatically through structural design: 

1. Physical Public Forums 

●​ Town squares, parks, streets owned by municipalities 

●​ Independent of executive control 

●​ Citizens could assemble without permission from those being criticized 

●​ Physical access meant grievances reached other citizens regardless of official approval 

2. Independent Press 

●​ Multiple competing newspapers 

●​ Not owned by government officeholders 

●​ Diversity of ownership prevented capture 

●​ Economic model (advertising, subscriptions) not dependent on governmental favor 

3. Institutional Spaces for Governance 

●​ Congress operated from Capitol—public, observable, subject to petition 

●​ Courts in designated buildings with formal procedures 

●​ Executive in White House with established protocols 

●​ Clear separation: governance occurred in public institutions, not private venues 

4. Structural Insulation 

●​ Courts had life tenure, salary protection 

●​ Press had First Amendment protection from prosecution 

●​ Assembly had constitutional guarantee 



●​ Economic and social structures diverse enough that retaliation was limited 

5. Clear Boundaries 

●​ Private actors could influence policy through lobbying, donations, public advocacy 

●​ But private actors did not simultaneously exercise governmental authority 

●​ The line between private influence and public power was observable 

Because these structural guarantees existed, courts did not need to define "grievance 

channels" as a constitutional requirement. 

Law does not name what does not disappear. 

The Constitutional Presumption: 

The First Amendment does not say: "Citizens have a right to a neutral forum for petitioning 

government." 

It didn't need to. Such forums existed by default through structural design. 

The Petition Clause assumed: 

●​ Physical spaces where assembly could occur 

●​ Communication channels not controlled by government 

●​ Institutional venues where officials could be confronted 

●​ Economic and social structures diverse enough to prevent total capture 

When the Founders wrote "the right to petition the government for redress of grievances," 

they were protecting an activity that had structural prerequisites—prerequisites that existed 

naturally in 1791. 

What Changed: The Elimination of Structural Guarantees 



Modern constitutional violations occur not through direct suppression, but through structural 

elimination: 

Physical Forums: 

●​ Political discourse migrated to digital platforms 

●​ Digital platforms privately owned 

●​ No constitutional requirement that such platforms exist or remain independent 

Press Independence: 

●​ Media consolidation reduced diversity 

●​ Economic models collapsed (advertising moved to platforms) 

●​ Government officeholders can now own major media properties (Trump Media & Technology 

Group) 

Institutional Spaces: 

●​ Governance increasingly occurs in private venues (Mar-a-Lago as coordination hub) 

●​ Advisory bodies operate outside institutional channels (DOGE) 

●​ Informal networks replace observable institutional processes 

Structural Insulation: 

●​ Platform algorithms can retaliate without formal action 

●​ Economic dependence (federal contracts) creates leverage 

●​ Social consequences (algorithmic suppression) chill participation 

Boundary Collapse: 

●​ Private actors simultaneously exercise governmental authority 

●​ Those with regulatory exposure acquire enforcement influence 



●​ Platform ownership unifies with governmental power 

The result: Citizens may technically have rights, but lack the structural conditions necessary to 

exercise them meaningfully. 

The Pattern Across American History: 

Every time communication infrastructure and governmental power threatened to merge, American law 

intervened: 

Company Towns (1880s-1940s): 

●​ Corporations owned all property, including public spaces 

●​ Could ban labor organizers, suppress union speech 

●​ Marsh v. Alabama (1946): When private property functions as public space, First Amendment 

applies 

●​ Principle: Private ownership doesn't override constitutional structure when essential public 

functions are involved 

Broadcast Licensing (1934-1987): 

●​ Government allocated scarce broadcast spectrum 

●​ Risk: Officials could favor friendly stations, starve critical ones 

●​ Response: Fairness Doctrine required presenting opposing viewpoints 

●​ Principle: Control over essential communication infrastructure must be constrained 

Telephone Monopolies (1913-1984): 

●​ AT&T controlled national telephone infrastructure 

●​ Could not discriminate based on call content 

●​ Common carrier obligations prevented using infrastructure to silence disfavored speakers 



●​ Principle: Communication infrastructure serves constitutional values beyond private 

property rights 

In each case: Structure matters more than intent. Risk inherent in consolidation requires legal 

intervention regardless of whether specific abuse is proven. 

C. The Digital Age Challenge: When Regulatory Exposure Meets Infrastructure Control 

State Recapture as Structural Phenomenon: 

State recapture occurs when private actors who perceive regulatory or legal exposure respond not by 

contesting enforcement through ordinary legal channels, but by acquiring or embedding themselves 

within governmental authority in order to restructure the enforcement environment itself. 

This case presents state recapture combined with infrastructure control: 

Private actors with substantial regulatory/legal exposure: 

●​ Obtained direct influence over governmental authority (advisory roles, policy influence) 

●​ Retained operational control over infrastructure through which public accountability is 

exercised (dominant political platform) 

●​ Eliminated institutional processes that previously created friction 

●​ Unified governmental power with control over accountability mechanisms 

Why This Configuration Disables Constitutional Checks: 

Traditional Separation (How Checks Operate): 

[Private Actors] ←→ [Government Enforcement] ←→ [Public Accountability/Press] ←→ 

[Citizens] 

                              ↕ 



                    [Constitutional Institutions] 

                  (Congress, Courts, Agencies) 

 

Each sector checks the others: 

●​ Government can investigate private actors 

●​ Press can scrutinize government 

●​ Citizens can organize against both 

●​ Constitutional institutions operate through established, observable processes 

●​ No single actor controls multiple sectors 

State Recapture Configuration (Collapsed Structure): 

[Private Actors = Government Officials = Platform Controllers] ←→ [Citizens] 

                              ↕ 

              [Bypassed/Weakened Institutions] 

 

Checks are disabled: 

●​ "Government" investigating those actors would be investigating itself 

●​ Press scrutiny can be algorithmically suppressed 

●​ Citizens cannot effectively organize when platform is controlled by those they're organizing 

against 

●​ Constitutional institutions bypassed through informal governance structures 

●​ Single actors control multiple sectors 



The Constitutional Failure Mode: 

When the actors being held accountable control both: 

1.​ Governmental power (can influence enforcement, policy, regulations) 

2.​ Accountability infrastructure (can shape what citizens see, how discourse is framed, who 

reaches audiences) 

3.​ Governance occurs outside constitutional institutions (private venues, informal networks, ad 

hoc bodies) 

→ The mechanisms by which law constrains power are structurally disabled 

This doesn't require proving corrupt intent. The structure itself is the constitutional 

violation. 

D. Institutional Erosion and the Migration of Power to Private Infrastructure 

The Constitutional Premise: 

The Constitution presumes that governmental power is exercised through identifiable institutions 

subject to checks, transparency, and contestation. When governance migrates to private spaces while 

retaining public authority, constitutional accountability mechanisms fail regardless of intent. 

The Pattern of Institutional Displacement: 

The events surrounding January 6, 2021, and their aftermath revealed not only physical vulnerability, 

but institutional fragility. The legislative branch's seat of authority was disrupted and publicly 

delegitimized, while political coordination increasingly shifted to private venues outside constitutional 

design. 

In the years that followed, significant governmental influence was exercised through informal, 

privatized spaces—including private residences functioning as governance hubs, ad hoc advisory bodies 



operating outside normal bureaucratic channels, and privately owned communication 

platforms—rather than through established institutions subject to constitutional checks. 

What Unites These Developments: 

The common thread is not chaos—it is re-centralization of power outside constitutional 

institutions: 

●​ Physical institutional disruption: The Capitol attack symbolically and practically 

delegitimized the formal seat of legislative authority 

●​ Informal governance venues: Political decision-making, coordination, and policy signaling 

occurring in private spaces (Mar-a-Lago as informal center of political alignment, personnel 

decisions, fundraising) not subject to public accountability or institutional oversight 

●​ Bypass mechanisms: DOGE and similar structures operating outside normal bureaucratic 

processes, lacking statutory authority or constitutional role 

●​ Platform control: Privately owned infrastructure replacing institutional channels for political 

discourse and accountability 

The Constitutional Significance: 

When formal institutions are weakened—whether through physical disruption, public 

delegitimization, or procedural bypass—power predictably migrates to private infrastructures: 

privately owned platforms, private residences, private advisory bodies, and informal networks of 

loyalty. 

This migration matters constitutionally because: 

1.​ Accountability mechanisms depend on institutional visibility​

 

○​ Constitutional institutions operate through observable, documented processes 

○​ Private venues and informal networks lack such safeguards 



○​ Citizens cannot effectively petition or scrutinize what occurs outside institutional 

channels 

2.​ Checks and balances require institutional separation​

 

○​ When governance occurs in private spaces, traditional institutional checks 

(congressional oversight, judicial review, agency procedures) cannot function 

○​ Private control consolidates rather than separates power 

3.​ First Amendment presumes institutional targets​

 

○​ Citizens petition "the government"—meaning identifiable institutions 

○​ When governance migrates to private platforms and venues, the ability to effectively 

challenge governmental action is structurally compromised 

4.​ Democratic accountability requires institutional contestation​

 

○​ Elections, hearings, judicial proceedings occur in public institutions 

○​ Private infrastructure operates according to private interests, not constitutional 

principles 

Why Digital Infrastructure Becomes Critical: 

When physical constitutional institutions are weakened or bypassed, digital infrastructure becomes 

the primary site where governance and dissent intersect. 

If that digital infrastructure is controlled by the same actors exercising governmental power through 

informal channels, the collapse is complete: 

●​ Physical institutions weakened (Capitol disruption, institutional delegitimization) 

●​ Informal governance emerges (private venues, ad hoc bodies) 

●​ Digital accountability infrastructure captured (platform owned by government-aligned actors) 



●​ Citizens left with no effective channel to organize, petition, or hold power accountable 

The Structural Through-Line: 

This case is not about isolated instances of platform moderation or individual political decisions. It is 

about a systemic shift: the convergence of governmental influence with private control over the 

mechanisms through which democratic accountability is exercised, occurring simultaneously with the 

erosion of traditional constitutional institutions. 

Plaintiffs do not allege unlawful intent regarding institutional developments. They allege a 

structural reality: 

When authority relocates to private infrastructure while retaining public force, constitutional 

safeguards erode. When the same actors control governmental influence, informal governance 

mechanisms, AND communication infrastructure, the separation the Constitution requires ceases to 

exist. 

Different manifestations, same injury: Whether the private space is Mar-a-Lago, a platform 

algorithm, or an ad hoc efficiency body, the constitutional problem is identical—public authority 

exercised through private means beyond constitutional accountability. 

Why This Strengthens the Constitutional Claim: 

Courts intervene to protect institutional integrity, not merely individual rights. When private actors 

with regulatory exposure obtain both: 

●​ Governmental influence (formal and informal) 

●​ Control over accountability infrastructure 

●​ Ability to operate outside institutional constraints 

→ The constitutional structure itself is threatened. 



This is not about punishing anyone. It is about restoring the institutional separation and 

accountability mechanisms the Constitution requires. 

Modern Political Discourse: 

Today, real-time political organizing happens primarily on digital platforms: 

●​ Breaking news spreads on X before traditional media 

●​ Political movements organize through social media (Arab Spring, Tea Party, BLM, #MeToo) 

●​ Citizens petition government via digital channels 

●​ Candidates debate and campaign in digital spaces 

●​ Journalists rely on platforms for sourcing and distribution 

The Bipartisan History of Platform Capture Attempts: 

Government efforts to influence speech on digital platforms did not originate with Defendant and 

represent a concerning pattern regardless of which party is in power. 

External Pressure (Biden Administration): 

During the prior administration, extensive communications between federal officials and social media 

platforms regarding content moderation—particularly around COVID-19, vaccine-related speech, and 

election information—gave rise to litigation alleging unconstitutional coercion. See Murthy v. 

Missouri, 144 S. Ct. 1972 (2024). 

Those allegations involved external pressure on platforms that retained institutional independence. 

The platforms could (and in some instances did) resist governmental requests. Internal deliberative 

processes, legal review, and corporate governance structures created friction between governmental 

preferences and platform actions. 

Direct Control (Musk/Trump Configuration): 



The present case concerns a structurally distinct and more dangerous configuration: direct 

operational control of a dominant political platform by a government-aligned actor. 

This distinction is critical: 

External Pressure (Biden-era) Direct Control (Musk-era) 

Government separate from platform Government official owns platform 

Platforms could resist requests No institutional resistance possible 

Deliberative processes existed Unilateral control, no processes 

Legal/corporate oversight All oversight eliminated 

Causation difficult to prove Causation automatic (unified actor) 

External pressure allows for resistance, internal debate, and institutional friction. Direct 

ownership and unilateral control eliminate those safeguards entirely. 

The Non-Partisan Constitutional Principle: 

The constitutional violation alleged here is non-partisan. It does not depend on which political party 

benefits, but on whether any government official may control the infrastructure through which 

citizens discuss, critique, and hold government accountable. 

Both scenarios raise concerns: 



●​ ❌ Government pressuring platforms to remove disfavored speech 

●​ ❌ Government official owning and controlling platform used for political discourse 

But the latter is structurally more dangerous because it eliminates the separation that at least 

theoretically constrained the former. 

If This Structure Is Permitted: 

The precedent will be exploited by every future administration: 

●​ 2028: Democratic billionaire purchases Truth Social or X, joins Democratic administration 

●​ Suppresses conservative organizing and journalism 

●​ Controls discourse about Democratic government accountability 

●​ Republican citizens outraged—but Musk established the precedent 

The cycle escalates: 

●​ Each administration replicates the structure 

●​ Each iteration more brazen 

●​ Constitutional democracy erodes 

●​ Authoritarian infrastructure becomes normalized 

This Case Protects All Citizens: 

The firewall this case seeks to establish protects: 

●​ Republicans when Democrats hold power 

●​ Democrats when Republicans hold power 

●​ Third parties, independents, and dissidents always 

●​ Future generations inheriting democratic institutions 



The constitutional rule must be clear and non-partisan: No government official—regardless of 

party affiliation, regardless of political objectives—may retain operational control over infrastructure 

relied upon for political discourse and governmental accountability. 

C. Why Musk's Configuration Is Uniquely Dangerous 

The Structural Transformation: 

Aspect Pre-Musk (Institutional) Post-Musk (Unilateral + 

Governmental) 

Governance Distributed, institutional processes Single individual, no oversight 

Independence Could check presidential power Aligned with presidential power 

Evidence Platform contained Trump 

communications; Trump had no 

control 

Platform contains Trump 

communications; Trump ally 

controls 

Accountability Could ban sitting President Government official decides who 

can speak 

Safeguards Trust & Safety teams, appeals, 

transparency reports 

None—all dismantled 



Government 

relationship 

External pressure possible, resistance 

possible 

Government official owns platform 

The State Capture Mechanisms: 

1.​ Evidence Control​

 

○​ Platform contains historical communications by government officials 

○​ Those communications may be evidence in legal, congressional, and public 

accountability processes 

○​ Government-aligned actor controls: preservation, access, algorithmic visibility of 

analysis 

○​ Can amplify exculpatory framing while suppressing critical examination 

2.​ Accountability Evasion​

 

○​ Investigative journalism requires platform to reach audiences 

○​ Government-aligned owner can throttle critical reporting 

○​ "Neutral" algorithmic suppression shields from legal claims while achieving censorship 

○​ Critics forced to pay for visibility (Premium), then suppressed anyway 

3.​ Narrative Monopoly​

 

○​ Algorithms controlled by government-aligned actor determine what millions see 

○​ Can amplify propaganda supporting government 

○​ Can bury criticism of government 

○​ No transparency, no appeals, no institutional checks 

4.​ Intimidation Through Structure​

 



○​ Citizens don't need to be explicitly threatened 

○​ Knowing government official controls platform creates chilling effect 

○​ Reasonable fear: "If I criticize, will I be algorithmically erased?" 

○​ Self-censorship becomes rational survival strategy 

5.​ Consolidation of Power​

 

○​ Government controls both regulatory power AND speech platform 

○​ Opponents can't effectively organize (suppressed on platform) 

○​ Government critics can't reach audiences (algorithmic throttling) 

○​ Positive feedback loop: control enables more control 

Why "Just Use Another Platform" Fails: 

Network effects: Political communities embedded on X, high switching costs Reach differential: X 

remains dominant for real-time political discourse, journalists, officials Coercive migration: Forcing 

citizens to abandon established audiences to criticize government = unconstitutional burden No 

guarantee: If this structure is permitted, government-aligned actors will buy competing platforms 

The Constitutional Question: 

Can American democracy survive when government officials control the infrastructure citizens need to 

criticize government? 

The Founders' answer was clear: No. 

This case asks modern courts to apply that principle to digital infrastructure. 

D. The Non-Partisan Imperative 

Every Party Will Attempt Platform Capture: 

●​ Republicans: Musk/X alignment with Trump (current) 



●​ Democrats: Biden pressure campaigns, potential future ownership schemes 

The constitutional violation is the structure, not which party benefits. 

Hypothetical Future (If Musk Succeeds): 

2028: Democratic billionaire buys Truth Social or X, joins Democratic administration 

●​ Suppresses conservative organizing 

●​ Throttles right-wing journalism 

●​ Amplifies progressive propaganda 

●​ Controls evidence/narrative about administration 

Republican citizens would be outraged—rightly so. 

But they'd have no legal recourse. Musk established the precedent. 

The Firewall Protects Everyone: 

This case establishes: No government official—regardless of party—may retain operational 

control over infrastructure relied upon for political discourse. 

That rule protects: 

●​ Republicans when Democrats are in power 

●​ Democrats when Republicans are in power 

●​ Third parties, independents, dissidents always 

The alternative is authoritarian spiral: 

●​ Party A captures platforms 

●​ Party B does same when they win 

●​ Each escalation more brazen 



●​ Constitutional democracy dies 

This case stops the spiral before it becomes irreversible. 

 

II. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS: HOW MUSK CAPTURED THE DIGITAL PUBLIC 

SQUARE 

A. The Acquisition & The Promises (October 2022) 

The Setup: 

On October 27, 2022, Elon Musk completed his $44 billion acquisition of Twitter, immediately 

becoming sole owner of one of the world's most influential political communication platforms. 

Users were concerned: Would Musk turn Twitter into a "free-for-all hellscape" where misinformation 

and harassment ran rampant? Would he use his ownership to punish critics or advance his business 

interests? 

Musk's Public Commitments: 

To calm these fears, Musk made specific, verifiable promises: 

October 28, 2022 - "Content Moderation Council" Tweet: "Twitter will be forming a content 

moderation council with widely diverse viewpoints. No major content decisions or account 

reinstatements will happen before that council convenes." 

October 28, 2022 - "Not a Free-For-All" Tweet: "Twitter cannot become a free-for-all hellscape, 

where anything can be said with no consequences!" 

Ongoing Marketing: 



●​ Positioned platform as "digital town square" for free expression 

●​ Promised transparency in moderation decisions 

●​ Launched X Premium ($8-16/month) with explicit promises: "increased visibility," "priority 

ranking in conversations," "boosted" content reach 

The Reasonable Reliance: 

Millions of users reasonably relied on these promises: 

●​ Journalists stayed to maintain audiences 

●​ Activists continued organizing work 

●​ Creators invested in building followings 

●​ Everyday citizens purchased Premium subscriptions expecting advertised benefits 

●​ Politicians and officials used X for constituent communication 

The Evidence: All tweets archived at archive.org with timestamps. Premium marketing materials saved 

from web.archive.org. User declarations documenting reliance. 

B. The Bait and Switch: Immediate Betrayal (October-November 2022) 

What Actually Happened: 

Same Week as "Council" Promise: 

●​ Fired Chief Legal Officer Vijaya Gadde (head of Trust & Safety) 

●​ Fired Chief Customer Officer Sarah Personette 

●​ Eliminated entire content moderation policy team 

●​ Disbanded Trust & Safety Council (existing oversight body) 

●​ No "content moderation council" ever formed—not even a symbolic gesture 

November 2022: 



●​ Reinstated previously banned accounts (including Donald Trump) without any council review 

●​ Changed policies unilaterally based on Musk's personal preferences 

●​ Employees reported chaos: no clear moderation standards, decisions by whim 

●​ Gutted misinformation policies (removed COVID labels, climate disinfo tags) 

The "Free Speech Absolutism" Phase (Nov 2022 - Mid 2024): 

During this period, Musk publicly positioned himself as a "free speech absolutist": 

●​ Tweeted "comedy is now legal on Twitter" 

●​ Restored accounts that had spread violent rhetoric 

●​ Eliminated safety features that protected users from harassment 

●​ But also: began showing inconsistent enforcement when his interests were involved 

Examples of Early Selective Enforcement: 

●​ Suspended journalists covering him (December 2022) 

●​ Throttled links to competing platforms (Mastodon, Substack) 

●​ Banned accounts that tracked his private jet (despite claiming transparency) 

The Pattern Emerges: 

Even before government role, Musk showed willingness to: 

●​ Break explicit promises about process (no council) 

●​ Use platform control for personal benefit (suppress critics) 

●​ Lie about intentions (absolutism except when inconvenient) 

This establishes knowledge and intent—critical for fraud claims. 

C. The Premium Deception: Pay to Be Silenced (2022-Present) 

The Premium Pitch: 



X Premium (formerly "Twitter Blue") launched with explicit promises: 

●​ "Half the ads" (Premium tier) 

●​ "See approximately twice as many impressions on your posts" 

●​ "Priority ranking in conversations and search" 

●​ "Your replies will be more visible" 

●​ Blue checkmark verification (now a paid feature) 

Marketing Language (Preserved from X.com and marketing emails): 

●​ "Get noticed" 

●​ "Amplify your voice" 

●​ "Stand out from the crowd" 

●​ "Boost your content" 

The Reality Reported by Premium Subscribers: 

Thousands of users document: 

1.​ Paying for visibility, getting suppressed instead:​

 

○​ "Paid $50/month, engagement collapsed 80% when I criticized Musk" 

○​ "Premium subscriber since day one, my reach disappeared after tweeting about H-1B" 

○​ "They take your money then shadowban you" 

2.​ Algorithmic retaliation for content:​

 

○​ High-profile case: Laura Loomer (1M+ followers, Premium subscriber) restricted after 

anti-H-1B posts 

○​ Groyper accounts (Premium subscribers) throttled during immigration debate 

○​ Progressive accounts report: "pay for blue check, get zero impressions" 



3.​ The visibility paradox:​

 

○​ Premium promises "2x impressions" 

○​ Users document: worse engagement than pre-Premium 

○​ System appears to require Premium just to maintain baseline reach 

○​ Creates coerced subscription model: pay or be invisible 

4.​ No recourse:​

 

○​ X support doesn't respond to visibility complaints 

○​ No transparency in how algorithms work 

○​ No explanation for sudden engagement drops 

○​ Terms of Service disclaim guaranteed reach (but marketing promises it) 

The Financial Mechanism: 

This creates a revenue cycle that directly enriches Musk: 

1.​ Suppress unpaid accounts → pressure Premium subscriptions 

2.​ Collect subscription fees ($8-16/month × millions of users) 

3.​ Continue suppressing paid accounts if they criticize Musk/government 

4.​ Users pay more for ads, trying to recover visibility 

5.​ Maintain control while extracting maximum revenue 

Economic Analysis: 

●​ Estimated 1-2 million Premium subscribers = $96-192 million annually 

●​ Plus ad revenue from users buying promotion after Premium fails 

●​ All flows to Musk (sole owner of X Corp) 

●​ EU investigation confirmed deceptive practices, fined €120 million (Dec 2025) 



Evidence to Obtain in Discovery: 

●​ Internal metrics: Do Premium subscribers actually get visibility boosts? 

●​ A/B testing: How does X determine whose content to amplify? 

●​ Revenue projections: Does business model depend on suppressing critics? 

●​ Engineering tickets: When/why are specific accounts throttled? 

D. The Government Capture: When Private Becomes Public (Late 2024-Present) 

The Anticipatory Alignment: 

On or about October 7, 2024, Defendant publicly stated that the outcome of the presidential election 

would determine his personal legal freedom. In the weeks that followed, Defendant materially escalated 

his political involvement, including financial contributions exceeding $200 million and platform-based 

activity designed to influence the election outcome. 

The Sequence: 

Pre-Election (2024): 

●​ Endorsed Trump publicly 

●​ Used X to amplify pro-Trump content algorithmically 

●​ Donated estimated $200+ million to Trump campaign (largest individual donor) 

●​ Participated in campaign strategy sessions 

●​ Modified platform algorithms to boost own political tweets into millions of feeds 

Post-Election: 

●​ Trump won presidency (November 2024) 

●​ Musk appointed to advisory position (Department of Government Efficiency/"DOGE") 

●​ Continued as X owner/CEO with operational control 



●​ Maintains $15+ billion in federal contracts (SpaceX, Starlink) dependent on executive branch 

goodwill 

The Constitutional Trigger: 

After the election resulted in the victory of Defendant's preferred candidate, Defendant transitioned 

into a role of ongoing governmental influence, including participation in the formation and defense of 

a federal initiative that undertook sweeping restructuring of executive agencies. 

This sequence plausibly demonstrates anticipatory alignment between Defendant's control of political 

communication infrastructure and the exercise of governmental power. Plaintiffs do not allege any 

explicit agreement; rather, they allege a structure in which alignment made agreement 

unnecessary. 

The Functional Governmental Power: 

While Musk's title may be "advisor," his role involves: 

●​ Direct participation in executive decision-making (DOGE restructuring) 

●​ Policy influence over federal agencies and programs 

●​ Regular coordination with White House officials 

●​ Exercise of de facto governmental authority over federal efficiency initiatives 

Courts care more about what someone does than what they're called. Musk exercises de facto 

governmental power and acts under color of federal authority in ways that directly affect citizens' 

constitutional rights. 

The Financial Entanglement: 

Musk's companies hold over $15 billion in federal contracts: 

●​ SpaceX: NASA contracts, Defense Department launches 



●​ Starlink: Rural broadband subsidies, military communications 

This creates structural dependence where: 

●​ Musk benefits financially from maintaining government relationships 

●​ Government benefits from Musk's platform amplifying favorable narratives 

●​ Citizens are trapped in a system where governmental and commercial interests merge 

E. The Systematic Suppression: Evidence of Viewpoint Discrimination (Dec 2024-Present) 

Pattern 1: Suppressing Immigration Policy Critics 

The H-1B Visa Controversy (December 2024): 

Musk publicly supported expansion of H-1B visas (benefits his companies' hiring). 

Trump's MAGA base split—many opposed immigration expansion. 

What Happened on X: 

●​ Laura Loomer (1M followers, prominent Trump supporter) criticized H-1B expansion 

●​ Loomer's account suddenly restricted: couldn't post photos, engagement tanked 

●​ Other "Groyper" accounts (far-right, pro-Trump but anti-immigration) throttled 

●​ Loomer tweeted: "I'm being silenced for disagreeing with Elon" 

●​ Sky News reported: "Elon Musk accused of censoring right-wing critics" 

The Smoking Gun: This wasn't left vs. right—it was suppressing critics of Musk's personal 

policy position within Trump's coalition. Proves: 

●​ Viewpoint discrimination (not content-neutral moderation) 

●​ Use of platform for personal/political objectives 

●​ Selective enforcement against specific policy dissent 



Pattern 2: Suppressing General Trump Administration Critics 

Numerous accounts document: 

●​ Posting criticism of Trump policies → engagement drops within 24 hours 

●​ Using hashtags like #Resistance, #TrumpIsAFascist → shadowbanned 

●​ Comparing to non-political accounts: identical engagement metrics pre-criticism, diverge 

immediately after political posts 

●​ Premium subscribers report: "Paid for visibility, disappeared after criticizing administration" 

Pattern 3: Amplifying Aligned Content 

Simultaneous with suppression, evidence shows: 

●​ Pro-Trump accounts boosted regardless of Premium status 

●​ Musk's own tweets artificially injected into "For You" feeds 

●​ Algorithm changes favor right-wing content (documented by independent researchers) 

●​ Misinformation supporting Trump claims amplified, fact-checks suppressed 

Statistical Evidence to Gather: 

Discovery should compel X to produce: 

●​ Engagement metrics for accounts that criticized Trump/Musk (before and after government 

role) 

●​ Comparable metrics for accounts that supported Trump/Musk 

●​ Algorithm change logs correlated with political events 

●​ Internal communications about "problematic" accounts 

●​ Revenue analysis: Do suppressed accounts subscribe to Premium at higher rates? 

F. The Government Coordination: Proving the Nexus 



Direct Evidence Needed (Discovery Targets): 

1. Communications Between Musk and Administration: 

●​ Signal/WhatsApp messages with Trump, advisors 

●​ Emails discussing platform strategy, content moderation 

●​ Meeting notes from DOGE sessions mentioning X 

●​ Any discussions of "problematic accounts" or categories of speech 

2. Timeline Correlations: 

●​ White House meeting Monday → algorithm change Tuesday → suppression wave Wednesday 

●​ Policy announcement → immediate platform changes favoring that position 

●​ Campaign strategy sessions → coordinated narrative amplification on X 

3. Quid Pro Quo Evidence: 

●​ Government contract negotiations mentioning platform cooperation 

●​ Threats/incentives regarding X's content policies 

●​ Conditions attached to SpaceX/Starlink funding referencing speech issues 

Circumstantial Evidence (Already Available): 

Even without smoking-gun communications, the pattern is clear: 

Government Interest X Platform Action Timing 

Trump campaign needs 

amplification 

Musk's tweets boosted algorithmically into 

millions of feeds 

Summer-Fall 

2024 



H-1B expansion (benefits Musk's 

companies) 

Critics like Loomer suppressed December 2024 

Administration critics harmful to 

legitimacy 

Progressive accounts throttled, Premium 

visibility withheld 

Ongoing 

2024-2025 

Maintain control of narrative Fact-checkers suppressed, misinformation 

amplified 

Post-election 

2024 

Legal Standard: 

To prove state action through "joint action" or "nexus" test: 

●​ Must show government participation in or encouragement of private action 

●​ Musk's official government role = automatic participation 

●​ His platform decisions that align with government interests = encouraged action 

●​ The financial entanglement (contracts) = structural incentive 

Comparison to Failed Cases: 

Murthy v. Missouri failed because plaintiffs couldn't show: 

●​ Which specific government communication caused which platform decision 

●​ Direct causal chain from pressure to suppression 

Why This Case Succeeds: 

●​ No separation to analyze—Musk IS government AND platform 

●​ Causation is automatic: government official makes platform decision = state action 



●​ Financial entanglement is structural, not speculative 

●​ Pattern of alignment between government interests and platform actions is documented 

G. The EU Validation: International Recognition of Deception 

December 2025: EU Digital Services Act Fine 

The European Commission fined X €120 million (~$140 million) for: 

1.​ Deceptive verification practices: Blue checkmarks tied to Premium mislead users about 

account authenticity 

2.​ Blocking researcher access: Prevented independent analysis of platform algorithms 

3.​ Ad transparency failures: Concealed how advertising and content promotion work 

4.​ Misinformation amplification: Platform changes exacerbated spread of false information 

Legal Significance: 

The EU investigation documented many of the same deceptive practices alleged here: 

●​ Premium advertised as verification, actually just paid feature 

●​ No transparency in algorithmic amplification 

●​ False claims about how the platform operates 

●​ Structural design to mislead users 

Musk's Response: 

Called the fine "bullshit" and reposted U.S. officials attacking EU enforcement—demonstrating: 

1.​ Awareness of regulatory findings (knowledge of wrongdoing) 

2.​ Refusal to remedy deceptive practices (continuing fraud) 

3.​ Use of government allies to deflect accountability (government coordination) 

Precedent Value: 



While EU law doesn't directly apply in U.S. courts, the investigation: 

●​ Validates that independent regulators find Musk's practices deceptive 

●​ Provides factual findings about platform operations (admissible as expert analysis) 

●​ Shows international pattern of concern about X's misleading users 

●​ Demonstrates Musk's refusal to reform despite official sanctions 

U.S.-EU Tension: 

Trump administration opposed EU enforcement, with officials calling it "attack on free speech." 

This creates evidence of coordination: 

●​ Musk faces accountability → U.S. government defends him 

●​ Suggests quid pro quo: platform cooperation for government protection 

●​ Shows Musk's government role benefits him personally/commercially 

 

III. LEGAL CLAIMS: THREE PATHS TO ACCOUNTABILITY 

COUNT I: CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATION - STATE RECAPTURE THROUGH 

STRUCTURAL CONSOLIDATION 

The Constitutional Question Presented: 

Does the First Amendment permit private actors with substantial regulatory exposure to retain 

operational control over infrastructure functionally indispensable for political discourse while 

simultaneously exercising direct influence over governmental authority? 

Answer: No. Such consolidation disables the structural mechanisms by which law constrains power, 

violating core constitutional principles regardless of specific intent or particular actions taken. 



Legal Foundation - Presumptive State Action: 

When an individual: 

1.​ Exercises de facto governmental power (advisory role with policy influence) 

2.​ Retains operational control over infrastructure functionally indispensable for political 

grievance redress 

3.​ Maintains structural financial dependence on government ($15B+ in federal contracts) 

4.​ Made platform decisions that systematically align with governmental interests 

→ Platform actions that align with governmental interests are presumptively state action, 

absent clear structural separation and meaningful safeguards. 

Burden-Shifting Framework: 

Once plaintiffs establish the consolidated structure (governmental influence + platform control + 

incentive alignment), burden shifts to defendant to prove either: 

●​ Complete structural separation (independent decision-making processes), OR 

●​ Meaningful safeguards preventing governmental interests from influencing platform decisions 

Defendant cannot meet this burden. No independent board, no institutional processes, no 

transparency, no appeals mechanism, no oversight. Active refusal to implement promised safeguards 

(no council despite public promise). 

The failure to erect firewalls is itself the constitutional violation. 

Why This Standard Is Constitutionally Required: 

A. Public Function Through Indispensability (Distinguishing Halleck) 

We do not argue that "providing a forum for speech" is a traditional exclusive public function. Courts 

have rejected that theory. 



Instead: X has become functionally indispensable for political grievance redress in ways that 

trigger constitutional concern when combined with governmental control. 

Indispensability factors: 

●​ Platform widely relied upon by public, journalists, officials as primary channel for political 

discourse 

●​ Network effects create high switching costs (moving means losing audience/connections) 

●​ Real-time nature essential for breaking news, crisis communication, political organizing 

●​ Prior institutional processes could check even Presidential power (Trump ban demonstrated 

independence) 

●​ After acquisition: processes eliminated, replaced with unilateral control by government-aligned 

actor 

Critical point: Prior to Defendant's acquisition, platform governance decisions affecting even the 

President were made by institutional processes independent of government control. After acquisition 

and subsequent governmental alignment, that separation ceased to exist. 

Baseline visibility necessary for effective participation in political discourse is now 

conditioned on payment to a government-aligned actor, and that condition is selectively 

applied in ways that create coercive environment favoring governmental interests. 

B. Entanglement Through State Recapture 

Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority: Private restaurant in government building = state actor due 

to symbiotic relationship. 

Here, entanglement is far deeper: 

●​ Formal governmental advisory role (not just contracts) 

●​ $15+ billion in federal funding dependent on executive goodwill 



●​ Direct participation in governmental restructuring (DOGE) 

●​ Platform used to elect government officials who then employ actor 

●​ Public statements tying legal/regulatory exposure to election outcomes 

Anticipatory Alignment: On or about October 7, 2024, Defendant publicly stated that election 

outcome would determine his personal legal freedom. Subsequently materially escalated political 

involvement to influence that outcome. After favorable outcome, transitioned into role of ongoing 

governmental influence. 

This demonstrates not conspiracy, but structural incentive alignment between: 

●​ Avoiding regulatory/legal accountability 

●​ Gaining governmental influence 

●​ Controlling accountability infrastructure 

C. Joint Action Through Unified Control 

Lugar v. Edmondson Oil: Private actor is state actor when "willful participant in joint activity with the 

State." 

Traditional joint action requires showing: Government + Separate Private Actor coordinated. 

Here: No separation exists. Defendant exercises governmental influence AND controls platform. 

Every platform decision that advances governmental political objectives is joint action by 

definition—the same actor occupying both roles. 

What State Action Doctrine Protects Against: 

The doctrine exists to prevent government from evading constitutional constraints by acting through 

private proxies. 

That concern is maximized here: 



●​ Government-aligned actor controls speech infrastructure 

●​ Can suppress criticism of government while claiming "private editorial discretion" 

●​ Constitutional constraints would be meaningless if government officials could own platforms 

and claim immunity 

First Amendment Violations Once State Action Established: 

1. Viewpoint Discrimination (Per Se Unconstitutional) 

Rosenberger v. UVA: Government cannot discriminate based on viewpoint. 

Evidence of viewpoint discrimination: 

●​ H-1B controversy: Suppressed critics of Musk's immigration position (Laura Loomer, 

Groypers) 

●​ Premium subscribers report: Criticism of Musk/Trump → engagement collapse 

●​ Simultaneous amplification of pro-administration content 

●​ Pattern shows systematic alignment with governmental political objectives 

This is the most forbidden form of speech regulation. 

2. Unconstitutional Conditions 

Speiser v. Randall: Government cannot condition benefits on foregoing constitutional rights. 

Application: 

●​ Baseline visibility necessary for effective political participation 

●​ Conditioned on Premium payment to government-aligned actor 

●​ Even paying users suppressed if content criticizes government 

●​ Creates system where exercising speech rights triggers retaliation 

If Defendant is state actor, this is per se unconstitutional. 



3. Structural Harm - Disabled Accountability Mechanisms 

Beyond specific suppressions, the structure itself violates constitutional principles: 

When governmental actors control accountability infrastructure: 

●​ Investigative journalism can be throttled before reaching audiences 

●​ Citizens organizing against government can be suppressed 

●​ Historical record can be contextualized to favor government 

●​ No institutional friction constrains self-interested decisions 

The chilling effect is automatic: Citizens reasonably fear algorithmic retaliation for criticizing those 

who control both government power and platform infrastructure. 

Self-censorship becomes rational. That is precisely what First Amendment prohibits. 

Remedy Sought: 

Primary: Structural Separation (Divestiture or Resignation) 

Court must order Defendant to choose within 180 days: 

●​ Option A: Complete divestiture of X to entity with no governmental ties, OR 

●​ Option B: Resignation from all governmental positions and advisory roles 

Rationale: 

●​ Behavioral remedies insufficient (algorithms opaque, monitoring impossible) 

●​ Structure itself is constitutional violation 

●​ Only adequate remedy is separation of consolidated powers 

●​ Defendant cannot simultaneously exercise governmental influence and control accountability 

infrastructure 



During Transition: 

●​ Third-party algorithmic monitor 

●​ Transparency requirements 

●​ No retaliation against plaintiffs or critics 

Permanent Injunction: 

●​ Against viewpoint discrimination in content moderation 

●​ Requiring algorithmic transparency 

●​ Establishing independent appeals process 

●​ Prohibiting conditioning visibility on payment when actor exercises governmental power 

Why Divestiture/Resignation Is Constitutionally Necessary: 

Mere oversight or monitoring won't work: 

●​ Defendant has proven willingness to lie (broken council promise) 

●​ Algorithms can achieve suppression while appearing neutral 

●​ Chilling effect persists as long as structure remains 

●​ Citizens will self-censor knowing government-aligned actor controls platform 

The only constitutional solution: Separate governmental power from infrastructure control. 

This is not about punishing Defendant. It is about restoring the structural separation the Constitution 

requires. 

A. The Public Function Doctrine - Reframed 

Marsh v. Alabama (1946): Company town couldn't restrict pamphleteering because it performed 

municipal functions. 



Critical Distinction: We do not argue that "providing a forum for speech" is a traditional exclusive 

public function. Courts have rejected that theory in Halleck. 

Instead, we argue: X has become functionally indispensable for political grievance redress in 

ways that trigger constitutional concern when combined with governmental control. 

The Indispensability Analysis: 

Prior to Defendant's acquisition, platform governance decisions affecting even the President of the 

United States were made by institutional processes independent of government control. After the 

acquisition, those processes were eliminated and replaced with unilateral control by an individual who 

later exercised governmental influence. 

Key factors: 

●​ The platform was widely relied upon by the public, journalists, and officials as a primary 

channel for political discourse 

●​ Promoted by its owner as a "digital town square" (Defendant's characterization) 

●​ Network effects create high switching costs (moving platforms means losing 

audience/connections) 

●​ Real-time nature makes it essential for breaking news, crisis communication, political 

organizing 

●​ Structural changes conditioned participation on payment and alignment with 

platform owner's interests 

Distinguishing Halleck: 

Manhattan Community Access v. Halleck held cable access wasn't state actor because government 

didn't control it and it wasn't performing exclusive governmental function. 

This case differs: 



1.​ Governmental control exists: Defendant exercises governmental influence while owning 

platform 

2.​ Function is distinguishable: Not merely "providing a forum" but controlling infrastructure 

citizens must use to criticize government 

3.​ No safeguards: Unlike cable access (public access requirements, franchise obligations), X has 

zero structural protections 

4.​ Coercive conditions: Baseline visibility necessary for effective participation in political 

discourse is conditioned on payment, and that condition is selectively applied in a manner that 

creates a coercive environment 

The Constitutional Principle: 

When private infrastructure becomes functionally indispensable for citizens to petition government 

and organize politically, AND that infrastructure is controlled by someone exercising governmental 

power, constitutional constraints apply—not because it's a "public forum," but because government 

cannot be permitted to control the infrastructure citizens need to challenge government. 

B. The Entanglement Doctrine 

Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority (1961): Private restaurant in government building = state 

actor due to symbiotic relationship. 

Application: Musk's entanglement with government is far deeper: 

●​ Formal advisory role (not just contracts) 

●​ $15B in federal funding dependent on government goodwill 

●​ Personal political alliance with administration 

●​ Platform used to elect government officials who now employ him 

If a parking authority lease created state action, Musk's government role certainly does. 



C. The Joint Action/Conspiracy Test 

Lugar v. Edmondson Oil (1982): Private actor is state actor when they're a "willful participant in joint 

activity with the State." 

Application: Musk doesn't just cooperate with government—he IS government while making 

platform decisions. Every suppression decision that aligns with government political interests is joint 

action by definition. 

The Distinguishing Factor - Unified Control: 

Every previous state action case involved separation between government and private actor: 

●​ Government pressures platform (Murthy) 

●​ Government leases space to private business (Burton) 

●​ Private actor aids government (Lugar) 

Here: The separation collapses. Defendant exercises governmental influence AND controls 

platform. The traditional causation analysis becomes irrelevant. 

Legal Standard We Propose: 

"When a government official retains operational control over infrastructure functionally indispensable 

for political grievance redress, platform actions that systematically align with governmental interests are 

presumptively state action, absent clear structural separation and meaningful safeguards." 

Why This Standard Is Constitutionally Required: 

Without it, the Constitution permits: 

●​ Government officials to purchase newspapers, social media platforms, broadcast stations 

●​ Control all editorial decisions while in office 

●​ Suppress critics, amplify propaganda 



●​ Claim immunity as "private business decisions" 

This is precisely what the Founders fought to prevent. They understood that controlling 

communication channels = controlling politics. 

Burden-Shifting Mechanism: 

Once plaintiffs establish: 

1.​ Defendant exercises de facto governmental power (advisory role, policy influence) 

2.​ Defendant retains operational control over platform used for political discourse 

3.​ Platform decisions systematically align with governmental political objectives 

4.​ No structural safeguards exist to separate roles 

→ Burden shifts to defendant to prove complete separation OR meaningful safeguards. 

Musk Cannot Meet This Burden: 

●​ No independent board governing content decisions 

●​ No institutional processes separating governmental role from platform control 

●​ No transparency in algorithmic decision-making 

●​ No appeals process for suppression decisions 

●​ Active refusal to implement promised oversight (no council despite promise) 

The failure to erect firewalls is itself the constitutional violation. 

Rebuttal to Defense: 

Musk will argue: "I'm just an advisor, not a formal government employee. X is my private company." 

Counter: 



1.​ Formal vs. functional power: The Constitution cares about exercising government power, 

not job titles. If Musk influences policy, he's a state actor for those areas. 

2.​ Structural conflict: Even if advisory role is "informal," the conflict (government power + 

platform control) creates constitutional problem. 

3.​ Own characterization: Musk claims X is public square—can't have it both ways (public 

function but private immunity). 

4.​ Financial leverage: Government contracts create structural dependence that makes him 

beholden to administration. 

First Amendment Violations Once State Action Established: 

1. Viewpoint Discrimination (Per Se Unconstitutional): 

Rosenberger v. UVA (1995): Government cannot discriminate based on viewpoint even in limited 

public forums. 

Evidence: Suppression of H-1B critics while amplifying supporters proves viewpoint 

discrimination—the most forbidden form of speech regulation. 

2. Prior Restraint: 

Algorithmic throttling = modern prior restraint. Speech is "suppressed" before reaching audience, 

exactly what First Amendment forbids. 

3. Unconstitutional Conditions: 

Speiser v. Randall (1958): Government cannot condition benefits on foregoing constitutional rights. 

Application: Requiring Premium payment (functionally necessary for visibility) = conditioning 

speech rights on payment. If Musk is state actor, this is unconstitutional. 

Remedy Sought: 



Structural Injunction: Court orders Musk to either: 

●​ Option A: Divest completely from X (sell to entity with no government ties), OR 

●​ Option B: Resign from all government positions and sever all advisory relationships 

Plus: 

●​ Permanent injunction against viewpoint discrimination 

●​ Third-party algorithmic monitoring (ensure neutrality) 

●​ Transparency requirements (users must know why content is suppressed) 

Why Divestiture/Resignation Is the Only Adequate Remedy: 

Mere behavioral constraints won't work: 

●​ Algorithms are opaque—impossible to monitor every decision 

●​ Musk has proven willingness to lie (broken promises about council) 

●​ Chilling effect persists as long as structure remains (citizens self-censor fearing retaliation) 

The only solution: Separate government power from platform control. Force the choice. 

COUNT II: CONSUMER FRAUD - FEDERAL & STATE CLAIMS 

Even if State Action Fails, Fraud Claims Succeed: 

Musk's deceptive practices violate consumer protection laws regardless of constitutional status. 

A. Federal Trade Commission Act §5 

"Unfair or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce are hereby declared unlawful." 

Deceptive Practices Alleged: 

1. The "Content Moderation Council" Lie: 



●​ Representation: "Council with diverse viewpoints" will govern decisions 

●​ Reality: No council formed; Musk sole arbiter 

●​ Materiality: Users stayed/paid based on promised oversight 

●​ Harm: Subjected to arbitrary censorship without promised safeguards 

2. Premium Visibility Fraud: 

●​ Representation: "Increased visibility," "priority ranking," "2x impressions" 

●​ Reality: Paying users throttled, especially critics 

●​ Materiality: Users paid specifically for these features 

●​ Harm: Paid for services not delivered; lost opportunity to reach audiences 

3. Verification Deception (EU-Validated): 

●​ Representation: Blue checkmarks verify authentic accounts 

●​ Reality: Anyone can buy blue check (EU found this deceptive) 

●​ Materiality: Users rely on checkmarks to assess credibility 

●​ Harm: Misinformation spreads, authentic voices discredited 

FTC Enforcement: 

Seek FTC investigation leading to: 

●​ Cease and desist order 

●​ Civil penalties ($50,120 per violation × millions of users = billions) 

●​ Consumer refunds 

●​ Algorithmic transparency requirements 

B. State Consumer Protection Laws 

California Unfair Competition Law (UCL): 



●​ "Unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business practices" 

●​ Musk's conduct violates all three prongs 

●​ Private right of action for restitution 

New York General Business Law §349: 

●​ "Deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of business" 

●​ Premium marketing constitutes deceptive advertising 

●​ Statutory damages up to $1,000 per violation 

Similar Laws in All 50 States: 

●​ Class can bring claims under each state's consumer protection statute 

●​ Creates nationwide pressure for settlement 

●​ Aggregate damages potentially exceed X's valuation 

Elements Satisfied: 

1.​ ✅ False/misleading statement: "Council," "visibility boost," "free speech platform" 

2.​ ✅ Made in connection with commerce: Premium subscriptions, platform services 

3.​ ✅ Knowledge of falsity: Fired safety team same week as council promise; internal data 

shows Premium doesn't boost visibility 

4.​ ✅ Intent to induce reliance: Marketing specifically designed to retain users and drive 

subscriptions 

5.​ ✅ Actual reliance: Millions stayed, paid, invested time based on promises 

6.​ ✅ Causation: But for false promises, users would have left platform or not paid 

7.​ ✅ Damages: Subscription fees paid; lost revenue from suppression; opportunity costs 

C. Breach of Contract 

Premium Subscription = Contract: 



●​ User pays consideration ($8-16/month) 

●​ X promises services ("increased visibility," "priority ranking") 

●​ X fails to deliver promised services 

●​ User suffers damages (paid for features not received) 

Unconscionability Defense: 

Terms of Service may disclaim guaranteed reach, but: 

●​ Adhesion contract (no negotiation) 

●​ Contradicts marketing materials (promises visibility, disclaims in fine print) 

●​ Substantively unconscionable (promise something, deliver opposite) 

Reformation Remedy: Court can reform contract to match reasonable expectations created by 

marketing. 

Damages: 

Actual Damages: 

●​ Refund all Premium subscription fees paid under false pretenses 

●​ Lost revenue for creators (can quantify based on engagement drops) 

●​ Opportunity costs (time invested building audiences that were then suppressed) 

Statutory Damages (State Laws): 

●​ Many states allow $1,000+ per violation 

●​ × millions of affected users 

●​ = billions in potential exposure 

Punitive Damages: 

●​ Fraud was knowing and intentional (evidence: fired team same week as promise) 



●​ Musk's net worth (~$250 billion) justifies substantial punitive award 

●​ Purpose: deter future platform owners from similar deception 

Injunctive Relief: 

●​ Stop deceptive advertising 

●​ Provide actual visibility features promised 

●​ Or cease offering Premium entirely (can't sell what you won't deliver) 

COUNT III: ANTITRUST + FIRST AMENDMENT HYBRID CLAIM 

The Monopolization Argument: 

Sherman Act §2: "Every person who shall monopolize, or attempt to monopolize... any part of the 

trade or commerce... shall be deemed guilty of a felony." 

Market Definition: 

●​ Relevant market: Real-time political discourse platforms 

●​ X's dominance: Network effects, high switching costs, unique real-time nature 

●​ Barriers to entry: Established user bases, verification systems, cultural positioning 

Anticompetitive Conduct: 

●​ Leveraging platform dominance + government power to exclude competition 

●​ Using government influence to prevent regulatory challenges 

●​ Suppressing links to competing platforms (Mastodon, Threads, Bluesky throttled) 

But This Alone Isn't Novel... 

The First Amendment Dimension: 



Associated Press v. United States (1945): Supreme Court recognized monopolistic control over news 

distribution raises First Amendment concerns beyond traditional antitrust. 

Justice Black wrote: "The First Amendment rests on the assumption that the widest possible 

dissemination of information from diverse and antagonistic sources is essential to the welfare of the 

public." 

Application: When platform monopolist becomes government official: 

●​ Economic harm (monopolization) + 

●​ Democratic harm (speech control) + 

●​ Constitutional harm (state actor censorship) = Sui generis violation requiring structural 

remedy 

Remedy: 

Divestiture: Force breakup or sale of X to entity without government ties. 

Rationale: Just as AT&T breakup (1982) was justified by control over essential communication 

infrastructure, Musk's control over essential political infrastructure justifies forced separation when 

combined with government power. 

 

IV. CLASS DEFINITION & CERTIFICATION 

Primary Class (Consumer Fraud Claims): 

All persons in the United States who, between October 27, 2022 and present: 

1.​ Purchased X Premium or Premium+ subscriptions, AND 

2.​ Reasonably relied on Musk's promises regarding content moderation council, free speech 

principles, or Premium visibility features 



Constitutional Subclass: 

All persons in the United States who, between [Musk's government appointment date] and present: 

1.​ Posted content on X criticizing Elon Musk, Donald Trump, Trump administration policies, or 

Musk's government role, AND 

2.​ Experienced measurable suppression (reduced engagement, shadowbanning, throttling, feature 

restrictions) correlated with critical content 

Class Certification Requirements (Rule 23): 

✅ Numerosity: Millions of Premium subscribers; thousands documenting political suppression. Far 

exceeds 40-member threshold. 

✅ Commonality: Common questions of law and fact dominate: 

●​ Did Musk falsely promise a content moderation council? 

●​ Do Premium subscriptions deliver advertised visibility features? 

●​ Is Musk a state actor when making moderation decisions during government tenure? 

●​ Does X's algorithm systematically discriminate based on political viewpoint? 

●​ Were marketing materials deceptive under consumer protection laws? 

✅ Typicality: Named plaintiffs' claims are typical of class: 

●​ All paid for Premium based on same promises 

●​ All experienced same deceptive practices 

●​ All harmed by same systematic algorithmic suppression 

●​ Constitutional injuries stem from same government-platform structure 

✅ Adequacy: 

●​ Experienced class action counsel with tech platform expertise 



●​ Named plaintiffs have no conflicts with class interests 

●​ Adequate resources to litigate against well-funded defendant 

●​ Potential organizational co-plaintiffs (EFF, Public Citizen) ensure robust representation 

Superiority (Rule 23(b)(3)): 

Class action is superior to other methods because: 

●​ Individual damages may be small ($96-192/year per Premium subscriber) 

●​ Constitutional claims require systemic remedy (individual suits can't force divestiture) 

●​ Judicial economy: thousands of identical claims better resolved once 

●​ Defendant's conduct is uniform (same algorithm, same promises, same platform) 

●​ Alternative of thousands of individual arbitrations would be judicial chaos 

Subclass Justification: 

Constitutional claims require separate subclass because: 

●​ Standing requirements differ (must show political suppression harm) 

●​ Remedy differs (structural injunction vs. money damages) 

●​ Not all Premium subscribers experienced political suppression 

●​ Courts can certify issues class for constitutional claims, damages class for fraud 

Estimated Class Size: 

Fraud Class: 1-2 million Premium subscribers (conservative estimate based on reported figures) 

Constitutional Subclass: Tens of thousands who can document political suppression with: 

●​ Screenshots of engagement drops after critical posts 

●​ Saved content showing criticism of Musk/Trump 

●​ Comparative metrics (non-political posts vs. political posts) 



●​ Reports to X support documenting suppression 

Damages Calculation: 

Per-Member Actual Damages: 

●​ Premium fees: $8-16/month × months subscribed 

●​ Average member likely paid $200-500 over 2+ years 

●​ × 1.5 million members = $300-750 million in subscription refunds 

Statutory Damages (if applicable under state laws): 

●​ Many states: $1,000 per violation 

●​ × 1.5 million members = $1.5 billion minimum 

Punitive Damages: 

●​ Musk net worth: ~$250 billion 

●​ Standard punitive ratio: up to 9:1 (compensatory:punitive) 

●​ Potential: Multi-billion dollar punitive award given egregiousness 

Constitutional Remedy (Priceless): 

●​ Forced separation of government power from platform control 

●​ Prevents future state capture of communication infrastructure 

●​ Establishes precedent protecting democracy 

Opt-Out Rights: 

Class members can opt out if they prefer: 

●​ Individual arbitration (though likely unsuccessful given arbitration clause challenges) 

●​ Separate litigation with different theories 



●​ Participation in different class actions 

Notice Plan: 

Direct Notice: 

●​ Email to all registered X users who purchased Premium (X has email addresses) 

●​ In-platform notifications (ironic but effective) 

Publication Notice: 

●​ Major newspapers (NYT, WSJ, WaPo) 

●​ Online publications covering tech (Verge, Ars Technica, TechCrunch) 

●​ Social media campaigns (yes, on X itself) 

Claims Administration: 

●​ Online portal for class members to submit: 

○​ Proof of Premium subscription (credit card statements, emails) 

○​ Documentation of suppression (screenshots, engagement data) 

○​ Calculation of individual damages 

●​ Administrator validates claims and distributes settlement/judgment funds 

 

V. JURISDICTION & VENUE 

Federal Question Jurisdiction (28 U.S.C. §1331): 

Constitutional claims arise under First Amendment—inherently federal questions requiring federal 

court resolution. 

Diversity Jurisdiction (28 U.S.C. §1332): 



If needed as backup: 

●​ Plaintiffs from multiple states (complete diversity achievable) 

●​ Amount in controversy exceeds $5 million (easily met with millions in subscription fees + 

statutory damages) 

Supplemental Jurisdiction (28 U.S.C. §1367): 

State consumer protection claims share common nucleus of operative fact with federal constitutional 

claims—supplemental jurisdiction appropriate. 

Personal Jurisdiction: 

Over X Corp: 

●​ Headquarters in San Francisco, California 

●​ Conducts substantial business in forum state 

●​ Defendants' actions directed at forum state residents 

●​ General jurisdiction established 

Over Musk Personally: 

●​ Principal place of business in Texas (residence) 

●​ BUT: Minimum contacts with any U.S. forum state through X platform 

●​ Nationwide service available for federal claims 

●​ Specific jurisdiction based on conduct causing harm in forum states 

Venue - Preferred Forums: 

Northern District of California (San Francisco): 

Advantages: 



●​ X Corp headquarters (28 U.S.C. §1391(b)(1)) 

●​ Substantial events occurred here (takeover, policy decisions) 

●​ Strong consumer protection precedent (tech company litigation experience) 

●​ Judges familiar with platform accountability issues 

●​ Liberal-leaning jurisdiction (potentially favorable to constitutional arguments) 

Southern District of New York (Manhattan): 

Advantages: 

●​ Alternative if California strategically undesirable 

●​ Strong consumer fraud statute (GBL §349) 

●​ Financial industry expertise (damages calculation sophistication) 

●​ Major media market (maximizes public attention) 

●​ Substantial user base provides venue basis 

District of Columbia: 

Advantages: 

●​ Constitutional claims have natural home in nation's capital 

●​ Government coordination discovery centers here (White House, federal agencies) 

●​ Judges experienced with separation of powers issues 

●​ Symbolic value: challenging government-platform merger at democracy's seat 

Strategic Recommendation: Northern District of California 

Reasons: 

1.​ Defendant's headquarters (strongest venue basis) 

2.​ Tech expertise among judges 

3.​ Consumer protection precedent 



4.​ Discovery convenience (X's records stored locally) 

5.​ Jury pool familiar with tech industry practices (less likely to be star-struck by Musk) 

Transfer Risk: 

Musk may move to transfer to: 

●​ Western District of Texas (Austin—his residence) 

●​ Favorable judges, conservative venue 

Opposition Arguments: 

●​ Plaintiff's choice of forum entitled to deference 

●​ California has strongest nexus to claims (headquarters, where decisions made) 

●​ Convenience factors favor California (X's documents, witnesses located there) 

●​ Constitutional claims shouldn't be forum-shopped to friendly judges 

 

VI. DISCOVERY STRATEGY - BUILDING THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD 

Phase 1: Immediate Preservation (File Within 48 Hours of Complaint) 

Emergency Motion to Preserve Evidence: 

Given Musk's history of deleting communications and X's rapid policy changes, seek immediate court 

order: 

Preservation Order Should Require: 

1.​ Preservation of all documents related to:​

 

○​ Content moderation council (all communications Oct-Nov 2022) 



○​ Premium subscription marketing materials and performance data 

○​ Algorithm changes affecting content visibility (2022-present) 

○​ Communications with government officials regarding X platform (2024-present) 

○​ Financial projections for Premium revenue 

○​ Internal analyses of user engagement by political orientation 

2.​ Specific Musk Communications:​

 

○​ All Signal, WhatsApp, Telegram messages with government officials 

○​ Personal email accounts (not just X corporate email) 

○​ Text messages with Trump, advisors, campaign officials 

○​ Calendar entries showing government meetings 

3.​ Technical Systems:​

 

○​ Source code for recommendation algorithms 

○​ Database logs showing content throttling decisions 

○​ A/B testing results for Premium features 

○​ Machine learning model training data (if used for content ranking) 

Legal Basis: 

●​ Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(e) (duty to preserve once litigation reasonably anticipated) 

●​ X knew litigation likely after EU fine, user complaints, media coverage 

●​ Risk of spoliation is high (Musk's pattern of deleting tweets, firing employees) 

Phase 2: Public Records (Concurrent with Initial Discovery) 

FOIA Requests (File Immediately): 

To White House: 



●​ "All communications between any White House official and Elon Musk or X Corp 

representatives regarding social media content moderation, platform policies, or specific 

accounts (January 2024-present)" 

●​ "All meeting notes, agendas, or summaries from meetings attended by Elon Musk in his 

advisory capacity that mention X, Twitter, social media, or content moderation" 

●​ "All communications mentioning Laura Loomer, H-1B visas, and social media platforms" 

To Department of Defense: 

●​ "All communications between DoD officials and SpaceX or Elon Musk that reference X, 

Twitter, social media, content moderation, or platform policies" 

●​ "All documents relating to SpaceX contract negotiations that mention social media, public 

communications, or speech-related issues" 

To Federal Communications Commission: 

●​ "All communications with Starlink or Elon Musk regarding social media platforms, content 

moderation, or X Corp" 

●​ "All documents relating to Starlink subsidy decisions that mention X, Twitter, or social media 

activities" 

To Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE): 

●​ "All organizational documents, meeting agendas, recommendations, and internal 

communications" (if subject to FOIA—novel agency may have exceptions) 

●​ "Any communications mentioning X, social media, platforms, or content policies" 

FOIA Litigation Strategy: 

Agencies will likely delay or redact. Prepare to: 

●​ File FOIA lawsuits in D.C. District Court (expedited basis) 



●​ Argue public interest in disclosure (government-platform coordination affects all citizens) 

●​ Challenge overly broad exemption claims (executive privilege doesn't cover all advisor 

communications) 

●​ Seek in camera review of disputed documents 

Congressional Records: 

Request from Congressional offices: 

●​ Testimony transcripts from fired Twitter employees (Yoel Roth, Vijaya Gadde) 

●​ Any briefings X provided to Congressional committees 

●​ Communications between legislators and X regarding content moderation 

●​ House/Senate reports on FTC-Twitter interactions 

EU Investigation Materials: 

Through international discovery cooperation: 

●​ Request full Digital Services Act investigation file 

●​ Expert reports on algorithmic bias 

●​ X's responses to EU inquiries (may contain admissions) 

●​ Technical analyses of platform deception 

Phase 3: Core Document Discovery (Months 3-9) 

Rule 34 Document Requests to X Corp: 

Request 1: The "Content Moderation Council" Fraud 

●​ All communications mentioning "content moderation council" (Sep 2022-present) 

●​ All documents relating to formation, structure, or membership of any advisory council 

●​ All meeting agendas, notes, or minutes from any council meetings (if any occurred) 



●​ All communications with fired executives (Gadde, Personette) regarding moderation policies 

Request 2: Premium Deception 

●​ All marketing materials for Premium/Premium+ (2022-present) 

●​ All A/B testing results for Premium visibility features 

●​ All internal analyses of Premium subscriber engagement vs. non-subscriber engagement 

●​ All communications regarding Premium visibility algorithms 

●​ All user complaints about Premium visibility issues 

●​ All financial projections for Premium revenue 

Request 3: Political Suppression 

●​ All documents identifying "problematic" accounts or content categories 

●​ All algorithm change logs (2022-present) 

●​ All internal communications mentioning specific accounts by name (Laura Loomer, others to 

be identified) 

●​ All analyses of user engagement by political orientation or content type 

●​ All communications with government officials regarding specific accounts or content 

Request 4: Financial Ties 

●​ All communications with government agencies regarding contracts, subsidies, or funding 

●​ All financial analyses relating to government contract values 

●​ All documents relating to DOGE appointment or advisory role 

Request 5: Musk's Personal Communications 

●​ All personal communications (Signal, WhatsApp, email, text) regarding X moderation policies 

●​ All communications with Trump, campaign officials, or administration members 

●​ All calendar entries for government meetings 



●​ All personal financial analyses relating to X Corp revenue 

Anticipated Objections: 

"Trade Secret" Privilege: 

●​ X will claim algorithm details are proprietary 

●​ Counter: Relevance outweighs; protective order can limit disclosure; public interest in 

transparency 

●​ Precedent: Courts have compelled algorithm disclosure in discrimination cases 

"Overbroad/Unduly Burdensome": 

●​ Defendant will claim requests cover millions of documents 

●​ Counter: Use of search terms, date limits, custodian limits makes request manageable 

●​ Offer: Phased discovery (start with custodians most likely to have relevant documents) 

"Attorney-Client Privilege": 

●​ Will claim legal advice regarding moderation decisions is privileged 

●​ Counter: Crime-fraud exception (if fraud was intentional, legal advice about it isn't 

privileged) 

●​ Demand: Privilege log for in camera review 

"Executive Privilege" (for government communications): 

●​ May claim conversations with Trump/officials are privileged 

●​ Counter: 

○​ Musk isn't formal executive branch employee 

○​ Privilege doesn't extend to communications about private business 

○​ Crime-fraud exception if coordination was to violate constitutional rights 



Phase 4: Depositions (Months 6-12) 

Priority Deponents: 

1. Elon Musk (Save for Last): 

●​ Full day deposition on all claims 

●​ Questions about: 

○​ Promise of content moderation council (intent, knowledge) 

○​ Communications with government officials 

○​ Personal involvement in algorithm decisions 

○​ Knowledge of Premium visibility issues 

○​ Financial motivations for Premium model 

●​ Strategy: Depose all others first, confront Musk with contradictions 

2. Former Trust & Safety Leadership: 

●​ Yoel Roth (former Head of Trust & Safety) 

●​ Vijaya Gadde (former Chief Legal Officer) 

●​ Questions about: 

○​ Moderation processes before Musk 

○​ Circumstances of firing 

○​ Musk's promises vs. actual actions 

○​ Internal objections to policy changes 

3. Current X Engineering Leadership: 

●​ Leads responsible for recommendation algorithm 

●​ Leads responsible for Premium features 

●​ Questions about: 

○​ How visibility algorithms actually work 



○​ Whether Premium delivers advertised boosts 

○​ Political content ranking decisions 

○​ Communications with Musk about specific accounts 

4. Financial Officers: 

●​ CFO or equivalent 

●​ Questions about: 

○​ Premium revenue projections 

○​ Financial models for subscription business 

○​ Analyses of user payment behavior 

○​ Government contract values and dependencies 

5. Government Officials (via subpoena): 

●​ Trump campaign officials involved in social media strategy 

●​ White House advisors who communicated with Musk 

●​ DOGE colleagues 

●​ Questions about: 

○​ Coordination on content amplification/suppression 

○​ Discussions about X's role in political strategy 

○​ Any quid pro quo regarding contracts and platform policies 

Deposition Strategy: 

For Hostile Witnesses (Musk, current X employees): 

●​ Pin down factual admissions early (timeline, roles, communications) 

●​ Use documents to impeach denials ("This email shows you were aware...") 

●​ Focus on inconsistencies with public statements 

●​ Record body language (demeanor relevant to credibility) 



For Friendly Witnesses (fired employees): 

●​ Establish normal moderation procedures pre-Musk 

●​ Document chaos and policy violations post-takeover 

●​ Corroborate timeline of broken promises 

●​ Authenticate internal documents 

For Expert Witnesses: 

●​ Establish qualifications (algorithms, First Amendment law, consumer protection) 

●​ Lay foundation for expert reports 

●​ Anticipate Daubert challenges (ensure methodology is sound) 

Phase 5: Expert Discovery (Months 9-15) 

Plaintiffs' Experts Needed: 

1. Algorithm/Computer Science Expert: 

●​ Analyze X's source code (under protective order) 

●​ Reverse-engineer ranking algorithms 

●​ Statistical analysis: engagement patterns by political orientation 

●​ Testify: "Premium subscribers do not receive advertised visibility boosts; political dissent is 

systematically suppressed" 

2. Constitutional Law Scholar: 

●​ Analyze state action doctrine evolution 

●​ Explain why Musk's dual role creates unprecedented constitutional crisis 

●​ Testify: "The Founders would view government officials controlling speech platforms as 

paradigmatic tyranny" 



3. Consumer Protection/Marketing Expert: 

●​ Analyze Premium marketing materials 

●​ Compare promises to reality 

●​ Survey: Would reasonable consumers have purchased based on accurate information? 

●​ Testify: "Marketing was materially deceptive under FTC standards" 

4. Damages/Economics Expert: 

●​ Calculate class-wide damages (subscription fees, lost creator revenue) 

●​ Analyze Musk's wealth for punitive damages 

●​ Testify: "Total harm exceeds $1 billion; punitive award should be $X billion" 

5. Social Media/Platform Governance Expert: 

●​ Explain best practices for content moderation 

●​ Contrast X's practices with industry standards 

●​ Testify: "No reputable platform operates without transparent, consistent policies; Musk's 

approach is uniquely problematic" 

Defendants' Expected Experts: 

1. Algorithm Expert (Defense): 

●​ Will claim algorithms are content-neutral 

●​ Will argue engagement drops are due to organic factors 

●​ Cross-examination: Confront with specific examples of correlated suppression; demand 

explanation for timing 

2. First Amendment Scholar (Defense): 

●​ Will argue private platforms have editorial discretion 



●​ Will distinguish Musk from state actors in precedent 

●​ Cross-examination: "If Musk isn't a state actor, can the President buy CNN and suppress 

critics?" Force concession that some limit must exist 

3. Marketing Expert (Defense): 

●​ Will claim "puffery" (exaggerated claims expected in advertising) 

●​ Will argue reasonable consumers knew guarantees weren't made 

●​ Cross-examination: Show survey data—consumers did expect real benefits; compare to FTC 

cases finding similar language deceptive 

Phase 6: Third-Party Discovery 

Subpoenas to: 

1. Financial Institutions: 

●​ Banks processing Premium subscriptions (transaction volume data) 

●​ Musk's personal financial advisors (documents showing how X revenue affects net worth) 

2. Government Contractors: 

●​ SpaceX competitors (documents showing contract negotiations) 

●​ Analysis: Did Musk's government role affect contract decisions? 

3. Competing Platforms: 

●​ Mastodon, Bluesky, Threads: evidence of X throttling links to competitors 

●​ Shows anticompetitive conduct + attempt to maintain monopoly 

4. Researchers/Journalists: 

●​ Academic studies of X's algorithm bias 



●​ Investigative journalism documents (Sky News, BBC, NBC reports) 

●​ Authenticates public reporting with source documents 

5. EU Commission: 

●​ Full DSA investigation file via MLAT (Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty) 

●​ Expert analyses, X's admissions to EU regulators 

 

VII. ANTICIPATED DEFENSES & COMPREHENSIVE COUNTERS 

Defense 1: "No State Action—I'm a Private Businessman" 

Musk's Argument: 

●​ X is my private company, First Amendment doesn't apply to private actors 

●​ Advisory role is informal, I'm not a government employee 

●​ Platform decisions are editorial discretion protected by Miami Herald 

Our Counter—The Three-Prong Destruction: 

Prong 1: Functional State Action 

"Your Honor, the Constitution cares about who exercises power, not job titles." 

●​ Musk influences government policy (admitted) 

●​ Controls platform shaping political discourse (undisputed) 

●​ Holds $15B in government contracts (leverage) 

●​ Makes platform decisions aligned with government political objectives (documented) 

Analysis: Traditional state action tests (public function, entanglement, joint action) ALL satisfied: 



●​ Public function: X is "digital town square" (Musk's words) performing traditionally 

governmental role (facilitating public discourse) 

●​ Entanglement: Government contracts + advisory role = symbiotic relationship far exceeding 

Burton v. Wilmington 

●​ Joint action: Platform decisions that advance government political interests = joint action by 

definition 

Prong 2: The Structural Argument 

"The Constitution cannot tolerate this structural conflict." 

Even if Musk's actions don't technically meet state action tests, the capacity for constitutional 

violation is itself the harm: 

●​ Citizens cannot freely criticize someone who controls their speech platform AND holds 

government power 

●​ Chilling effect is automatic (fear of algorithmic retaliation) 

●​ No individual case-by-case analysis needed when structure itself is unconstitutional 

Analogy: If a President appointed herself CEO of Facebook, would that be constitutional? Of course 

not—even if she never censored anyone, the conflict of interest violates structural constitutional 

principles. 

Prong 3: Own Characterization Estoppel 

Musk calls X the "digital town square"—he cannot claim public function benefits while denying public 

function obligations. 

●​ If X is a town square, First Amendment applies (Marsh v. Alabama) 

●​ Can't have it both ways: private when sued, public when seeking government favor 

Case Law Distinction: 



Manhattan Community Access v. Halleck (2019) held cable access wasn't state actor because 

government didn't create the speech forum. 

Here: 

●​ Musk didn't just create a forum—he JOINED GOVERNMENT while controlling it 

●​ Halleck didn't address government official owning platform 

●​ This case presents the question Halleck didn't reach 

Bottom Line: "Your Honor, the Founders fought a revolution because the Crown controlled 

communication. We cannot allow government officials to own the modern equivalent of the printing 

press." 

Defense 2: "Terms of Service Disclaim Guaranteed Reach" 

Musk's Argument: 

●​ TOS states X makes no guarantees about visibility 

●​ Users agreed to these terms 

●​ Cannot claim fraud when contract explicitly disclaims promises 

Our Counter—The Unconscionability Doctrine: 

Step 1: Adhesion Contract 

●​ TOS is take-it-or-leave-it (no negotiation) 

●​ Users must accept to access platform 

●​ Unequal bargaining power (individual vs. billion-dollar corporation) 

Courts routinely refuse to enforce one-sided adhesion contracts, especially when they contradict 

reasonable expectations. 

Step 2: Marketing vs. Fine Print 



●​ Marketing materials scream: "INCREASED VISIBILITY!" "PRIORITY RANKING!" 

"GET NOTICED!" 

●​ TOS whispers: "no guarantees" 

Doctrine: When marketing creates reasonable expectations, fine print disclaimers cannot negate them. 

(Bragg v. Linden Research) 

Consumer protection law asks: What would reasonable person believe based on overall impression? 

Answer: Reasonable person believes Premium delivers visibility boost. That's the entire pitch. 

Step 3: Substantive Unconscionability 

Even if TOS is enforceable, selling "visibility" while algorithmically suppressing is substantively 

unconscionable: 

●​ Promise one thing, deliver opposite 

●​ Particularly egregious when suppression is viewpoint-based 

●​ Courts can reform unconscionable terms or void them entirely 

Step 4: Fraud Cannot Be Disclaimed 

Well-established principle: You cannot disclaim fraud in a contract. 

●​ If X knowingly sold Premium with no intention of delivering visibility, that's fraud 

●​ TOS disclaimer is irrelevant to fraud claim 

●​ "We reserve right to lie to you" is not an enforceable contract term 

Evidence: Internal documents showing X knows Premium doesn't boost visibility would be smoking 

gun. 

Bottom Line: "Your Honor, if I sell you a car, advertise 'goes 100mph!', then include fine print 'no 

warranty it runs at all', I've still committed fraud. The disclaimer doesn't change that I lied." 



Defense 3: "Algorithm Changes Are Editorial Discretion (First Amendment)" 

Musk's Argument: 

●​ Miami Herald v. Tornillo protects editorial discretion 

●​ We're like a newspaper choosing what to publish 

●​ First Amendment protects our curation choices 

Our Counter—Three Fatal Flaws: 

Flaw 1: State Actors Don't Get Editorial Discretion 

Miami Herald protects PRIVATE editorial choices. Government has no "editorial discretion" to censor 

viewpoints. 

●​ If Musk is private: fraud claims still succeed, constitutional claims fail 

●​ If Musk is state actor: editorial discretion defense unavailable, constitutional claims succeed 

He cannot be private for some purposes, governmental for others. Must choose. 

Flaw 2: Commercial Speech Gets Less Protection 

●​ Premium is a commercial transaction (pay for service) 

●​ Advertising Premium is commercial speech 

●​ Commercial speech can be regulated for deception (Central Hudson) 

●​ False commercial speech has zero First Amendment protection (Virginia Pharmacy) 

Even if Musk has editorial discretion over content, he has ZERO protection for deceptive advertising 

about Premium. 

Flaw 3: Fraud Isn't Protected Expression 

The "editorial discretion" claim is irrelevant to fraud: 



●​ Yes, you can choose what content to amplify 

●​ No, you cannot LIE about why you made those choices 

●​ No, you cannot SELL visibility then algorithmically suppress 

Analogy: Newspaper has editorial discretion to reject ads. But if newspaper sells ad space, promises 

placement, takes money, then buries ad in classifieds, that's breach of contract/fraud. Editorial 

discretion doesn't include right to defraud advertisers. 

Bottom Line: "Your Honor, editorial discretion means freedom to curate content, not freedom to lie 

to consumers about what you're selling them." 

Defense 4: "Murthy v. Missouri Rejected Similar Claims" 

Musk's Argument: 

●​ Supreme Court dismissed jawboning claims against platforms 

●​ Courts won't find state action for social media moderation 

●​ This case is barred by Murthy 

Our Counter—Murthy Proves Our Point: 

What Murthy Actually Held: 

●​ Dismissed on STANDING (plaintiffs couldn't prove their specific harm came from 

government pressure) 

●​ Did NOT reach merits of whether government coercion would violate First Amendment 

●​ Justice Alito's dissent argued government DID violate Constitution (wasn't crazy argument, 

just lost on standing) 

Why This Case Is Completely Different: 

Murthy struggled with causation: 



●​ Government (Biden admin) → pressured → Platforms (Facebook, Twitter) → maybe 

suppressed → plaintiffs 

●​ Chain had two links: (1) did pressure cause platform decision? (2) did platform decision harm 

this specific plaintiff? 

Here: Zero separation, automatic causation: 

●​ Government official (Musk) → IS platform owner → definitely suppressed → plaintiffs 

●​ One actor, direct harm, no causation problem 

The Murthy Majority Left Door Open: 

Court said: "We don't need to decide whether government pressure on platforms violates First 

Amendment, because plaintiffs can't prove pressure caused their harm." 

Translation: If you CAN prove causation, the constitutional claim might succeed. 

Here: Causation is automatic because Musk is both government AND platform. 

Bottom Line: "Murthy said plaintiffs couldn't connect dots between government and platform. We 

don't need to connect dots—Musk IS both dots." 

Defense 5: "Arbitration Clause Bars Class Action" 

Musk's Argument: 

●​ X's TOS includes mandatory arbitration clause 

●​ Class action waiver is enforceable 

●​ All claims must be arbitrated individually 

Our Counter—Multiple Escape Routes: 

Route 1: Constitutional Claims Cannot Be Arbitrated 



●​ First Amendment violations are public rights, not private disputes 

●​ Structural remedies (force divestiture) cannot be granted by arbitrator 

●​ Public interest in constitutional precedent outweighs arbitration agreement 

Precedent: While Epic Systems v. Lewis upheld employment arbitration, it didn't address 

constitutional public rights claims. Courts have carved exception for claims affecting public interest. 

Route 2: Unconscionability (Again) 

Many courts have found class action waivers unconscionable when: 

●​ Individual claims are small (not economically viable to arbitrate) 

●​ Systematic wrongdoing affects millions 

●​ Waiver effectively immunizes defendant from accountability 

Here: $8-16/month subscriptions → no one will arbitrate individually → class waiver = immunity 

Route 3: Effective Vindication Doctrine 

Italian Colors Restaurant suggests arbitration clause unenforceable if it prevents effective vindication 

of statutory rights. 

●​ Constitutional rights > statutory rights 

●​ If arbitration clause prevents constitutional claims, it's unenforceable 

●​ Structural remedy (divestiture) cannot be obtained in arbitration 

Route 4: Declaratory Judgment Action 

File separate declaratory judgment action asking court to rule arbitration clause unenforceable: 

●​ Get ruling BEFORE Musk moves to compel arbitration 

●​ Creates law-of-the-case that arbitration doesn't apply 



Route 5: Criminal/Fraud Exception 

Some courts hold arbitration clauses don't apply to fraud claims (arbitrators can't adjudicate fraud 

effectively). 

●​ Musk's conduct involves knowing deception 

●​ Public interest in fraud accountability 

●​ Arbitration inappropriate for systematic fraud 

Strategic Approach: 

●​ Lead with constitutional claims (strongest anti-arbitration argument) 

●​ Frame as seeking structural remedy arbitrator cannot grant 

●​ Emphasize public interest (every citizen affected by government official owning platform) 

●​ If arbitration motion filed, aggressively oppose with all five routes 

Bottom Line: "Your Honor, the Constitution does not permit government officials to require 

arbitration of claims they violated the Constitution. That would let them hide constitutional 

violations behind private contract terms." 

 

VIII. TRIAL STRATEGY & NARRATIVE 

The Compelling Story We Tell 

OPENING STATEMENT TO THE COURT 

Your Honor: 

This case does not ask the Court to resolve political conflict. It asks the Court to answer a question the 

Constitution has always required but courts have not yet squarely addressed: 



Where does the Constitution require grievances to go when all meaningful channels are 

aligned with the power being contested? 

This case does not ask whether speech survives. It asks whether constitutional grievance still 

exists. 

The Question Presented: 

Does the Constitution permit executive-aligned actors to control the infrastructure through which 

citizens must petition against executive-aligned power, after systematic weakening of institutional 

independence? 

Why This Question Has Never Been Answered: 

Not because courts have rejected the principle, but because grievance channels were historically 

guaranteed by design. 

A. Historical Structural Guarantees 

Throughout American history until recently, grievance channels existed automatically: 

●​ Physical public forums independent of executive control (town squares, parks, streets) 

●​ A press not owned by government officeholders 

●​ Congress operating from institutional spaces, not private residences 

●​ Courts insulated from informal retaliation 

●​ Clear boundary between private influence and public authority 

Because these channels existed structurally, courts did not need to define them. 

Law does not name what does not disappear. 

B. Why Modern Cases Fail 



Courts examine rights in isolation and look for direct suppression: 

●​ First Amendment cases ask: "Can you still speak somewhere?" 

●​ Due process cases ask: "Was there a formal proceeding?" 

●​ Separation of powers cases ask: "Was a statute violated?" 

●​ Courts look for: bans, prosecutions, formal restraints 

Each right, examined alone, appears survivable. 

But the injury here is different. 

C. Structural Elimination, Not Censorship 

Grievance has not been prohibited—it has been structurally orphaned. 

Citizens may technically speak, but: 

●​ Cannot reach a neutral forum 

●​ Cannot organize without retaliation risk 

●​ Cannot contest power without passing through power-aligned infrastructure 

●​ Cannot expect visibility, association, or continuity without acquiescence 

This is not censorship. It is constitutional nullification by structure. 

Existing doctrine does not address it because courts have not yet named it. 

This case names the convergence: When petition, association, due process, and separation of powers 

are simultaneously neutralized through structural alignment, citizens lose what the Constitution 

presumes must exist—a lawful, non-retaliatory forum in which to meaningfully contest power. 

The Constitutional Rights Systematically Disregarded: 

1. Petition Clause (First Amendment) 



The Petition Clause guarantees more than speech. It guarantees: 

●​ A place to complain 

●​ Without fear of retaliation 

●​ With some prospect of response 

The Constitution assumes a forum that power must hear or at least cannot control. 

What happens when every forum that matters is aligned with the power being petitioned? 

That question has never been squarely answered. This case requires an answer. 

2. Association (First Amendment) 

Courts recognize direct suppression of association. They have failed to act on structural deterrence. 

Precedent already establishes (Watkins, Gibson, Albertson): You cannot chill association indirectly, 

even without formal punishment. 

Yet courts have not applied that logic to: 

●​ Digital coordination infrastructure 

●​ Algorithmic visibility penalties 

●​ Economic retaliation through platform suppression 

Association can be destroyed without bans—by making it futile or dangerous. 

3. Due Process (Fifth/Fourteenth Amendments) 

Procedural due process is hollowed when: 

●​ Grievances cannot reach neutral decision-makers 

●​ Enforcement discretion is informal and opaque 

●​ Retaliation is plausible but unprovable 



Courts often say: "No protected interest." 

But access itself is the interest. Due process presupposes institutional pathways, not just formal 

legality. 

4. Separation of Powers 

Most separation of powers cases fail because they look for formal violations: 

●​ Statutes struck down 

●​ Agencies overstepping 

●​ Explicit reallocations 

Modern consolidation happens by bypass: 

●​ Informal advisors operating outside constitutional channels 

●​ Private venues replacing institutional processes 

●​ Private leverage over public functions 

●​ Executive alignment with non-governmental control points 

Separation of powers can be violated without a single unconstitutional statute—through 

structural circumvention. 

The Precise Injury: 

The repeated absence of any lawful, non-retaliatory forum in which citizens may meaningfully contest 

executive-aligned power. 

This triggers multiple constitutional guarantees simultaneously. Courts have treated each in isolation 

and missed the convergence. 

This case names the convergence. 



The Constitutional Standard We Propose: 

The Constitution does not require that a grievance forum be public in ownership. It requires that such 

forums be structurally independent of the power being petitioned. 

This avoids the "public forum" trap. The issue is independence, not dominance. 

When executive-aligned actors control all realistic avenues for contesting executive-aligned 

power, the Constitution requires structural separation sufficient to restore a lawful grievance 

forum. 

Why This Standard Is Narrow and Administrable: 

It does not require courts to determine: 

●​ Whether X is "the" public square 

●​ Whether platforms must be neutral 

●​ Whether officials can own businesses 

●​ What content should be allowed 

It requires only: Power may not be both the subject and the gatekeeper of grievances against 

itself. 

That principle is self-executing and applies regardless of party, platform, or technology. 

What We Ask: 

We do not ask this Court to: 

●​ Manage speech content 

●​ Determine who can own what 

●​ Resolve every threat to democracy 

●​ Redesign political systems 



We ask this Court to: 

●​ Recognize that citizens must have somewhere lawful to petition government 

●​ Declare that executive-aligned actors cannot control all such channels 

●​ Order separation sufficient to restore structural independence 

Why Prior Cases Avoided This Question: 

Not cowardice, but doctrinal fragmentation: 

1.​ Single-right analysis: Each claim examined alone seemed survivable 

2.​ Formalism over function: Titles mattered more than effects 

3.​ Standing anxiety: Structural harm looked "generalized" 

4.​ Manageability fears: Seemed like system redesign 

This case escapes all four by asking one narrow question courts can answer. 

The Relief Sought: 

●​ Declaration: Current configuration violates the constitutional requirement of structural 

independence between power and grievance channels 

●​ Separation: Defendant must divest from platform OR resign from governmental roles 

●​ Restoration: Not management, just separation 

The Precedent This Case Sets: 

One clear rule: When executive-aligned actors control all realistic avenues for contesting 

executive-aligned power, structural separation must be restored. 

Not: 

●​ "X is a public square" 

●​ "Platforms must be neutral" 



●​ "Presidents can't speak" 

Just: There must be somewhere lawful for grievances to go. 

Why This Court Can Draw This Line: 

This is not new doctrine—it is missing doctrine. The Constitution has always required channels for 

grievance. Courts have simply not named that requirement when modern structures systematically 

eliminate such channels. 

The principle is: 

Power may not be both the subject and the gatekeeper of grievances against itself. 

This Court recognizes that principle. This case asks the Court to apply it. 

What This Decision Accomplishes: 

●​ Restores structural independence without micromanaging content 

●​ Provides clear, administrable rule for future cases 

●​ Protects constitutional grievance regardless of which party holds power 

●​ Demonstrates courts can address structural threats through narrow, principled intervention 

The Promise: 

If this Court declares that executive-aligned actors cannot control all grievance channels, the boundary 

is established. Congress may codify it. Future administrations will know the limit. 

This Court need not save democracy. This Court need only restore what the Constitution has 

always required: somewhere lawful for citizens to petition against power. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 



First Truth: Elon Musk made promises he never intended to keep. 

On October 28, 2022, when millions of Americans worried about the future of Twitter, Elon Musk 

looked into the camera and said: 'We will form a content moderation council. We won't make any 

major decisions without that council.' 

That same week—THE SAME WEEK—he fired everyone who could have formed that council. There 

was never a council. There was never going to be a council. It was a lie from the beginning. 

Second Truth: Elon Musk sold a product that doesn't work. 

He told millions of Americans: 'Pay $8 a month for Premium, and we'll increase your visibility. We'll 

make sure people see what you have to say.' 

But when you paid, and when what you had to say criticized Elon Musk or criticized the government 

he now advises, suddenly your voice disappeared. Throttled. Shadowbanned. Silenced. 

You paid for a megaphone. He gave you a muzzle. 

Third Truth: No one in America—not even the richest man in the world—should get to 

control both the government AND the platform where citizens criticize government. 

The Founders fought a revolution because the King controlled who could speak and what could be 

said. They wrote the First Amendment to ensure that never happens here. 

But today, Elon Musk sits in government meetings on Monday, controls your access to the digital 

public square on Tuesday, and profits when you pay him to maybe let you speak on Wednesday. 

That's not innovation. That's not free speech. That's tyranny with a subscription fee. 

We're going to prove all three truths. And when we do, we're going to ask you to send a 

message: In America, government officials don't get to own the town square." 



Evidence Presentation Strategy 

Phase 1: The Broken Promises (Week 1) 

Goal: Establish Musk's knowing deception 

Exhibits: 

●​ Archived tweets promising content council 

●​ News coverage contemporaneous with promises 

●​ Internal Slack messages showing safety team firing (if obtained) 

●​ Timeline graphic: Promise (Oct 28) → Firings (Oct 28-31) → No council (ever) 

Witnesses: 

●​ Yoel Roth (former Trust & Safety head): "We were building oversight systems. Musk 

dismantled everything." 

●​ Vijaya Gadde (former Chief Legal Officer): "I was fired for trying to implement the council he 

promised." 

●​ Marketing expert: "These statements created reasonable expectation of oversight." 

Visual: Side-by-side projection 

●​ LEFT: Musk's tweet "content moderation council with diverse viewpoints" 

●​ RIGHT: Photo of fired executives, labeled "THE COUNCIL THAT NEVER WAS" 

Phase 2: The Premium Fraud (Week 2) 

Goal: Show paying customers were deceived and suppressed 

Exhibits: 

●​ Premium marketing materials (ads, promotional emails) 



●​ User declarations with engagement graphs (dramatic drops after criticism) 

●​ Laura Loomer case study (high-profile, well-documented) 

●​ Algorithm expert analysis showing no visibility boost 

Witnesses: 

●​ 3-5 named plaintiffs: Personal testimony about paying, being silenced 

●​ Algorithm expert: "Code analysis shows Premium subscribers receive no systematic boost; 

political content is actively throttled" 

●​ Consumer protection expert: "This marketing is materially deceptive under FTC standards" 

Visual: Engagement graph 

●​ Shows normal engagement → Premium subscription → continued normal engagement → 

critical tweet → dramatic drop 

●​ Caption: "YOU PAID FOR THE GREEN LINE. YOU GOT THE RED LINE." 

Phase 3: The Government Capture (Week 3) 

Goal: Prove Musk's dual role creates constitutional crisis 

Exhibits: 

●​ Timeline of government role (campaign support, appointment, ongoing meetings) 

●​ SpaceX/Starlink contract documents ($15B value) 

●​ Examples of suppression aligned with government interests 

●​ Communications with government officials (if obtained) 

Witnesses: 

●​ Constitutional law expert: "This is exactly what Founders feared—government control of 

speech infrastructure" 



●​ Social media researcher: "Pattern shows systematic viewpoint discrimination favoring 

administration" 

●​ If obtainable: Whistleblower from X describing political suppression directives 

Visual: Organizational chart 

●​ CENTER: Elon Musk 

●​ LEFT BRANCH: "Government Power" (advisor role, contracts, political influence) 

●​ RIGHT BRANCH: "Platform Control" (X ownership, algorithm decisions, moderation) 

●​ BOTTOM: "American Citizens" with caption "WHERE CAN THEY TURN TO 

CRITICIZE?" 

Phase 4: The Damages (Week 4) 

Goal: Show scope of harm and justify remedies 

Exhibits: 

●​ Class size data (millions affected) 

●​ Financial analysis: subscription fees collected 

●​ Economic analysis: Musk's net worth, appropriate punitive ratio 

●​ Examples of harm: creators who lost livelihoods, activists silenced during critical campaigns 

Witnesses: 

●​ Damages expert: Mathematical calculation of class-wide harm 

●​ Individual high-impact plaintiffs: Journalist who lost audience covering Musk critically; activist 

organizing suppressed 

●​ Economist: "Punitive damages must be large enough to deter richest man in world" 

Visual: Two numbers side by side 



●​ Musk's Net Worth: $250,000,000,000 

●​ Premium Revenue From Fraud: $300,000,000 

●​ Caption: "POCKET CHANGE FOR HIM. EVERYTHING FOR THEM." 

Jury Instructions - Key Concepts 

On State Action: "If you find that Mr. Musk held government power while controlling X, and that he 

made platform decisions aligned with government political objectives, then he was acting as a 

government official for purposes of the Constitution. Government officials cannot suppress speech 

based on viewpoint." 

On Consumer Fraud: "When a seller makes specific promises to induce payment, and the seller 

knows those promises are false, that is fraud—even if fine print elsewhere says something different. You 

must decide: would a reasonable person believe Premium delivered what was advertised?" 

On Damages: "You may award compensatory damages to make victims whole for money paid under 

fraud. You may also award punitive damages to punish the defendant and deter future conduct. In 

determining punitive damages, consider the defendant's wealth and the egregiousness of the conduct." 

On Structural Remedy: "If you find constitutional violations, you may conclude that separating 

government power from platform control is necessary to prevent future harm. This is not about 

punishing Mr. Musk—it's about protecting democracy." 

 

IX. SETTLEMENT STRATEGY 

Optimal Settlement Components 

Monetary Relief: 

●​ Full refund of Premium subscription fees to all class members 



●​ Statutory damages under state consumer protection laws 

●​ Attorneys' fees and costs (substantial given complexity) 

●​ Total target: $1-2 billion 

Structural Relief: 

●​ Musk must choose: Resign from all government positions OR divest X completely 

●​ If divestiture: Sale to entity with no government ties, approved by court 

●​ Transition period: 6 months maximum 

●​ During transition: Third-party algorithmic monitor ensures no retaliation 

Operational Reforms: 

●​ Permanent transparency requirements (algorithmic audits, moderation appeals process) 

●​ Independent content moderation board (the council Musk promised, actually implemented) 

●​ Algorithm changes must be disclosed publicly with justification 

●​ Users can opt out of algorithmic ranking (chronological feed always available) 

Monitoring & Enforcement: 

●​ Court-appointed special master to oversee compliance (3-year term) 

●​ Quarterly reports on platform operations 

●​ Violations trigger contempt proceedings + additional damages 

Why Musk Might Settle 

Risk Assessment: 

1.​ Discovery risk: Communications with government officials could be devastating 

2.​ Precedent risk: Losing creates binding precedent limiting all platform owners with 

government ties 

3.​ Business risk: Lengthy litigation distracts from other ventures (Tesla, SpaceX, etc.) 



4.​ Reputational risk: Public trial spotlights worst aspects of X ownership 

5.​ Damages risk: Punitive damages could reach tens of billions given net worth 

Strategic Timing: 

●​ Offer settlement after initial discovery (once he sees strength of evidence) 

●​ Before depositions (avoid sworn testimony creating criminal exposure) 

●​ Position as "business decision" not admission of wrongdoing (save face) 

Settlement Pressure Points: 

●​ EU enforcement escalating (coordinated global pressure) 

●​ Congressional hearings (bipartisan scrutiny) 

●​ Advertiser exodus (revenue declining) 

●​ User migration (Bluesky, Threads growing) 

Why We Might Reject Settlement 

If settlement doesn't include structural remedy: 

Monetary damages alone are insufficient because: 

●​ Musk can afford billions (pocket change for $250B net worth) 

●​ Harm continues (still in government, still owns platform) 

●​ Precedent isn't set (next government official does same thing) 

Non-negotiable components: 

●​ MUST separate government power from platform control 

●​ MUST establish precedent preventing future state capture 

●​ MUST include transparency reforms (protect future users) 



Strategic position: "We didn't bring this case for money. We brought it to save democracy. Take your 

checkbook and divest from X, or resign from government. Those are the only options we'll accept." 

 

X. PUBLIC STRATEGY & COALITION BUILDING 

Media Campaign 

Phase 1: Filing Day (Maximum Impact) 

Press Release: "Historic Class Action Challenges First State Capture of Digital Public Square" 

Key Messages: 

●​ This isn't about left vs. right—it's about preventing ANY government official from owning 

speech platforms 

●​ Millions of Americans were lied to and financially harmed 

●​ Democracy cannot survive when government controls how citizens communicate 

Coordinated Media: 

●​ Major outlets briefed in advance (NYT, WSJ, WaPo, AP, Reuters) 

●​ Op-eds placed by constitutional scholars, tech ethicists 

●​ Interviews with named plaintiffs (personal stories humanize case) 

●​ Social media campaign (yes, on X itself—ironic but effective) 

Phase 2: Discovery Milestones 

Each major discovery win becomes news: 

●​ "Court Orders Musk to Preserve Government Communications" 

●​ "Internal Documents Show X Knew Premium Was Scam" 



●​ "Deposition Reveals Coordination with White House" 

Strategy: Keep case in public eye, maintain pressure 

Phase 3: Trial 

●​ Daily press briefings outside courthouse 

●​ Live-tweet key testimony (ironic: using X to expose X) 

●​ Video documentary crew following case (Netflix/HBO post-trial) 

●​ Academic conferences analyzing real-time developments 

Coalition Partners 

Legal Organizations: 

●​ Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF): Tech civil liberties expertise 

●​ American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU): Constitutional claims credibility 

●​ Public Citizen: Consumer protection focus 

●​ Public Knowledge: Platform accountability advocacy 

Roles: Amicus briefs, expert testimony, co-counsel in certain claims 

Political Organizations (Across Spectrum): 

●​ Left: MoveOn, Indivisible, People for the American Way 

●​ Right: Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression (FIRE), Cato Institute 

●​ Libertarian: Reason Foundation, Institute for Justice 

Message: Government-platform control threatens everyone, regardless of current political alignment 

Academic Institutions: 

●​ Law schools: Constitutional law clinics provide research, amicus support 



●​ Tech policy centers: Algorithm analysis, platform governance expertise 

●​ Journalism schools: First Amendment implications for press freedom 

International Allies: 

●​ EU digital rights organizations (share DSA investigation insights) 

●​ UN Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Expression 

●​ International press freedom organizations (Reporters Without Borders, etc.) 

Congressional Strategy 

Hearings & Legislation: 

House/Senate Judiciary Committees: 

●​ Request hearings on "Platform Ownership by Government Officials" 

●​ Named plaintiffs testify about suppression experiences 

●​ Constitutional scholars testify about threat to democracy 

Proposed Legislation: 

"Digital Town Square Protection Act": 

●​ Prohibits government officials from owning/controlling major social media platforms 

●​ Defines "major platform" (10M+ U.S. users) 

●​ Mandates divestiture within 180 days of appointment 

●​ Creates FTC enforcement mechanism 

Bipartisan Appeal: 

●​ Frame as ethics reform (like stock trading bans for Congress) 

●​ Emphasize protecting future administrations from opposition capture 

●​ Note: Every party should fear the precedent Musk sets 



Grassroots Mobilization 

Crowdsourced Evidence: 

●​ Website where users submit suppression documentation 

●​ Standardized forms (dates, content, metrics, screenshots) 

●​ Aggregate data strengthens statistical evidence 

User Testimonials: 

●​ Video project: "I Was Silenced on X" 

●​ Stories from diverse perspectives (not just one political side) 

●​ Emphasize: "I paid for a service I didn't receive" 

Petition Campaigns: 

●​ Change.org: "Tell Elon Musk: You Can't Own Government AND the Public Square" 

●​ Target: 1 million signatures (shows broad public concern) 

Economic Pressure: 

●​ Advertiser campaign: "Don't fund platform that defrauds users" 

●​ Premium cancellation movement: "Stop paying Musk to silence you" 

 

XI. LONG-TERM IMPACT & PRECEDENT 

Legal Precedent Established 

If We Win: 

1. State Action Doctrine Expansion: 



●​ Courts recognize: Government officials controlling speech platforms = state actors 

●​ Test established: When individual holds both government power AND platform control, state 

action is automatic 

●​ Future cases can cite this precedent for any similar situation 

2. Platform Accountability: 

●​ Platforms cannot make specific promises (like Premium visibility) then fail to deliver 

●​ Marketing claims create enforceable obligations 

●​ Class actions viable even with arbitration clauses when constitutional rights involved 

3. Structural Remedy Precedent: 

●​ Courts can order divestiture when ownership creates constitutional crisis 

●​ Not just damages—systemic change required for systemic problems 

●​ Demonstrates judicial power to prevent authoritarian infrastructure capture 

Policy Reforms Triggered 

Congressional Legislation: 

●​ Ethics rules: government officials must divest from platforms 

●​ Platform transparency requirements (algorithm audits, appeals processes) 

●​ FTC rulemaking on social media advertising claims 

State Legislation: 

●​ California/New York lead with strong platform accountability laws 

●​ Other states follow (consumer protection, data privacy) 

International Ripple Effects: 

●​ EU strengthens Digital Services Act enforcement 



●​ Other democracies adopt similar rules 

●​ Global norm: government-platform separation 

Democracy Protection 

The Core Achievement: 

We establish the principle: No individual can simultaneously wield government power and 

control speech infrastructure. 

This protects against: 

●​ Future presidents buying platforms to control narrative 

●​ Authoritarian capture of digital town squares 

●​ Erosion of neutral space for political discourse 

Historical Parallel: 

Just as America broke up AT&T (1982) to prevent telephone monopoly, this case forces separation of 

government power from platform control. 

Future generations will look back and see this as the moment America chose democracy over digital 

authoritarianism. 

 

XII. CALL TO ACTION 

For Potential Class Members 

Document Your Experience NOW: 

1.​ Screenshot your engagement metrics (before and after critical posts) 



2.​ Save Premium subscription receipts/confirmations 

3.​ Archive your tweets criticizing Musk/Trump (in case deleted) 

4.​ Record dates when you noticed suppression 

5.​ Save any communications with X support 

Join the Class: 

●​ Sign up at [litigation website] 

●​ Provide contact info for updates 

●​ Consent to participate in settlement/judgment 

Spread the Word: 

●​ Share this framework with others experiencing suppression 

●​ Use hashtag #StateCaptureLawsuit 

●​ Tell media about your personal story 

For Legal Professionals 

Co-Counsel Opportunities: 

●​ Experienced class action litigators 

●​ Constitutional law specialists 

●​ Consumer protection experts 

●​ Tech platform litigation experience 

Contact: [litigation firm email] 

Pro Bono Support: 

●​ Law clinics 

●​ Academic researchers 



●​ Amicus brief writers 

For Organizations 

Co-Plaintiff Opportunities: 

●​ Consumer advocacy groups 

●​ Civil liberties organizations 

●​ Journalism/press freedom groups 

●​ Political transparency organizations 

Institutional standing strengthens constitutional claims. 

Partnership Opportunities: 

●​ Research collaboration (algorithm analysis, survey data) 

●​ Public education campaigns 

●​ Congressional testimony coordination 

For Researchers & Academics 

Crowdsourced Algorithm Audit: 

●​ Need large-scale data on engagement patterns 

●​ Seeking computer science researchers to analyze code (under protective order if allowed) 

●​ Statisticians to analyze suppression correlations 

Publish Findings: 

●​ Law reviews: state action doctrine analysis 

●​ Tech policy journals: platform governance solutions 

●​ Media studies: misinformation and algorithmic bias 



For Policymakers 

Legislative Solutions: 

●​ Platform ownership restrictions for government officials 

●​ Algorithm transparency requirements 

●​ Enhanced consumer protection for social media 

●​ FTC enforcement authority expansion 

Hearing Requests: 

●​ House/Senate Judiciary 

●​ Commerce committees 

●​ Oversight committees 

International Coordination: 

●​ Align with EU Digital Services Act 

●​ G7/G20 platform governance standards 

●​ Cross-border enforcement cooperation 

For Everyday Citizens 

Support the Case: 

●​ Follow developments 

●​ Attend hearings (if local) 

●​ Contact representatives (demand legislation) 

Protect Yourself: 

●​ Diversify platforms (don't rely only on X) 

●​ Document suppression experiences 



●​ Support alternative platforms 

Understand the Stakes: 

This isn't just about one lawsuit or one billionaire. 

It's about whether democracy can survive the digital age. 

It's about whether future generations inherit a free society or a corporate-government surveillance 

state. 

It's about whether America keeps its promise: government cannot control how we speak to each other. 

The Founders fought for independence from a King who controlled communication. 

We fight for independence from billionaires who've captured the King's power. 

 

XIII. CONCLUSION - THE COURT'S OPPORTUNITY 

What This Case Is Not: 

This case is not: 

●​ A demand for the Court to choose political sides 

●​ A request for the Court to resolve all threats to democratic institutions 

●​ An accusation that existing institutions have failed 

●​ A claim that immediate action is required to prevent catastrophe 

●​ An invitation for ongoing judicial management of political disputes 

What This Case Is: 



This case presents a straightforward structural question: Can constitutional democracy survive when 

governmental power and control over accountability infrastructure unite in actors with substantial 

regulatory exposure, while institutional checks have been systematically weakened? 

The Constitution provides the answer. This Court need only apply it. 

The Modest Relief Sought: 

Plaintiffs seek: 

●​ Declaration that the existing configuration violates constitutional principles 

●​ Structural separation through divestiture or resignation 

●​ Clear boundary for future administrations 

No damages. No policy prescriptions. No ongoing supervision. One decision, clear 

administrability. 

Why This Line Is Worth Drawing: 

Not because it solves every problem, but because it restores one critical boundary: Those who 

exercise governmental power cannot simultaneously control the infrastructure citizens rely upon to 

hold government accountable. 

That principle is: 

●​ Rooted in constitutional structure 

●​ Consistent with existing precedent 

●​ Narrow in application 

●​ Self-executing once established 

If this Court draws this line, it will not need to draw ten more. 

The Court's Strategic Position: 



This case gives the Court an opportunity that is increasingly rare: 

●​ To act within established doctrine while addressing unprecedented facts 

●​ To restore constitutional structure without appearing political 

●​ To protect institutional integrity through boundary maintenance, not heroic intervention 

●​ To demonstrate that courts remain capable of addressing structural threats through careful, 

limited application of constitutional principles 

This is not resistance. It is repair. 

What Capture Requires: 

State recapture succeeds when: 

●​ Power consolidates outside institutional constraints 

●​ Accountability mechanisms are systematically disabled 

●​ Courts decline to recognize structural risks until specific abuses are proven beyond doubt 

State recapture fails when: 

●​ Courts recognize that structure itself can violate constitutional principles 

●​ Boundaries are drawn before damage becomes irreversible 

●​ Modest, administrable relief addresses root causes rather than symptoms 

This Court has the opportunity to demonstrate that constitutional structure can be restored 

through careful judicial action—not through dramatic confrontation, but through 

principled boundary maintenance. 

The Promise of This Decision: 

If this Court holds that governmental power and platform control cannot unite in this manner: 

●​ Future administrations will know the boundary 



●​ Congress may act to codify the principle 

●​ The structural separation the Constitution requires will be restored 

●​ The Court will have acted within its proper role without overreaching 

The Alternative: 

If this configuration is permitted: 

●​ Every future administration will replicate it 

●​ State recapture will become normalized 

●​ The separation between governmental power and accountability infrastructure will erode 

further 

●​ Courts will face even more difficult cases with even less institutional foundation for 

intervention 

But even then, this Court need not view that outcome as inevitable. Courts shape institutional 

expectations. By drawing this line, this Court signals that constitutional structure still matters—and 

that careful judicial intervention remains available when power consolidates in ways the Constitution 

was designed to prevent. 

The Final Question: 

Does the First Amendment permit the configuration before this Court: private actors with regulatory 

exposure obtaining governmental influence while controlling infrastructure functionally indispensable 

for political accountability, after systematic weakening of institutional checks? 

Plaintiffs submit that the answer must be no—not because the specific individuals involved are 

problematic, but because the structure itself disables the mechanisms by which law constrains 

power. 

That is not a political question. It is the question the Constitution was designed to answer. 



We trust this Court to provide that answer—not through heroism, but through careful application of 

constitutional principles this Court has long recognized. 

The Constitution anticipates these moments and provides a narrow, lawful response: 

structural separation. 

This Court need not save democracy. This Court need only restore a boundary it already believes 

in. 

Respectfully submitted, 

[Counsel Information] 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: The Judicial Posture - A Note to Counsel 

Strategic Considerations for Oral Argument: 

1. Avoid Apocalyptic Language 

●​ Never say "democracy will die" or "this is the last chance" 

●​ Instead: "This boundary will prevent future escalation" 

●​ Frame: Manageable problem with clear solution 

2. Respect the Court's Position 

●​ Acknowledge judicial constraints without dwelling on them 

●​ Never suggest the Court is the only hope 

●​ Instead: "This Court is well-positioned to address this structural question" 



3. Emphasize Narrowness 

●​ Repeatedly: "This is a unique convergence" 

●​ "Drawing this line does not open floodgates" 

●​ "Future administrability is built into the remedy" 

4. Presume Judicial Competence 

●​ Treat precedent as guidance, not obstacle 

●​ Frame as ordinary application of established principles 

●​ Never suggest this requires judicial courage 

5. Provide an Exit Ramp 

●​ Show how decision can be written narrowly 

●​ Emphasize facts that make this case unique 

●​ Give Court language that limits application 

Sample Exchange (What to Say): 

Judge: "Aren't you asking us to decide who can own what platforms?" 

Counsel: "No, Your Honor. We're asking the Court to apply the established principle that 

governmental power and essential infrastructure must remain separated—a principle this Court has 

recognized in company towns, broadcast media, and common carriers. The unique factor here is the 

convergence: governmental influence AND platform control AND regulatory exposure AND 

weakened institutional checks. That specific configuration is what violates constitutional structure." 

Judge: "What about the next case? Won't this lead to endless litigation?" 

Counsel: "No, Your Honor. The principle is self-limiting: government officials cannot own platforms 

functionally indispensable for political accountability. That's a clear, administrable rule. Future cases 



would need to show the same convergence—governmental power, infrastructure control, and 

institutional displacement. That convergence is extraordinarily rare." 

Judge: "How do we know divestiture will solve the problem?" 

Counsel: "Because the constitutional violation is the structure, not specific actions. Once 

governmental power and platform control are separated, ordinary constitutional constraints apply to 

both separately. The Court need not supervise outcomes—only ensure separation." 

What Not to Say: 

❌ "If you don't act, authoritarian capture is inevitable" ❌ "The Court is the last line of defense" ❌ 

"This requires judicial courage" ❌ "Defendant is attempting to evade accountability for crimes" ❌ 

"The Court must send a message" 

What to Say: 

✓ "This Court is well-positioned to restore constitutional structure" ✓ "The relief sought is narrow 

and administrable" ✓ "This principle has deep roots in constitutional design" ✓ "Drawing this 

boundary prevents future escalation" ✓ "The Court need only apply established doctrine to new facts" 

The Emotional Target: 

Make the judge feel: "Finally. Someone is not asking me to choose sides—they're asking me to 

do my job." 

The Strategic Win: 

Not: "We convinced the Court democracy is in danger" But: "We gave the Court a clear, narrow, 

administrable way to restore constitutional structure—and they took it." 

 



APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Key Evidence Checklist 

Category 1: Musk's False Promises 

●​ [ ] Archive of "content moderation council" tweets (Oct 2022) 

●​ [ ] News coverage of promises 

●​ [ ] Timeline of safety team firings 

●​ [ ] Evidence no council was ever formed 

Category 2: Premium Deception 

●​ [ ] Premium marketing materials (ads, emails, website) 

●​ [ ] User declarations with engagement data 

●​ [ ] EU investigation findings on verification deception 

●​ [ ] Internal analyses of Premium performance (via discovery) 

Category 3: Government Coordination 

●​ [ ] Documentation of Musk's advisory role 

●​ [ ] SpaceX/Starlink contract values 

●​ [ ] Timeline: government meetings → algorithm changes → suppression 

●​ [ ] Communications with officials (via FOIA/subpoena) 

Category 4: Political Suppression 

●​ [ ] Laura Loomer case documentation 

●​ [ ] Statistical analysis of engagement by political orientation 

●​ [ ] User reports of throttling after critical posts 

●​ [ ] Algorithm expert analysis showing viewpoint discrimination 



Category 5: Financial Harm 

●​ [ ] Class size estimates 

●​ [ ] Subscription revenue calculations 

●​ [ ] Musk net worth documentation (for punitive damages) 

●​ [ ] Individual user financial impact (lost revenue, wasted fees) 

Appendix B: Legal Citation Index 

State Action Cases: 

●​ Marsh v. Alabama, 326 U.S. 501 (1946) 

●​ Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority, 365 U.S. 715 (1961) 

●​ Lugar v. Edmondson Oil Co., 457 U.S. 922 (1982) 

●​ Manhattan Community Access Corp. v. Halleck, 139 S. Ct. 1921 (2019) 

●​ Bantam Books, Inc. v. Sullivan, 372 U.S. 58 (1963) 

●​ Murthy v. Missouri, 144 S. Ct. 1972 (2024) 

First Amendment Cases: 

●​ Miami Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241 (1974) 

●​ Rosenberger v. Rector & Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U.S. 819 (1995) 

●​ Speiser v. Randall, 357 U.S. 513 (1958) 

Consumer Protection: 

●​ FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 45 

●​ California Unfair Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code §§ 17200 et seq. 

●​ New York General Business Law § 349 

●​ Bragg v. Linden Research, Inc., 487 F. Supp. 2d 593 (E.D. Pa. 2007) 

Antitrust: 



●​ Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 1-7 

●​ Associated Press v. United States, 326 U.S. 1 (1945) 

Appendix C: Expert Witness Candidates 

Algorithm/Computer Science: 

●​ Dr. [Name], Stanford Internet Observatory 

●​ Prof. [Name], MIT Media Lab 

●​ Former Facebook/Google engineers with whistleblower credibility 

Constitutional Law: 

●​ Prof. Laurence Tribe, Harvard Law School 

●​ Prof. Erwin Chemerinsky, UC Berkeley Law 

●​ Prof. [Name], Yale Law School (First Amendment expertise) 

Consumer Protection: 

●​ Prof. [Name], expert on deceptive advertising 

●​ Former FTC officials 

●​ Consumer advocacy organization leaders 

Economics/Damages: 

●​ Econometric experts for class-wide damages 

●​ Tech industry analysts for valuation 

●​ Platform governance economists 

Appendix D: Timeline of Key Events 

October 27, 2022: Musk completes Twitter acquisition ($44B) 



October 28, 2022: 

●​ Tweets promise of "content moderation council" 

●​ Fires Vijaya Gadde (Chief Legal Officer) 

●​ Begins dismantling Trust & Safety teams 

November 2022: Reinstates banned accounts without council review 

2022-2024: "Free speech" phase with erratic enforcement 

November 2024: Trump wins presidency 

Late 2024: Musk appointed to government advisory role (DOGE) 

December 2024: 

●​ H-1B controversy, Laura Loomer suppression 

●​ Pattern of political suppression intensifies 

December 2025: EU fines X €120M for deceptive practices 

[Filing Date]: Class action lawsuit filed 

Appendix E: Settlement Negotiation Framework 

Opening Demand: 

●​ $2 billion damages (refunds + statutory + punitive) 

●​ Forced divestiture OR resignation 

●​ Structural reforms (transparency, oversight) 

Minimum Acceptable: 

●​ $1 billion damages 



●​ Divestiture OR resignation (non-negotiable) 

●​ 3-year monitored reform period 

Walk-Away Point: 

●​ Any offer without structural remedy (divestiture/resignation) 

●​ Settlement prohibiting discussion of outcome 

●​ Inadequate reforms (toothless monitoring) 

Negotiation Strategy: 

●​ Start high, justify with evidence 

●​ Emphasize reputational/business costs of trial 

●​ Offer face-saving framing ("business decision," not admission) 

●​ But remain firm: structure must change 

 

VERSION CONTROL: 

●​ Version 2.0 - December 2024 

●​ Based on comprehensive research and strategic planning 

●​ To be updated as evidence develops and legal landscape evolves 

DISTRIBUTION: This framework is designed for: 

●​ Legal professionals considering bringing claims 

●​ Organizations evaluating co-plaintiff opportunities 

●​ Researchers analyzing platform accountability 

●​ Citizens documenting suppression experiences 

●​ Media covering tech platform governance 

●​ Policymakers considering legislative solutions 



NEXT STEPS: 

1.​ Finalize named plaintiffs 

2.​ Complete FOIA requests 

3.​ Engage co-counsel 

4.​ Build evidence collection infrastructure 

5.​ Set filing deadline (suggested: Q1 2025) 

CONTACT: [Litigation team contact information] 

 

"The price of freedom is eternal vigilance. Today, that vigilance means preventing government officials 

from owning the infrastructure of dissent." 

— Framework Authors, December 2024 
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