
D
AVOS, Switzerland—For the first time 
in 18 years, an American president took 
center stage at the World Economic Fo-

rum. President Donald Trump’s speech in Davos 
was preceded by a lavish luncheon sponsored (of 
course) by the Saudis. He emerged into a packed 
hall alongside the forum’s founder, Klaus Schwab, 
and stood at attention as a Swiss marching band 
piped out a regional ditty.

Finally, after a somewhat-fawning preamble 
in which Schwab praised Trump for pushing 
through tax legislation that benefited U.S. corpo-
rations, the president delivered a mostly mild ad-
dress, insisting that “America First” did not mean 
“America alone” and that his country’s economic 
success was a boon to the rest of the world.

After days of almost feverish anticipation—
indeed, in private, a few forum organizers com-
plained of the media fixation over Trump’s ap-
pearance—the speech was a bit of an anticlimax. 
Apart from a veiled attack on China’s “state-sub-
sidized” economic interference and a dig at 
the “nasty” press, which drew boos from the 
audience, Trump said little to stir controversy. In 
reaction to his allegedly racist rhetoric, a handful 
of attendees staged walkouts in protest.

On the whole, however, it was a speech made 
to a friendly and receptive audience. Dispensing 
with the blood-and-soil nationalism of his last 

major address in Europe, Trump instead framed 
his presidency as that of a deregulating tax-cut-
ting business titan. Many in the gathering of 
high-flying executives and financiers lapped it up.

“We can’t ignore the fact that the U.S. econo-
my is booming,” said Khalid Al Rumaihi, the chief 
of the Economic Development Board of Bahrain. 
“I think his message was balanced and his mes-
sage was positive for the global economy.”

Others were less impressed. Trump’s speech 
was anodyne—virtually every world leader who 
appears in Davos bills his or her nation as “open 
for business”—and offered little vision for the 
world as a whole.

There was one curious wrinkle in Trump’s 
remarks: He seemed to suggest that the United 
States could join the sort of multilateral arrange-
ments that he has consistently railed against.

“There’s a subtle change in how he’s talking 
about trade,” Douglas Peterson, the CEO of S&P 
Global, told my colleagues. “That to me is the 
good thing about him coming to Davos. He’s 
meeting free traders, and he’s shifting a little bit.”

But given the erratic nature of Trump’s own 
messaging, it’s probably best not to infer all that 
much from his brief 15-minute cameo at the 
World Economic Forum.

“There were few surprises, if any,” said former 
U.S. diplomat John Negroponte to us. “There are 
two Trumps: the Twitter Trump and the tele-
prompter Trump. This was definitely the latter.”
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OTHERS SAY

That fever pitch
Our kind of ‘choice’ rally

T
HE FORMER president of the 
Thurgood Marshall College Fund, 
the widely respected Johnny Tay-

lor, wrote an op-ed piece last year about 
charter schools and other improvements 
that have been made in public education 
lately. It was a doozy. And at least one line 
deserves repeating here:

“If the NAACP continues to reject 
the educational opportunities school 
choice provides [kids], they risk becom-
ing irrelevant—or worse, an enemy of 
the very people they claim to fight for.”

Not a whole lot of gray area there. 
Call Johnny Taylor blunt, but who can 
afford to be delicate when the futures of 
so many kids are at risk?

——————
There was more than one kind of 

“choice” rally in Little Rock this past 
week, and the better one was held at the 
Capitol rotunda on Wednesday. There, 
kids and adults chanted “School Choice 
Now!” and a good time was had by all.

Yes, school choice. Whether that 
school is the neighborhood elementa-
ry, a charter down the road, a private 
school, an online program, or home 
schooling. There are advantages to all. 
But the biggest advantage for students 
might be the competition that’s been 
awakened in the education establish-
ment over the last generation or so. 

Competition, it seems, works even in 
education.

But it’s driving those with ties to the 
status quo nuttier. Randi Weingarten, 
president of the American Federation 
of Teachers, has called charter schools 
the “polite cousins of segregation.” 
The NAACP, with left-ish allies in the 
unions, has backed a moratorium on 
new charter schools (thus Mr. Tay-
lor’s rebuke). And as popular as school 
choice is in this state, you can still find 
opponents here and there. For example, 
take state Sen. Joyce Elliott, please:

“It’s a well-funded, well-orchestrated 
fever pitch that sounds like a really good 
idea,” Sen. Elliott said of the school-
choice movement. “But, in practice, it 
dilutes the ability for all our kids to have 
a quality education.”

Tell that to the hundreds, maybe 
thousands, of inner-city or rural parents 
who are on waiting lists to get into char-
ter schools in Little Rock and the Ar-
kansas Delta. But we suppose there will 
always be opposition to school choice 
as long as our betters think they know 
more about the needs of students than 
those students’ parents.

Yes, there is a fever pitch when it 
comes to charter schools in this state 
and across the nation. Parents are burn-
ing up to get their kids inside one.

Reprieve!

A
ND HERE some of us thought 
that on the earth, peace and 
good will toward men was just 

a Christmas thing—once a year in late 
December and nothing more. Instead 
we saw a story in Arkansas’ Newspaper 
chock-full of it, and from the court beat, 
yet.

The parties that have been arguing 
about the Old White River Bridge in 
Clarendon met in court this past week 
and decided to act pretty, as mama put 
it. The state Department of Transpor-
tation wants to tear down the old lady, 
and a few residents and town officials 
want to keep it up as part of a bike and 
walking trail. One that allows folks to 
peer above the river and view the hard-
woods below. Not to mention birds, 
deer, assorted fur-bearers and maybe 
the ivory-billed woodpecker.

The state has said it needs to take the 
bridge down because it promised the 
feds it would. If not, the state could be 
on the hook to repay 80 percent of the 
$60.8 million it took to build the new 
one. And the division administrator for 
the Federal Highway Administration is 

said to have sent a letter to the state say-
ing Arkansas “must fully comply” with 
the original plan, lawsuits or no.

Which sounds to some of us like pa-
perwork that could be easily shuffled 
around a different way. So as to allow all 
parties to be happy.

Why does anybody need to tear the 
bridge down? Besides that paperwork 
requiring it. It’s not hurting anything. 
It’s certainly not interfering with the 
river. If the locals think they can turn it 
into something useful, what harm in it? 
Clarendon could use another attraction. 
And it seems that it would save money 
just to leave it alone. How much does it 
take to tear down something like that? 
(Answer: $11.3 million was the low bid.)

Instead, a judge in Pulaski County, 
his Hon. Chris Piazza, asked officials to 
hold off on the dynamite until another 
hearing in February. And they agreed.

It’s remarkable when folks can shake 
hands and agree to cool off. Remark-
able, as in somebody should remark.

Come, we have reasoned together. 
Now let’s see if we can continue to do 
so.

Dirty old men
A

s a candidate, Donald Trump talked in-
cessantly about international trade and 
how he was going to make America 

great again by renegotiating trade agreements, 
forcing foreigners to stop taking away our jobs. 
But during his first year in office, he did almost 
nothing on that front—possibly because corpo-
rate America managed to inform him that it has 
invested a lot of money based on the assumption 
that we would continue to honor NAFTA and 
other trade agreements, and would lose bigly if 
he broke them.

This week, however, Trump finally did im-
pose tariffs on washing machines and solar 
panels. The former tariff was, I think, more about 
looking tough than about any kind of strategic 
objective. The latter, however, fits in with an 
important part of this administration’s general 
vision. For this is very much an administration of 
dirty old men.

About washing machines: The legal basis of 
the new tariff is a finding by the U.S. Interna-
tional Trade Commission that the 
industry has been injured by rising 
imports. The definition of “injury” 
is a bit peculiar: The commission 
admitted that the domestic industry 
“did not suffer a significant idling of 
productive facilities” and that “there 
has been no significant unemploy-
ment or underemployment.”

Nonetheless, the commission argued that 
production and employment should have ex-
panded more than it did given the economy’s 
growth between 2012 and 2016 (you know, the 
Obama-era boom Trump insisted was fake).

If this seems like a flimsy justification for 
an action that will significantly raise consumer 
prices, that’s because it is. But Trump decided to 
do it anyway.

The solar panel tariff is more interesting, and 
more disturbing, because it will surely destroy 
many more jobs than it will create.

The fact is that the U.S. is largely out of the 
solar panel-producing business, and whatever the 
reasons for that absence, this policy won’t change 
it. Like the washing-machine tariff, the solar-
panel tariff was imposed using what’s known in 
trade policy circles as the “escape clause”—rules 
that allow temporary protection of industries 
suffering sudden disruption. The operative word 
here is “temporary.” Since we’re not talking about 
sustained protection, this tariff won’t induce any 
long-term investments and therefore won’t bring 
the U.S. solar panel industry back.

What it will do, however, is put a crimp in 
one of the U.S. economy’s big success stories, the 
rapid growth of renewable energy. And here’s 
the thing: Everything we know about the Trump 
administration suggests that hurting renewables 
is actually a good thing from its point of view. As 
I said, this is an administration of dirty old men.

Over the past decade or so there has been a 
remarkable technological revolution in energy 
production. Part of that revolution has involved 

the rise of fracking, which has made natural gas 
cheap and abundant. But there have also been 
stunning reductions in the cost of solar and wind 
power.

Some people still think of these alternative 
energy sources as hippy-dippy stuff that can’t 
survive without big government subsidies. But 
the reality is that they’ve become cost-compet-
itive with conventional energy, and their cost is 
still falling fast. And they employ a lot of people: 
Overall, there are around five times as many peo-
ple working, in one way or another, for the solar 
energy sector as there are coal miners.

But solar gets no love from Trump officials, 
who desperately want the country to stay with 

dirty old power sources, especial-
ly coal. (Wait—when I called them 
dirty old men, did you think I was 
talking about payoffs to porn stars? 
Shame on you.) They’ve even rewrit-
ten Energy Department reports in an 
attempt to make renewable energy 
look bad.

They’ve tried to turn their prefer-
ence for dirty energy into concrete policy too. 
Last fall Rick Perry, the energy secretary, tried 
to impose a rule that would in effect have forced 
electricity grids to subsidize coal and nuclear 
plants. The rule was shot down, but it showed 
what these guys want. From their point of view, 
destroying solar jobs is probably a good thing.

W
HY DO Trump and company love dirty 
energy? Partly it’s about the money: 
What’s good for the Koch brothers 

may not be good for America (or the world), but 
it’s good for Republican campaign finance. Partly 
it’s about blue-collar voters, who still imagine 
that Trump can bring back coal jobs. (In 2017 the 
coal industry added 500, that’s right, 500 jobs. 
That’s 0.0003 percent of total U.S. employment.)

It’s also partly about cultural nostalgia: Trump 
and others recall the heyday of fossil fuels as a 
golden age, forgetting how ghastly air and wa-
ter pollution used to be. But I suspect that it’s 
also about a kind of machismo, a sense that real 
men don’t soak up solar energy; they burn stuff 
instead.

Whatever the specific motivations, the ad-
ministration’s first significant trade policy move 
is stunningly boneheaded. You shouldn’t even 
call it protectionism, since its direct effect will be 
to destroy far more jobs than it creates. Plus it’s 
bad for the environment. So much winning!
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Paul Krugman, who won the 2008 Nobel Prize 
in economics, writes for the New York Times.

Paul
Krugman

Bar phony support animals
THE CHICAGO TRIBUNE

A
nyone who ventures into a U.S. 
airport these days likely will see 
a passenger carrying a small 

furry creature wearing a special vest 
or tag identifying its distinctive func-
tion. Some of these are actual service 
animals, defined by the ADA National 
Network as “individually trained to do 
work or perform tasks for the benefit of 
an individual with a disability, including 
a physical, sensory, psychiatric, intellec-
tual, or other mental disability.”

Many, though, fall into a looser cat-
egory of animals that are supposed-
ly helpful to travelers who don’t have 
blindness or PTSD but may feel less 
anxious with a nonhuman companion. 
The federal Air Carrier Access Act has 
been interpreted to require airlines to 
accommodate passengers who need—
or claim to need—an animal for emo-
tional support. The main thing it takes to 
qualify on most airlines is a letter from a 
physician or therapist.

If you want to take your pet cat, you 
can expect to pay $125, but if you want to 

take your “emotional support animal,” 
you can expect to pay nothing.

The dual policy is an invitation to 
people willing to scam the system with-
out regard for their cabin mates. One ex-
ample, located by ABC News, is a young 
woman named Genevieve who said she 
wanted to take her dog Kali with her 
when she flew, so “she lied about having 
an emotional illness so that Kali could 
become an emotional support animal.”

Delta Air Lines says it has experi-
enced an 84 percent increase in “animal 
incidents,” including urination, defeca-
tion and biting, since 2016. The airline 
now transports 700 service and support 
animals each day. So it has decided to 
take action to discourage illegitimate 
use of the emotional support option. As 
of March 1, each owner will have to pro-
vide veterinary health and vaccination 
records, a letter documenting the travel-
er’s need and a signed “confirmation of 
training form” at least 48 hours before 
takeoff.

It’s a sensible step, and one other air-
lines should consider.

The president’s new vision
ISHAAN THAROOR
THE WASHINGTON POST
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