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“Let us be alert to the season in which we are living. It is the season of the Blessed Hope, calling for us to
cut our ties with the world and build ourselves on this One who will soon appear. He is our hope—a
Blessed Hope enabling us to rise above our times and fix our gaze upon Him.” Tozer

Net Zero, the Digital Panopticon, and the
Future of Food

Colin Todhunter

The food transition, the energy transition, net-zero ideology, programmable central bank
digital currencies, the censorship of free speech and clampdowns on protest. What's it
all about? To understand these processes, we need to first locate what is essentially a
social and economic reset within the context of a collapsing financial system.

Writer Ted Reece notes that the general rate of profit has trended downwards from an
estimated 43% in the 1870s to 17% in the 2000s. By late 2019, many companies could
not generate enough profit. Falling turnover, squeezed margins, limited cashflows and
highly leveraged balance sheets were prevalent.


https://leftlockdownsceptics.com/2021/04/why-capitalism-now-needs-lockdowns-social-enclosure-and-medical-tyranny/?doing_wp_cron=1636798362.3522698879241943359375

Professor Fabio Vighi of Cardiff University has described how closing down the global
economy in early 2020 under the guise of fighting a supposedly new and novel pathogen
allowed the US Federal Reserve to flood collapsing financial markets (COVID relief) with
freshly printed money without causing hyperinflation. Lockdowns curtailed economic
activity, thereby removing demand for the newly printed money (credit) in the physical
economy and preventing ‘contagion’.

According to investigative journalist Michael Byrant, €1.5 trillion was needed to deal with
the crisis in Europe alone. The financial collapse staring European central bankers in the
face came to a head in 2019. The appearance of a ‘novel virus’ provided a convenient
cover story.

The European Central Bank agreed to a €1.31 trillion bailout of banks followed by the
EU agreeing to a €750 billion recovery fund for European states and corporations. This
package of long-term, ultra-cheap credit to hundreds of banks was sold to the public as
a necessary programme to cushion the impact of the pandemic on businesses and
workers.

In response to a collapsing neoliberalism, we are now seeing the rollout of an
authoritarian great reset — an agenda that intends to reshape the economy and change
how we live.

SHIFT TO AUTHORITARIANISM

The new economy is to be dominated by a handful of tech giants, global conglomerates
and e-commerce platforms, and new markets will also be created through
the financialisation of nature, which is to be colonised, commodified and traded under
the notion of protecting the environment.

In recent years, we have withessed an overaccumulation of capital, and the creation of
such markets will provide fresh investment opportunities (including dodgy carbon
offsetting Ponzi schemes) for the super-rich to park their wealth and prosper.

This great reset envisages a transformation of Western societies, resulting in permanent
restrictions on fundamental liberties and mass surveillance. Being rolled out under the
benign term of a ‘Fourth Industrial Revolution’, the World Economic Forum (WEF) says
the public will eventually ‘rent’ everything they require (remember the WEF video ‘you
will own nothing and be happy’?): stripping the right of ownership under the guise of a
‘green economy’ and underpinned by the rhetoric of ‘sustainable consumption’ and
‘climate emergency’.

Climate alarmism and the mantra of sustainability are about promoting money-making
schemes. But they also serve another purpose: social control.


http://thephilosophicalsalon.com/a-self-fulfilling-prophecy-systemic-collapse-and-pandemic-simulation/
https://off-guardian.org/2023/03/11/italy-2020-inside-covids-ground-zero/
https://off-guardian.org/2020/10/12/klaus-schwab-his-great-fascist-reset/
https://www.foei.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Financialization-of-Nature-brochure-English.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2023/jan/18/revealed-forest-carbon-offsets-biggest-provider-worthless-verra-aoe

Neoliberalism has run its course, resulting in the impoverishment of large sections of the
population. But to dampen dissent and lower expectations, the levels of personal
freedom we have been used to will not be tolerated. This means that the wider population
will be subjected to the discipline of an emerging surveillance state.

To push back against any dissent, ordinary people are being told that they must sacrifice
personal liberty in order to protect public health, societal security (those terrible
Russians, Islamic extremists or that Sunak-designated bogeyman George Galloway) or
the climate. Unlike in the old normal of neoliberalism, an ideological shift is occurring
whereby personal freedoms are increasingly depicted as being dangerous because they
run counter to the collective good.

The real reason for this ideological shift is to ensure that the masses get used to lower
living standards and accept them. Consider, for instance, the Bank of England’s chief
economist Huw Pill saying that people should ‘accept’ being poorer. And then there
is Rob Kapito of the world’s biggest asset management firm BlackRock, who says that a
“very entitled” generation must deal with scarcity for the first time in their lives.

At the same time, to muddy the waters, the message is that lower living standards are
the result of the conflict in Ukraine and supply shocks that both the war and ‘the virus’
have caused.

The net-zero carbon emissions agenda will help legitimise lower living standards
(reducing your carbon footprint) while reinforcing the notion that our rights must be
sacrificed for the greater good. You will own nothing, not because the rich and their
neoliberal agenda made you poor but because you will be instructed to stop being
irresponsible and must act to protect the planet.

NET-ZERO AGENDA

But what of this shift towards net-zero greenhouse gas emissions and the plan to slash
our carbon footprints? Is it even feasible or necessary?

Gordon Hughes, a former World Bank economist and current professor of economics at
the University of Edinburgh, says in a new report that current UK and European net-zero
policies will likely lead to further economic ruin.

Apparently, the only viable way to raise the cash for sufficient new capital expenditure
(on wind and solar infrastructure) would be a two decades-long reduction in private
consumption of up to 10 per cent. Such a shock has never occurred in the last century
outside war; even then, never for more than a decade.

But this agenda will also cause serious environmental degradation. So says Andrew
Nikiforuk in the article The Rising Chorus of Renewable Energy Skeptics, which outlines
how the green techno-dream is vastly destructive.


https://news.sky.com/story/bank-of-england-rate-setter-urges-people-to-accept-they-are-poorer-in-fight-against-inflation-12866426
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/blackrock-president-warns-entitled-generation-123216004.html
https://www.thegwpf.org/content/uploads/2024/03/Hughes-Financing-Energy-Transition.pdf
https://thetyee.ca/Analysis/2023/04/07/Rising-Chorus-Renewable-Energy-Skeptics/

He lists the devastating environmental impacts of an even more mineral-intensive
system based on renewables and warns:

“The whole process of replacing a declining system with a more complex mining-based
enterprise is now supposed to take place with a fragile banking system, dysfunctional
democracies, broken supply chains, critical mineral shortages and hostile geopolitics.”

All of this assumes that global warming is real and anthropogenic. Not everyone agrees.
In the article Global warming and the confrontation between the West and the rest of the
world, journalist Thierry Meyssan argues that net zero is based on political ideology
rather than science. But to state such things has become heresy in the Western countries
and shouted down with accusations of ‘climate science denial’.

Regardless of such concerns, the march towards net zero continues, and key to this is
the United Nations Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development Goals.

Today, almost every business or corporate report, website or brochure includes a
multitude of references to ‘carbon footprints’, ‘sustainability’, ‘net zero’ or ‘climate
neutrality’ and how a company or organisation intends to achieve its sustainability
targets. Green profiling, green bonds and green investments go hand in hand with
displaying ‘green’ credentials and ambitions wherever and whenever possible.

It seems anyone and everyone in business is planting their corporate flag on the summit
of sustainability. Take Sainsbury’s, for instance. It is one of the ‘big six’ food retail
supermarkets in the UK and has a vision for the future of food that it published in 2019.

Here's a quote from it:

“Personalised Optimisation is a trend that could see people chipped and connected like
never before. A significant step on from wearable tech used today, the advent of personal
microchips and neural laces has the potential to see all of our genetic, health and
situational data recorded, stored and analysed by algorithms which could work out
exactly what we need to support us at a particular time in our life. Retailers, such as
Sainsbury’s could play a critical role to support this, arranging delivery of the needed
food within thirty minutes — perhaps by drone.”

Tracked, traced and chipped — for your own benefit. Corporations accessing all of our
personal data, right down to our DNA. The report is littered with references to
sustainability and the climate or environment, and it is difficult not to get the impression
that it is written so as to leave the reader awestruck by the technological possibilities.

However, the promotion of a brave new world of technological innovation that has
nothing to say about power — who determines policies that have led to massive
inequalities, poverty, malnutrition, food insecurity and hunger and who is responsible for
the degradation of the environment in the first place — is nothing new.


https://www.voltairenet.org/article219438.html
https://www.voltairenet.org/article219438.html
https://www.about.sainsburys.co.uk/~/media/Files/S/Sainsburys/pdf-downloads/futureoffood-10c.pdf

The essence of power is conveniently glossed over, not least because those behind the
prevailing food regime are also shaping the techno-utopian fairytale where everyone
lives happily ever after eating bugs and synthetic food while living in a digital panopticon.

FAKE GREEN

The type of ‘green’ agenda being pushed is a multi-trillion market opportunity for lining
the pockets of rich investors and subsidy-sucking green infrastructure firms and also part
of a strategy required to secure compliance required for the ‘new normal’.

It is, furthermore, a type of green that plans to cover much of the countryside with wind
farms and solar panels with most farmers no longer farming. A recipe for food insecurity.

Those investing in the ‘green’ agenda care first and foremost about profit. The supremely
influential BlackRock invests in the current food system that is responsible for polluted
waterways, degraded soils, the displacement of smallholder farmers, a spiralling public
health crisis, malnutrition and much more.

It also invests in healthcare — an industry that thrives on the illnesses and conditions
created by eating the substandard food that the current system produces. Did Larry Fink,
the top man at BlackRock, suddenly develop a conscience and become an
environmentalist who cares about the planet and ordinary people? Of course not.

Any serious deliberations on the future of food would surely consider issues like food
sovereignty, the role of agroecology and the strengthening of family farms — the
backbone of current global food production.

The aforementioned article by Andrew Nikiforuk concludes that, if we are really serious
about our impacts on the environment, we must scale back our needs and simplify
society.

In terms of food, the solution rests on a low-input approach that strengthens rural
communities and local markets and prioritises smallholder farms and small independent
enterprises and retailers, localised democratic food systems and a concept of food
sovereignty based on self-sufficiency, agroecological principles and regenerative
agriculture.

It would involve facilitating the right to culturally appropriate food that is nutritionally
dense due to diverse cropping patterns and free from toxic chemicals while ensuring
local ownership and stewardship of common resources like land, water, soil and seeds.

That’s where genuine environmentalism and the future of food begins.

Colin Todhunter specialises in development, food and agriculture and is a Research Associate of the
Centre for Research on Globalization in Montreal. You can read his free e-books Academia.edu or
the e-book section on the Centre for Research on Globalization homepage.
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Drone Swarms Are About to Change the
Balance of Military Power

On today’s battlefields, drones are a manageable threat. When hundreds of them can be
harnessed to Al technology, they will become a
tool of conquest.
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The Shahed-model drone that killed three
U.S. service members at a remote base in
Jordan on Jan. 28 cost around $20,000. It
was part of a family of drones built by
Shahed Aviation Industries Research
Center, an lIranian company run by the
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. A
thousand miles away and three days later,
on the night of Jan. 31 into the morning of Feb. 1, unmanned maritime drones deployed
by Ukraine’s secretive Unit 13 sunk the $70 million Russian warship Ivanovets in the
Black Sea. And for the past several months, Houthi proxies have shut down billions of
dollars of trade through the Gulf of Aden through similarly inexpensive drone attacks on
maritime shipping. Drones have become suddenly ubiquitous on the battlefield—but we
are only at the dawn of this new age in warfare.

This would not be the first time that a low-cost technology and a new conception of
warfare combined to supplant high-cost technologies based on old ways. History is
littered with similar stories. A favorite comes from the time of Alexander the Great. His
conquests are as much a technological story as a political one. When Alexander’s army
stepped onto the battlefield it was not only with a new technology—the sarissa, a 16-foot
spear—but also with a new conception of how to use that weapon in tight, impregnable
phalanxes. These heavily armed formations allowed Alexander to repel Persian armored
chariots and Indian war elephants and to march deep into the subcontinent.

The most formidable element of American power-projection has long been the warship.
After the Oct. 7 attacks against Israel, the Biden administration sent two carrier battle
groups to the region to deter Iranian aggression. One of those carriers, the USS Gerald
R. Ford, was on its maiden voyage, having recently been completed at a price tag of $13
billion. This makes it the most expensive warship in history.



For that same sum, a nation could purchase 650,000 Shahed drones. It would only take
a few of those drones finding their target to cripple and perhaps sink the Ford.
Fortunately, the Ford and other U.S. warships possess ample missile defense systems
that make it highly improbable that a few, or even a few dozen, Shahed drones could
land direct hits. But rapid developments in Al are changing that.

Drones are simple, cheap and available to militaries the world over—they’re the sarissas
of today. But what those militaries have yet to achieve is the conception of war that will
fulfill the potential of these unmanned systems. Much as the sarissa changed the face
of warfare 2,000 years ago when employed in a phalanx of well-trained soldiers,
the drone will change the face of warfare when employed in swarms directed by Al. This
moment hasn’t yet arrived, but it is rushing to meet us. If we’re not prepared, these new
technologies deployed at scale could shift the global balance of military power.

How will drones change the future of warfare? Join the conversation below.

The future of warfare won’t be decided by weapons systems but by systems of weapons,
and those systems will cost less. Many of them already exist, whether they’re the
Shahed drones attacking shipping in  the Gulf of Aden or the
Switchblade drones destroying Russian tanks in the Donbas or smart seaborne mines
around Taiwan. What doesn'’t yet exist are the Al-directed systems that will allow a nation
to take unmanned warfare to scale. But they’'re coming.

A few Shahed drones are mostly a hassle, easily swatted from the sky except in the rare
case when they score a lucky hit. They are best at blinding radars, disrupting
communications and attacking small numbers of troops, as they did tragically in Jordan.
But dozens or hundreds of drones in Al-directed swarms will have the capacity to
overwhelm defenses and destroy even advanced platforms. Nations that depend on
large, expensive systems like aircraft carriers, stealth aircraft or even battle tanks could
find themselves vulnerable against an adversary who deploys a variety of low-cost,
easily dispersed and long-range unmanned weapons.

Small inexpensive “off the shelf” drones like those Ukraine is using against Russia, and
Hamas is deploying against Israel, are transforming modern warfare. To train American
soldiers to counter this threat, the U.S. military recently opened a specialized drone
warfare school.

At its core, Al is a technology based on pattern recognition. In military theory, the
interplay between pattern recognition and decision-making is known as the OODA
loop—observe, orient, decide, act. The OODA loop theory, developed in the 1950s by
Air Force fighter pilot John Boyd, contends that the side in a conflict that can move
through its OODA loop fastest will possess a decisive battlefield advantage.

For example, of the more than 150 drone attacks on U.S. forces since the Oct. 7 attacks,
in all but one case the OODA loop used by our forces was sufficient to subvert the attack.
Our warships and bases were able to observe the incoming drones, orient against the



threat, decide to launch countermeasures and then act. Deployed in Al-directed swarms,
however, the same drones could overwhelm any human-directed OODA loop. It's
iImpossible to launch thousands of autonomous drones piloted by individuals, but the
computational capacity of Al makes such swarms a possibility.

This will transform warfare. The race won'’t be for the best platforms but for the best Al
directing those platforms. It's a war of OODA loops, swarm versus swarm. The winning
side will be the one that’s developed the Al-based decision-making that can outpace
their adversary. Warfare is headed toward a brain-on-brain conflict.

The Department of Defense is already researching a “brain-computer interface,” which
Is a direct communications pathway between the brain and an Al. A recent study by the
RAND Corporation examining how such an interface could “support human-machine
decision-making” raised the myriad ethical concerns that exist when humans become
the weakest link in the wartime decision-making chain. To avoid a nightmare future
with battlefields populated by fully autonomous killer robots, the U.S. has insisted that
a human decision maker must always remain in the loop before any Al-based system
might conduct a lethal strike.

But will our adversaries show similar restraint? Or would they be willing to remove the
human to gain an edge on the battlefield? The first battles in this new age of warfare
are only now being fought. It's easy to imagine a future, however, where navies will
cease to operate as fleets and will become schools of unmanned surface and
submersible vessels, where air forces will stand down their squadrons and stand up
their swarms, and where a conquering army will appear less like Alexander’s soldiers
and more like a robotic infestation.

Much like the nuclear arms race of the last century, the Al arms race will define this
current one. Whoever wins will possess a profound military advantage. Make no
mistake, if placed in authoritarian hands, Al dominance will become a tool of conquest,
just as Alexander expanded his empire with the new weapons and tactics of his age.
The ancient historian Plutarch reminds us how that campaign ended: “When Alexander
saw the breadth of his domain, he wept, for there were no more worlds to conquer.”

Elliot Ackerman and James Stavridis are the authors of “2054,” a novel that speculates
about the role of Al in future conflicts, just published by Penguin Press. Ackerman, a
Marine veteran, is the author of numerous books and a senior fellow at Yale’s Jackson
School of Global Affairs. Admiral Stavridis, U.S. Navy (ret.), was the 16th Supreme
Allied Commander of NATO and is a partner at the Carlyle Group.



