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Here are two of the most troubling sections.

Page 18, paragraph 36 states the following: 
"It should include a financial mechanism and a facilitative mechanism drawn up to facilitate the design, adoption and carrying out of public policies, as the prevailing instrument, to which market rules and related dynamics should be subordinate, in order to assure the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention."
In other words, the bureaucrats and politicians will try to 'buck' the market. The conclusion from this paragraph is that the market will be "subordinate" to the decisions of public policy makers.

It's central planning at its worst.

If that doesn't set alarm bells ringing then nothing will.

But what about this idea of a 'one world government'? That is surely the stuff of conspiracy theories.

Not necessarily. It depends how you think of the formation of a government. But I'll get onto that in a moment. First of all, here's the text from page 18, paragraph 38 and 38a of the draft treaty: 
"The scheme for the new institutional arrangement under the Convention will be based on three basic pillars: government; facilitative mechanism; and financial mechanism... The government will be ruled by the COP with the support of a new subsidiary body on adaptation, and of an Executive Board responsible for the management of the new funds and the related facilitative processes and bodies. The current Convention secretariat will operate as such, as appropriate."
There it is in black and white. But don't take my word for it, read it for yourself. You can click here to access the full draft treaty.

The 'COP' is the Conference of the Parties, a very communist sounding name. As we can gather, the COP are the nations who attend the meeting. So on first impressions, the COP will be in charge of the 'government.'

Of course, that's how all these things start until they realize it is too cumbersome. That, we dare say is where the 'Executive Board' comes in. And doubtless the COP will delegate their powers to the Executive Board in order 'streamline' processes.

So, let me ask the question again. Does this confirm Lord Monckton's theory of a global government? As I said above, it depends on how you picture a government, but it's looking pretty compelling.

If you think of a government with a parliament or congress with a prime minister or president leading it, then the answer is probably, no.

But if you think of government as a commission or a 'panel of experts' which will gradually assume more power over time then that's exactly what we're looking at here.

You only have to look at the European Union for the blue print of how these things develop.

Once power is conferred on the bureaucrats and politicians it's virtually impossible to wrest it away. They find ever more overlaps between their initial jurisdiction and other areas.

Clearly, they argue, they can't do their job properly if they don't have control over the allied areas as well.

And so their power creeps ever further into more areas of policy and control.

But as I say, this isn't the stuff of conspiracy theories. Just look at state and the federal government in Australia or in any other country to see how politicians and bureaucrats always seek to gain more control.

Even when they talk about deregulation what they really mean is re-regulation. When was the last time a law was repealed without being replaced by a new one?

It doesn't require much imagination to extrapolate this. If you agree that state and national governments act to increase their powers, then you must also agree that the same governments will be prepared to team up with other governments to increase their powers.

Again we can see that domestically with the Council of Australian Governments (COAG).

Is it so crazy to believe that the federal government would band together with other national governments?

Of course not - G-20 and APEC spring to mind immediately. You can simply refer to the Leaders' Declaration from the APEC meeting to see that it's all about them gaining more power to satisfy their own ambition: 

"We support the goals of the G-20 Framework for Strong, Sustainable and Balanced Growth. We join in their commitment to: Work together to ensure that our macroeconomic, regulatory and structural policies are collectively consistent with more sustainable and balanced trajectories of growth..."
"Work together" and "collectively", gee whizz, Lenin and Marx would be proud of that one.

So if you accept that state and federal politicians crave power. If you accept that state and federal politicians are prepared to band together to increase their power. And if you accept that national politicians will join together with other nations' politicians to increase their power across borders...

Then why should it be considered 'whacky' to suggest that world leaders would want group together to create an international 'government' to increase their power further?


If you've followed the development of the European Union over the last twenty years - then you'll know how dangerous the gradual creep of supranational government is.

Remember, the current European Union didn't start off as a 27 nation body with a parliament in Strasbourg and a European Commission of unelected representatives each responsible for drafting policies that supersede national parliaments.

It didn't start off as a body that was given control over the finances of each member country.  It didn't start off as a body that was given ultimate control over the legal systems of each member country.  And it didn't start off as a body that would have its own ambassadors, foreign policy, defence policy, agricultural policy, energy policy, infrastructure policy, education policy, environmental policy, transport policy, etc...

In fact there are twenty-seven EU commissioners each with the responsibility of creating policy that affects almost every aspect of the lives of 300 million people.

So how did it all start? Well, it started out as the fairly narrow sounding European Coal and Steel Community in 1952.

Got that, coal and steel, steel and coal. That's it.

Fifty-seven years later and it makes decisions that affect almost every aspect of the lives of European citizens. It has been transformed from a slim six nation organization created - on the surface - to support free trade in coal and steel, to an obese and grotesque organization with near unlimited powers across Europe.

But even if you look at the original Treaty of Paris it gives away clues to what the politicians and bureaucrats really had in store.

The Treaty of Paris mentions: The High Authority, The Assembly, The Council, The Court, Production, Prices, Wages, and Transport. All of which gave the European politicians a foot in the door to meddle further.

So as I say, do we really need to stretch our imagination any further to think that under the ruse of Climate Change, the United Nations and individual nations' politicians have the biggest free-kick they've ever been given to form a global body of influence and power.  And the sad fact is, if the development of the European Union is anything to go by, it won't be for another fifty years that we'll realize the consequences of letting politicians and bureaucrats get their foot in the door today. [Emphasis added by Robert Steele at www.phibetaiota.net.] 
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