Technocracy Vs. The Republic:
The Fight For Our Future
Because the pandemic is being used to destroy constitutional rights and
especially the First Amendment, the very mechanism of citizen
resistance is disappearing. If you cannot communicate, you cannot
resist. Taking over all public media and stomping free speech has always
been the first order of business in previous revolutions. ⁃ TN Editor
People living in the western world are in the greatest fight for the future
of pluralist and republican forms of governance since the rise and fall of
fascism 75 years ago. As then, society had to be built up from a war.
Today’s war has been an economic war of the oligarchs against the
republic, and it increasingly appears that the coronavirus pandemic is
being used, on the political end, as a massive coup against pluralist
society. We are being confronted with this ‘great reset’, alluding to postwar construction. But for a whole generation people have already been
living under an ever-increasing austerity regimen. This is a regimen that
can only be explained as some toxic combination of the systemic
inevitabilities of a consumer-driven society on the foundation of planned
obsolescence, and the never-ending greed and lust for power which
defines whole sections of the sociopathic oligarchy.

Recently we saw UK PM Boris Johnson stand in front of a ‘Build Back
Better’ sign, speaking to the need for a ‘great reset’. ‘Build Back Better’
happens to be Joe Biden’s campaign slogan, which raises many other
questions for another time. But, to what extent are the handlers who
manage ‘Joe Biden’, and those managing ‘Boris Johnson’ working the
same script?
The more pertinent question is to ask: in whose interest is this ‘great
reset’ being carried out? Certainly it cannot be left to those who have
built their careers upon the theory and practice of austerity. Certainly it
cannot be left to those who have built their careers as puppets of a
morally decaying oligarchy.
What Johnson calls the ‘Great Reset’, Biden calls the ‘Biden Plan for a
Clean Energy Revolution & Environmental Justice’. Certainly the coming
economy cannot be left to Boris Johnson or Joe Biden.
How is it that now Boris Johnson speaks publicly of a ‘great reset’,
whereas just months ago when those outside the ruling media paradigm
used this phrase, it was censured by corporate Atlanticist media as being
conspiratorial in nature? This is an excellent question posed by Neil
Clark.
And so we have by now all read numerous articles in the official press
talking about how economic life after coronavirus will never be the same
as it was before. Atlanticist press has even run numerous opinion
articles talking about how this may cut against globalization – a fair
point, and one which many thinking people by and large agree with.
Yet they have set aside any substantive discussion about what exists in
lieu of globalization, and what the economy looks like in various parts of
the world if it is not globalized. We have consistently spoken of
multipolarity, a term that in decades past was utilized frequently in
western vectors, in the sphere of geopolitics and international relations.
Now there is some strange ban on the term, and so we are now bereft of
a language with which to have an honest discussion about the postglobalization paradigm.

Technocracy or Pluralism? A Fight Against
the Newspeak
Until now, we have only been given a steady diet of distancing, of
lockdown provisions, quarantining, track and trace, and we have
forgotten entirely about the fact that all of this was only supposed to be
a two or three-week long exercise to flatten the curve. And now the truth
is emerging that what is being planned is a new proposal being
disguised as a ‘great reset’.
One of the large problems in discussing the ‘great reset’ is that a false
dichotomy has arisen around it. Either one wants things to be how they
were before and without changes to the status quo, or they promote this
‘great reset’. Unfortunately, Clark in his RT article falls into this false
dichotomy, and perhaps only for expedience sake in discussing some
other point, he does not challenge the inherent problems in ‘how things
were before’. In truth, we would be surprised if Clark did not appreciate
what we are going to propose.
What we propose is that we must oppose their ‘new normal’ ‘great
reset’, while also understanding the inherent problems of what had been
normalized up until Covid.
The way things were before was also a tremendous problem, and yet
now it only seems better in comparison to the police state-like provisions
we’ve encountered throughout the course of politicizing the spectre of
this ‘pandemic’.
Oddly this politicization is based in positive cases (and not
hospitalizations) ostensibly linked to the novel coronavirus. Strangely,
we are told to ‘listen to the consensus science’ even as these very
institutions consist of politically arrived at appointments. Certainly
science is not about consensus, but about challenging assumptions,
repeatability and a lively debate between disagreeing scientists with
relatively equal qualifications. As Kuhn explains in The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, science is always evolving, and by definition
potentially overturns consensus paradigms. This is a debate we have not
seen, and this fact by itself represents an illiberal cancer growing on an

already defective pluralist society – ironically, all flying under the banner
of liberalism.
Decisions that a society decides to take should be driven by reason,
prudence, and justice. What is or isn’t scientific plays a role, but cannot
be the deciding factor. Science clearly says that we may eliminate crosswalk injuries by banning street-crossing or by banning driving, but what
policy makers must do is account for the need to have both cars and
crossing the street, in deciding how – if it’s even possible – to reduce or
eliminate such injuries. Science is only one part of this equation.
But isn’t economics also a science? Is sociology not a science? What
about psychology and psychiatry – as in the known effects of social
isolation and, say, suicide prevention? What about housing and urban
planning? The great sociologist Emile Durkheim explains how these are
sciences – they adopt and apply the scientific method in their work.
Universities have been awarding doctoral degrees in these sciences for a
century or more, do these expert opinions not count when managing a
public catastrophe?
It is, and always has been, a political and politicized position to listen to
some scientists, and not others.
And so what of our term ‘reset’? Indeed, it is itself misleading, and we
would propose it is intentionally so if we understand Orwell’s critique of
the use of language – newspeak – in technocratic oligarchies.
A ‘reset’ textually refers to going back to something once known, erasing
defects or contradictions which arose along the way, which carries with
it the familiar, and something we had previously all agreed to. A ‘reset’
by definition means going back to how things were before – not just
recently, but before at some point farther back. Its definition is literally
contrary to how Boris Johnson means it in his shocking public statement
at the start of October.
The term ‘reset’ was therefore arrived with extraordinary planning and
thoughtfulness, with the intent to persuade [manipulate] the public. It
simultaneously straddles two unique concepts, and bundles them
together at once into a single term in a manner that reduces nuance and

complexity and therefore also reduces thinking. It does so while
appealing to the implicit notion of the term that it relates to a past
consensus agreement.
If understood as we are told to understand it, we must hold two mutually
contradictory notions at the same time – we are incongruously told that
this reset must effectively restore society to how it was at some point
before because things can never be how they were at any time
before. Only within the paradigm of this vicious newspeak could
anything ever have the public thinking that such a textual construction
makes any bit of sense.

What are Our Real Options? Whose Reset?
Those who understand that this ‘reset’ is not a reset but rather a
whole new proposal on the entire organization of society, but being done
through oligarchical methods and without the sort of mandate required
in a society governed by laws and not men, are – as we have said –
reluctant to admit that a great change is indeed necessary.
Rather, we must understand that the underlying catastrophic economic
mechanisms which are forcing this great change exist independently of
the coronavirus, and exist independently of the particular changes which
the oligarchs promoting their version of a ‘reset’ (read: new proposals)
would like to see.
You see, the people and the oligarchs are locked into a single system
together. In the long-term, it seems as if the oligarchs are looking for
solutions to change that fact, and effect a final solution that grants them
an entirely break-away civilization. But at this moment, that is not the
case. Yet this system cannot carry forward as it has been, and the
Coronavirus presents a reason at once both mysterious in its timing and
also profound in its implications, to push forward a new proposal.
We believe that technology is quickly arriving at a point where the vast
majority of human beings will be considered redundant. If the
technocracy wants to create a walled civilization, and leave the rest of
humanity to manage their own lives along some agrarian, mediaeval

mode of production, there may indeed be benefits to those who live
along agrarian lines. But based in what we know about psychopathy, and
the tendency of that among those who govern, such an amicable solution
is likely not in the cards.
That is why the anti-lockdown protests are so critically important to
endorse. This is precisely because the lockdown measures are used to
ban mass public demonstrations, a critical part of pushing public policy
in the direction of the interests of the general public. A whole part of the
left has been compromised, and rolled out to fight imaginary fascists, by
which they mean anyone with conventional social views which predate
May of 1968. All the while the actual plutocrats unleash a new system of
oligarchical control which, for most, has not been hitherto contemplated
except by relatively obscure political scientists, futurists, and science
fiction authors.
Certainly the consumerist economic system (sometimes called
‘capitalism’ by the left), which is based in both globalized supply chains
but also planned obsolescence, is no longer feasible. In truth, this relied
upon a third-world to be a source of both raw materials and cheaper
labor. The plus here is that this ‘developing world’ has largely now
developed. But that means they will be needing their own raw materials,
and their own middle-classes have driven up their own cost of labor.
Globalization was based in some world before development, where the
real dynamic is best explained as imperialism, and so it makes sense that
this system is a relic of the past, and indeed ought to be.
It increasingly appears that the ‘Coronavirus pandemic’, was secondary
to the foregone economic crisis which we were told accompanied it.
Rather, it seems that the former came into being to explain-away the
latter.
Another world is possible, but it is one which citizens fight for. In the
U.S., England, Scotland, Ireland, and Germany, there have already been
rather large anti-lockdown demonstrations. These, as we have explained,
are not just against lockdown but are positively pushing to assert the
right to public and political association, to public and political speech,
and the redressing of grievances. This is a fundamental right for citizens

in any republic where there is any sort of check on the oligarchy.
We have written on the kind of world that is possible, in our piece from
April 2020 titled: “Coronavirus Shutdown: The End of Globalization and
Planned Obsolescence – Enter Multipolarity”. That lays out what is
possible, and what the problems of pre-corona system were, in economic
terms more than political. Here we discuss the problems of globalizationbased supply chain security in a multipolar world, and the larger
problem of planned obsolescence, especially in light of 3D printing,
automation, and the internet of things.
We posed the philosophical question as to whether it is justified to have
a goods-production system based upon both the guaranteed re-sale of
the same type of goods due to planned obsolescence and the ‘work
guarantees’ that came with it. In short, do we live to work or to we work
to live? And with the 4 th industrial revolution looming, we posed the
question of what will happen after human workers are no longer
required.
Pluralist society is the compromise outcome of a ceasefire in the class
war between the oligarchy and the various other classes that
compromise the people, at large. Largely idealized and romantic ideas
that form the basis of the liberal-democratic ideology (as well as classical
fascism) are used to explain how it is the oligarchy that is so very
committed to that arrangement of pluralism, and that this very
arrangement is the product of their benevolence, and not the truth: that
it was the fight put up by common people to fight for a more just future.
No doubt there have been benevolent oligarchs who really believed in
the liberal ideology, of which fascism is one of its more radical products.
But the view that the class struggle can be acculturated or legislated
into non-existence is similar to believing that the law of gravity can be
ruled unlawful in a court.
Perhaps we have forgotten what it takes, and perhaps things just have
not gotten bad enough. Decreases in testosterone levels in the
population may be leading to a dangerous moment where vigorous
defiance to injustice is much less possible. Critical now is to avoid any
artificial means to opiate ourselves into thinking things are better than

they are, whether by way of anti-depressants or other self-medication.
Only with a clear assessment of the real situation on the ground can we
forge the necessary strategy.
The great political crisis now is that a pandemic is being used to justify
an end-run around constitutional rights, an end-run around pluralist
society, and so the vehicle – the mechanism – that the general public
might use to fight for their version of a ‘reset’ is on the verge of
disappearing.
In many ways this means that now is the final moment. We ask – whose
great reset, ours or theirs?
Read full story here…

Scientists Openly Look To
‘Chemtrails’ to Cool Planet
Earth
For all those who suffered abuse, ridicule and shaming for blowing the

whistle on “chemtrails” in years past, or the spraying of sun-reflecting
materials into the atmosphere, you are now officially vindicated as the
entire program is out in the open for all to see and it is rapidly gaining
global support.
The New York Times titled this article, As Climate Disasters Pile Up, a
Radical Proposal Gains Traction. It states that “One way to cool the
earth is by injecting aerosols into the upper layer of the
atmosphere, where those particles reflect sunlight away from the
earth.”⁃ TN Editor
The idea of modifying Earth’s atmosphere to cool the planet, once seen
as too risky to seriously consider, is attracting new money and attention.
As the effects of climate change become more devastating, prominent
research institutions and government agencies are focusing new money
and attention on an idea once dismissed as science fiction: Artificially
cooling the planet, in the hopes of buying humanity more time to cut
greenhouse gas emissions.
That strategy, called solar climate intervention or solar geoengineering,
entails reflecting more of the sun’s energy back into space — abruptly
reducing global temperatures in a way that mimics the effects of ash
clouds spewed by volcanic eruptions. The idea has been derided as a
dangerous and illusory fix, one that would encourage people to keep
burning fossil fuels while exposing the planet to unexpected and
potentially menacing side effects.
But as global warming continues, producing more destructive
hurricanes, wildfires, floods and other disasters, some researchers and
policy experts say that concerns about geoengineering should be
outweighed by the imperative to better understand it, in case the
consequences of climate change become so dire that the world can’t wait
for better solutions.
“We’re facing an existential threat, and we need to look at all the
options,” said Michael Gerrard, director of the Sabin Center for Climate
Change Law at the Columbia Law School and editor of a book on the
technology and its legal implications. “I liken geoengineering to
chemotherapy for the planet: If all else is failing, you try it.”

On Wednesday, a nonprofit organization called SilverLining announced
$3 million in research grants to Cornell University, the University of
Washington, Rutgers University, the National Center for Atmospheric
Research and others. The work will focus on practical questions, such as
how high in the atmosphere to inject sunlight-reflecting aerosols, how to
shoot the right size particles into clouds to make them brighter, and the
effect on the world’s food supply.
Kelly Wanser, SilverLining’s executive director, said the world is running
out of time, and protecting people requires trying to understand the
consequences of climate intervention. She said the goal of the work,
called the Safe Climate Research Initiative, was “to try to bring the
highest-caliber people to look at these questions.”
The research announced Wednesday adds to a growing body of work
already underway. In December, Congress gave the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration $4 million to research the technology.
NOAA will also start gathering data that will let it detect whether other
countries start using geoengineering secretly. And Australia is funding
experiments to determine whether and how the technology can save the
Great Barrier Reef.
“Decarbonizing is necessary but going to take 20 years or more,” Chris
Sacca, co-founder of Lowercarbon Capital, an investment group that is
one of SilverLining’s funders, said in a statement. “If we don’t explore
climate interventions like sunlight reflection now, we are surrendering
countless lives, species, and ecosystems to heat.”
One way to cool the earth is by injecting aerosols into the upper
layer of the atmosphere, where those particles reflect sunlight
away from the earth. That process works, according to Douglas
MacMartin, a researcher in mechanical and aerospace engineering at
Cornell University whose team received funding. “We know with 100
percent certainty that we can cool the planet,” Dr. MacMartin said
in an interview.
Read full story here…

Flashback: U.S. Participated In
Extremist ‘One World, One
Health’
The “challenges that undoubtedly lie ahead” were all wildly speculative
and smacked of environmental extremism, but why did the CDC and
Department of Agriculture participate in this craziness? Both of these
agencies should have condemned these proceedings rather than
embraced them.
Was our own government selling America down the river without so
much as a press release to tell us so? Today’s scope of the COVID panic
and the ‘Great Reset’ is coming into focus: it’s all about the entire basket
of policies emanating from the United Nations over the last 30 years
under the umbrella of Sustainable Development, aka Technocracy. ⁃ TN
Editor

About “One World, One Health”
Health experts from around the world met on September 29, 2004 for a
symposium focused on the current and potential movements of diseases
among human, domestic animal, and wildlife populations organized by
the Wildlife Conservation Society and hosted by The Rockefeller
University. Using case studies on Ebola, Avian Influenza, and Chronic
Wasting Disease as examples, the assembled expert panelists delineated
priorities for an international, interdisciplinary approach for combating
threats to the health of life on Earth.
The product—called the “Manhattan Principles” by the organizers of the
“One World, One Health” event, lists 12 recommendations (see below)
for establishing a more holistic approach to preventing epidemic /
epizootic disease and for maintaining ecosystem integrity for the benefit
of humans, their domesticated animals, and the foundational biodiversity
that supports us all.
Representatives from the World Health Organization; the UN Food and
Agriculture Organization; the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention; the United States Geological Survey National Wildlife
Health Center; the United States Department of Agriculture; the
Canadian Cooperative Wildlife Health Centre; the Laboratoire Nationale
de Sante Publique of Brazzaville, Republic of Congo; the IUCN
Commission on Environmental Law; and the Wildlife Conservation
Society were among the many participants.

The Manhattan Principles on “One World,
One Health”
Recent outbreaks of West Nile Virus, Ebola Hemorrhagic Fever, SARS,
Monkeypox, Mad Cow Disease and Avian Influenza remind us that
human and animal health are intimately connected. A broader
understanding of health and disease demands a unity of approach
achievable only through a consilience of human, domestic animal and
wildlife health – One Health. Phenomena such as species loss, habitat
degradation, pollution, invasive alien species, and global climate change

are fundamentally altering life on our planet from terrestrial wilderness
and ocean depths to the most densely populated cities. The rise of
emerging and resurging infectious diseases threatens not only humans
(and their food supplies and economies), but also the fauna and flora
comprising the critically needed biodiversity that supports the living
infrastructure of our world. The earnestness and effectiveness of
humankind’s environmental stewardship and our future health
have never been more clearly linked. To win the disease battles of
the 21st Century while ensuring the biological integrity of the Earth for
future generations requires interdisciplinary and cross-sectoral
approaches to disease prevention, surveillance, monitoring, control and
mitigation as well as to environmental conservation more broadly.
We urge the world’s leaders, civil society, the global health community
and institutions of science to:
1. Recognize the essential link between human, domestic animal
and wildlife health and the threat disease poses to people, their
food supplies and economies, and the biodiversity essential to
maintaining the healthy environments and functioning ecosystems
we all require.
2. Recognize that decisions regarding land and water use have real
implications for health. Alterations in the resilience of ecosystems and
shifts in patterns of disease emergence and spread manifest themselves
when we fail to recognize this relationship.
3. Include wildlife health science as an essential component of
global disease prevention, surveillance, monitoring, control and
mitigation.
4. Recognize that human health programs can greatly contribute
to conservation efforts.
5. Devise adaptive, holistic and forward-looking approaches to the
prevention, surveillance, monitoring, control and mitigation of emerging
and resurging diseases that take the complex interconnections among
species into full account.

6. Seek opportunities to fully integrate biodiversity conservation
perspectives and human needs (including those related to
domestic animal health) when developing solutions to infectious
disease threats.
7. Reduce the demand for and better regulate the international live
wildlife and bushmeat trade not only to protect wildlife populations but
to lessen the risks of disease movement, cross-species transmission, and
the development of novel pathogen-host relationships. The costs of this
worldwide trade in terms of impacts on public health, agriculture and
conservation are enormous, and the global community must address this
trade as the real threat it is to global socioeconomic security.
8. Restrict the mass culling of free-ranging wildlife species for disease
control to situations where there is a multidisciplinary, international
scientific consensus that a wildlife population poses an urgent,
significant threat to human health, food security, or wildlife health more
broadly.
9. Increase investment in the global human and animal health
infrastructure commensurate with the serious nature of emerging and
resurging disease threats to people, domestic animals and wildlife.
Enhanced capacity for global human and animal health surveillance and
for clear, timely information-sharing (that takes language barriers into
account) can only help improve coordination of responses among
governmental and nongovernmental agencies, public and animal health
institutions, vaccine / pharmaceutical manufacturers, and other
stakeholders.
10. Form collaborative relationships among governments, local people,
and the private and public (i.e.- non-profit) sectors to meet the
challenges of global health and biodiversity conservation.
11. Provide adequate resources and support for global wildlife health
surveillance networks that exchange disease information with the public
health and agricultural animal health communities as part of early
warning systems for the emergence and resurgence of disease threats.
12. Invest in educating and raising awareness among the world’s people

and in influencing the policy process to increase recognition that we
must better understand the relationships between health and ecosystem
integrity to succeed in improving prospects for a healthier planet.
It is clear that no one discipline or sector of society has enough
knowledge and resources to prevent the emergence or resurgence of
diseases in today’s globalized world. No one nation can reverse the
patterns of habitat loss and extinction that can and do undermine
the health of people and animals. Only by breaking down the
barriers among agencies, individuals, specialties and sectors can
we unleash the innovation and expertise needed to meet the many
serious challenges to the health of people, domestic animals, and
wildlife and to the integrity of ecosystems. Solving today’s threats
and tomorrow’s problems cannot be accomplished with yesterday’s
approaches. We are in an era of “One World, One Health” and we must
devise adaptive, forward-looking and multidisciplinary solutions to the
challenges that undoubtedly lie ahead.
Read full story here…

