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			Introduction: Reset This

			By Michael Walsh

			What is the Great Reset and why should we care? In the midst of a tumultuous medical-societal breakdown, likely engineered by the Chinese Communist Party and abetted by America’s National Institutes of Health “gain of function” financial assistance to the Wuhan Institute of Virology, why is the Swiss-based World Economic Forum (WEF) advocating a complete “re-imagining” of the Western world’s social, economic, and moral structures? And why now? What are its aspirations, prescriptions, and proscriptions, and how will it prospectively affect us? It’s a question that the men and women of the WEF are hoping you won’t ask.

			This book seeks to supply the answers. It has ample historical precedents, from Demosthenes’s fulminations against Philip II of Macedon (Alexander’s father), Cicero’s Philippics denouncing Mark Antony, the heretic-hunting Tertullian’s Adversus Marcionem¸ and the philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche’s Nietzsche contra Wagner. Weighty historical issues are often best debated promptly, when something can yet be done about them; in the meantime, historians of the future can at least understand the issues as the participants themselves saw and experienced them. Whether the formerly free world of the Western democracies will succumb to the paternalistic totalitarianism of the oligarchical Resetters remains to be seen. But this is our attempt to stop it.

			So great is mankind’s perpetual dissatisfaction with its present circumstances, whatever they may be, that the urge to make the world anew is as old as recorded history. Eve fell under the Serpent’s spell, and with the plucking of an apple, sought to improve her life in the Garden of Eden by becoming, in Milton’s words, “as Gods, Knowing both Good and Evil, as they know.” The forbidden fruit was a gift she shared with Adam; how well that turned out has been the history of the human race ever since. High aspirations, disastrous results.

			The expulsion from the Garden, however, has not discouraged others from trying. Indeed, the entire chronicle of Western civilization is best regarded as a never-ending and ineluctable struggle for cultural and political superiority, most often expressed militarily (since that is how humans generally decide matters) but extending to all things both spiritual and physical. Dissatisfaction with the status quo may not be universal—timeless and static Asian cultures, such as China’s, have had it imposed upon them by external Western forces, including the British and the Marxist-Leninists—but it has been a hallmark of the occident and its steady civilizational churn that dates back at least to Homer, Plato, Aeschylus, Herodotus, Pericles, and Alexander the Great, with whom Western history properly begins.

			The philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche, assaying the inelegant Koine, or demotic, Greek of the New Testament in Beyond Good and Evil, observed: “Es ist eine Feinheit, daß Gott griechisch lernte, als er Schriftsteller werden wollte—und daß er es nicht besser lernte”: “It’s a particular refinement that God learned Greek when he wanted to become a writer—and that he didn’t learn it better.” Nietzsche, the preacher’s son who became through sheer willpower a dedicated atheist, was poking fun at the fundamentalist belief that the Christian scriptures were the literal words of God himself (Muslims, of course, believe the same thing about the Koran, except more so). If something as elemental, as essential to Western thought as the authenticity of the Bible, not to mention God’s linguistic ability, could be questioned and even mocked, then everything was on the table—including, in Nietzsche’s case, God Himself.

			With the death of God—or of a god—Nietzsche sought liberation from the moral jiu-jitsu of Jesus: that weakness was strength; that victimhood was noble; that renunciation—of love, sex, power, ambition—was the highest form of attainment. That Nietzsche’s rejection of God was accompanied by his rejection of Richard Wagner, whose music dramas are based on the moral elevation of rejection, is not coincidental; the great figures of the nineteenth century, including Darwin and Marx, all born within a few years of each other, were not only revolutionaries, but embodied within themselves antithetical forces that somehow evolved into great Hegelian syntheses of human striving with which we still grapple today.

			Wagner, the Schopenhauerian atheist who staggered back to Christianity and the anti-Semite who engaged the Jew Hermann Levi as the only man who could conduct his final ode to Christian transfiguration, Parsifal. Charles Darwin, ticketed for an Anglican parsonage but mutating into the author of On the Origin of Species, The Descent of Man, and all the way to The Formation of Vegetable Mould through the Action of Worms. Karl Marx, the scion of rabbis whose father converted to Lutheranism and, like Wagner for a time, a stateless rebel who preached that the withering away of the state itself was “inevitable”—and yet the state endures, however battered it may be at the moment.

			It’s fitting that the “Great Reset of capitalism” is the brainchild of the WEF, which hosts an annual conference in the Alpine village of Davos—the site of the tuberculosis sanatorium to which the naïf Hans Castorp reports at the beginning of Thomas Mann’s masterpiece, The Magic Mountain.1 Planning to visit a sick cousin for three weeks, he ends up staying for seven years, “progressing” from healthy individual to patient himself as his perception of time slows and nearly stops. Castorp’s personal purgatory ends only when he rouses himself to leave—his Bildungsreise2 complete—upon the outbreak of World War I, in which we assume he will meet the death, random and senseless, that he has been so studiously avoiding yet simultaneously courting at the Berghof.

			Central Europe, it seems, is where the internal contradictions of Western civilization are both born and, like Martin Luther at Eisleben, go home to die. And this is where the latest synthetic attempt to replace God with his conqueror, Man, has emerged: in the village of Davos, in the canton of Graubünden, Switzerland: the site of the annual meeting of the WEF led by the German-born engineer and economist Klaus Schwab, born in Ravensburg in 1938, the year before Hitler and Stalin began carving up Poland and the Baltics.

			Ah, but carving things up is so last century. Hitler may have proclaimed the New World Order back in 1941, with all “Neuropa”3 at his feet, a phrase and sentiment echoed by George Herbert Walker Bush’s inarticulation of the same concept just short of half a century later, but today’s benevolent progressives—the bastard offspring of Mrs. Jellyby and Sir Oswald Mosley via the British royal family (Prince Charles, a title without a job, is of course fully on board with the Reset), with contributing DNA from Rousseau, Marx, and Alinsky—have bigger fish to fry.

			In an age of atheism and disbelief, note the religious fervor of neo- and cultural-Marxism and the messianic quality of Schwab’s anti-humanistic Great Reset. If the God of Abraham is dead, and the Judeo-Greco-Roman Christ—however transitionally triumphant during two millennia of Christianity—reduced to a sacred avatar of weakness and failure, what is there left but Man? Man the accident, Man the despoiler, Man the biological sport, Man the intruder? Wagner, in his “Bühnen-Weihfestspiel” (sacred stage play) Parsifal, hailed die Erlösung dem Erlöser, the Redemption of the Redeemer: the negation of the negation become a transfiguring positive. But who is this redeemer? The incarnation of scripture’s Second Coming, bringing a glorious end to the human comedy? Or the worm Ouroboros, forever devouring its tail?

			If we have reached the end of history, the final casting off of the Rousseauvian-Marxist chains of the clergy and the bourgeoisie, what future prospect stands before us? Caspar David Friedrich’s Wanderer above the Sea of Fog is the German Romantic pictorial epitome of the conundrum of existence: to admire the view or jump? The wild, smoky mountain we have climbed affords us a breathtaking vista, but atop it we find not a quantum of solace but yet another, higher peak. And who dwells atop that Olympus? The oldest gods in the Western canon, Zeus & Co.? Or is it, still far from heaven, the realm of Mephisto and his damnable Walpurgisnacht?

			Between the Homeric Greeks and the German Romantics—a walk through Goethe’s house in Weimar illustrates the cultural cord that binds Germany’s greatest poet and Greece’s—what is there for us moderns to discuss or argue that the nineteenth century has not bequeathed? Our Jewish-Christian-Islamic faiths, however derivative of each other, and originating in nearly the same place, are both complementary and antagonistic, affording us thousands of years of contention and disputation, but it was Nietzsche and his fellow central-European intellectual radicals, operating on high emotions, who demanded that we imagine a world altogether devoid of them.

			Thus do we come back to Man. In the motion picture 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), writer Arthur C. Clarke and director Stanley Kubrick envisioned the transition from ape to man beginning not with the discovery of fire, much less the notion of a deity but, adumbrating the biblical Samson, with the jawbone of a felled animal, thus identifying essential human nature with war and weaponry. The black monolith that subsequently appears is neither Pallas Athena nor the burning bush, bent on matters martial or the imposition of arbitrary moral and dietary strictures; indeed, it demands neither fealty nor fidelity and threatens no punishment. In its impersonal, irresistible attraction, it resembles nothing so more than Goethe’s apotheosis at the end of Faust, Part II, the pull of the life-giving, eternal-feminine principle that draws us ever forward: Das Ewig-Weibliche.

			Alexander Pope, the great eighteenth-century poet, philosopher, and translator of Homer, famously remarked in An Essay on Man (1733–34) that “the proper study of mankind is man.” What precedes that line, however, is also of contextual interest: “Know, then, thyself, presume not God to scan / the proper study of mankind is man.” Pope wrote just half a century short of the French Revolution, which elevated Man and dethroned both Louis XVI and God himself in a land that had been for more than twelve hundred years “the eldest daughter of the Church.” In so doing, the French propelled Europe headlong—or headless, as the case may be—into the calamitous4 nineteenth century.

			Perhaps the language Schwab and his Kameraden habitually use in describing their ambitious project offers us a clue to its origins and their intentions, as in this excerpt from the WEF’s Great Reset website [emphasis added]:

			The Covid-19 crisis, and the political, economic and social disruptions it has caused, is fundamentally changing the traditional context for decision-making. The inconsistencies, inadequacies and contradictions of multiple systems—from health and financial to energy and education—are more exposed than ever amidst a global context of concern for lives, livelihoods and the planet. Leaders find themselves at a historic crossroads, managing short-term pressures against medium- and long-term uncertainties.

			As we enter a unique window of opportunity to shape the recovery, this initiative will offer insights to help inform all those determining the future state of global relations, the direction of national economies, the priorities of societies, the nature of business models and the management of a global commons. Drawing from the vision and vast expertise of the leaders engaged across the Forum’s communities, the Great Reset initiative has a set of dimensions to build a new social contract that honours the dignity of every human being.

			The viper tongue of totalitarianism is most often bathed in palliatives before it strikes. Appeals to the “social contract” take us at once back to Rousseau, abandoning the five bastard infants he had with his mistress Thérèse Levasseur—as it happens, one of Boswell’s round-heeled conquests as well—on the steps of the nearest foundling hospital. The idea of “contradictions” instantly transports us to the Great Freeloader, Marx himself, and the “internal contradictions” of capitalism, while the words “fundamentally,” “communities,” and “opportunity” evoke the still-potent shade of former president Barack Obama, a disciple of Saul Alinsky. With such a powerful threat to Anglo-Western notions of individual liberty and personal freedom emerging again from the bowels of central Europe, the time has come no longer to simply “stand athwart” but to combat the hunnish-Marxist tide, as we have had to do at least since 1870–1871 and the Franco-Prussian War.

			Once more into the breach, then: behold the present volume. In commissioning sixteen of the best, most persuasive, and most potent thinkers and writers from around the world to contribute to our joint venture, my principal concern has been to offer multiple analyses of the WEF’s nostrums and in so doing to go poet Wallace Stevens’s “Thirteen Ways of Looking at a Blackbird” a few better. Then again, given the surname of the WEF’s chief, perhaps a better, more potent literary citation might be Margret’s little ditty from the Büchner/Alban Berg expressionist opera, Wozzeck (1925): In’s Schwabenland, da mag ich nit—”I don’t want to go to Schwab-land.” Nor, as Hans Castorp’s journey illustrates, should anyone wish to visit Davos-land if he prizes his freedom, his possessions, and his sanity. To the Great Resetters, we are all ill, all future patients-in-waiting, all in dire need of a drastic corrective regimen to cure what ails us.

			In these pages, we shall examine the Great Reset from the top down. The eminent American historian Victor Davis Hanson begins our survey with “The Great Regression,” locating Schwab’s vision within its proper historical context. He is followed by Canada’s Conrad Black and America’s Michael Anton and their views of capitalism and socialism, with not a few attacks on conventional, osmotic wisdom that will both surprise and enthrall. Britain’s Martin Hutchinson outlines the contours of the Reset’s “Anti-Industrial Revolution,” even as the American economist David Goldman confronts both Schwab’s notion of the “Fourth Industrial Revolution” and China’s immanentizing its eschaton in real time, along with the Red Dragon’s commitment to the upending of Western civilization and its own Sino-forming of a post-Western world.

			American writer, editor, and publisher Roger Kimball tackles the implications of a neofascist Reset in his essay, “Sovereignty and the Nation-State,” both of which concepts are under attack in the name of “equality,” its totalitarian successor “equity,” and the political consequences of our re-embrace of Rousseauvian concepts as applied to governments. British historian Jeremy Black discusses the misuses toward which the study of history has been and will be put to by the Resetters. The late Angelo Codevilla contributes what alas became his final essay, “Resetting the Educational Reset,” to sound the tocsin about the dangerous left turn of the once-vaunted American educational system, now reduced to a shrill, sinistral shell of its former dispassionate glory.

			From Down Under, the Philippines-born Richard Fernandez twins two eternally competing faiths, religion and science; the American-born, Australian-based political sociologist Salvatore Babones contributes a remarkably clear explication of the kinds of transportation feasible under the “green energy” regimen the Reset seeks to impose upon us, and its practical and social implications. Writing from Milan, Alberto Mingardi, the director-general of the Istituto Bruno Leoni, gets to the heart of the Great Reset’s deceptive economic program with an essay concerning faux-capitalist “stakeholder capitalism” and its surreptitious replacement of shareholder capitalism in the name of “social justice.”

			The Great Reset, however, is not strictly limited to matters financial, pecuniary, or macroeconomic. Social and cultural spheres are of equal importance. James Poulos looks at the Reset’s unholy relationship with the predatory Big Tech companies that currently abrogate the First Amendment by acting as governmental censors without actually being commanded by an act of Congress or, increasingly, an arbitrary presidential mandate. From British Columbia, noted Canadian author and academic Janice Fiamengo weighs in on the destructive effects of feminism upon our shared Western culture while, on the lighter side, Harry Stein examines the history of American humor—which in effect means worldwide humor—and how the leftist takeover of our shared laugh tracks has resulted in a stern, Stalinist view of what is and what is not allowed to be funny.

			The British writer Douglas Murray has a go at the permissible future of Realpolitik under the panopticonic supervision of the Reset, the Chinese Communist Party, and the Covid hysterics, while the American journalist John Tierney lays out the road to civilizational serfdom that the unwarranted panic over the Covid-19 “pandemic” has triggered during its media-fueled run between 2019 and 2022. My contribution, in addition to this Introduction, is an examination of the Reset’s—and, historically, elitist tyranny’s—deleterious effects on Western culture: the very thing that gave birth to our notions of morality and freedom.

			At its heart, the Great Reset is a conceited and self-loathing central-European blitzkrieg against the cultural, intellectual, religious, artistic, physical, and, most of all, moral inheritance we have received from our Greco-Roman forebears. This has been latterly shorthanded, with the rise of “wokeness,” to “white” culture. Typically racialist, if not outright racist, the cultural Marxists behind wokeness insist on reducing humanity to its shades of skin color and then claiming that although all skin colors should achieve in exact same proportions to their share in a given population, some skin colors are better than others and any skin color is preferable to white. It’s a deeply repellent principle that masquerades as a perversion of Jeffersonian democracy but is in fact a simultaneous attack on individuality and merit that seeks to roll back the scientific and cultural advances of the past two millennia, wielding both science and culture as weapons against our shared technological and moral heritage.

			The goal, as always, is power—the eternal fixation of the socialist Left. As Professor Codevilla, to whose memory this book is dedicated, noted in one of his last published essays:

			“Totalitarian,” to Westerners, describes a ruler’s attempt to exert control over someone’s rightful autonomy, regardless of the power grab’s success, because we assume that we have rights that natural law forbids be taken from us. Property may be the most obvious of these. Your life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness are also naturally, inalienably your own. Mussolini first used the term totalitarismo in reference to his boast of “everything within the state, nothing outside the state, nothing against the state,” even though his regime’s aims were hardly as ambitious as the goals of those who have sought to remake humanity—such as the perpetrators of the French Revolution and those inspired by Marxism-Leninism. We Westerners believe that any uninvited attempt to control what is ours is inherently unlawful and illegitimate.

			Such power grabs are generally undertaken under a cloak of beneficence—of redemption. Caesar acted on behalf of the people, not the Optimates, in provoking the civil war with Pompey in order to “save” the Republic; his successor, Augustus, eschewed the title of Emperor in favor of First Citizen, but the Roman Empire in fact began with him. The French Revolution is the beginning of the modern Promethean ideal of political rebirth and renewal, but it ended in the slaughter of both aristocrats and clergymen until it was finally brought to a halt by Napoleon’s daring seizure of power in 1799, dubbing himself First Consul in an homage to Rome, thus directing the nineteenth century along the bloody dialectical road to 1914 and into the present day.

			The goal then as now was to make the world anew, a task undertaken once more by the Soviets in 1922 upon their ascension to power in Russia. The French revolutionaries had established a new Year One, starting at the fall equinox and marked by Roman numerals, and although they kept the traditional twelve months, they decimalized them (as well as, briefly, the hours of the day) into three ten-day weeks, adding extra days as needed at the end of the year to make things come out right. The months themselves got a makeover as well, being renamed, most famously Brumaire (thanks to Marx5)—analogous to the Zodiac sign of Scorpio—and Thermidor (“thermal,” since it ran from July 19 to August 17, roughly corresponding to Leo).6

			For their part, the Bolsheviks were dead set on creating the New Soviet Man (новый советский человек), a Marxist-Leninist superman who would cast off the Mephistophelian bands of illusion of the West and propagate a new species of physically fit, clear-minded, selfless socialists, fit and bred for the task before them: the triumph of the proletariat and the withering away of the state. Once again, high aspirations, disastrous results.

			Such siren songs, when briefly heeded, inevitably end with a crash upon the rocks, their irresistible beauties in reality strange, impossible hybrids: bare-breasted women with the voices of angels and lower bodies of birds. Think Waterloo in 1815, Berlin in 1945, and Moscow at Christmas 1991, when the Soviet Union collapsed in a heap of its own internal contradictions. The fate of Mao’s China will be much the same. A nation of intellectual thieves, shameless imitators, dishonest businessmen, and physical cowards is unlikely to withstand any serious engagement with even a decadent and corrupt West temporarily ruled, in accordance with the late Robert Conquest’s third law of politics, by a cabal of its enemies.

			Over the long haul, however, the Western world has proven stubbornly resistant to officially mandated unreality. Not even the prolonged intellectual quackery of Sigmund Freud and his followers (whose “science” was happily adopted and weaponized by Marxist societies) has been able to shake the Western fondness for dogged empiricism; flights of fancy and fantasy are more properly the realm of artists, whose material is not the universe, nor even the mind, but the human soul. And soulcraft cannot be written into statecraft, no matter how diligently its proponents try.

			We, the inheritors of Greco-Roman civilization, have rejected or repelled repeated philosophical, religious, and military incursions from North Africa, the Arabian Peninsula, the steppes of Central Asia, and even all-out war with the Empire of Japan. This is not to say we haven’t learned from history and, often, improved ourselves via our syncretic way of accumulating and employing knowledge and insight. Alexander sought to meld Achaemenid Persian civilization with that of the Macedonian Greeks; today this is derisively known as “cultural appropriation.” In reality, it is a typically creative dialectic that lies at the heart of Western cultural dominance. Despite the pressure by the modern Left to acknowledge such chimeras as meaningful manmade global warming, “climate change,” fundamental sex reassignment, and other fashionable and transient falsehoods that lately plague us, most sane people reject them out of hand and remain irremediably, traditionally human.

			But the modern Left’s standard tactic is first to propose a transparent counterfactual (men becoming women being perhaps the most egregious), act on it as if it were real, and then demand that we all do the same. They never stop, they never sleep, they never quit. The Great Reset proposes to command by fiat what Nature and Nature’s God has thus far refused to countenance. Just surrender your freedom; your mobility; even your diet—eat more bugs! they singand heed us. But the sirenic Alemannis and the Davoisie have poultry legs, and the Chinese relish for chicken feet ought to give us pause.

			In the second epistle of An Essay on Man, referenced above, Pope weighs Man in the balance, and finds him…human, all too human.

			Plac’d on this isthmus of a middle state,

			A being darkly wise, and rudely great:

			With too much knowledge for the sceptic side,

			With too much weakness for the stoic’s pride,

			He hangs between; in doubt to act, or rest;

			In doubt to deem himself a god, or beast;

			In doubt his mind or body to prefer;

			Born but to die, and reas’ning but to err;

			Alike in ignorance, his reason such,

			Whether he thinks too little, or too much:

			Chaos of thought and passion, all confus’d;

			Still by himself abus’d, or disabus’d;

			Created half to rise, and half to fall;

			Great lord of all things, yet a prey to all;

			Sole judge of truth, in endless error hurl’d:

			The glory, jest, and riddle of the world!

			How can any sentient being, thus described, be certain of anything? Trapped temporally on middle-earth, pragmatic Man cannot doubt the evidence of his senses, yet he must in order to reach beyond the quotidian to the celestial. In our weakness for leadership, we harken to those who would order us, decide for us, provide for us, command us. It is the world of Orwell’s 1984 that the WEF offers us, but spiced with the soma of Huxley’s Brave New World and the totalitarian conformity of Yevgeny Zamyatin’s We. No wonder licentious sex and untrammeled pharmacology, commingled with brutal physical punishment, have loomed so large in the leftist pantheon; the lust comes naturally.

			But at the same time there appears to be in the West some sort of self-correcting mechanism, a desire to cast off indolence as the old order changeth and danger looms. As the great circle from Romulus and Augustus closed on the western Roman Empire in 476 A.D. in the person of the boy emperor Romulus Augustulus, along came the barbarians from the Celtic, Gallic, Suebi, and Saxon lands to replace it with the nascent nation-states of modern Europe. Good from evil, evil from good and still, like Adam and Eve, we haven’t quite been able to distinguish between them. Some gods we are.

			Instead, the proper study of mankind being man, Pope exhorts us to locate our strength in our origins, always mindful of our deficiencies, and our inevitable failures:

			Go, wondrous creature! mount where science guides,

			Go, measure earth, weigh air, and state the tides;

			Instruct the planets in what orbs to run,

			Correct old time, and regulate the sun;

			Go, soar with Plato to th’ empyreal sphere…

			Go, teach Eternal Wisdom how to rule—

			Then drop into thyself, and be a fool!

			Eve and Adam, history’s original chumps, were deceived. No matter how much we taste of the Tree of Knowledge, how much we pant after it, we cannot become as gods. That is the satanic temptation. It may be that no religion yet invented and established has got it right, that as the Greek and Roman deities gave way to Yahweh and Jesus the Christ and Allah, other, more potent gods may emerge and cast down the idols that came before them.

			The only thing that is certain is that man cannot and will never replace his gods as an object of veneration, and all such previous efforts have ended in failure. Even the French Revolution was forced to institute the Cult of the Supreme Being to supplant the Cult of Reason, before that cult, too, fell to the temporary restoration of Christianity. For reasons presented herein, the proposed Cult of the Great Reset is unlikely to fare any better—but in the meantime its danger is present, and the damage it can do is incalculable.

			The satraps of Davos don’t want to simply reset a post-Covid world. Or a post-fossil fuels world. Or even a post-racial world. They want to run it, forever, and while they no longer have need of a god, they’ll always need an enemy. They may not believe in a power higher than themselves, but they certainly believe in demons, and their most irksome devil is you.
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			The Great Regression

			By Victor Davis Hanson

			Orwellian Philology

			The Great Reset was first concocted at the WEF in Davos by its founder Klaus Schwab as a way to assemble together global success stories like himself. His idea apparently was that grandees who have done well for themselves could do even better for the rest of us—if these anointed could just be unbound and given enough power and authority to craft rules for nearly eight billion of the planet’s ignorant.

			A word of caution is needed about the pretentious and supposedly benign signature title of the Great Reset project. Assume the worst when the adjective “great” appears in connection with envisioned fundamental, government-driven, or global political changes. What was similar between Lyndon Johnson’s massively expensive but failed “Great Society” and Mao’s genocidal “Great Leap Forward” was the idea of a top-down, centrally planned schema, cooked up by elites without any firsthand knowledge, or even worry, how it would affect the middle classes and poor. So often, the adjective “great” is a code word of supposed enlightened planners for radical attempts at reconstruction of a society that must be either misled or forced to accept a complete overhaul.

			When “great” is applied to a proposed transnational comprehensive revolution, we should also equate it with near religious zealotry. “The Great Reset,” after all, in all its green and “woke” glory, with all of its credentialed and “expert” devotees, is still a faith-based rather than scientific effort. Its spiritual predecessor was perhaps the eighteenth-century “Great Awakening” of Protestant evangelicalism that swept the eastern seaboard of colonial America in reaction to the secularism of the Enlightenment. But this time around the frenzy is fueled more by agnostics who worship secular progressive totems such as Al Gore or Greta Thunberg.

			Given the Davos elite’s cosmic ambitions, “great” also conjures up a messianic reference to God’s “Great Plan” that should from on high reorder earthly life under a few trusted religious authorities. It recalls the notion of Alexander the “Great” of a brotherhood of man, which supposedly was to fuse conquered peoples into one vast and enlightened east-west, Persian-Hellenistic empire—albeit after, rather than before, eastern tribes were conquered, and sometimes slaughtered, in efforts to achieve a common, centrally planned purpose.

			To reassure a shared brighter post-Covid-19 path ahead, Schwab drops most of the familiar globalist names that resonate power, money, seriousness, and wisdom. And the Great Resetters are now quite familiar: the world’s third or fourth richest man, Bill Gates, coming off his denials of palling around with the late Jeffrey Epstein; Jack Ma, the Chinese multibillionaire and Alibaba CEO apparently now “forcibly disappeared” by the Chinese communist government for too many candid speeches; the septuagenarian Prince Charles whose long anticipated monumental accomplishments apparently must still await his ascension to the British throne; the polymath Dr. Anthony Fauci who has laced his 2020 “noble lie” assessments of wearing and not wearing masks or achieving and not achieving herd immunity in terms of climate change, race, Chinese cooperation, and global progressive expertise; John Kerry, one of the multilateralist architects of the Paris Climate Accord and Iran Deal; and the usual rotating leaders of the U.N., IMF, World Bank, and the European Central Bank.

			In its post-Covid-19 global comprehensiveness, the Great Reset has ambitions to be our greatest “woke” project yet. On examination, it is a kitchen-sink mishmash of agendas that incorporate the U.N.’s long stale “Sustainable Development” plan (“Agenda 21”), the Green New Deal, tidbits of Black Lives Matter sloganeering, critical race theory, “stakeholder” capitalism that often champions ESG, or forced corporate embrace of “environmental and social governance” over shareholder profitability, open-borders rhetoric, and boutique redistributionism dumbed down from Thomas Piketty’s Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Reset offers us a global Fabian socialist future, repackaged as a European Union-like top-down diktat. But above all, the agenda incorporates the pop insights of various half-educated corporate billionaires. All now find themselves in a secure enough position to dabble with Trotskyite ideas—to be foisted upon others not so fortunate and lacking their own exemptions from the toxicity of the elite’s theories.

			The same linguistic suspicions hold true of the use of the noun “Reset.” It assumes a year-zero arrogance that all that came before was flawed. And all that will follow, we are assured, will not be so defective. Such absolutism is reminiscent of former President Barack Obama’s grandiose promise on the very eve of the 2008 election: “We are five days away from fundamentally transforming the United States of America”—a transformation that birthed the Tea Party revolt just two years later, during the 2010 midterm elections, one of the greatest conservative political pushbacks of the past seventy years.

			We remember that just four months after Obama’s promises of transformation, the romance of fundamental change went international with the idea of a foreign policy “reset” that focused on a new détente with Vladimir Putin. The idea was inaugurated in 2009 by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on the assumption that Putin’s past territorial aggressions had arisen from an absence of dialogue and ecumenical outreach from the prior “unilateralist” George W. Bush administration. Bush supposedly had wrongly sanctioned Putin for his 2008 miniature war with Georgia that resulted in the Russian absorption of South Ossetia. And the go-it-alone “cowboy” Bush apparently had also unduly polarized Putin and thus wet the ex-KGB operative’s beak for additional irredentist acquisition.

			The reactive makeover that followed from the Obama-Clinton “reset” was unfortunately an utter failure. Its pompous declarations and talk of “listening” and “outreach” ended in fresh Russian aggressiveness, most notably in the 2014 Russian invasions of both Crimea and eastern Ukraine. Such appeasement created the original seeds for Putin’s eventual spring 2022 catastrophic Russian invasion of most of Ukraine and attack on Kyiv. In addition, Russia earlier in 2013 had reentered the Middle East, on Secretary of State John Kerry’s 2011 invitation, after a three-decade hiatus. Then followed Russia’s informal partnerships with both Iran and China, and Moscow’s much greater and more comprehensive crackdowns on internal dissidents. In all talks of the Great Reset, we should then recall that Vladimir Putin apparently interpreted “reset” as American laxity to be leveraged rather than as magnanimity to be reciprocated. In cruder terms, Americans speaking loudly while carrying a twig was no way to “reset” Putin.

			The telltale noun “Revolution,” of course, also makes its appearance frequently in Great Reset rhetoric, specifically in connection to Klaus Schwab’s 2017 bestselling book, The Fourth Industrial Revolution. In it, Schwab makes the now familiar argument that the internet, computers, electronic communications, artificial intelligence, and the new global interconnectedness of the prior “Third Revolution” have at last synchronized into wonderful harmony.

			The supposedly never-before-seen, never-imagined fusion of the paradigms of economic, social, cultural, and political life offers us a once-in-a-lifetimeor, rather, lastchance to exploit themeven if most of us are not sufficiently equipped to appreciate the opportunity. Yet Schwab makes the fundamental error that these new technologies act as independent drivers of the way people behave and think, rather than as accelerants that nonetheless have not changed ancient fixed and predictable human behavior.

			In Schwab’s way of thinking, imagine that a modern computerized high-tech pump sends forth two thousand gallons of water a minute, and therefore its essence, “water,” is now likewise “new” and different from what emerged for millennia at a rate of a gallon a minute from preindustrial hand pumps. Again, we fools outside the Davos agenda would apparently mistakenly believe that greater volume had not much altered from antiquity water’s molecular structure, chemical properties, and use in the natural world.

			A glimpse of the idea that Davos-like elites can gather to discuss reset planning in an age of paradigm-changing technology is popular at the national level. A good example is the invitation-only conference on entertainment, technology, finance, and communications held each summer in Idaho at the Sun Valley Resort, hosted by the investment bank of Allen & Company. In 2021, the usual corporate and media globalist suspects showed up, among them Facebook’s CEO Mark Zuckerberg, Amazon founder Jeff Bezos, Apple CEO Tim Cook, Microsoft cofounder Bill Gates, Netflix co-CEO Reed Hastings, ViacomCBS (now Paramount) chairwoman Shari Redstone, Disney chairman Robert Iger, New York City’s former mayor Michael Bloomberg, GM CEO Mary Barra, WarnerMedia CEO Jason Kilar, Discovery CEO David Zaslav, CNN anchor Anderson Cooper, and film and television producer Brian Grazer. The premise was Platonic. A meritocracy—chosen by the metrics of either acquired or inherited wealth, influence, celebrity, or a corporation’s ability to influence millions—immune from private bias and guided by reason, should be given latitude to override the dangerous emotions of the masses.

			So there are plenty of linguistic reasons alone to be suspicious of the grandiose notion of a top-down, international, and fundamental transformation of the way the world is supposed to work. Much of the Great Reset’s vocabulary is honed by Schwab, its architect, an eighty-four-year-old German author, academic, scholar—and the founder and godhead of the WEF that meets annually in Davos. And Schwab is not really new to this reset business. In fact, his entire life has been one quixotic effort to create all sorts of mini-Great Reset organizations—the WEF, the Schwab Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship, the Forum of Young Global Leaders, the Global Shapers Community, and on and on.

			Never Let a Plague Go to Waste

			Yet what is different this time around is twofold: one, Schwab now has global ambitions to reset the entire world, not just one discipline or one country or even one continent; and two, he plans to do so under the pretense of a 2020–2021 pandemic “urgency.” That is, the Covid-19 outbreak—and its near endless SARS-CoV-2 mutant sequelae—seem to him to offer a singular opening for transnational elites to reset a frightened and insecure world, even as it thinks it is reemerging from a global quarantine. And this time around, we are supposed to be confronted with a permanent and existential threat far more serious than past fears of the Spanish flu, a “nuclear winter,” or climate change. Until Covid-19, the latter crises were still not scary enough reasons for the world’s best and brightest to assume stewardship of our collective future.

			Schwab’s team also seems energized that the Joe Biden administration may well offer a third term of the internationalism of the Obama years of 2009–2017. Biden’s slogan, after all, is “Build Back Better.” Does “better” mean apparently superior to America’s 2019 pre-Covid-19 open society, secure borders, declining crime, low minority unemployment, near record overall peacetime unemployment, unmatched energy production, strong economic growth, low inflation and interest rates, and the first substantial gain in middle-class income in over a decade?

			Nonetheless, after the Trump years, a leftist U.S. government seems to look favorably upon subordinating national sovereignty to international overseers, in such agendas as rejoining the Paris Climate Accords, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (or “Iran Deal”), or the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Secretary of State Antony Blinken has even welcomed in the United Nations to probe whether the United States was guilty of systemic racism, apparently on the premise that membership of that body might have insights lacking in a constitutional America.

			More specifically, many on the American Left have already adopted Schwab’s Great Reset notion of leveraging the Covid-19 crisis (spelled out in detail in his 2020 coauthored book with Thierry Malleret, COVID-19: The Great Reset) to push policy implementations that otherwise Western publics in time of calm and security admittedly would reject. This idea is now a gospel of elites. In late May 2021, ex-President Obama himself pontificated about financially leveraging the crisis, “There’s a teachable moment about maybe this whole deficit hawk thing of the federal government. Just being nervous about our debt 30 years from now, while millions of people are suffering—maybe that’s not a smart way to think about our economics.”

			Translate Obama’s “teachable moment” incoherence into English, and he seemed to suggest that borrowing trillions of dollars in a pandemic does not require worrying too much about how it is to be paid back—especially if such negation helps to spread the wealth. In Obama’s reset vision of a new, better economics, the fixed idea of debits and credits on a balance sheet are simply a deficit hawk’s ossified construct. Printing more money is to be synonymous with making more of the deserving better off. We note, however, that pandemic economics does not always apply to the investment strategies of those who in live in the Kalorama district of Washington, D.C. and vacation in a seaside estate on Martha’s Vineyard.

			Earlier, on April 20, 2020, California Governor Gavin Newsom likewise had joined the pandemic-reset fad. He boasted similarly about leveraging his own statewide quarantine in hopes of a new economic “era.” “There is opportunity for reimagining a progressive era as it pertains to capitalism, a new progressive era and opportunity for additional progressive steps,” Newsom babbled on about his planned reset. “So yes, absolutely,” he added, “we see this as an opportunity to reshape the way we do business and how we govern.” Over the ensuing year, Newsom proposed record California state tax increases, more green subsidies and regulations, more rent extensions and eviction prohibitions, and hundreds of millions of dollars in transfers to illegal aliens residing in his state, while clamping down on personal freedoms of millions of Californians. By mid-July 2021, despite a resurgence of the Delta variant, thousands of well-trained and vaccinated Californians were driving alone in their cars—wearing masks—while deaths attributed to Covid-19 in a state of over 40 million had decreased to about twenty to thirty per day.

			Newsom himself only resonated what Hillary Clinton herself gushed at about the same time of the then two-month-old pandemic: “That this would be a terrible crisis to waste, as the old saying goes. We’ve learned a lot about what our absolute frailties are in our country when it comes to health justice and economic justice.” Clinton’s “old saying” was actually a recycled quote from her former associate Rahm Emanuel, who was also Obama’s chief of staff. He too bragged of the 2008 panic that would supposedly empower the Obama transformation project: “You never want a serious crisis to go to waste.” Later Emanuel clarified that crises allow radical changes that were before never even considered—or rather always considered crackpot.

			Apparently, without catastrophe, no one in his right mind would vote for far-left agendas—as Clinton knew from her own earlier failed experiences in pushing single-payer healthcare. Or as multimillionaire Jane Fonda, in an unguarded moment, gushed of the coronavirus, “I just think Covid-19 is God’s gift to the Left.” The occasional Davos attendee then elaborated how the pandemic had prepped Americans for new horizons: “We can see it now. People who couldn’t see it before. You know, they see it now. We have a chance to harness that anger and make a difference. So, I’m just so blessed to be alive right now.”

			With rare neosocialist friends like these in the United States, a new Biden administration, and the world shell-shocked by the pandemic, the artist of globalism, Schwab, finally had found the ideal canvas for his final masterpiece. “There are many reasons to pursue a Great Reset,” Schwab reminded us, “But the most urgent is Covid-19. Having already led to hundreds of thousands of deaths, the pandemic represents one of the worst public-health crises in recent history. And, with casualties still mounting in many parts of the world, it is far from over.”

			Note the lack of any Schwab optimism regarding the current use of efficacious and generally safe vaccines, new treatment protocols and pharmaceuticals, and greater knowledge of the epidemiology of Covid-19 that all had radically curtailed the virus’s lethality. But then again, an element of the world’s weird reaction to the pandemic was nonstop pessimism. Statisticians and “modelers” warned of several million dead to come in major countries, of a disaster something along the lines of or worse than the so-called Spanish flu of 1918–1919, and of the draconian measures required to save us from a medieval plaguelike fate.

			In such surreal times, Schwab, then, sees few dangers of an obstructionist China silencing all international queries about the relationship between Covid-19 and its Wuhan virology lab; unaccountable technocrats; antidemocratic bureaucrats; emergency measures to override constitutional freedoms; overreaching elected officials who all were as eager to exploit the pandemic as they were incompetent in stopping its spread; and their hypocrisies of violating the very quarantine mandates they ordered for others.

			Galvanizing the “international community” is the approved course to rethink and recalibrate the entire way the entire world is organized. As Fonda hinted, the virus apparently has done us a favor by reminding us that our previous trajectories were leading to global perdition, until we were in a sense warned, liberated, and then saved by the Level-Four-Wuhan lab-spawned coronavirus. Or again, as Schwab put the reset:

			As we enter a unique window of opportunity to shape the recovery, this initiative will offer insights to help inform all those determining the future state of global relations, the direction of national economies, the priorities of societies, the nature of business models and the management of a global commons. Drawing from the vision and vast expertise of the leaders engaged across the Forum’s communities, the Great Reset initiative has a set of dimensions to build a new social contract that honors the dignity of every human being.

			How Will Davos Save Us?

			In this regard, Schwab and the Davos community envisioned a rare chance to renegotiate for the people their ancient Lockean social contracts between the governed and their government. And in this context, he outlined three main Great Reset agendas, all of such magnitude as to divide the world into two great year-zero eras of before and after Covid-19.

			The first is to “steer the market toward fairer outcomes.” Such redistributive efforts would include “changes to wealth taxes, the withdrawal of fossil-fuel subsidies, and new rules governing intellectual property, trade, and competition.”

			In this first step, Schwab envisions an international consortium of corporate magnificoes, government officials, bureaucrats, activists, and progressive oligarchs who would in concert lobby to change nations’ laws to regulate and tax international capital and income, with enough power to monitor and correct the internal decision-making of more than 190 sovereign nations and millions of private businesses worldwide. Imagine such regulatory ambitions as going well beyond international rules governing trade, navigation of the seas, or the use of air spaces. A cynic might observe that the world’s richest citizens who made their fortunes due to mostly unfettered transnational global capitalism have at this point in their multimillion- and multibillion-dollar careers decided to pull up their attic ladders while they are on top.

			Such grandiose talk is not just idle narcissism “of the vision and vast expertise of the leaders engaged across the Forum’s communities.” Instead, these people are deadly serious. In the June 2020 meeting of the G-7—a sort of “little” reset—heads of seven major Western countries agreed in principle to the Biden administration’s post-Covid-19 “Build Back Better” plan to harmonize global tax rules in multilateral fashion.

			The Western leaders’ aim was to ensure that individual nations did not compete with each other in offering singular financial incentives to lure multinational corporate investment. By globally establishing uniform rates of taxation, these overseers would then discourage corporations from relocating to countries with lower tax rates—effectively institutionalizing the current status quo of relative E.U. nations’ economies, or ending any country’s idea of creating a more free-market environment to attract job-creating industries.

			The old corporation’s duty to its stockholders to protect and increase their investments by wise and efficient management would begin to be redefined by how much they paid in taxes to governments who could redistribute such profits more responsibly. In some sense, talk of a distinct corporate world and government is anachronistic under the Great Reset, since the two would be fused into one entity. Indeed, the Biden administration has offered a paradigm in its efforts to partner with Silicon Valley social media companies to monitor and censor individual citizens’ supposedly incorrect if not dangerous views on vaccinations and mask-wearing.

			So the Biden international tax proposals are just a start. Recently, the 140-country Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) believed the G-7 preliminary agreement was a “landmark step towards the global consensus necessary to reform the international tax system.” Again, the subtext is that individual nations eventually should not have the innate rights to set their own tax and regulatory structures. In this regard, the Reset idea of uniform international taxation mirrors the Biden administration’s domestic efforts to reinstate the so-called state and local tax (SALT) uniform income tax deduction. It was repealed by the Trump administration in 2017 to discourage blue states from using federal deductions to subsidize their always-rising state income taxes.

			Indeed, the idea that residents of high-tax states could no longer deduct their state and local taxes reduced the incentives of so-called blue states to steadily increase taxes, given residents now understood the full cost of their SALT bite, and thus might even more exercise their free will to migrate to low-tax states. In both the foreign and domestic cases, the rationale is to prevent competitive tax and regulatory climates through centralized rules. And the net effect would be to discourage more free-market nations and states that apparently wrongly believed that less regulation and taxation, coupled with more competition, translated into greater national wealth and opportunity. The overarching theme is to stifle individualism and free choice, whether at the international, national, or state level.

			The meaning of Schwab’s idea of “fairer” would be adjudicated apparently by selected Great Reset bureaucrats and advisors—perhaps we should call them “steerers”—who would set income goals necessary for correct expenditures and investments. Nearly eight billion global citizens, then, would not just harmonize their entrepreneurial behavior, but also would be directed on how the resulting windfall income should be properly spent. The G-7 (the Western European and North American club of major consensually governed nations) June 2021 meeting, for example, produced a twenty-five-page blueprint on just what those investments would entail. Forced and rapid phaseouts of natural gas, oil, and coal were thematic throughout the agenda.

			In California “fossil-fuel subsidies,” to the extent they still exist, pale in comparison to the billions of dollars in subsidies for wind and solar. Yet the result is the highest gasoline, natural gas, and electricity prices in the continental U.S.—and periodic black- and brownouts during high summer temperatures to prevent massive grid failures. And these costs and disruptions fall most heavily on the middle and lower classes.

			When Schwab waxes on about “new rules governing intellectual property, trade, and competition,” we suspect that he is either not referring to systematic Chinese violations of copyright and patent laws, currency manipulation, technological appropriation, product dumping, and institutionalized industrial espionage, or that he has no clue how any international agency could stop such banditry even if it wished. In other words, is the subtext of these utopian bromides that because the current global community cannot enforce existing and less encompassing international laws, it wants additional coercive authority to force recalcitrant nations to follow its envisioned far more sweeping rules?

			In the June 2021 summary document of the G-7, China and Russia are cited frequently, but largely in the context of gentle Western remonstrations to better adjust their international behavior to the norms of international citizenship. Given that none of the current internationalized agencies has either the will or ability to confront China—the world’s greatest polluter, the world’s most egregious violator of human rights, and its current most flagrant transgressor of global commercial rules—it is ironic how often the Reset instead scolds Western publics. But then again, it is a symptom of inert Western bureaucracies that to justify their inability to address the felonies of the guilty, they square the circle of their impotence by fixating on the misdemeanors of the innocent. Or put in simpler terms, how can the Great Reset have the vision, authority, and power to establish “new rules governing intellectual property, trade, and competition” when no one can enforce such existing international laws, given not just China’s serial cheating, but its boasting that no one or nothing can curb such behavior?

			Here we enter the most frightening aspect of the Great Reset: the assumption that Western elite architects of Reset are so compromised by Chinese financial influences that they cannot discuss rationally Beijing’s culpability for the origins and acceleration of the pandemic; the internment camps of the Chinese communist government; its systematized global hacking; its constant bullying of Taiwan, Japan, Australia, and other neighbors; its neocolonialist Belt and Road Initiative; its illegal occupation and militarization of the Spratly Islands; and its systematic racism and religious intolerance.

			Berkshire Hathaway Inc. vice chairman Charlie Munger has praised the Chinese Communist Party for shutting down the initial public offering planned by Jack Ma of Alibaba. The latter seems to have vanished from public view after criticizing China’s government regulators. Yet as Munger put it, “Communists did the right thing. They just called in Jack Ma and say, ‘You aren’t gonna do it, sonny,’” And the multibillionaire investor seems to see China as a model, at least in some aspects, for America: “I don’t want the, all of the Chinese system, but I certainly would like to have the financial part of it in my own country.” Translated into Davosese, there is a certain grudging admiration for Chinese authoritarianism that can green-light needed Western public policy without the messy give-and-take of American constitutional government.

			Billionaire businessman, former New York mayor, communications titan, and Chinese investor Michael Bloomberg is on record contextualizing the Chinese communist dictatorship as somehow attuned to public opinion, as if it were almost a Western-style consensual government: “The Communist Party wants to stay in power in China and they listen to the public… Xi Jinping is not a dictator. He has to satisfy his constituents, or he’s not going to survive… he has a constituency to answer to.” Does Xi’s constituency include Muslim Uyghurs?

			Microsoft founder and one of the richest men in the world, Bill Gates matches his business interests in China with frequent praise of the communist government. In April 2020, Gates ignored all the early reports of connections between the Wuhan virology lab and ground zero of SARS-CoV-2—and the Chinese disinformation campaign to hide information about the relationship. Although the Chinese government ordered a complete lockdown on Wuhan and forbade travel to or from the city, it nevertheless allowed residents of the infected region to fly all over the Western world. And what was Gates’s reaction to China’s handling of the virus? “China did a lot of things right at the beginning.” He went on to praise Beijing and deprecate the American response, even though the American Operation Warp Speed delivered the world’s first effective vaccinations a mere ten months after the onset of the pandemic, saving hundreds of millions of lives the world over—in contrast to China’s ineffective and sometimes dangerous immunizations.

			Of course, it is unfair to single out international captains of industry, financiers, and corporatists for envisioning globalism as by necessity appeasing the Chinese communist government. Nearly a decade and a half ago, liberal New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman was giddy over the efficiency of Beijing’s Mussolini-like focus on rebuilding Chinese infrastructure. He summed up the progressive consensus of admiring China’s unique ability to enact by fiat good and correct public policy. Friedman gushed that China was “led by a reasonably enlightened group of people.” And why did he offer such an upbeat assessment of the ruthless communist apparat? In Friedman’s words, they were doing the proper things by “boosting gasoline prices” and “overtaking us in electric cars, solar power, energy efficiency, batteries, nuclear power and wind power.” And he sighed of American constitutional republicanism: “our one-party democracy is worse.”

			The Reset’s de facto policy of turning a blind eye to Chinese outlawry is now ossified and discredited. No matter: we still should assume that the Great Reset is impossible without the participation of China’s nearly 1.5 billion population, and thus the West must extend to Beijing blanket exemptions. Or, the architects of the Reset quietly believe that the coddling and appeasing of the Chinese government will accelerate its historic international profiteering and internal modernizing, and thus the resulting greater wealth and prosperity will ensure that China, by fits and starts, completes its Western circle of matching supposedly free-market capitalism with consensual government.

			The Great Reset’s second component “would ensure that private investments advance shared goals, such as equality and sustainability.” In fact, the current ESG—“Environmental, Social, and Governance” fad criteria—predate the Great Reset. It is a creed that threatens to redefine free-market capitalism in quasi-religious terms, perhaps not unlike orthodox Islamic countries that profess that charging interest is antithetical to Koranic tenets and seek to deny the realities of the free market and indeed human nature itself. In the Western case, ESG ratings follow from a set of standards for corporations’ operations that are not market driven or aimed at increasing shareholder profitability. In turn, environmentally and socially conscious investors are supposed to use ESG guidelines to screen their likely portfolio strategies. Companies thus will supposedly use racial and gender quotas to appoint officers and board members on the basis of their appearance and contextualize their profitability on the criteria of not just competitive returns on investment but also on corporations’ supposed global commitments to green and diversity agendas. One can envision mediocre CEOs pointing to their diversity portfolios for exemption from being fired for investment incompetence. Or, in the words of the Great Reset dogma:

			Here, the large-scale spending programs that many governments are implementing represent a major opportunity for progress…. Rather than using these funds, as well as investments from private entities and pension funds, to fill cracks in the old system, we should use them to create a new one that is more resilient, equitable, and sustainable in the long run. This means, for example, building “green” urban infrastructure and creating incentives for industries to improve their track record on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) metrics.

			Translated to the American experience, the public side of the Great Reset’s politically correct agendas is to build upon the massive multitrillion-dollar annual deficits (“large scale-spending programs that many governments are implementing”) by ensuring not just up-to-date freeways, bridges, and airports but rather effective next-generation infrastructure, redefined by the degree to which it can be adjudicated as equitable and meeting correct green standards.

			Ironically, the Reset push coincides with the 2021 American debate over borrowing somewhere in the neighborhood of $2 trillion to $3 trillion, in an age of $30 trillion in aggregate national debt, to invest in infrastructure. But the very word “infrastructure” no longer implies rebuilding or expanding roads, bridges, ports, or water and sewage plants. Only somewhere between 6 and 17 percent of America’s massive proposed spending bill would go to improving transportation, communications, and utilities. Instead, the vast majority of federal dollars is envisioned to promote various entitlements and new federal regulatory social programs. So even the idea of building and repairing concrete “things” is highly politicized, shorting roads for visions of mass transit, green energy, and high urban density projects. We should assume the architects of Reset will not be taking trains to work from their urban high-rise apartments any more than they would be flying to Davos on commercial airlines.

			Indeed, this dream of internationalized politically correct “green” and “urban” infrastructure seems the most antiempirical of the Reset’s commandments. I live ten miles from the unfinished, now graffiti-tagged “first link” of California’s fourteen-year, multibillion, and, so far utterly failed, mass-transit project—a dystopian warning of what could happen on an international scale. Yet to the east and just three miles distant from my farm is the busiest and most dangerous “freeway” in the nation: the north-south 99 freeway that runs lengthwise from the Oregon border to Los Angeles.

			Highway 99 in too many places is still unchanged from its last update sixty years ago, due to Sacramento’s neglect to maintain and expand this critical longitudinal link. Instead, the state and federal governments have chased the fantasies of mass transit. So far, a decade of work has not resulted in a foot of rail laid on this first leg—a bizarre 113-mile high-speed rail line “to nowhere” from Merced to Bakersfield, California. That corridor currently enjoys a fraction of the daily commuter road traffic of the San Francisco Bay Area or Los Angeles basin.

			Note that the supporters and architects of high-speed rail were originally Bay and Los Angeles commuters. However, once the project was to begin and the costs, disruption, and timetables were announced, local and almost always liberal elected officials nixed the project. In exasperation, the California High-Speed Rail Authority then turned to the less populated, far poorer and more conservative Central Valley. It sold the project as a WPA-like jobs program that would infuse state and local dollars into a depressed economy.

			By late 2021 the quarter-built skeleton of the state high-speed rail project still looked like a Daliesque version of Stonehenge, while the nearby chaos and carnage of the 99 seems like something out of an apocalyptic Road Warrior film. The rail’s original completion date of 2018 has been pushed back to 2033—a distant target that still no one believes is credible. The original price tag of $33 billion has ballooned to $98 billion, again a figure likely to be vastly underestimated. In human terms, people die weekly on a vital but antiquated freeway—one easily expanded and repaired for a fraction of the costs of an unproved, stalled mass transit line.

			Again, one also wonders about the consequences that follow from the Great Reset promise of “creating incentives for industries to improve their track record on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) metrics.” California’s experience once more offers some hint. Its green incentives, from carbon offsets to hyper-regulation of agriculture, construction, and manufacturing, have ensured that California is an increasingly moribund state. It is often held up as the model of America’s reset future, even as its business climate, for example, sits near dead last in many rankings, such as those of the 2020 State Business Tax Climate Index compiled by the Tax Foundation.

			California suffers from one of the largest population exoduses of any state. It is a medieval society of the nation’s richest zip codes juxtaposed with the highest poverty rates in the United States, the largest number of residents on state assistance, among the highest gas and energy prices in the country, along with nearly the worst-ranked schools and infrastructure, topped off with the largest homeless population. Twenty-seven percent of Californians were not born in the United States, and it has the largest population of illegal aliens. In some sense, California has adopted the conquistadors’ hacienda system of two rather than three classes in which a coastal elite ensures open borders and entitlements in exchange for the service and fealty of a subservient peasantry—without much worry about an autonomous, bothersome, and obstreperous middle class.

			Yet of all fifty states, California’s policy and governance most likely would synchronize with the aims outlined by the Great Reset—in terms of green energy, government “investments” in infrastructure and schooling, woke corporate monopolies in Silicon Valley, efforts to increase taxation, and regulation, and the imposition of racial, gender, and environmental targets to adjudicate corporate governance.

			Again, this Great Reset is an effort to harmonize mandates across national boundaries. In part, the cosmopolitanism is a result of observing in horror the unfettered federalism of the United States. Globalists are not fond of models in which states set their own tax and regulatory climates. The result is too uncontrollable, as Americans react accordingly to individual state idiosyncrasies. And increasingly, they vote with their feet by moving to regions of less government, more liberty and free will, more dynamic free enterprise and fewer regulations—all popularly considered synonymous with much better schools, superior infrastructure, less crime, and more effective social services.

			While globalization is seen as a gift horse for the Great Reset, worldwide harmonization also could pose risks that such uniformity might mean population outflows, especially within Europe, from high-tax, highly regulated “blue nations” to low-tax, less regulated “red” nations. And that is why G-7 protocols, Great Reset agendas, and ESG criteria all seek to enforce uniformity, stifle dissent, and indeed wish to outlaw any noncompliant party.

			Not surprisingly absent in the published synopses of the Great Reset, and in the books of Klaus Schwab, is any sensitivity to the cares and preferences of the billions on the planet subject to the dictates of a select few. So what is clear about the ESG agenda, the plans of the Great Reset, and the experience of California is a shared distrust of individualism, a fear of competition, the elevation of “equity” above freedom and liberty, and the desire for supra-political authority to implement policies that otherwise have no popular support.

			The Great Reset agenda’s third and final priority is to:

			harness the innovations of the Fourth Industrial Revolution to support the public good, especially by addressing health and social challenges. During the COVID-19 crisis, companies, universities, and others have joined forces to develop diagnostics, therapeutics, and possible vaccines; establish testing centers; create mechanisms for tracing infections; and deliver telemedicine. Imagine what could be possible if similar concerted efforts were made in every sector.

			Again, translate that mishmash and we are left trusting our collective future to select government-approved technocrats, academics, and properly woke CEOs who will more intimately control our private lives “in every sector.” How ironic that the Great Reset manipulates the chaos and fears of Covid-19 to push through its otherwise apparently inert agenda, and yet remains oblivious to the true and frightening lessons of the pandemic.

			Companies such as Walmart, Amazon, and Target have already seen “what could be possible” when government picks and chooses quarantine winners and losers on the basis of size, profits, and insider influence. As hundreds of millions of Americans were by edict shut in their homes, huge international corporations became even more monopolistic at the expense of small businesses. Government policy all but ensured that Doug McMillon of Walmart, Jeff Bezos of Amazon, and a woke Mark Zuckerberg would spike their already massive profits and use their virtual monopolies to massage the dissemination of information, whether by Facebook or the Washington Post. Schwab seems clueless that the role of the media, corporations, government, and universities during the Covid-19 crisis has become downright scary. As they fused, they more effectively curtailed free expression, weaponized oversight, cancelled free thinkers, and exercised a level of ideological censure rarely seen in the west. In the end, we were left with the former president of the United States (but not Taliban leaders) banned from Twitter.

			In addition, many who read Schwab’s gush might counter that they have already seen what was once deemed unimaginable from health agencies during the pandemic. Often, racially calibrated considerations determined the queues of the vaccination eligibility. In June 2020, ideologies trumped science when medical experts issued blanket exemptions to the followers of Black Lives Matter (BLM), who marched en masse without criticism and in violation of all edicts concerning face masks, social distancing, and sheltering in place. Currently, Americans witness woke open-borders policies in which thousands at the southern border enter the U.S. in the midst of a pandemic without either vaccinations or even Covid-19 testing while the Biden administration promises to go door-to-door to urge American citizens to be vaccinated and has virtually closed the northern border with Canada.

			More specifically, the international medical-political-industrial complex never presented clear cost-to-benefit analyses in its strategies of conquering the virus. That is, Western publics were never fully apprised of the costs entailed by national shutdowns and quarantines versus commensurate losses from the virus. The missed medical procedures, greater mental and familial abuse, the billions of hours of lost schooltime, the increases in suicides, the psychological damage of forced confinement among 330 million people, and the spikes in violent crime, as well as a genuinely self-created recession that destroyed the livelihoods of millions in the United States all might well in the long run have led to more death and depression than the toll from the virus.

			In his coauthored book and a series of editorials and essays, Schwab and his associates have filled in a great deal of detail about the Great Reset’s particulars. But the general assumption that pervades all the three foundational principles of the Great Reset is the supposed inability of elected leaders and legislatures of Western constitutional governments to solve problems independently and in concert with and on the directive of their own voting citizenry.

			Schwab apparently believes new solutions became viable only during the global Covid-19 pandemic, suggesting he assumes that Covid provides a needed corrective to Western popular skepticism of internationalism as expressed in the 2016 American presidential and British Brexit votes. In this sense of history and contemporary events, we should offer a final warning of what the Reset is not.

			Our Passé Constitution

			The Great Reset is not historically minded. It seems oblivious to previous unimpressive transnational efforts at world governance, from the League of Nations to the United Nations, that never met the expectation of their idealistic creators. In the case of the former, its laxity may well have fueled the fascist forces that triggered World War II, and in the latter, it has never really prevented a major war. And as currently constituted, the U.N. usually has obsessed over tiny, democratic Israel when it was not weighing in on the side of nondemocratic and often corrupt states that claimed they were victimized postcolonial revolutionary regimes, such as Iran, Cuba, and Venezuela.

			The United States that pulled out of the Paris Climate Accord far better met that consortia’s targeted reductions in carbon emissions than most of its remaining members. International efforts to “solve” the Israeli-Palestinian “crisis” met mostly with seventy years of failure. The much-derided unilateral American-sponsored Abraham Accords under Donald Trump led to calm—even as they were largely ignored or despised by the “international community.”

			More specifically, one of the chief lessons of the Covid-19 pandemic is that international and transnational bodies such as the World Health Organization (WHO) are often incompetent police that need policing. They become corrupt and cower before the power and money of communist China or a perceived progressive “global consensus.” On almost every key Covid-19 question, from travel bans to the role of the Level-Four virology lab in Wuhan, to the origins, transmissibility, and treatment of the disease, the WHO and its director, the former Ethiopian health minister Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, were either wrong or contradictory to the point of incoherence. In terms of the vaccinations, the Operation Warp Speed paradigm of incentivizing private pharmaceutical companies to compete for government contracts resulted in the most rapid appearance of efficacious and generally safe vaccines, in a way far superior to the more statist European Union, Chinese, and Russian competitors.

			In truth, the “international community” has very little control over the behavior of the Chinese communist government. Beijing lied about the origins, nature, and danger of SARS-CoV-2. It leveraged the reputations of international investigatory teams and individual scientists to lead them to maintain the farce that the pandemic jumped from bats or pangolins into the human population, without any role at all of the Wuhan lab that was engaged in “gain-of-function” coronavirus research. Few wished to note the lab’s past sloppy safety protocols, or that it was partially or fully under the control of the Chinese military, or that its own researchers had fallen severely ill by what turned out likely to be their own gain-of-function and engineered coronavirus.

			The strange career of the once-sainted Dr. Fauci is emblematic of the dangers of government-corporate fusion, a favorite of the WEF crowd at Davos. Fauci has gone from saintly status as an international medical icon to a rank politico. His continually changing edicts and deceptions on the wearing of masks, the likely date of a rollout of the vaccine, the nature of herd immunity, and the connections he green-lit and weaponized between the Wuhan lab and the National Institutes of Health and the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases exposed him not just as an insider bureaucratic functionary, but one granted near-dictatorial powers to control the lives of millions on the basis of his alleged superior “scientific” expertise.

			The centralization of public policy in a few select bureaucracies ensured little audit of nationalized health policy—to the point that the Center for Disease Control was finally adjudicating when and if millions of American landlords could collect contracted payments from their renters. What was terrifying about Covid-19 was not the lack of international cooperation. It was the manner in which internationalists deliberately first circumvented their own nations’ laws forbidding dangerous gain-of-function research to both fund and collaborate with what turned out to be a renegade and reckless Chinese medical establishment—and then lied about it to the point of warping international teams tasked with investigating the Wuhan origins of the virus.

			To this day, neither Dr. Fauci, his Chinese counterparts, nor the research intermediaries that he empowered, can explain to the global community why in a cost-benefit analysis such apocalyptic research is worth the dangers. Nor can Ghebreyesus, the director-general of the WHO, explain why he was quiet in the critical days when the Chinese government was shutting all domestic travel to and from Wuhan, China, but allowing flights from Wuhan to Europe and the United States. Nor can the WHO director-general account for his verbatim parroting of Chinese deceptive talking points about the origins, transmissibility, and lack of international dangers from the Wuhan outbreak.

			One day, historians may well conclude that many of Dr. Fauci’s gyrating directives were intended to divert attention from his own role in sending American government money to agencies circumventing bans of gain-of-function viral research—in collaboration with the Wuhan virology lab. And they may cite the WHO as culpable for allowing China to hide critical information about Covid-19 when transparency and accountability might have saved thousands of lives.

			Intellectuals and the elite in general are especially prone to the globalist virus, at best from concern for global well-being amid local intractable pathologies, at worst out of an end-of-history, megalomaniac impulse to solve innate problems on a grand scale, once and for all. The biographer and moralist Plutarch (c. 100 A.D.) claimed in his essay “On Exile” that Socrates had once asserted that he was not just an Athenian but instead “a citizen of the cosmos”—a kosmopolitês. In later European thought, communist ideas of universal labor solidarity drew heavily on the idea of a world without borders. “Workers of the world, unite!” exhorted Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. Or as Eugene V. Debs, the American socialist, in 1915 put it, “I have no country to fight for; my country is the earth; and I am a citizen of the world.”

			Wars broke out, in this thinking, only because of needless quarreling over obsolete state boundaries when the real conflict was between uniform global capitalists and a worldwide exploited underclass. The solution to this state of endless war, some argued, was to eliminate borders in favor of transnational governance and policing. H. G. Wells’s prewar science fiction novel The Shape of Things to Come (1933) envisioned borders eventually disappearing as elite transnational polymaths, in the manner of League of Nations grandees, enforced enlightened world governance. Norman Angell’s earlier The Great Illusion (1909) argued that war between blinkered nationalist states had become so destructive and irrational in the Western industrialized world that it would gradually disappear, as transnational elites would certainly discover more civilized ways of resolving conflicts—as if they had done so in their own private or professional lives.

			On the urging of President Franklin Roosevelt, defeated 1940 Republican presidential candidate Wendell Willkie in 1942 went on a seven-week, thirty-one-thousand-mile tour of the world. He concluded from his travels and meeting with wartime allies the need for one-world government. His manifesto, One World, published in 1943, quickly hit the bestseller list. Indeed, the book sold 1.5 million copies in just four months, the greatest rapid nonfiction sales up to that time. Willkie met with Stalin and came home advocating more military aid to the Soviet Union. Had he not died at fifty-two, many considered Willkie likely to become the first secretary-general of the United Nations.

			President Obama did not think he meant to deprecate America when early in his first term he said at an April 2009 press conference, “I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism.” To Obama, it was not controversial to suggest that his own country was typical, like every other nation, in thinking it was more exceptional than others, rather than believing that by some disinterested standard it actually was. America was, in fact, demonstrably “exceptional” by any metric, but to Obama such recognition might have seemed counterproductive to his agenda, parochial, and chauvinistic.

			Obama earlier as a candidate in 2008 went to Berlin and declared himself both an American and a “world” citizen (“Tonight, I speak to you not as a candidate for president, but as a citizen—a proud citizen of the United States, and a fellow citizen of the world.”). He added that Germans and Americans were united by the “burdens of global citizenship.” Obama seemed to suggest that borders, walls, and boundaries would fall and be absorbed into a new enlightened transnationalism. Americans would recalibrate their norms to align them with global standards, whose nature has never been quite spelled out. Indeed, it was quite striking how often U.S. leaders emphasized, often in clumsy fashion, how they saw themselves as internationalists and felt their own Americanism was in some sense no big deal.

			Or as then-Vice President Joe Biden put it to a questioner in a 2014 town hall at Harvard University:

			America’s strength ultimately lies in its people. There’s nothing special about being an American. None of you can define for me what an American is. You can’t define it based on religion, ethnicity, race, culture.

			Biden may have been trying to define, correctly, Americanism as more of an idea than a status rooted in blood and soil, but for that very rare reason there is something special about the American system that is not found abroad.

			Citizenship by definition asks of the resident certain responsibilities in exchange for delineated rights. But who or what would dispense such global gifts? And what do citizens of the world ask in return? How do eight billion get along as a global commonwealth under a shared protocol of values, when there is no message of ecumenicalism that would dare to transcend race, religion, and gender, especially akin to the Western tradition of personal freedom, consensual government, and human rights?

			In other words, under Great Reset globalism, the standard criteria of human rights, free choice, and consensual government would not be found in the U.S. Constitution but rather through the aggregate of the values of most countries in the world. Unfortunately, all too many are illiberal, opposed to freedom, and often deeply antithetical to the ideals and laws of the United States.

			In sum, the same old, same old Great Reset is better envisioned as the Great Regression.
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			China, COVID-19, Realpolitik, and the Great Reset

			By Douglas Murray

			It is a good rule of thumb that one should become skeptical—and perhaps also concerned—whenever everyone in a position of authority starts to say the same thing. Particularly when they also all do so at the same time.

			Such a moment arrived in 2020 when nearly every Western statesman, and a few others who might aspire to that role, began to use the phrase “Build Back Better.” Boris Johnson claimed that he might have used it first. Joe Biden seemed to believe that he had. But they were hardly the only people to use it from the early days of the Covid-19 crisis onwards. Almost overnight, it seemed as though absolutely everyone was using the same words. Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern said it down in New Zealand. Prime Minister Justin Trudeau used it in Canada. Bill Clinton used it as he was campaigning for Joe Biden. And the mayor of London, Sadiq Khan, used it as he was campaigning for himself. Even minor royals could be heard parroting the same alliterative pleasantry. According to Prince Harry, speaking from his self-imposed exile in California, the Covid pandemic “undoubtedly” presents “an opportunity for us to work together and build back better.”

			The prince is no stranger to political cliché, as he showed there, managing to pack in two of them into just half a sentence. Yet nor did people far more self-aware than him at any stage seem to realize that the phrase sounded strange in the first place, never mind that they should all also be using it at the same time. A year and a half after the phrase was first being used, President Joe Biden was still struggling to get his Build Back Better bill through the U.S. Senate. The phrase became so ubiquitous that almost no one in a position of power stopped to ask the question that ought surely to have loomed.

			Why should a global pandemic be seen as simply an opportunity? In the immediate aftermath of the coronavirus leaking out from Wuhan, China, millions of people around the world died from the effects of contracting that virus. The global economy contracted at an astounding rate. Government borrowing soared to rates unknown outside of wartime in order to furlough millions of people who would otherwise have been destitute. Entire economies—including a U.S. economy that was roaring in an election year—were suddenly forced to a halt. None of this looked like a source of optimism. Ordinarily, the mass laying off of the workforce, the racking up of unprecedented peacetime debt, and the ordered shuttering away of the citizenry in their houses would be a source of concern and fury before it was a cause for optimism and opportunity.

			But with only a couple of notable exceptions, during the Covid era, Western politicians skipped the rage stage. Indeed, they even skipped over the blame stage. Just as the WHO and other compromised international bodies failed to get to the roots of the source of the virus, so most Western politicians spent zero time or political capital on the question of why the virus had been unleashed on the world in the first place. Instead, they jumped straight to the question of just how much could be achieved by the unparalleled opportunity that the virus had allegedly gifted us.

			Within a little over a year, politicians themselves seemed to be laughing at the phrase, even as they could not stop using it. In October 2021, Boris Johnson’s office seemed to imagine that the British public had become so thrilled by the “build back better” tagline that it was time for some riffs on the theme. At this stage, somewhere between lockdowns umpteen and nineteen, Johnson released a number of videos on his social media pages in which the slogan build back better was posted on the screen. Johnson seemed to imagine that the British public was in a playful mood around the theme. The videos included one of him spreading butter on some pieces of toast and looking at the camera and saying “build back butter.” In a second video, with the build back better motif over it, the Prime Minister could be seen unrolling a packet of fish and chips. “Mmm” he says appreciatively, before looking at the camera and saying “Build back batter.” Terms like “pathetic” and “inadequate” would fail to do justice to such political moments.

			The obvious comparison to make at this stage is with great plagues in history. And though most were of a degree of seriousness that far outweighs the effects of Covid, it is a sobering consideration. Who, for instance, viewed the so-called “Spanish flu” of a century ago as an opportunity? Who would have dared in the early months or years after that pandemic ravaged the planet to see it as an opportunity to rebuild the global economy in a different way?

			There are two things that are most visibly disturbing about the political reaction to all of this. The first is the desire to leapfrog over the most obvious stage in the post-pandemic era. Which should have been a clinical, careful and failsafe analysis of how this novel coronavirus managed to come out of Wuhan. The second disturbing thing is that the leap should have immediately moved on to a restructuring of the global economy and of free societies that seemed already to be sitting there, ready-made.

			The extent to which that first stage was leaped over has many reasons. But one of these undoubtedly had much to do with the incumbent in the White House when the “China virus” first came into the world. President Trump was in an election year and was understandably intent on not shuttering the U.S. economy ahead of an election. He was also keen to attribute blame towards the place where he saw the virus originating. Whether the cause of the leak was a Wuhan wet market (as was early on deemed the only permissible explanation) or the Wuhan Institute of Virology (as soon seemed likelier), Trump was keen that China got the blame for releasing the virus into the world. And there was much to be said for this. Even if the leak had been an accident, it was one that the Chinese authorities did nothing to contain, allowing flights out of the region even as the first knowledge of the virus made the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) shutter flights and regions within Chinese borders.

			But keen observers will have noticed that Trump was a divisive president and that what he said was the case was strenuously pushed back against by his critics when it was true as well as when it was not. Early in 2020, as Trump continued to talk about the source of the virus, his political opponents decided to claim that identifying China as the source of the virus would lead to an upsurge in anti-Chinese racism. And so Democrat Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, for instance, not only deplored the president’s language but also implored Americans to demonstrate their contempt for the president’s “racism” in a practical way. Speaker Pelosi implored people to visit their local Chinatown and show solidarity with Chinese people. In Florence, Italy, the mayor went one better in the global game of grandstanding against Trump. On February 1, 2020, Dario Nardella urged Florentines to “hug a Chinese” person to combat racism. It is not known how many Italians contracted the virus through this demonstration of Sino-fraternalism.

			The point is that from the earliest stage of the virus, the opportunity to point fingers appeared to have been queered by the fact that one of the only people in the world pointing fingers was a person who most of the political class around the world were ostentatiously opposed to. Even to speak of lab leaks or Chinese culpability in those days was to sound Trump-like, a fact that played very well indeed into the public relations campaign orchestrated by the CCP.

			The effectiveness of that PR campaign was visible from the very start of the virus, and showed the extent to which a swathe of the scientific, media, and political establishments in the West were already literally or figuratively in the pocket of the CCP.

			As early as February 2020, The Lancet was publishing a letter signed by twenty-seven prominent virologists saying “We stand together to strongly condemn conspiracy theories suggesting that Covid-19 does not have a natural origin.” One of the signatories of that letter, Peter Daszak, was the president of EcoHealth Alliance, a nonprofit that has received millions of dollars in grants from the U.S. government and has subcontracted hundreds of thousands of dollars of its work to the Wuhan Institute of Virology. Assertive condemnations and joint statements such as this effectively shut down the lab leak theory and labelled it a conspiracy throughout most of 2020. The virus was apparently to be seen as something as unavoidable as a tsunami or other natural disaster. If it happened to take down the global economy, then so be it. Nothing to be done. These things happen.

			Whenever anybody stepped out of line from this attitude, even when that anybody was a Western government, the CCP proved itself typically adept at a form of punishment: beating. In April 2020, it was revealed in Australia’s Daily Telegraph that the Five Eyes intelligence network (consisting of the U.K., U.S., New Zealand, Canada, and Australia) was looking seriously into the question of the origins of the virus. In particular, it was reported that the Five Eyes were investigating whether the virus had in fact been released from the Wuhan laboratory. That same month, the Australian government came out ahead of the rest of the international community and called for a full investigation into the origins of the virus. For this, the Australian government received a textbook CCP lashing.

			China’s ambassador to Australia told the Australian Financial Review that the Chinese public were “frustrated, dismayed and disappointed with what you are doing now. If the mood is going from bad to worse, people would think why we should go to such a country while it’s not so friendly to China. The tourists may have second thoughts.” The message—or rather threat—was clear. Chinese students, parents, and consumers were all said to be on the verge of boycotting any and all Australian products, from education to beef and red wine. The CCP’s tactic was the familiar mob one: nice little country you’ve got there. Shame if anything were to happen to it.

			The editor of the state-run Global Times, Hu Xijin, went one further, proving to be even less diplomatic than the CCP’s diplomats. Hu took to Weibo (China’s answer to Twitter) to describe Australia as a piece of “chewing gum stuck on the sole of China’s shoes.” He continued, “Sometimes you have to find a stone to rub it off.’ Perhaps this was another reason why the rest of the world was so slow to ascribe even the merest claim about China: not just association with President Trump, but incurring the likely wrath of the CCP in Beijing, with all the real-world economic consequences such a move can have.

			But the Australian government was right, of course. For whether the virus came from a lab or a wet market, was deliberately leaked or accidentally leaked, the behaviour of the CCP in the aftermath of the world shutting down was both sinister and suggestive enough to warrant serious investigation. For instance, in February 2020, the Chinese authorities disappeared a citizen journalist named Chen Qiushi. His work had been focusing on the outbreak of the virus and it took a full half a year for his whereabouts to become known. In September of the same year, Qiushi’s friends revealed that he had been “found.” He was apparently “quarantined by force” and while in good health was living under CCP government supervision. So far, so new normal.

			Scores of other Chinese citizens who were believed to have some knowledge of what went on at the laboratory in Wuhan were similarly treated. For instance, Huang Yanling, who worked at the Wuhan Institute of Virology and was believed to be “patient zero” in the coronavirus outbreak, was just one of dozens of doctors, scientists, and others whom the CCP disappeared once the world’s attention was turned on them. If the CCP had nothing to hide, then it was going about it in a very strange way.
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