CFR Pushes Central Planning
to Fuse Education With
Economy
The CFR’s education policies are virtually identical to historic
Technocracy that wanted to develop education as a “continental system
of human conditioning.” This is the same mentality that produced
Alphas, Betas and Deltas in Huxley’s Brave New World. ⁃ TN Editor
The globalist-minded Council on Foreign Relations is urging state and
local officials, as well as other leaders, to transform the education
system, claiming that looming changes in the economy and the
workplace will require workers who are properly “educated” and
“trained” for the new paradigm. The effort seeks to “reverse-engineer”
every part of the education and workforce training system, and ensure
that components are “all walking in lockstep.” In interviews with The
New American, two of the CFR task force members involved in
developing the recommendations warned of major problems ahead for
America if the organization’s ideas were not acted upon — and soon.
However, also in interviews with The New American, education experts,
critics of technocratic governance, and leading lawmakers all sounded

the alarm about the CFR’s proposed schemes. One expert argued that
the educational policies advanced by the task force resemble the tools
used by totalitarian regimes such as the communist dictatorships of the
Soviet Union and China. Another expert condemned the ideas as moving
America toward technocracy. A prominent educator expressed shock
that the report made no mention of the very real and very serious
problems with the current education system. And considering the CFR
membership’s long history of betraying America and liberty around the
world to advance globalism and tyranny, lawmakers warned that there
are very good reasons to be concerned.
According to the CFR’s Task Force report, dubbed “The Work Ahead:
Machines, Skills, and U.S. Leadership in the Twenty-First Century,”
America will be facing massive changes in the years ahead. Especially
concerning to the CFR’s panel behind the report is the growth of
automation and technology, which will displace large numbers of
American workers across a broad range of industries. All of that is true,
of course. But any effort to sell drastic changes including even bigger
Big Government and an enormous array of new unconstitutional policies
must have at least a kernel of truth to sound palatable. This effort is no
exception.
The plot is audacious and comprehensive. In the article entitled “CFR:
U.S. Needs More Mass Migration, Bigger Welfare State,” The New
American explored the enormous transformations that the powerful CFR
is pursuing relating to social-welfare programs and immigration. In
short, under the guise of preparing America for the future, the CFR
argued that the U.S. government must massively expand the size and
scope of government, ranging from healthcare and retirement to
increased immigration. Sweden and Denmark, two of the nations with
the most bloated governments on Earth, are praised as successful
models. Interestingly, even while warning of huge looming job losses for
American workers, the CFR report advocated a surge in immigration.
The other key component of the CFR’s “Work Ahead” agenda deals with
“education.” Indeed, the CFR report claims America needs “dramatic”
so-called transformations in the education system. Much of this must be
driven by government, the globalist group argued. Simply “waiting and

hoping that the market will sort out the challenges,” according to the
CFR report, “is not an adequate response.” It was not made clear why.
Rather, the CFR claimed only that failure to provide “the education” that
apparently helpless Americans supposedly “need” for the future would
be dangerous. It was also not clear why Americans could not take
responsibility themselves for their education.
In a phone interview with The New American, CFR task force project
director Ted Alden said the goal of the effort was to “make it a top
national priority to prepare the American workforce for the changes that
are coming.” According to Alden, the thing that the United States did
“better than any other country” was pushing ahead with tax-funded
education for everyone. “In the early 20th century, the U.S. led every
country in terms of moving Americans into secondary education, then
into post-secondary education with the G.I. Bill,” he said when asked
why the market system could not deal with the coming changes. “A lot of
this came from state and local government. This is a familiar history that
we handled well in the 20th century.”
…
CFR Recommendations
Among the various changes and recommendations that the CFR is
peddling:
• Ensure that college and university are “within the reach of all
Americans,” presumably by either forcing taxpayers to pay for it all or by
shackling young Americans to ever-greater levels of debt they cannot
pay.
• Link “education more closely to employment outcomes.” “A change in
thinking is needed, from seeing education and work as distinct and
separate activities to considering them as closely linked,” the report
continues.
• Provide “expanded counseling for students to set them on successful
education-to-work paths,” since apparently government knows best what
“path” those children should be on. The government schools should also

lay out “guided pathways” to direct students toward what the central
planners believe will be needed in the future.
• Collect more data on students to be disseminated by government, on
everything from education to career, to make all the central planning
work. “Washington should expand and improve its own data gathering
and dissemination,” the report says, adding that the private sector must
also be conscripted into this Big Data scheme.
• Concentrate greater emphasis on “lifelong learning,” which will
“require changes in behavior” by employees. This means adults need to
be constantly ready and willing to go back to the government for more
so-called education to keep up with changes in society and the economy.
• Insist state and local governments do a better job of central planning
and incorporating their ideas about what society and the economy need
into the education system. Among other policies, taking a page out of the
Soviet playbook, authorities must “undertake detailed skills assessments
of the population and the workforce needs of local employers,” the CFR
task force argued. “Devising and implementing appropriate educational
options depends on a solid assessment of the workforce needs of local
employers and the education and skills level of the state workforce.”
Also required: “close collaboration among state governments,
educational institutions, and employers.”
• Include new “workplace readiness standards” in middle- and highschool curricula, requiring the education establishment to predict the
future of the economy and prepare all children accordingly. “Skills
readiness standards would be aligned with skills that are or will be in
demand for quality jobs in the future or present,” the report added,
noting that the standards would be continually revisited by “standard
setters.” These standards should include “habits of the mind,” the CFR
said cryptically, without elaborating.
• Have the federal government create “lifelong learning accounts” to
provide money for everyone to pursue “lifelong learning.” This would be
“a national program to help finance mid-career retraining,” the CFR said
without citing any provision in the U.S. Constitution that would

authorize such a program.
• Have the federal government develop a national ranking system for
schools, building on the Obama administration’s efforts. While this would
ostensibly help students decide which colleges offer the best value, it
would also help the federal government demonize and marginalize
educational institutions such as Christian colleges that resist the
growing extremism that has infected higher education.
• Launch propaganda campaigns through the federal government and
state governments involving public figures from sports and
entertainment to “encourage young people to make the best possible
educational-to-work choices.” It was not immediately clear how
authorities would determine what the best possible education and work
choices would be. Social media and other tools should be used, the
report said.
Read full story here…

Policy Society: Is Technocracy
The Solution Or The Problem?
The Asia & Pacific Policy Society notes that there is a strong temptation
in policy circles to rely on Technocracy and that it is here to stay. The
author asks, “Can we nameplate every new innovation as ‘smart’ while
expecting it to redeem outdated policy thinking?” ⁃ TN Editor
The occasion of Policy Forum’s fifth anniversary is an opportunity to
reflect on policy-making over the last five years and to indulge in a
discussion about current and imminent policy crises – about which there
is still much to consider.
How states govern is changing. Early in the post-war period, state-driven
interventionist policy laid the foundation for decades of economic growth
and structural transformation, particularly in the miracle moment of the
post-war west and the more recent rise of Asia.
Within that model, the direct involvement of government in funding
research and development proved to be a crucial catalyst for innovation,
from America’s tech sector – through military spending – to South
Korea’s chaebol.
In both cases, a targeted version of state-driven shock therapy jumpstarted innovation, with private investment and entrepreneurship
chasing the consequent market opportunities. This set into motion a
development process that could largely sustain itself in the long run
without as much direct intervention.
Common in the modern era are more indirect policy tools for fostering
innovation. These include education and training, market-making and
platform hosting – civic tech is one example – and participatory policymaking that brings together insights from multiple sectors.
At the precipice of the new millennium’s third decade, it is fitting to
consider whether public policy models can keep pace with what appears
to be an unfettered transformation in industry, particularly innovationintensive sectors like technology, sustainability, and biomedical sciences.

When considering this question, the pendulum effect – the idea that
movement in one political or policy direction will eventually ‘swing back’
in a dichotomous system – is a well-worn but relevant analogy.
The post-war era saw the creation of government programs and
multilateral institutions to facilitate development. However, decades of
such efforts eventually elicited howls of protest from market
fundamentalists and small-government scolds.
By the 1980s, governments had internalised these criticisms and the
pendulum swung away from state interventionism. As privatisation and
public sector derivatives of neoliberalism emerged, institutions as the
‘rules of the game’ became an essential tool of governance. They
provided guardrails where the state withdrew and steered the private
sector to operate within certain bounds of political acceptability.
By the late 1990s and early 2000s, the pendulum seemed due for a swing
back, but instead, it settled in the centre, with hybrid models like publicprivate partnerships and collaborative governance dominating the
policy-making landscape.
Can we apply these old models to the new mandates of governance?
There is rarely a revolutionary idea regarding economic governance
models anymore – the boundaries are etched on one side by central
planning and the other by laissez-faire capitalism, with nearly every
point on the pendulum having been tried somewhere.
Read full story here…

Resistance Against Ubiquitous
Surveillance Is Growing In
China
A hint of citizen displeasure and resistance to Big Brother everywhere
has peeked through in China. It’s not just that the lawsuit against
surveillance was filed, but that over 100 million social media users are
following the story.
The massive Hong Kong protests against China’s takeover have had an
impact on Mainland citizens. This, in turn, is beginning to put social
pressure on China’s government and it will certainly be met with
government resistance. ⁃ TN Editor
Facial-recognition technology has become embedded in China, from
airports to hotels, e-commerce sites and even public toilets, but a law
professor had enough when asked to scan his face at a safari park.
Guo Bing took the wildlife park to court, raising the temperature in a

growing debate about privacy and abuse of personal data in an
increasingly digitised society.
China’s government has thrown its support behind companies that
develop facial recognition and artificial intelligence for commerce and
security, part of a drive to become a world leader in advanced
technologies.
Surveys have indicated a broad public willingness to surrender some
privacy in exchange for the safety and convenience that technology can
bring.
But that’s changing as the collection of biometric data such as
fingerprints and facial scans mounts.
Domestic media have called Guo’s suit against the Hangzhou Safari Park
in eastern China, filed in October, the first of its kind in the country, and
the public reaction has exposed fears that technology is outpacing legal
safeguards.
Online posts regarding the case on the popular Weibo platform have
garnered more than 100 million views, with many users calling for a ban
on collecting such data.
The sentiment stems in part from the rampant abuse of personal data in
China, ranging from outright financial fraud to the common leaking of
mobile phone numbers to phishing operations.

Deal with the devil
In a recent article posted online that generated wide discussion in China,
Lao Dongyan, a law professor at prestigious Tsinghua University in
Beijing, called abuse of facial recognition data “a deal with the devil”.
“The wanton promotion of facial-recognition technology will open
Pandora’s box. The price we pay will be not only our privacy, but also the
security we strive for,” Lao wrote.
Guo, a professor at Zhejiang Sci-Tech University in Hangzhou, said in his
civil complaint that collection of data like facial scans, “if leaked,

illegally provided or abused, will easily endanger consumers’ personal
and property safety”.
A hearing date is yet to be announced. Guo could not be reached for
comment.
Read full story here…

