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How Reagan
would see it
differently

David French

OPINION

On March 8,1983, Ronald Reagan gave
one of the most famous speeches of his
presidency, an address that would go
down in history as the “evil empire
speech.” If you watch it today — and you
remember the Reagan presidency —
you can see that it was vintage Reagan,
full of confidence in the American nation
and the American people, replete with
references to the necessity of both
liberty and morality to the success of the
United States.

But that’s not why the speech en-
dures. It resonates today because Rea-
gan stood before an American audience

and didn’t just reject
On Ukraine, the most popular
DeSantis and arms control pro-

. posal of the day; he

Trump project directly faced and
weakness a‘nd defined the Soviet
moral ambigu-  Union in the stark-
ity in the face est of terms. Rather
of a weaker than shrink from
power. confrontation with

an expansionist,

aggressive Soviet

Union, he leaned
forward, confident in American
strength and the rightness of the West-
ern cause.

What aremarkable contrast with Ron
DeSantis, who trails only Donald Trump
among potential candidates for the
Republican presidential nomination. On
Monday heissued a statement to Tucker
Carlson calling Russia’s brutal invasion
of Ukraine a “territorial dispute,” saying
that “becoming further entangled” in
the conflict wasn’t a vital American
interest and specifically rejected pro-
viding Ukraine with advanced weapons
that could enable it to strike “beyond its
borders.”

Asusual, DeSantis merely echoed
Trump. In his own statement, Trump
reaffirmed his longstanding position
that supporting Ukraine was not a vital
national strategic interest. It wasin
Europe’s vital interests, not America’s.
FRENCH, PAGE 10

The New York Times publishes opinion
from a wide range of perspectives in
hopes of promoting constructive debate
about consequential questions.

In Western Australia, investors see an opportunity to generate renewable electricity cheaply, and to convert the iron ore mines in the area to clean energy. Clockwise from above:
the Christmas Creek iron ore mine; a Fortescue electrolyzer, used to break water down into hydrogen and oxygen; and an area set aside by the state for a green hydrogen hub.

BY MAX BEARAK

For eons, aremote parcel of the Austral-
ian Outback has been a quiet, unremark-
able place. Thousands of square miles of
flat land covered in shrubs and red dirt.
The sun is withering and the wind blows
hard.

It is exactly those features that qual-
ify the tract for an imminent transfor-
mation. A consortium of energy compa-
nies led by BP plans to cover an expanse

Billions are being invested in Australia
to turn water into a widely used fuel

of land eight times as large as New York
City with as many as 1,743 wind tur-
bines, each nearly as tall as the Empire
State Building, along with 10 million or
so solar panels and more than a thou-
sand miles of access roads to connect
them all.

But none of the 26 gigawatts of energy
the site expects to produce, equivalent
to a third of what Australia’s grid cur-
rently requires, will go toward public
use. Instead, it will be used to manufac-
ture a novel kind of industrial fuel:
green hydrogen.

PHOTOGRAPHS BY GIACOMO D’ORLANDO FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES

A costly gamble on clean energy

The patch of desert, more than 100
miles, or 160 kilometers, from the near-
est town, sits next to the biggest prob-
lem that green hydrogen could help
solve: vast iron ore mines full of ma-
chines powered by immense amounts of
dirty fossil fuels. Three of the world’s
four biggest ore miners operate dozens
of mines here.

Proponents hope green hydrogen will
clean up not only mining but other in-
HYDROGEN, PAGE 7

A risky myth
of stable low

Interest rates
takes its toll

WASHINGTON

Banks and their regulators
are learning the hard way
that assumptions can hurt

BY JEANNA SMIALEK

If a number defined the 2010s, it was 2
percent. Inflation, annual economic
growth and interest rates at their peak
all hovered around that level — so per-
sistently that economists, the U.S. Fed-
eral Reserve and Wall Street began to
bet that the era of low-everything would
last.

That bet has gone bad. And with the
implosion of Silicon Valley Bank, Amer-
ica is beginning to reckon with the con-
sequences.

Inflation surprised economists and
policymakers by spiking after the onset
of the coronavirus pandemic, and at 6
percent in America in February, it is
proving difficult to stamp out. The Fed
has lifted interest rates by 4.5 percent-
age points in just the past 12 months as it
has tried to slow the economy and wres-
tle price increases under control. The
central bank’s decision next Wednesday
could nudge rates even higher. And that
jump in borrowing costs is catching
some businesses, investors and house-
holds by surprise.

Silicon Valley Bank is the most ex-
treme example so far of an institution
caught off guard. The bank had amassed
abig portfolio of long-term bonds, which
pay higher interest than shorter-term
ones. But it wasn’t paying to sufficiently
protect its assets against the possibility
of an interest rate spike — and when
rates jumped, it found the market value
ofits holdings seriously dented. The rea-
son: Why would investors want those
old bonds when they could buy new ones
at more attractive rates?

Those impending financial losses
helped to unsettle investors, fueling a
bank run that caused the institution’s
collapse and shook the American bank-
ing system.

The bank’s mistake was a bad — and
ultimately lethal — one. But it wasn’t
wholly unique.

Many banks are holding long-term
bonds that are worth a lot less than their
original value. U.S. banks were sitting
on $620 billion in unrealized losses from
securities that had dropped in price at
the end of 2022, based on Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation data, and
RATES, PAGE 7

After years of obscurity, ‘he’s

MAGDLENA WOSINS FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES
On “Ted Lasso,” Brett Goldstein is part of an ensemble that has brought bonhomie,
optimism and warmth to the set. “I will be absolutely devastated when it ends,” he said.

here, he’s there

LONDON

The breakout comic star
of “Ted Lasso’ is looking
to Marvel and beyond

BY JEREMY EGNER

A few minutes into coffee last spring,
Brett Goldstein wanted to show me
something on his phone.

I leaned over and saw puppeteers sit-
ting on skateboards while they hid be-
hind a table, rolling into one another in
apparent bliss as their hands animated a
clowder of felt cats above their heads.
For Goldstein this represented a kind of
creative ideal, as pure an expression of
fun, craft and unbridled glee as any hu-
man is likely to encounter.

“Imagine this is your actual job,” he
said, his breathtaking eyebrows raised
in wonder.

Goldstein shot this behind-the-scenes
video during his time as a guest star on

“Sesame Street,” an experience this
Emmy-winning, Marvel-starring comic
actor and writer still describes as the
single best day of his life.

The clip is inarguably delightful, but
Goldstein hardly has to imagine such a
job. As the breakout star of “Ted Lasso,”
the hit comedy about a tormented but
terminally sunny American coach win-
ning hearts, minds and the occasional
football match in England, he is part of
an ensemble that brought as much bon-
homie, optimism and warmth to the set
as Ted himself, played by the show’s
mastermind, Jason Sudeikis, brought to
the screen.

“I will be absolutely devastated when
it ends,” Goldstein said last year. “I think
we all will.”

And now it has ended. Or maybe it
hasn’t. What is certain is that the new
season of “Ted Lasso,” which started on
Wednesday, will conclude the three-act
story the creators conceived in the be-
ginning and there are no plans for more.
Whether and how more tales from the
Lassoverse arrive is up to Sudeikis, who
GOLDSTEIN, PAGE 2
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Britains Nationa

Finding hospital beds in the United Kingdom is getting harder

Wait times for treatment are increasing

Waiting more
Hospital beds per 1,000 people Pandemic than a year
8 Patients waiting for N.H.S. care starts
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Source: World Bank

That the
flagship
health care
service of
one of the
wealthiest
countries

in the world
is in such

a state is
shocking, but
not without
explanation.

Satisfaction with the N.H.S. has plummeted

Satisfaction with N.H.S. services

60%

Allyson Pollock
Peter Roderick

On Dec. 15, nurses walked out and
began the largest nurses’ strike in the
history of Britain’s National Health
Service. They were protesting working
conditions that have left them burned
out and stretched thin — and compro-
mised patient safety — and wages that
fell in the last decade in real terms.
Ambulance workers joined them. This
week, thousands of junior doctors went
on strike for three consecutive days.

“I come to work and can see that
there’s a patient waiting eight hours to
see a doctor. There are some days
where I finish my shift, come back the
next day and then I see the same
patient still sat waiting in A&E” — the
emergency room — “the next day,” Dr.
Kiara Vincent, one of the doctors strik-
ing, told the BBC on Monday.

But you don’t have to work in a
hospital to know that Britain’s N.H.S.
is in the most serious crisis of its his-
tory; you just have to be injured, or ill.
Thousands of people are estimated to
have died in the last year because of
overwhelmed ambulance and emer-
gency services. There are 7.2 million
people in England, more than 10 per-
cent of the population, on waiting lists
for treatments like hip or knee replace-
ments, back surgery or cataract opera-
tions. And hundreds of thousands of
people have had a doctor’s referral for
outpatient care at a hospital rejected
because there are no available appoint-
ments — they are simply bounced
back to the doctor to begin the process
again.

That the flagship health care service
of one of the wealthiest countries in
the world is in such a state is shocking,
but not without explanation. Decades
of marketization, 10 years of Conserva-
tive austerity and a pandemic have
hollowed out the N.H.S. so much that
people who can afford to, and increas-
ingly those who can’t, are having to
pay for health care.

A two-tier system with more and
more in common with American health
care is taking shape. It’s not working,
and we’ll soon be at the point where
it’s too late to do anything about it.

The damage to the N.H.S. was in-
flicted in three main waves.

In the late 1980s and early "90s, a
Conservative government introduced
the internal market and closed long-
stay hospitals — where care was free
— under the euphemistic banner of
“care in the community” Private nurs-
ing homes backed by equity investors
took over provision for older people,
and care became chargeable and
means-tested, mirroring Medicaid
“spend down” rules.

In the late 1990s and early 2000s,
Labour, under Tony Blair, built dozens
of new hospitals with money from
partnerships with private investors.
The new hospitals were saddled with
enormous loan and interest repay-
ments — around $60 billion is still
owed.

In 2010, the Conservatives, back in
power — alongside the Liberal Demo-
crats until 2015 — embarked on a
decade of austerity. A government-
commissioned report released last
year called the years between 2010 and
2020 the N.H.S’’s “decade of neglect.”

The cumulative effect was devastat-
ing: In the three decades that pre-

Satisfaction rose under

Labour Party Prime Ministers
Tony Blair and Gordon Brown

Source: N.H.S. England
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ealth Service is exhausted

ceded the pandemic the number of
N.H.S. beds in England was more than
halved. Shortages — of beds, ventila-
tors or intensive care specialists — in
early 2020 were not unique to Britain,
but Britain had fewer per capita beds
than comparable countries. There was
a palpable sense of panic about how
Britain and its health service were
going to manage.

Britain did manage. And it was
because of the dedication of the people
who work for the N.H.S., and the re-
tired staff who came out of retirement

Very
satisfied

40
36%
Very
dissatisfied
20
Neutral
O I I I I I I I I
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Source: The King's Fund and Nuffield Trust analysis of NatCen Social Research’s B.S.A. survey data
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to help. Britons know this: Research
from the spring of 2022 suggests that
the British public still overwhelmingly
support the founding principles of the
N.H.S., even as their satisfaction with
it sinks to the lowest level in decades.
(Nurses and ambulance workers have
the most public support of all of the
workers who have been staging strikes
in Britain this winter.)

But people are also tired of waiting
— or not able to wait — and more and
more are paying for private treatment.

There was a 35 percent increase in
people choosing to self-fund care be-
tween 2019 and 2021, with “market-
beating growth” reported in the self-
pay market since the Covid pandemic.
The number of people self-funding
operations like hip and knee replace-
ments more than doubled.

And there are indications that some
of the people paying for private treat-
ment are doing so not because they
can afford to, but because they can’t
afford to wait: Between 2019 and 2021,
as self-funding increased, the number
of people paying with private insur-
ance decreased; people are reportedly
taking out loans to pay for operations
and, in a development that will be
familiar to Americans but is something
quite new in Britain, more and more
people are turning to GoFundMe to
raise money for medical treatment.

The government has done plenty to
encourage this shift: In 2012, the Con-
servatives increased the cap on what

percentage of an N.H.S. hospital’s
income could come from treating
private patients to 49 percent.

An investigation by The Guardian
newspaper in January found that some
N.H.S. hospitals with private divisions
were promoting self-pay for people
who “don’t want to wait for an N.H.S.
referral,” while warning N.H.S. pa-
tients that services were “extremely
busy.” And it’s well
established that

Brit: h
ritons wio doctors who work

want to use for the public and
the N'H;S° the private sector
are ﬁnd“}g have a conflict of
itincreasingly interest and can
hard to do so. game the system,
It doesn’t have  telling patients that
to be this way,  they’ll have to wait
months for N.H.S.

but change

, treatment one week
won't be easy.

and then treating
them privately the
next.

More private patients is supposed to
mean more money for the service. But
since the profit margins on the income
from private patients are treated as
confidential, researchers have not
been able to verify whether private
patient units have created more
money for N.H.S. patients, whether
they make any profit or even lose
money.

What we do know is Britons who
want to use the N.H.S. are finding it
increasingly hard to do so. It doesn’t

have to be this way, but change won’t
be easy.

In the short term the N.H.S. should
stop treating private patients and use
public funds to increase the numbers
of beds and staff. And sooner rather
than later, doctors should be required
to choose between working for the
public system or the private sector.

There have been four attempts to
introduce a bill — that we co-authored
— that would reinstate the N.H.S. as a
planned system of universal public
health care in England in the House of
Commons since 2015 — and all four
have failed, the last one in 2018. The
prospects of any future attempt would
depend on the next government.

On Thursday, after months of rolling
strikes, the government increased its
pay offer to nurses and ambulance
workers. Three of the largest health
unions agreed to recommend the offer
to their members. Junior doctors went
back to work, but their dispute is far
from over.

The N.H.S. as Britons have known it
— accessible, free at the point of use,
cherished — is becoming something
else. But as long as there are still
people willing to fight for it, it’s not too
late to save it.

ALLYSON POLLOCK is a clinical professor
of public health at Newcastle Univer-
sity. PETER RODERICK is a principal re-
search associate at Newcastle Univer-
sity and a lawyer.
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Why Donald Trump

must be prosecuted

Charleé M. Blow

Donald Trump may finally be indicted.
Finally!

The Manhattan district attorney’s
office has signaled that charges, related
to Trump’s reported hush-money pay-
ments to the porn star Stormy Daniels,
are likely.

But there’s also hand-wringing: about
whether this is the best case to be the
first among those in which Trump is
likely to be criminally charged, the
strength of this case compared to others
and the historic implications of indicting
aformer president for anything.

And withregard to those implications,
the central considerations always seem
tobe the importance of any precedent
set by prosecuting a former president
and the broader political significance —
what damage it might do to the country.
Often left out of that calculus, it seems to
me, is the damage Trump has already
done and is poised to continue to do.

Prosecution is not the problem;
Trump himselfis. And any pretense that
the allegations of his marauding crimi-
nality are a sideshow to the political
stakes and were, therefore, remedied in
2020 at the ballot box rather thanina

jurybox, isitselfa

miscarriage of justice
Doing so and does incalculable
would be a damage.
step toward Last year, around
mending the time the House
A . Jan. 6 committee was
merica. . .
holding hearings,
Elaine Kamarck, the
director of the Center

for Effective Public Management at the
Brookings Institution, wrote: “Prosecut-
ing Trump is not a simple matter of
determining whether the evidence is
there. Itis a question embedded in the
larger issue of how to restore and defend
American democracy.”

Idon’t seeit that way. Any case
against Trump must hang on the evi-
dence and the principle that justice is
blind. The political considerations,
including gaming out what might be the
ideal sequence of cases, across jurisdic-
tions and by their gravity, only serve to
distort the judicial process.

The justice system must be unteth-
ered from political implications and
consequences, even the possibility of
disruptive consequences.

For instance, could an indictment and
prosecution of Trump cause consterna-
tion and possibly even unrest? Abso-
lutely. Trump has been preparing his
followers for his martyrdom for years
and evangelizing to them the idea that
any sanctioning of himis an attack on
them. This transference of feelings of
persecution and pain from manufac-
tured victimhood is a classic psychologi-
cal device of a cult leader.

Trump uses the passions he has in-
flamed as a political threat against those
pursuing him: In 2019, when he was
facing impeachment, he took to Twitter,
citing a quote from Pastor Robert Jef-
fress, who’d appeared on Fox News and
recklessly posited that if Trump were
removed from office “it will cause a Civil
War-like fracture in this nation from
which this country will never heal.”

Last year, on a talk radio show, Trump

said that if he were indicted in connec-
tion with his alleged mishandling of
classified documents, “I think you’d
have problems in this country the likes
of which perhaps we’ve never seen
before. I don’t think the people of the
United States would stand for it.”

Over and over, Trump has goaded his
supporters in this direction: whether
during the 2016 presidential race, urg-
ing rallygoers to “knock the crap out of”
people who might disrupt the proceed-
ings, or telling the Proud Boys, in 2020,
to “stand back and stand by.”

OnJan. 6,2021, he waited and
watched the attack on the Capitol for
hours, resisting pleas from his own
advisers to try to stop it. When Trump
finally made a statement, he down-
played the insurrection and reluctantly
told the rioters to go home, but not
without adding: “We love you. You’re
very special.”

Trump is the impresario of incite-
ment. He’ll use any attempt to hold him
accountable to agitate and activate his
loyalists.

That’s not areason to avoid vig-
orously and swiftly pursuing him le-
gally, but rather areasonto doit. If we
establish a precedent that amassing a
significant threat to society is a ward
against enforcement of the law, it makes
amockery of the law.

It would reinforce what was already a
persistent problem in the criminal
justice system: unequal treatment of
the rich and powerful, compared to that
of the poor and powerless.

A series of studies from more than a
decade ago in The Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences found
that upper-income people were more
likely to lie, cheat and literally take
candy meant to be given to children. The
researchers postulated that several
factors could have contributed to this,
including alowered perception of risk,
plenty of money to deal with the “down-
stream costs” of their behavior, feelings
of entitlement, less concern about what
other people think and a general sense
that greed is good.

At the same time, as Jeffrey Reiman
and Paul Leighton write in their book,
“The Rich Get Richer and the Poor Get
Prison,” “The criminal justice systemis
biased from start to finish in a way that
guarantees that, for the same crimes,
members of the lower classes are much
more likely than members of the middle
and upper classes to be arrested, con-
victed and imprisoned.”

The authors go further, theorizing that
the goal of the criminal justice system
isn’t even to prevent crime or provide
justice, but rather to “project to the
American public a credible image of the
threat of crime as a threat from the poor.”
When you think of it that way, it’s not
hard to see how Trump and many of his
admirers choose to see him as above the
law.

Prosecuting Trump wouldn’t break
the country. On the contrary, it would be
astep toward mending it, a step toward
undergirding the flimsy promise of
“equal justice under law.”

The eyes of the country are on these
cases — the eyes of all those who’ve
been badgered for minor violations,
who’ve had the book thrown at them for
crimes that others either got away with
or served no time for. Not only are they
watching, but so are their loved ones and
their communities.

They, too, are America, and further
damaging their faith in the country
should matter as much as damaging the
faith of any other part of our body politic.

Torehabilitate American justice,
Trump must be prosecuted.

DREW ANGERER/GETTY IMAGES

OPINION

Three and a half myths about the bank bailouts

Paul Krugman

Last weekend, U.S. policymakers went
allin on bailing out two medium-size
banks: Silicon Valley Bank and Signa-
ture Bank.

And yes, they were bailouts. I wish the
Biden administration weren’t trying to
claim otherwise. Yes, stockholders were
cleaned out. But legally, deposits are
insured only up to $250,000; by choosing
to make all depositors whole, the feds
have done holders of big accounts a
major favor.

It’s true that losses, if any — it’s not
clear whether either bank was insolvent,
as opposed to simply lacking the ready
cash tohandle abank run — won’t be
made up with higher conventional
taxes; the money is coming from the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
which will recover funds, if necessary,
by imposing higher fees on banks. But
these fees will be passed on to the public,
so taxpayers are de facto on the hook.

But was it abad decision? I've heard
four basic kinds of criticism. One is
ridiculous. Two are dubious. But the last
one has me a bit worried, although I
think it’s probably wrong.

Let’s start with the silly stuff. On the
right side of the political spectrum,
many have quickly rallied around the
claim that S.V.B. failed because it was
excessively woke — which is only mar-
ginally less ludicrous than claiming that
wokeness somehow causes train derail-
ments.

For whatit’s worth, no, S.V.B. didn’t
stand out from other banks inits con-
cern for diversity, the environment and
soon. And banks have been going bust
for centuries, since long before H.R.
departments began including boiler-
plate language about social responsibil-
ity in their mission statements. So the
talk about wokeness tells us nothing
about bank failures — but alot about the
intellectual and moral bankruptcy of the
modern American right.

On to more serious criticism. There is
areasonable argument, one that I large-
ly agree with, to the effect that the fail-
ure of S.V.B. didn’t pose a systemic
threat in the way that the failures of
financial institutions beginning with

Lehman Brothers did in 2008. So why
rescue the depositors?

Well, one answer is that, like it or not,
Silicon Valley Bank had come to play a
key role in what you might call the
financial ecosystem of the technology
sector. Notably, if depositors had lost
access to their money, even temporarily,
this would apparently have left many

technology compa-
There were nies unable to meet
d their payrolls and
good reasons pay their bills —
to act, despite  \jich might have
uncertainty. done lasting damage.
True, killing the
cryptoindustry

would be a public service, but there’s
also alot of good stuff that might get
hurt.

In this sense the bailout of S.V.B. was
something like the bailout of General
Motors and Chrysler in 2009, which was
alsojustified on the grounds that it
would preserve a crucial piece of the
economic ecosystem. And although the
auto bailout was harshly criticized at
the time, in retrospect it looks like the
right call, even though it ended up cost-

ing taxpayers billions.

Athird criticism is the claim that the
feds have now established the principle
that all deposits are effectively insured
without imposing correspondingly
tighter regulation on what banks do with
those deposits — creating an incentive
for irresponsible risk taking. But policy-
makers explicitly didn’t guarantee all
deposits everywhere, and at least so far,
we’re seeing an outflow of funds from
smaller banks to more tightly regulated
large banks. You may not like this —
whatever else you may say about big
financial institutions, they aren’t lov-
able. But on balance we seem to be
seeing the financial system move to-
ward reduced, not increased, risk taking.

Which brings me to the criticism I take
seriously, although I think it’s probably
wrong: claims that the bank failures will
undermine efforts to control inflation.

It’s true that the bank blowups have
caused investors to rethink the future
course of Federal Reserve policy: arate
hike at the next Fed meeting, which
seemed to be a done deal, now looks
uncertain, with markets now pricing in
the possibility of a rate cut and two-year

DAN SAELINGER/TRUNK ARCHIVE

interest rates (a good indicator of
expected Fed policy over the near
future) plunging. And some sensible
people I talk to are now warning about
financial dominance, in which the Fed
puts a higher priority on protecting
Wall Street than on stabilizing infla-
tion.

But given the way the banking sys-
temis reacting to the S.V.B. affair, there
are actually good reasons for the Fed
to limit rate hikes, at least for a while.
The Fed has been trying to cool off the
economy; well, banks’ increased sensi-
tivity to risk and the shift of deposits to
more tightly regulated banks will
probably cool the economy even if the
Fed doesn’t raise rates. Some financial
newsletters are even predicting a
recession. And market expectations of
inflation have, if anything, declined.

The fallout from banking problems
has made a murky economic situation
even murkier, and it will be a while —
maybe forever — before we know
whether policymakers made the right
call. But I'm hearing a lot of apocalyp-
tic rhetoric right now, none of which
seems justified by the available facts.

Refocusing in the pandemics aftermath

Atul Gawande

By the end of 2021, Americans were
dying three years sooner, on average,
than they were before Covid-19, with life
expectancy falling from 79 years to 76
years, according to the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention’s most
recent statistics.

Such astonishing declines have oc-
curred planet-wide — the first global
reduction in life expectancy since World
War II. Total deaths jumped 13 percent
in the first two years of the pandemic.
Estimates indicates that about 15 million
more people died than would have been
expected. Human development has
been pushed into reverse.

Most of these deaths have been a
direct result of the coronavirus. But the
pandemic also killed people by damag-
ing health care more broadly, which will
itself have enduring consequences.
Years of gains and investment have
been wiped away. And we have only
started to see the effects.

We can reclaim our lost ground and
resume the past decades of advance-
ment in human survival and health. But
that requires holding on to our sense of
urgency and doing more than simply
hoping things will turn around. The
aftermath of pandemics requires as
much focus and response as the start.
And the United States’leadership is
crucial. We rallied the world toinvestin
emergency relief. Now we must rally the
world toinvest in recovery.

Across the globe, the pandemic di-
verted resources from essential health
needs of all kinds. Routine immunization
programs, sickness care for children and
adults, cancer treatment, ambulance
services, surgery capacity and mental
health services have all been disrupted.
Covidinflicted economic harm that led
governments to slash even meager
health budgets. It disrupted supply
chains for basic medical supplies. And it
has driven health workers, already in
short supply, from the profession here
and abroad.

The harm to health care has been
wide, but the repair must start with the
decimated and under-resourced ranks
of primary health care workers — our
first-line, community-based doctors,
nurses and outreach workers. Attention
in crisis tends to focus on hospitals and
emergency responders. However, pri-
mary health workers deliver the vast
majority of the services responsible for
longer lives, including for stopping the
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Ambulances outside of ElImhurst Hospital Center in New York last year. The hospital
was considered the epicenter of the virus in America at the start of the pandemic.

next pandemic. They are the backbone
of afunctional and effective health
system.

Decades of evidence show that prima-
ry care teams are also capable of re-
markable improvements in health when
they’re appropriately trained, paid and
— thisis crucial — given the capacity to
reach out regularly to every household
that they serve. Keeping people con-
nected to the most important services
for their health and survival, and work-
ing to make sure no one falls through the
cracks, adds years of
life.

Whenresearchers
in Ghanatested,ina
randomized trial, the
impact of financing
neighborhood health
clinics thatincluded
outreach workers and nurses who pro-
vided first-level care and offered preven-
tive measures such as malaria nets and
family planning, the results were dra-
matic. Child mortality fell by over 50
percentin three years and by nearly 70
percent in seven years. Women also
markedly increased the spacing be-
tween births, which significantly re-
duces maternal mortality risk. In Costa
Rica, investment over decadesin such a
primary care system has delivered an
80-plus-year life expectancy — one of
the longest in the Americas despite
Costa Rica having just one-sixth of the
United States’ income per capita.

In the United States, during the pan-
demic, health leaders came to recognize

Now the
world must
rally to invest
in recovery.

the importance of investments incorpo-
rating, for the first time, large numbers
of community health workers into local
health systems, particularly where life
expectancy is lowest. These workers
were essential in getting 95 percent of
older Americans vaccinated against
Covid. Now they can also play a vital
role in ensuring that gaps in access to
other kinds of lifesaving care are closed.

The global primary care work force
also provides critical capacity to detect
future public health threats and deliver
aresponse. When people have a weird
rash, anasty cough or abad fever,it’sa
local doctor or nurse whom they most
depend on to recognize that it could be
mpox (as monkeypox is now called), a
new coronavirus variant or a deadly
avian flu breaking out. And thenit’s
those same primary care professionals
who deliver the needed testing, vaccina-
tions and treatments to the community
atlarge. Yet around the world, they are
routinely among the most neglected and
underfinanced part of the health care
work force.

Which brings us back to the condi-
tions that have driven the first global
decline in life expectancy in genera-
tions. A doubling of human life span in
less than a century, one of the greatest
accomplishments in history, was
achieved through worldwide coopera-
tion on sustained efforts to address
many individual causes of death and
sickness — polio, H.I.V./AIDS, diarrheal
illness, malaria and childbirth risks, to
name just a few. These efforts have

saved millions upon millions of lives,
but they depend on primary health
workers to achieve their impact. This
work force is the same one we now must
count on to incorporate management of
future coronavirus variants into routine
care.

Alittle over a year ago, when I took up
my role at the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development, where I oversee
foreign assistance for global health, one
of my great hopes was to help repair the
systemic damage that’s been done. So I
was thrilled when President Biden
requested funding from Congress last
year not only for these critical disease-
driven programs and to prepare for
future pandemics but also for a Global
Health Worker Initiative. It would
provide targeted investments abroad,
such asin training and in digital tools,
that advance the world’s efforts to
rebuild the work force needed to restore
health and survival. The omnibus budg-
et that passed in the final weeks of the
last Congress dropped this funding,
however.

Last week, the president again put
forward a budget to back this vital
effort. Recovery has received far too
little attention and resources, and Con-
gress must doits part to change that.

In the meantime, I have worked with
my U.S.A.L.D. team to do what we can.
Starting with governments in seven
countries that we assist — Ivory Coast,
Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Malawi,
Nigeria and the Philippines — we have
set a goal to marshal resources to re-
store death rates to better than prepan-
demic levels by 2025 for, at minimum,
children under 5 and women under 50.
To accomplish this, we’re working
country by country to analyze the gaps
in essential health services and the
underlying weaknesses in the primary
health care work force upon which
those services rest. We are also working
to partner with governments and inter-
national institutions to focus resources
on closing those gaps over the next two
years.

As the World Health Organization has
putit, we need countries “to make a
radical reorientation of their health
systems toward primary care.” This is
how we will make a real recovery from
the pandemic — and be prepared for the
nextone. And itis the only path we have
back to a world of longer and healthier
lives.

ATUL GAWANDE is the assistant adminis-
trator for global health at the United
States Agency for International Devel-
opment.
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How big of a climate betrayal is the Willow oil project?

David Wallace-Wells

On Monday, when President Biden
approved ConocoPhillips’s $8 billion
plan to extract 600 million barrels of oil
from federal lands in Alaska, the an-
nouncement landed simultaneously
with the thud of betrayal and the air of
inevitability. On the campaign trail, Mr.
Biden had promised “no more drilling
on federal lands, period. Period, period,
period.” But for all the talk about the
renewables boom and the green transi-
tion, and all the money pouring into
them as well, there has been little
concerted effort, in the United States at
least, to really draw down our profli-
gate use of the stuff that is actually
poisoning the climate: fossil fuels.

The green transition is indeed rap-
idly underway — more rapidly than
many advocates believed possible just
a few years ago. But on its own, even
infinite clean energy doesn’t change
anything about emissions trajectories
or global warming. For that, it has to
replace the dirty kind. And as Mark
Paul and Lina Moe write in a new
report for the Climate and Community
Project, renewable subsidies can get
you only so far, no matter how gener-
ous they are; at some point, if you are
serious about any of our stated climate
goals, you have to move on to a pro-
gram of drawdown. In their report, Mr.
Paul and Ms. Moe call this a “supply
side” approach to decarbonization. You
may recognize the principle from the
old activist slogan “Keep it in the
ground.”

American emissions have been
declining steadily since 2005, primarily
because of natural gas replacing coal
for electricity generation. But the
decline has been relatively slow and
pockmarked by concessions to the
fossil fuel industry and climate hypoc-
risy. Last year, as U.S. climate envoy
John Kerry lectured the nations of
sub-Saharan Africa about the risks of
fossil fuel development, the United
States approved more oil and gas ex-
pansion than any other nation in the
world, according to Oil Change Interna-
tional. It is already the world’s largest
producer of oil and gas and the third-
largest consumer of coal. This year, it
will also become the world’s biggest
exporter of liquefied natural gas.

Those gas exports are expected to
more than double by the end of the

decade. And farther out, the U.S. Ener-
gy Information Administration
projects that oil and gas will remain
the country’s biggest sources of energy
at midcentury, when the country has
formally pledged to be net zero, with
oil production continuing to grow over
that time. In its first two years, the
Biden administration approved more
oil and gas permits than the Trump
administration had at that point. And
while the Inflation Reduction Act has
been rightly hailed as the most signifi-
cant piece of climate legislation the
country has ever produced, even some
optimistic analyses suggest it might
not reduce domestic oil production by
even a single barrel over the next
decade.

At the global level, there are some
more encouraging signs. The Euro-
pean Union, for instance, has agreed to
push for a fossil fuel phaseout at the
next U.N. climate conference in Dubai
in December — a promise that has

some holes and isn’t

The world quite as absqlute as,
wants to have  5&% the Fossil Fuel

. Non-Proliferation

it both ways Treaty. But it still

on fossil fuels.  comes much closer

to that high standard

of medium-term
abolition than might’ve seemed possi-
ble just a few years ago. More promis-
ing, there is evidence of renewables
beginning to outcompete fossil fuels as
well. According to a recent analysis of
an International Energy Agency report
by Carbon Brief, renewables will be-
come the world’s top source of elec-
tricity within three years. By 2025, the
L.E.A. suggests, global emissions
should reach a peak — and then either
plateau or decline

This sounds like good news, and
indeed it is — much better to not con-
tinue doing more damage to the future
of the planet’s climate each year than
we did in every previous year in hu-
man history. But that is all that is
meant by a peak, and its attainment
only implies that perhaps next year we
will manage to do only as much dam-
age to the future of the planet’s climate
as we had the previous, record year,
which is to say, more damage than we
managed in every previous year in
human history.

A sustained plateau would be an
even more trivial accomplishment than
a peak. From there, all we have to do to
stabilize the planet’s temperature is to
get from 40 billion metric tons of car-

bon emissions every year all the way
down to zero. “To attempt to fit this
drama into some familiar experience of
‘energy transition’ is to dramatically
underestimate the challenge ahead,”
the economic historian Adam Tooze
wrote recently in his newsletter. “As a
technical, industrial, political and
societal challenge, it is gigantic and
unprecedented.”

Different warming goals imply dif-
ferent timelines for that undertaking:
To limit warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius
above preindustrial levels, the ambi-
tious target established under the
Paris agreement, would require getting
to zero by 2050, according to most
estimates; limiting to 2 degrees would
require doing it by 2070 or 2080. Each
of these timelines involves consider-
able uncertainty, but they also tell a
relatively clear story. And what those
stories imply for fossil fuel develop-
ment and production is nearly as
straightforward. Limiting warming to
1.5 degrees would require leaving

almost 40 percent of already developed
fossil fuel infrastructure untapped.
Limiting warming to 2 degrees would
require stranding fewer of those assets
but would probably still mean keeping
a significant share of known oil re-
serves in the ground. In fact, the Inter-
national Energy Agency declared in
2021 that the building of new fossil
infrastructure had to stop then. In a
report last year, the Tyndall Center in
Britain found that to reach ambitious
climate goals equitably, fossil fuel
production in the world’s rich countries
had to be phased out entirely by 2034.
The Willow project is expected to be
producing oil for decades thereafter.
How big of a carbon bomb is Willow?
The honest answer is nonzero but not
catastrophically large, on its own. If
the project goes forward and produces
oil as predicted, it is expected to gener-
ate 9.2 million additional metric tons of
CO: each year — about the equivalent
of two new coal plants added to our
fleet or two million gasoline cars added
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to the road. This is bad — any amount
of additional carbon promises to push
the world even farther outside the
envelope of temperatures that have
enclosed, and indeed helped cultivate,
the full history of human civilization to
this point. Rebecca Solnit called Willow
“an act of terrorism against the cli-
mate,” and Heather Souvaine Horn
wrote that the approval “underlines
that the climate phase of the Biden
administration is over.” And yet nine
million metric tons is only about two-
tenths of 1 percent of current American
emissions.

But this same logic could be used to
justify any particular fossil fuel project.
That is the nature of a problem that
suffuses nearly every aspect of indus-
trial and postindustrial civilization:
The scale of the challenge seems si-
multaneously to argue for urgency and
to counsel a kind of indifference. Even
China’s conspicuous recent burst of
coal-power construction doesn'’t, itself,
significantly change the global emis-

sions trajectory (particularly since
most of those plants are running far
below capacity). But as Hannah
Ritchie has recently emphasized, this
is no excuse for inaction, given that
those countries whose “negligible
emissions” each amount to less than 2
percent of the problem altogether
account for more than a third of it. You
have to draw the line somewhere, and
the Biden administration keeps doing
so only to cross it.

In an essay this week in The Hill,
William S. Becker invoked “climate
pragmatism” as an argument for
drawing a harder line on Willow and
other fossil fuel development, and
compared the recent American pat-
tern of forward progress mixed with
backsliding to an addiction, with the
admonition that implies: A drink isn’t
a bender, but at some point, if you’re
hoping to put alcoholism behind you,
you’ve got to actually stop drinking.
Or at the very least, stop ordering
wine delivered to your door.

For decades, economists consider-
ing this problem would often propose
a carbon tax as a solution — a market-
based approach to the environmental
externality. Then the Green New Deal
came along, and though it was derided
in some corners as a heavy-handed
intervention, it helped shepherd for-
ward an almost painless-seeming new
green industrial policy (the I.LR.A.)
built purely around incentives and
rewards. This soft-touch approach is,
for obvious reasons, politically appeal-
ing. The risk is that left to its own
devices, the market won’t actually
retire fossil fuels — at least not fast
enough.

That’s because, unfortunately, fossil
fuels remain something of a bonanza
business. This week the world’s larg-
est oil company, Saudi Aramco, posted
arecord $161 billion profit for 2022 —
more than the combined profits of
some of the world’s other major oil
companies, many of which also set
records last year. These are not busi-
nesses we can expect to go quietly
into the night, at least anytime soon.
And still, the U.S. government is each
year sending more than $10 billion in
subsidies to fossil fuel companies. Mr.
Biden says he wants to scrap those.
We’ll see.

DAVID WALLACE-WELLS, a writer for Opin-
ion and a columnist for The New York
Times Magazine, is the author of “The
Uninhabitable Earth.”
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How Reagan would see it differently

FRENCH, FROM PAGE 1

He emphasized Europe’s obligation to
support Ukraine, including stating that
European allies must pay the United
States “retroactively” to compensate for
its aid to Ukraine. He nonsensically
claimed he could end the war within 24
hours.

Whereas Reagan was a man of
strength, confidence and clarity in the
face of a daunting military threat, De-
Santis and Trump represent weakness,
insularity and moral ambiguity in the
face of a weaker power. Forty years after
Reagan’s defiance, DeSantis and Trump
personify the Republican Party’s de-
scent.

Iremember 1983. 1 came of age in the
1980s, and while it is wrong to say that
only the Republicans opposed the Soviet
threat (the Cold War was a long, biparti-
san struggle), by the 1980s there was a
clear distinction between the parties.
The Democrats in general favored a
more conciliatory approach to the Soviet
Union. The nuclear-freeze movement
had emerged, and it pressed the United
States and Soviet Union to halt the test-
ing immediately, development and
production of nuclear weapons.

Reagan rejected the freeze. Demo-
crats were more likely to accept it (by
1984 it was part of the Democratic Party
platform). Reagan’s point was simple: A
freeze would serve to hold in place an
immense Soviet military advantage. Its
strategic and intermediate-range nucle-
ar delivery systems were more modern
and more numerous than NATO ar-
senals. Combine the Soviet nuclear
advantage (especially in Europe) with
its advantage in both military man-
power and many conventional weapons,
and Reagan was concerned that a
“freeze” would merely cement Ameri-
ca’s disadvantages.

But Reagan’s argument against the
freeze wasn’t what made the speech
truly memorable — it was his conviction
that America was engaged in a struggle
against evil and that evil could not be
appeased.

“If history teaches us anything,”
Reagan argued, “it teaches that simple-
minded appeasement or wishful think-
ing about our adversaries is folly. It
means the betrayal of our past, the
squandering of our freedom.”

Reagan had no patience for moral
equivalence. “I urge you to beware the
temptation of pride,” he said, “the temp-
tation of blithely declaring yourselves
aboveitall and label both sides equally
at fault, toignore the facts of history and
the aggressive impulses of an evil em-
pire, to simply call the arms race a giant
misunderstanding and thereby remove
yourself from the struggle between right
and wrong and good and evil.”

My teenage self thrilled to Reagan’s
words. To my young ears they captured
the moral essence of the Cold War. As I
matured, however, I more fully under-
stood the risks in confronting the Soviet
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Union. I understood why so many of my
fellow citizens were alarmed by Rea-
gan’srhetoric. I later saw thatin 1983 it
was far from clear that confrontation
was the better course.

Some argued that Reagan was reck-
less. If you look at the contemporary
balance of power between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact (this analysis, from 1984, is
indicative), it appeared that Reagan was
defiant despite America’s relative weak-
ness. NATO possessed less of most
everything — ships, tanks, men, planes
and nuclear delivery systems. After the
American military loss in Vietnam, the
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military buildup. He poured weapons
into Afghanistan to assist Afghan fight-
ers who were confronting a Soviet inva-
sion. Ultimately, the Soviets faltered.
While the reasons for Soviet collapse are
hotly debated, its top-heavy military
structure wasn’t a proxy for economic or
political strength. Soviet society was far
more brittle than it appeared.

When the end came, it came quickly.
First, the Soviets came to the bargaining
table. In December 1987, the Soviet
leadership signed the I.N.F. Treaty,
which required both sides to destroy
their nuclear and conventional short-
and intermediate-range land-based
ballistic and cruise missiles and missile
launchers. Next, the Soviet Union suf-
fered military and political defeat. In
February 1989, the last Soviet troops left
Afghanistan. In November that same
year, the Berlin Wall fell. By 1991, the
Soviet Union itself was extinct.

I don’t raise that comparison to claim
that confrontation is always appropriate
or that the current conflict in Ukraine

doesn’t present the world with profound
risks. I want to highlight the fundamen-
tal change in the Republican Party. In
the face of daunting odds, Reagan pro-
jected strength and moral clarity. Now,
when NATO is clearly stronger than
Russia, DeSantis and Trump project
moral confusion and profound timidity.

Take DeSantis’s claim that the war
represents a “territorial dispute.” As
Noah Rothman wrote in National Re-
view, “Russia’s unprovoked invasion of
Ukraine is a ‘dispute’ over territory in
the same way a bank robber and deposi-
tor have a ‘dispute’ over money.” DeSan-
tis’s comment is a shocking misstate-
ment of the very nature of the conflict.
Modern Russia may not be an “evil
empire” of the same size and scope as
the old Soviet Union, but its evil regime
is seeking a new empire, one that threat-
ens to expand again and again, until it is
ultimately stopped at catastrophic cost.

The DeSantis and Trump statements
are not, however, the final word from the
G.O.P. When it comes to the war in
Ukraine — a pivotal moment in world
history — there is now areal fight on the
right. The choice isn’t simply between
Trump and his Florida clone.

In his own statement to Tucker Carl-
son, Mike Pence specifically invoked
Reagan: “When the United States
supports Ukraine in their fight against
Putin, we follow the Reagan Doctrine,
and we support those who fight our
enemies on their shores, so we will not
have to fight them ourselves.”

The very concept of American weak-
ness and Russian victory are utterly
alien to traditional conservatives. They
understand that Americais the arsenal
of democracy and is more than capable
of sustaining Ukraine in its fight with
Russia, deterring China and maintain-
ing domestic economic health and
vitality.

Itis fashionable on the new right to
mock Reaganism as a “zombie” ideol-
ogy, and while it’s true that Reagan’s
specific policies were tailored for his
time, there’s alarger tale to tell. Reagan
inherited a nation in a deeper economic
crisis than we find ourselves in now,
faced a foe far more formidable than
modern Russia or modern China and
still knew that our nation maintained
the strength and moral clarity to meet
its challenges at home and abroad.

Forty years ago, Reagan spoke with
truth and conviction about the nature of
foreign threats. This week, Ron DeSan-
tis and Donald Trump failed. Two men
who’ve built their political brands
around fighting their domestic political
enemies now wilt in the face of inferior
Russian arms. If one of these men pre-
vail, then the Reagan Republican Party
is truly lost, its moral clarity is gone, and
the preservation of the international
order will fall to a Democratic Party that
now shows more confidence than the
G.O.P.in the moral and military power of
the United States.



