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magnitude higher than most opinion columns. Richard Parker has found his voice on 
the Trump presidency, and readers are responding.  
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“Saying no is easy, leading is hard, but
that is what we were elected to do.
Leaving this caucus will allow me to be
a more effective member of Congress
and advocate for the people of Texas.”
— U.S. Rep. Ted Poe, R-Humble, announc-
ing his resignation from the hard-line
House Freedom Caucus that helped sink
GOP attempts to repeal the Affordable
Care Act (texastribune.org, Monday)

“C’mon fellas. You know what this is?
You know what this says? You’re going
back to work.” — President Donald
Trump to coal miners attending a cere-
mony where he signed an executive order
to roll back Obama-era climate-change
regulations (The New York Times, Tues-
day) 

“Administrations will change during the
life of our business and our assets, and
we’ll continue to move forward in a way
that makes sense for our investors and
our customers.” — Duke Energy Corp.
CEO Lynn Good, on why the company
plans to invest heavily in natural gas and
renewable power generation despite
Trump’s pledge to revive the coal in-
dustry (The Wall Street Journal, Tuesday)

“Calling climate change a ‘hoax’ won’t
stop temperatures or sea level from
rising.” — Environment Texas director
Luke Metzger, in a statement responding
to Trump’s executive order (texastribune
.org. Tuesday)

“I have flown United before with literal-
ly no pants on. Just a top as a dress.
Next time I will wear only jeans and a
scarf.” — Model Chrissy Teigen, on a
decision by United Airlines personnel to
bar two girls wearing leggings from
boarding a flight because they were not
in compliance with a dress code for cer-
tain passengers (foxnews.com, Monday)

“I’ve got to tell stories that are impor-
tant to me, and so many African-Amer-
ican women died. I want to make Flap
[played by Jeff Daniels in the 1983 film]
gay and infect the Debra Winger char-
acter. And then we explore the ’80s in a
different way.” — producer and director
Lee Daniels, on his planned remake of
“Terms of Endearment” (hollywood
reporter.com, Wednesday)

“Great news! The House just voted to
pass SJR 34. We will finally be able to
buy the browser history of all the Con-
gress people who voted to sell our data
and privacy without our consent!” —
Actor Misha Collins, a co-star of the
television show “Supernatural,” who has
raised more than $63,000 via GoFundMe
to protest congressional action to weak-
en consumer internet privacy protections
(thehill.com, Thursday)

“With our growth plans over the next
five to 10 years, we simply won’t have
enough delivery drivers if we do not
look to add to our fleet through initia-
tives such as this.” — Domino’s Pizza
Enterprises CEO Don Meij on plans to use
six-wheeled self-driving robots to deliver
pizzas to customers in Germany and the
Netherlands (bloomberg.com, Wednes-
day)

“If the president puts Russian salad
dressing on his salad tonight, somehow
that’s a Russian connection.” — White
House spokesman Sean Spicer, in re-
sponse to journalist April Ryan’s ques-
tions about connections between the
administration and Russia. (USAToday,
Tuesday) 

“Gotta
check my
taps for
sound.” —
tap-dancer
C.P. Lacey,
a.k.a. “the
Execution-
er,” who
escorts bad amateur-night acts from the
stage of the fabled Apollo Theater in
Harlem (The New York Times, Tuesday)

“The lack of clarity is, ‘What is a crimi-
nal? What is a bad guy?’ ” — Dallas May-
or Mike Rawlings, joining with other
mayors to urge the Trump administration
to provide more specific guidance on its
“operational policy” on sanctuary cities
(dallasnews.com, Wednesday)

“I’m very disappointed in the lack of
courage in our board, while coura-
geous school boards across the coun-
try step up for what is right, not what is
easy.” — Irving ISD Trustee Nell Anne
Hunt on trustees rejecting a resolution
supporting unauthorized immigrant
students (dallasnews.com, Tuesday)
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Points Poor sleep is hurting our health, relationships and
productivity, writes Doug Irving. 6P

THINK SHARP

You don’t snooze, you lose

A s the Texas Legislature is transfixed by toilets, it has lost sight of a major development:

The Texas economy, the pride and joy of the 21st century, is no longer No. 1 in the coun-

try. In fact, it’s no longer even close.

Depending on which index you want to measure — jobs, growth or productivity — Texas is

ranked 28th, 10th or 21st. Once the state with the lowest unemployment, Texas fell to 28th earli-

er this year. Growth has flattened out. Costs have risen. Other states are just as — or more —

attractive for business and people alike.

The bloom is off the rose. Meanwhile, most of
the state’s political leadership hasn’t batted an eye.
It didn’t seem possible to keep former Gov. Rick
Perry from going a day without taking credit for the
Texas Miracle. Now, Gov. Greg Abbott is laser-
focused on having a national constitutional conven-
tion while Lt. Gov. Dan Patrick has chosen the no-
blest of hills upon which to die: the one with the
outhouse.

The situation would be amusing if it wasn’t seri-
ous. Many of the basic underpinnings of the econo-
my here remain solid, that’s true. Texas once gener-
ated more private-sector job growth than anyplace
but South Dakota and the District of Columbia. But
that is yesterday’s news. Today’s is that Texas is
becoming a less competitive place in which to do
business and live as the rest of the national economy
has not only picked up steam in the recent recovery,
but outpaced Texas altogether.

For example, Waco economist Ray Perryman has
forecast strong productivity and job growth in the
metropolitan areas led by Austin, followed by Dal-
las, Fort Worth, El Paso, Houston, McAllen and San
Antonio. His forecast, tempered by the words “fairly
positive,” notes that the outlook is less clear for
smaller cities in the state and that rural areas will
continue to decline.

“In fact, I think the real ‘Texas Miracle’ is not
what happened during the oil boom, but the fact
that the state gained over 150,000 jobs in 2015 and
about 200,000 in 2016,” he said. “It is also a testa-
ment to the progress the state has made diversifying
the economy over the past 30 years.”

As the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas has put it:
“Low energy prices hurt the Texas economy.” And

they will continue to do so even if they have bottomed
out. Economists have, to be fair, the strangest way of
phrasing things sometimes and the Dallas Fed is no
exception. Its summation for economic growth in Texas
in 2016? “Slightly strong.” Otherwise known as fair. 

T here was a time not that long ago when the
Texas economy was hailed as nothing short of
God’s own proof that conservative policies of low

taxes and even less regulation composed the path to
heaven, or at least growth. Of course, the boom was a
little more complicated than that; real estate was still
cheap and that had more to do with a prior real estate
bust than anything. But that didn’t stop right-wing
shills from trotting out that line every time.

And where are they now? Texas didn’t become wild-
ly liberal with Abbott in office. Complicated new tax
brackets and complex regulation didn’t sprout out of
the ground like spring wildflowers. No, economies are
cyclical. The national economy got better. What had
given Texas its unusually visible edge, oil, went bust,
again, and so here we are, just piddling along. Normal-
ly, that would be OK, actually.

Yet growth is a demanding master. The more you
have, the more you need. With an unemployment rate
about the same as the national average, according to
the Joint Economic Committee in Congress, this calls
into question whether Texas will continue to draw large
numbers of job-seekers, who have been coming by the
hundreds of thousands each year.

After all, there is just as much work elsewhere and
more, relatively speaking, in Hawaii, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Oregon, South Carolina, Utah and lots 
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Falling into
mediocrity

Richard Parker details the once-mighty state
of Texas’ decline in jobs, growth and productivity

See PARKER Page 5P
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of places in between; 27 other states
to be exact. Increasingly, it isn’t clear
(at least to me) that a lot of people can
afford to come to Texas anymore,
anyway. The cost of living here was
cheap because the cost of real estate
was lower than elsewhere.

That is increasingly less true as real
estate becomes a victim of its own
excess. The median price of homes
currently listed in the U.S. is
$234,900, according to Zillow, while
the median U.S. rental price is $1,500.
In Texas, the median price of listed
homes is higher, $249,900. The me-
dian rental price is $1,425, nearly the
same.

Median wages went up in Texas
sharply from about 2002 to 2012,
more than 9 percent, according to
Governing Magazine. But not only
did oil production fall off in recent
years, so did manufacturing. Most of
the continued job growth has been in
the service sector. Governing mea-
sured personal income, jobs and
overall productivity last year and
ranked Texas just 21st — behind Ar-
kansas.

As a result, the big picture is this:
Overall economic growth has de-
clined in Texas to 4.8 percent in 2015,
down from this decade’s peak, in
2012, of 6.2 percent. By the third
quarter of 2016, quarter-on-quarter
growth in Texas was 4.3 percent, still
stronger than the national average of
3.5 percent, but weaker than 11other
states, according to the latest figures
available from the Bureau of Econom-
ic Analysis. Back in 2015, we were still
No. 2, behind Oregon.

For the average person, slowing

economic growth means stiffer com-
petition for fewer jobs and, if pop-
ulation continues to rise, increasingly
scarce housing. To boot, that growth
is threatened by the very Trump
administration that Texas helped put
into office.

Imports account for nearly 1 in
every 5 dollars in the Texas economy.
The 20 percent border tax President
Donald Trump has proposed would
amount to about $50 billion every
year, transferred to the federal gov-
ernment and subsidizing companies
elsewhere. It would squeeze Texas
ranchers and farmers the most be-
cause they export much of their
product and exist on thin margins. It
could also shock the oil and gas in-
dustry. Big Energy is also Big Refin-
ing, which is a major importer, and
still one of the pillars of the Lone
Star economy.

M eanwhile in Austin, it ap-
pears no one has heard of
the economy. Instead, the

Texas Legislature has devoted itself
to tightening some of the country’s
most restrictive abortion laws, grap-
pling with Patrick’s bathroom bill
and rubber-stamping Abbott’s call
for a constitutional convention to
limit federal power, all while backing
Abbott’s call to extend federal power
by denying state funding to so-called
sanctuary cities. The Legislature has
even entertained the teaching of
evolution vs. creationism. (Again.)

On the budgetary front, law-
makers seem ready to cut spending
on things like health care, including
state mental health institutions, even
as population increases, instead of
tapping the $10 billion savings ac-
count known as the rainy day fund.
But that would make sense for a
Legislature that doesn’t fund the
growth of schools, leading to another
ranking.

A rich state by any measure, Texas
ranks 43rd in public education, ac-
cording to Governing. That is, we
spend less on schools — on teachers,
administrators, staff, books and
crayons — than nearly every state. All
in, that’s about $7,500 each year per
student vs. the $20,000 spent each
year per student in New York. Could
New York spend less or spend it
better? I’d wager yes. Could Texas
afford more? Absolutely.

To sustain a robust economy, our
young people will need skills and
education. That’s the kind of in-
vestment smart people make when
they can afford to do so. Texas did
not make those investments during
the boom years; we didn’t invest in
the home repairs when we were
flush. And now, we’re less flush and
the cracks in the foundation are
starting to show. And when new
buyers come along, they will notice.
They always do.

The next Fortune 100 company to

consider relocating to Texas will take
a long, hard look at education, both
primary and university level. That’s
just smart business. Why would you
locate a major facility, let alone a
headquarters, to a place where you
may have to offer literacy classes on
the workshop floor or more training
for college graduates who didn’t
study math? The answer is you
won’t. Not if other states are just as
attractive — even more — now, after
the recovery.

T he reality is that politicians,
conservative or liberal, can’t
make or break an economy.

Generally, politicians merely raise or
lower confidence in an economy
through their words and policies.
Saying Perry was responsible for the
Texas Miracle would be like giving
him credit for every sunset.

Perry’s successor, by comparison,
seems downright shy about the econ-
omy. And now we know why: He

loves having his picture taken on
gunboats and helicopters on the
Mexican border. He embraces rank
hypocrisy by suing the federal gov-
ernment as attorney general and
then piling on with the feds, as in
so-called sanctuary cities, when it’s
expedient. Abbott’s favorite, though,
may be his fantasy of a constitutional
convention that he convenes and
after which he is whisked away to the
White House.

But the nuts and bolts of the
economy? Nah. His trip to Washing-
ton recently was downright strange:
He went hat-in-hand to Trump for
jobs from a call center company that
was already reportedly relocating to,
among other sites, Texas. Getting
private-sector jobs because of public-
sector grandstanding seems, well,
downright socialist, actually.

Yet the economy is the one thing
that most Texans, regardless of class,
education, politics and heritage, all
agree on. When it comes to their
priorities it is consistently No. 1. A
poor Mexican migrant wants a $10-
an-hour job like a banker wants a 7
percent rate. Both might still be had,
certainly. But neither is as plentiful
as it once was.

And we’re not No. 1. We’re num-
ber 28, 10, 21 or 43. Texans might
want to remember that when Abbott
and Patrick tell us what a success the
Legislature was. Because it wasn’t. If
it had a number it’d be this one:
Zero.

Richard Parker is the

author of “Lone Star

Nation: How Texas Will

Transform America” and

lecturer-of-practice in

journalism at Texas State University.

He lives in Austin and is a frequent

columnist for The Dallas Morning

News.

Twitter: @richardparkertx
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A ttorney Regina Montoya, who chairs the Mayor’s Task

Force on Poverty, says the city of Dallas needs to rely less

on its nonprofits to solve poverty and take the initiative to

develop a comprehensive strategy that puts raising the median

income of the working poor at the center of all city decisions. She

spoke with editorial board members Michael A. Lindenberger and

Jim Mitchell recently about the working poor crisis and why the

city has been slow to address it.

Lindenberger: What would you
like in the perfect world for this
task force to do?

We have got to get our city services
better aligned with our population
and their needs. The foreign-born
population in Dallas is 25 percent and
language spoken at home last year is
at least 44 percent a language other
than English. So when you look at this
and the educational attainment levels
— about half of Dallas has a high
school degree or less, a quarter has
less than high school degree — we
don’t have the services aligned to our
new population. A very large percent-
age of these are working poor. 

That’s why we need an office of
immigrant affairs, which is in the new
city manager’s organizational chart.
Some cities that have this office focus
on refugees, new immigrants, estab-
lished immigrants or a combination.
We should have a combination. In
other cities, there are ways to help
people get through the process of
naturalization, of acquiring English
or getting GEDs. New York has that.
We need a comprehensive system.

Mitchell: What is a quick way to
impact those who are working hard
and are still living in poverty?

The Federal Reserve has pointed

out that a faster way
to improve econom-
ic opportunities for
those living in pov-
erty is to speak
English and to
speak English bet-
ter, even more so
than having an
education. Yet we’ve
got, as we have done in Dallas before,
fabulous nonprofits that are tiny.
Maybe 200 provide services, but a lot
of them are volunteers from church-
es or are available during the day,
not evenings. At some point, we
need to say this is our population
and we need to understand it
better. 

Lindenberger: Aren’t kids
learning English anyway at
school?

If you look at the
Dallas ISD numbers,
you’ll see a lot of kids
acquiring English
as a second lan-
guage. But you
can begin to
work with
family units
and build
everybody up.

If people are speaking a language
other than English at home, that is
the language they are more comfort-
able speaking. What other cities and
experts will tell you is that more op-
portunities for families to speak Eng-
lish and work with their children will
reinforce English for them.

Mitchell: I get the impression we
still don’t know enough about our
new population.

Other cities have more data
around this. Someone trying to pro-
vide services should be able to go into
City Hall and say, “What is the make-
up of our city?” Another issue is trans-
portation. What we have done in the
city is cede a lot of that to DART. So
when DART officials go about their
regional mission, Dallas isn’t their
only focus. Who in the city of Dallas is
reviewing materials and saying, “How
long does it take our people if they
want to bus from South Dallas to
North Dallas?” You don’t have the
information at the city. 

Lindenberger: So why do we have
so many working
poor here?

It has not

been a priority in Dallas to move the
working poor out of poverty and to
increase the median income levels.
White flight occurred and now there
is a different demographic, but we
never realigned our services. We have
lost so much of our middle class. If
the priority is to move the working
poor into levels of middle income, you
have to work to assure that the work-
ing poor can become the middle class.
We haven’t done that. We have to get
that data and insist that every single
department has to be able to show
how they are going to improve the
working poor numbers. We have big,
big gaps in the delivery of services for
our current residents.

Mitchell: Elaborate on that point.
In my very first run at putting

together the drivers of poverty, trans-
portation did not come up at the
outset as one of the big drivers. But
when we vetted our documents with
the nonprofits, it was one of the first
items that came up. How could it be
that one could miss a big driver like
transportation? The answer is we
don’t have advocates in the nonprofits
saying, “We don’t have bus service

that is getting people to and from.”
Dallas County Community

Colleges wonders why so
many people in the

Pleasant Grove area
are going to El
Centro when
there is a beauti-
ful facility there.
Well, it is be-
cause it is easi-
er for them to
get to El Cen-
tro due to the

way the bus
service is
set up. The
city of

Dallas should be saying, “Maybe there
is an issue here.” The city could put a
lot of pressure on DART to say that
this is not providing service to Dallas.

Lindenberger: What else needs to
happen?

We do not have a systemic and
operationalized approach, a way of
doing business that provides services
that are better aligned to our new
demographics. That is where we
should be. The city has to put the
working poor as a priority. You can
argue that Neighborhood Plus did a
little of that, but it never addressed
issues of English language or other
education issues other than to say
how important it is to have pre-K,
early education. Our demographics
have changed.

I did some research to find out
who really lives in Dallas. I went to
the Plano website and golly gee, Pla-
no’s got it. They know that a quarter
of their city is foreign-born and they
are saying maybe we need to have our
materials in Chinese and Spanish.
They have a five-year plan and have
said: These are our folks. I am not
sure it would be easy for any of us to
find that piece of paper in Dallas right
now.

Mitchell: Make the business case
for why all Dallas should care
about the working poor.

I went to an urban conference a
few years ago and showed some of
these numbers to one of them and
asked, “What do these numbers mean
to you?” He looked at it and said, “It
looks like Detroit 10 years ago.” Some
people in Dallas still don’t think there
is a real crisis of the working poor.
They don’t realize that people who are
mowing their lawns and serving them
at the fast-food restaurants or are
taking care of their parents or their
children are members of the working
poor. 

We have to improve our median
income and start to create more
wealth for people in this community.
You can’t have a small percentage of
Dallas basically providing and paying
all of the taxes and services for ba-
sically the majority of residents.
That’s why you don’t want neigh-
borhood inequity and you want a
vibrant core. 

This Q&A was conducted,

edited and condensed by

Dallas Morning News

editorial writers Jim

Mitchell and Michael A.

Lindenberger. Email:

jmitchell@dallas

news.com and mlinden

berger@dallasnews.com

Regina Montoya is chair of the Dallas

Mayor’s Task Force on Poverty.

Email: rtmontoya@gmail.com

Dallas faces a
‘crisis of the
working poor’
Regina Montoya identifies drivers
to move the poor into the middle class

A
POINT
PERSON

FINDING LIFELINES FOR THE WORKING POOR

Getty Images

Texas Gov. Greg Abbott participated in a news briefing last month in
Washington after an Oval Office announcement that Charter Commu-
nications would open a call center in McAllen, creating 600 jobs. 
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“Let the word come out. Let it come out —
the good, the bad, the ugly. Put it all on the
table.” — John Eddie Williams Jr., a Baylor
alum who’s part of a group demanding
more transparency in the football team’s
sexual assault scandal (The New York Times,
Thursday)

“Huge thanks to
everyone who has
reached out. I’m
humbled and
overwhelmed.
Honored to be
part of the 30k
club.#old” —
Dallas Mavericks
superstar Dirk
Nowitzki, thanking
fans for supporting
his historic ac-
complishment (@swish41, Wednesday)

“Coming out has not been nearly as diffi-
cult as living a lie.”— Janine Johnson, a
planning and zoning commissioner in the
city of Anna who attended meetings as John
Johnson, announcing that she is trans-
gender (nbcdfw.com, Wednesday)

“Even if I could, I’m never re-enlisting.
Being sexually harassed online ruined the
Marine Corps for me, and the experience.”
— Marine Lance Cpl. Marisa Woytek, who
had photos stolen from her Instagram
account and posted to Marines United with
comments alluding to sexual assault and
rape (The Washington Post, Sunday)

“Russia would be a pioneer in a new sport.”
— Controversial Russian lawmaker Igor
Lebedev, who has suggested that staged
fights between different soccer fan groups
could draw big crowds (foxnews.com,
Sunday) 

“I don’t give a
[expletive] about
what anyone
thinks about me; I
never will. I’m OK
with myself, I
sleep pretty good
at night.” — Casey
Anthony, on know-
ing that much of
the world believes
she killed her
2-year-old daugh-

ter, Caylee, despite her acquittal 
(foxnews.com, Monday)

“I do wonderwhat rhino tastes like. I’m not
a big fan of sheep. I think I’ll take the rhi-
no.”— Laura Weyrich, a paleomicrobiologist
at the University of Adelaide, about a study
concluding that Neanderthals chowed
down on rhinos and sheep in Belgium
(msn.com, Wednesday)

“Attending this strike is something you
have to wrestle with as a teacher, because
you’re leaving your students for a day. But
teachers use many ways to instruct, in-
cluding teacher modeling. And today I’m
modeling social justice for my students.”
— Maribeth Whitehouse, 53, a middle school
special-education teacher in the Bronx, on
why she took a personal day from work to
attend an International Women’s Day rally
(huffingtonpost.com, Wednesday) 

“This executive order, like the last order, is
at its core a Muslim ban, which is dis-
criminatory and unconstitutional.” — the
Council on American-Islamic Relations’
Nihad Awad, on President Donald Trump’s
revised executive order on travel from six
predominantly Muslim countries
(huffingtonpost.com, Monday) 

“You’re stuck with me for another 61⁄2

years.”— FBI director James Comey, telling
a cybersecurity conference that he plans to
serve his entire 10-year term (Politico,
Wednesday)

“Our kids should not beheld hostage
because of political position.” — Grammy
Award winner Chance the Rapper, in an-
nouncing a $1million donation to the Chica-
go public school system, which is mired in a
financial crisis that could require the district
to end classes early this year (The Washing-
ton Post, Tuesday) 

“Nobody is going to challenge Omarosa.
She has a pre-existing relationship with
the president, and that has its own privi-
leges.” — An unnamed former transition
official about Omarosa Manigault, “Appren-
tice”-contestant-turned-presidential-aide
(Politico, Tuesday) 

“Maybe, rather
than getting that
new iPhone that
they just love and
they want to
spend hundreds
of dollars on,
maybe they
should invest in
their own health
care.” — House
Oversight Commit-
tee chairman Jason
Chaffetz, R-Utah, discussing poor people’s
access to health care, one day after the
House GOP unveiled its plan to replace the
Affordable Care Act (The Hill, Tuesday)
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or comments about Points?
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Points Is it possible that the entire body of research on
contagious yawning, a small but lively field that dates
back 30 years, is resting on a shaky premise, Daniel
Engber asks. 6P

THINK SHARP

The yawn of man 

F or 30 years, Texas has been on the winning side of histo-

ry, getting downright rich off the global trading system

that arose after the Cold War. Now, that wealth is about

to be taken away in one of the greatest smash-and-grabs in U.S.

history.

The Trump administration has drawn plenty of attention for

plenty of reasons. But the linchpin of the Trump era is a tax in-

crease at the border. Called lots of things, it is simply a tax on

corporations that import from abroad.

The House Republican version is a 20 percent tax that would

be the basis of the corporate tax code and pay for, well, every-

thing on the Trump agenda, like the border wall.

It sounds innocuous at first,
really, but taxes are a transfer of
wealth by a fiat of government. And
the wealth has to go from someplace
to someplace else.

The border tax would transfer an
estimated $1trillion from corpora-
tions that import goods and servic-
es, namely in the big trading and
border states, and Texas is at the top
of that list. This wealth would then
be divided between government in
Washington and legacy manufac-
turers, largely clustered in the less
competitive American Midwest.

The results? The Texas boom
would be dealt a serious body blow,
felt not just in Laredo and El Paso,
but Houston, San Antonio, Dallas,
Fort Worth and everywhere in
between. 

Consumers everywhere would
face higher prices for everything:
gasoline, jeans, food — unless,
frankly, a pair of never-before-
witnessed miracles occurs. It is the
riskiest gambit with the American
economy since the tariffs that trig-
gered the Great Depression.

For nearly 30 years, Texas has
amassed huge wealth from in-
ternational trade. In 1994, for ex-
ample, Texas conducted just $7
billion in trade with Mexico and its
gross state product was just $600
billion per year, according to the
Federal Reserve Banks of Dallas
and St. Louis. The downtowns of
Texas cities were ghost towns, over-
built and underutilized in the wake
of the savings and loan bust. Then
Texans largely engineered the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, led by George H.W. Bush.
And Texas boomed.

At that time up north, the old,
mechanical heart of the American
economy, the Rust Belt, groaned
nearly to a halt, unable to keep up
with Germany and Japan. Soon
after, George W. Bush launched U.S.
negotiations of the Trans-Pacific
Partnership. The economy became
more diverse, adding technology
and a slew of services and, since the
beginning of the century, millions of
new arrivals. 

The Texas Miracle — low un-
employment, a cheap standard of
living and a diversified economy
that includes global trade — ma-

tured in 2008, even as the nation
slipped into the Great Recession.
Today, Texas is a $1.6 trillion econo-
my, about the size of Germany’s, and
international trade accounts for
fully a third of it, according to cen-
sus figures.

One-third of Texas trade goes
back and forth to Mexico, the larg-
est trading partner, followed by
Canada and then China, according
to state figures. 

Texas has a fairly evenly bal-
anced trade portfolio: Half of Texas’
international trade is in the form of
exports and the other half is built on
imports, whereas the California and
Florida economies, for instance, are
heavier on imports. Now, many of
the biggest American corporations
call Texas by another name: home.

Raising taxes was once anathe-
ma to Republicans. It did, after all,
partly cost George H.W. Bush his
job. Not so now. There is no hue and
cry in Congress about raising taxes
when it comes to the border tax,
first proposed by President Donald
Trump and now being engineered
by House Speaker Paul Ryan and,
inexplicably, Texas Republican Rep.
Kevin Brady, chair of the House
Ways and Means Committee.

Recently, according to a Heritage
Foundation publication, the East
Texas Republican told conserva-
tives, “Our plan restores America as
the best place on the planet to create
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that new job, to build that new plant. That message is why Presi-
dent Trump is now our president.” 

The president has been a little coy about the details of Brady’s
gambit; he had initially proposed a simple 30 percent tax on im-
ports from Mexico. But he warmed to the idea recently, telling
Reuters, “I certainly support a form of tax on the border.”

Paying for Trump’s promises
So, here is how it would ostensibly work: The border tax in the

House is the entire ball of wax. The current 35 percent corporate
tax rate would be abolished and replaced with a seemingly simple
20 percent tax on any imports from anywhere in the world.

Instead of just paying for a wall, the border tax will be the basis
of the entire corporate tax code altogether. Export? Don’t pay.
Import? Pay up.

The resulting revenue, estimated at more than $1trillion over
10 years by the independent, nonprofit Tax Foundation, could pay
for everything Trump has promised. That means paying, in theo-
ry, for lower taxes on wealthy individuals, more defense spending
and, of course, the $26 billion wall with Mexico or more border
agents.

But money, like energy and water, is never destroyed. It just
changes forms. And hands. 

By effectively subsidizing exports at the expense of imports, the
theory is that foreign customers will buy more valuable American
exports, raising export revenue from the current $2.2 trillion,
while imports fall from their current level of about $2.7 trillion.
This is great news for two kinds of people: the executives of manu-
facturing corporations who are backing the border tax and people
in the states where they generate income and jobs, namely the
Midwest. 

There, the heart of Trump’s electoral victory, of course, states
are far less competitive in trade. Indiana, for instance, exports
about 10 percent of what Texas ships abroad each year. Its trade-
related workforce is minuscule and largely composed of compa-
nies with fewer than 500 employees each, according to that state’s
figures.

The corporations backing the border tax either need to in-
crease the value of their exports abroad or take advantage of con-
solidating far-flung foreign vendors to minimize importing parts.

Eli Lilly of Indianapolis, for example, could stand to boost
export sales. Sales to European customers amount to just a quar-
ter of U.S. sales, according to annual reports, while sales to Japa-
nese customers are only about 15 percent as much. Headquartered
in Midland, Mich., Dow Chemical sells about one-third of its
products in the United States, another third in Europe, and just as
much everywhere else in the world, including the world’s fastest-
growing economy, China.

General Electric of Connecticut supports the tax. It may not
need to boost exports as much as capitalize on lowering its reli-
ance on imports. In recent years, GE has pursued vertical in-
tegration, bringing some parts suppliers in-house.

Impact on big trading states
Yet what amounts to an export subsidy for these companies has

to come from somewhere. And it will come right out of the big
trading states: Texas, California, Florida and New York, as well as
the smaller border states of New Mexico and Arizona.

All told, the big four alone account for more than $2 trillion in
trade, according to U.S. Census figures. California and Florida, in

particular, import far more than they export, so their exposure to
the tax, relatively speaking, is bigger.

But Texas’ import stake is not chump change: It totals nearly a
quarter of a billion dollars yearly.

These imports include computer equipment, televisions and
furniture for consumers, as well as wiring harnesses, heavy equip-
ment, tractors, trailers, cars, appliances, electrical equipment and
aircraft parts for industry. But the biggest of all imports? Oil. Texas
has just begun to export oil. It imports far more crude oil, includ-
ing Mexican heavy, for refining.

And the money has to come
from somebody. Valero, Marathon
Petroleum, Exxon Mobil and
Phillips 66 aren’t just some of the
biggest companies in Texas. They
are the top refining companies in
the country, processing crude
from around the world.

Oil companies might avoid
some of the border tax if the
Trump administration succeeds in
cooking the books, convincing the
government not to count goods
brought in for resale abroad (in
this case, exported gasoline) as
imports but merely as exports. But
that is hardly a done, let alone
kosher, bit of accounting. And the

speculation in the industry now is that it can expect to take a large
financial hit.

It’s unclear that an accounting trick would even help compa-
nies such as Toyota in the Dallas area, its manufacturing plant in
San Antonio, or General Motors’ plant in Arlington. After all,
foreign parts go into cars to be sold in the United States. That
would boost the price of those cars.

It would also increase the prices on imported goods at retailers,
including Wal-Mart, Best Buy and Gap, all of which oppose the
new tax. Tom Thumb, after all, cannot reship Mexican avocados to
stores it doesn’t have in countries where it doesn’t operate.

The other somebody who will have to pay for the tax is the
American consumer. For it to work out, Trump’s gamble requires
two miracles. First, no foreign nation retaliates. Second, the dollar
increases in value more than the tax, that is, more than 20 percent.
That way, consumers’ money is worth the same. 

The prospects are cloudy for more than 2,000 foreign compa-
nies doing business in Texas, according to state data. They just

might want to go home. And companies that sell to BAE Systems,
Cemex, Citgo, Hyundai, Pearson and similar companies might
have to stay home. The outlook is chancy for at least half the 3
million Texans who work in international trade of one stripe or
another.

For Texans, in general, the best odds that the border tax will
work out for them are 50-50, making the border tax feel a lot less
like policy and a lot more like rolling the dice. House Republicans
claim that consumers won’t feel a thing because the dollar will rise
in value, making exports pricier and imports more affordable
again. It’s a nice theory with just one flaw.

It defies history.
The United States has never bet its entire corporate tax code on

such a theory. The border tax is not a value-added tax, as its de-
fenders like to claim, charged at the point of sale. And the last time
the federal government imposed average tariffs this high was in
the1920s, which led the Republican Congress to double down
with the Smoot-Haley Act in 1930, helping to plunge the globe
into the Great Depression.

There is a coincidence of history here, however. Protectionism
then, like now, went hand in hand with cracking down on Mex-
icans and the relationship with Mexico. As many as 1million Mex-
icans, including Americans of Mexican descent, were sent packing
south to make room for an anticipated surge of American-born
farmworkers who never materialized, as prices fell and fields went
fallow. Morality aside, today’s crackdown comes with a hefty price
tag.

About 1.7 million unauthorized immigrants make their homes
in Texas, and most adults arrived more than a decade ago. After
subtracting expenses for health care, education, police and social
services — and before adding an economic multiplier factor —
unauthorized immigrants generate about $144.7 billion in eco-
nomic output, according to research by the Perryman Group, a
Waco economic analysis firm.

Immigrants in Texas account for nearly half or more of the
state’s construction laborers, farmworkers, cooks, painters, clean-
ers and welders. Removing the spending power of unauthorized
immigrants alone would have a larger economic impact, according
to Commerce Department figures, than wiping all of the Austin
metropolitan area off the map.

Breaking with Trump
All of this may explain the sudden hesitation of a few Texas

Republicans in Congress. After lining up with Trump the candi-
date, Rep. Will Hurd has broken sharply with Trump the president
over the border wall. So has Republican Sen. John Cornyn, the
Senate majority whip, who has said it “makes absolutely no sense.”

As for the border tax, Cornyn has said, “It’s time to look for
other options.” The Koch brothers and Steve Forbes have weighed
in against the border tax. And the governor and lieutenant gover-
nor in Austin? Not a word from the former, and the latter simply
downplayed it as, well, Trump being Trump.

Certainly, the international trading system has its flaws and
injustices. But even if the border tax is the wrong remedy of dan-
gerous economics, it is supremely shrewd politics. Trump and
Congress are set to reward the region that really put them in pow-
er, the Midwest. And maybe it’s a kind of a revenge by a region that
just couldn’t keep up with a global economy.

But it is one thing for sure: one of the largest transfers of wealth
in American history. And history has a surprise. For once, Texas
might be on the wrong end of it.

Richard Parker is the author of “Lone Star Nation: How

Texas Will Transform America” and the lecturer of

practice in journalism at Texas State University. He

lives in Austin and is a frequent columnist for The

Dallas Morning News. Twitter: @richardparkertx
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I f President Donald Trump rolls back rules
on climate change, as promised, he will be
remembered as the most pro-immigration

and pro-terrorist president in U.S. history. Glob-
al warming will force tens of millions northward
from Latin America and Mexico. It will also
further destabilize the Middle East, bringing the
chaos and war that gives rise to terrorism.

The Pentagon and the intelligence services
have long regarded global warming as a major
national security issue, a threat multiplier that
makes existing problems more imminent and
threatening.

And for very good reason. So much of what
frightens us today has its roots in climate
change. Even when we use the shorthand ISIS
or “Syrian refugees,” we are in fact discussing a
two-part climate disaster in the Middle East. 

In 2010 a hot summer and failed harvests
brought a spike in food prices, leading to a wave
of bread riots, civil war and eventually revolu-
tion across the Mideast. Meanwhile, persistent
drought in Syria put an end to what we used to
call its fertile crescent, pushing about 2 million
people to the cities and beginning the civil con-
flict that led to war and the spread of ISIS.

It will always be easier to see and name the
political consequences of such disasters. But the
only way to prevent new ones is to slow climate
change. Worldwide, the region most affected by
climate change is the crescent from North Africa
to Indonesia where most Muslims live. Anyone
who is serious about preventing Muslims from
becoming anti-Western terrorists must there-
fore fight global warming.

Closer to home, further climate change will
make the U.S.-Mexico border meaningless.
Future food price spikes are likely to destabilize
Mexico’s government and immigration control
(all rhetoric aside) is impossible without a part-
ner. About one-third of Mexicans derive their
incomes from agriculture, making them vul-
nerable both to longer droughts and to the re-
duction of water supplies from the north.

The Colorado River has been shrinking at a
rate of more than 1percent per year since 2000.

Unless climate change is halted, we can foresee
an American Southwest and a northern Mexico
essentially without water. The situation is per-
haps more dire in Mexican cities. About one-
fifth of Mexicans live in or near Mexico City, a
massive urban agglomeration that will literally
sink into the ground if people are forced by
climate change to keep drilling for water.

As temperatures increase, chemical reactions
accelerate, making smog in the city more un-
bearable. Millions of Mexicans could migrate
north for environmental reasons. If we choose to
accelerate global warming, that would simply be
the beginning of an overwhelming trend in
which hundreds of millions of people seek shel-
ter from forces that are beyond their control —

but not beyond ours.
The curious thing is that the people in power

surely know all this. The president and several
members of his Cabinet have expressed doubts
about the reality of climate change, but simple
respect for their intelligence compels us to be-
lieve that they know better. 

The scientific debate about climate change
has been over since about 1990. Even oil and gas
company executives realized more than a de-
cade ago that the scientific evidence was over-
whelming. The insurance industry systemati-
cally accounts for the reality of rising sea levels
caused by melting glacial ice. When the issue is
the future of one of Trump’s seaside golf courses,
as reported by Politico, then he acts in advance

to protect his own interests from the rising tide.
Surely the country as a whole deserves no less.

To deny the consequences of global warming
in 2017 is not only disastrous to the interests of
the United States, it is archaic. It might serve the
interests of certain parts of the energy sector for
a brief moment, but it is hardly in the interest of
the economy as a whole.

Even Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, whose
former company Exxon Mobil funded anti-
scientific propaganda for years, now under-
stands this. Major U.S. corporations warn
against the dangers of climate change. Even in
the electric-power sector, according to the U.N.
Environment Programme, more than half of the
investment worldwide is in renewables. Wind
farming is a major employer across a number of
red states.

Why then would the Trump administration
even consider courting disaster? Perhaps the
inspiration is Steve Bannon, who calls for the
dismantlement of what he calls the American
“administrative state” and whose media empire
denies global warming. The relentless terrorism
and unstoppable migration called forth by glob-
al warming are certainly a way to make America
ungovernable. But is that really what we want? 

Trump might imagine a physical barrier
across the U.S.-Mexico border, but history
shows that words and even walls are meaning-
less when confronted by great natural forces
that induce or force people to move in large
numbers. 

What is special about the present moment is
that we hold in our hands those forces of nature.
Americans should understand that a decision to
accelerate global warming today means disaster
tomorrow. Those who voted for Trump because
they are concerned about migration or terrorism
have all the more reason to hold him account-
able.

Timothy Snyder is a professor of

history at Yale University. He wrote

this column for The Dallas Morning

News. Twitter: @TimothyDSnyder

Climate change fuels chaos
Global warming destabilized Middle East. Up next: a flood of immigrants to U.S., Timothy Snyder says
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The Colorado River, which supplies Lake Mead along the Nevada-Arizona border, has
been shrinking at a rate of more than 1 percent per year since 2000. 
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country, in ways that the proposal’s authors fail to
acknowledge, let alone address.

For instance, the concept of revenue neutrality
is a mirage. Yes, every dollar raised by the tax can
be sent back to households. Remember, though,
that the entire premise of the tax is to force house-
holds and businesses away from cheap fossil-fuel
consumption and toward higher-cost (but lower-
emission) alternatives. The extra money spent on
these alternatives generates no tax revenue. As
more energy consumption shifts toward these
high-cost/low-emission sources, more of the
economic burden of the policy takes an obviously
non-neutral, nonrefundable form.

The authors appear unaware of this, writing
instead that “[the dividend] amount would grow
over time as the carbon tax rate increases, creat-
ing a positive feedback loop: the more the climate
is protected, the greater the individual dividend
payments to all Americans.” 

But better climate protection requires elim-
inating emissions and thus the tax base that
would fund dividend payments. Far from creating
a positive feedback loop, a system in which in-
creasing tax rates squeeze ever-higher revenue
out of ever-lower emissions creates a vicious cycle.
Households bear the costs but receive no off-
setting dividend because emissions-free technolo-
gies generate no carbon-tax revenue.

A second problem, of which the authors must
have been aware, is that a tax-and-dividend mod-
el is bad for the economy. As the Congressional
Budget Office has observed, there is “a trade-off
between the goals of helping those households
most hurt by the tax and helping the economy in
general.” This is intuitively correct. If it were good
economic policy to raise taxes and mail the ensu-
ing revenue out to households, policymakers
could have done that long ago with any old tax.

The challenge was also confirmed by a com-
prehensive study, “Implementing a U.S. Carbon
Tax,” published in 2015 by think tanks across the
ideological spectrum. Reviewing the economic
modeling for a number of different proposals, it
found that all had large net costs unless the tax

revenue was used to cut taxes on capital. 
The authors ignore this, instead asserting

without evidence that “our plan would strengthen
the economy,” suggesting that the “strategy would
double as a growth strategy” and even claiming
that the cost to the country of adopting their plan
is “zero.” Have so many Harvard economists and
former treasury secretaries ever jumped so enthu-
siastically at the promise of a free lunch?

Third, would the proposal meaningfully re-
duce the threat of climate change? Presumably
that is the point. But while the “Conservative
Case” white paper includes headings for “Helping
Working-Class Americans,” “Strengthening Our
Economy,” “Shrinking the Size of Government”
and “Consolidating Conservative Leadership,”
mitigating the threat of climate change doesn’t
make the cut.

The council says only that its tax would start
around $40 per ton and then “increase gradually
until emissions reduction targets are met.” But
what targets? And what tax increases might that
require? A hint appears midway through another
white paper, which suggests that the tax may need
to increase to $200 per ton within a decade and
uses the $200-per-ton level in other examples.

Such a tax is extraordinarily high. In the “Im-
plementing” analysis, only one of the proposals
under consideration ever reached more than $60
per ton. The reduction in gross domestic product
from that one exception — which, like this pro-
posal, sought to raise the tax rapidly in pursuit of
specific emissions targets — was by any measure
extreme. Of course, the proposal’s effect on global
emissions would depend almost entirely on major
developing countries imposing comparable hand-
icaps on their own economies.

None of these objections or challenges is new.
Yet, in the marketplace of ideas, the carbon tax
behaves increasingly like a government-run util-
ity. It doesn’t care about competition. It ignores
complaint with impunity. Its business model
depends on the strength of its political connec-
tions, not the quality of its product. Elder states-
men often sit on the boards of such entities. Rare-

ly do they achieve positive change.

Oren Cass is a senior fellow at the

Manhattan Institute. This column was

adapted from the Manhattan In-

stitute’s City Journal. Twitter: @oren_cass
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plan that showcases the full power of endur-
ing conservative convictions. 

Any climate solution should be based on
sound economic analysis and embody the
principles of free markets and limited gov-
ernment. As this report argues, such a plan
could strengthen our economy, benefit work-
ing-class Americans, reduce regulations,
protect our natural heritage and consolidate a
new era of Republican leadership. These
benefits accrue regardless of one’s views on
climate science.

1. The first pillar is a gradually increas-
ing tax on carbon dioxide emissions to be
implemented at the refinery or the first point
where fossil fuels enter the economy, mean-
ing the mine, well or port.

Economists are nearly unanimous in their
belief that a carbon tax is the most efficient
and effective way to reduce carbon emissions.

A sensible carbon tax might begin at $40 a
ton and increase steadily over time, sending a
powerful signal to businesses and consumers,
while generating revenue to reward Amer-
icans for decreasing their collective carbon
footprint. 

2. All the proceeds from this carbon tax
would be returned to the American people
on an equal and quarterly basis via dividend
checks, direct deposits or contributions to
their individual retirement accounts.

In one scenario, a family of four would
receive approximately $2,000 in carbon
dividend payments in the first year. This
amount would grow over time as the carbon
tax rate increases, creating a positive feed-
back loop: the more the climate is protected,
the greater the individual dividend payments
to all Americans. 

The Social Security Administration should
administer this program, with eligibility for
dividends based on a valid Social Security
number.

3. Border adjustments for the carbon

content of both imports and exports would
protect American competitiveness and pun-
ish free-riding by other nations, encouraging
them to adopt carbon dioxide pricing of their
own.

Exports to countries without comparable
carbon pricing systems would receive rebates
for carbon taxes paid, while imports from
such countries would face fees on the carbon
content of their products. Proceeds from such
fees would benefit the American people in the
form of larger carbon dividends. 

Other trade remedies could also be used to
encourage our trading partners to adopt
comparable carbon pricing. 

4. Eliminate regulations that are no
longer necessary upon the enactment of a
rising carbon tax whose longevity is secured
by the popularity of dividends. 

Much of the Environmental Protection
Agency’s regulatory authority over carbon
dioxide emissions would be phased out, in-
cluding an outright repeal of the Clean Power
Plan. Robust carbon taxes would also make
possible an end to federal and state tort liabil-
ity for emitters.

To build and sustain a bipartisan consen-
sus for a regulatory rollback of this magni-
tude, the initial carbon tax rate should be set
to exceed the emissions reductions of current
regulations. 

Members of the Climate Leadership Council

are: James A. Baker, former secretary of state

under President George H.W. Bush; Martin

Feldstein, former chairman of the President’s

Council of Economic Advisers under President

Ronald Reagan and economics professor at

Harvard University; Ted Halstead, chief exec-

utive of the Climate Leadership Council; N.

Gregory Mankiw, chairman of the President’s

Council of Economic Advisers under President

George W. Bush and economics professor at

Harvard University; Henry M. Paulson, former

secretary of the treasury under President

George W. Bush; George P. Shultz, former

secretary of state under Reagan and secretary

of treasury and labor under President Richard

Nixon; Thomas Stephenson, a partner at Se-

quoia Capital; and Rob Walton, chairman of

Wal-Mart Stores Inc.Website: clcouncil.org
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K YLE — If the first casualty of
war is truth, then the first
casualties of trade war are the

working man and woman. And first
among them is about to be the iconic
Texas rancher.

Here in the rolling pastures of
bright, green spring grass at the edge
of the Texas Hill Country, the handful
of large spreads prosper from a wet
winter. The short-horned Charolais
breed, imported from France via
Mexico, grow thick and wide, their
white coats bright in the sunshine of
impending spring. The Charolais
makes for some of the finest grass-fed
beef in the world. Now that a years-
long drought has broken, ranchers
can count on trucking in less of the
expensive coastal grass they require
in the dry months.

But the Texas cattle rancher now
faces a new threat: the Trump admin-
istration’s blundering, blustering
trade policy. By threatening a trade
war with Mexico within days of his
inauguration, the president helped
trigger a slide in cattle futures. Mex-
ico is a major export market. By sink-
ing the Trans-Pacific Partnership, the
new administration cut off long-
sought access to the Japanese market.
Now banks have raised the conditions
for collateral for loans for ranchers.

Texas ranchers, though, will not be
alone for long. Beef producers from
Nebraska to the Dakotas face the
same problems. So do grain farmers
in Kansas and the snow-covered
cornfields of Iowa, just like tomato
farmers in California and Florida and
autoworkers in Michigan, longshore-
men, truckers and railway workers in
Miami and Houston and Long Beach,
Calif. These will be the first casualties
of a trade war.

Trump fired his opening salvo
right after his inauguration by threat-
ening a 20 percent tax on Mexican
goods coming into the United States;
the funds would ostensibly fund the
border wall. That led Mexican Presi-
dent Enrique Peña Nieto to cancel a
summit with the new American pres-
ident. Trump’s was an artillery shell
delivered for effect. Nieto answered
in kind. Within days, both beat a
hasty retreat, though, putting their
diplomats behind closed doors with
the Canadians to work out a new
trade agreement.

By then, however, the collateral
damage was done. It was clear that

the Trump administration would at
least rewrite trade agreements, if not
scuttle them. The first to go down was
the Trans-Pacific Partnership. And
rewriting the rest means, at the very
least, injecting uncertainty into what
the new rules of trade look like. At the
worst, it means that the trade wars
will resume in earnest. No state in the
country has more exposure to eco-
nomic damage in each scenario than
Texas.

Texas doesn’t remotely fit the mold
of Trump’s enfeebled America that is
losing jobs to competitors overseas.
Texas is the largest exporter among
the 50 states with nearly $280 billion
in exports, according to state data.
The top destinations: Mexico, fol-
lowed by Canada, Brazil and China,
three of which are now embroiled in
trade disputes with Washington even
as Texas exports oil, coal, petrochemi-
cals, heavy machinery and trans-
portation equipment. That means
Texas is home to some of the nation’s
busiest ports, such as Laredo, El Paso,
Houston and Galveston. More Texans

work in trade than in oil and gas.
Nearly a half-million work for for-
eign-owned companies, which have
pumped more than $20 billion annu-
ally into the economy.

Now all that is at varying forms of
risk. Sinking the Trans-Pacific Part-
nership may have been popular with
Trump’s supporters, but it was not
popular with cattle ranchers. They
have been building herds for years
and anticipated shipping beef prod-
ucts — some of which are not exactly
popular among American consumers
— to Japan as tariffs fell from 38.5
percent to just over 9 percent. Now
that opportunity is gone. Instead,
other cattle-producing nations like
Australia will try to seize the Japa-
nese market on a bilateral basis.

Last week, Texas ranchers shipped
1,430 cattle to Mexico, most to
slaughter and to market. On an annu-
al basis that’s 74,000 head, part of a
brisk two-way business that sees
hundreds of thousands of Mexican
cattle coming north to be fattened in
Midwestern feed lots. But in the

event of a trade war, all bets are off. 
A tariff here means retaliation by

the Mexican government there, and
the last time that happened, it was the
United States that surrendered. In
phasing in NAFTA in the early
2000s, Congress abruptly interrupt-
ed the movement of Mexican trucks
north. The Mexicans retaliated with a
crippling tariff on American tomato
growers. The Republican Congress
caved and, today, Mexican trucks
head north freely.

Ranching is a tough business.
Even in good times, a margin is thin-
ner than barbed wire. A spike in feed
costs here or a change of government
policy there and the year is a bust
before it’s begun. Already cow-calf
operators aren’t coming close to
breaking even on their calves. But
ranchers wouldn’t be alone. A variety
of studies and forecasts show that
Iowa corn farmers would find them-
selves in huge trouble; they are highly
dependent on exports to China and to
Mexico. So are grain farmers on the
High Plains.

The interruption of supply chains
between Mexico and Detroit would
be felt by autoworkers. Americans
export cars, after all, for sale in Mex-
ico — not just assemble parts of them
there. Even shippers are in trouble.
Citigroup warned investors about five
companies with exposure in Mexico
recently. One was Kansas City South-
ern, whose rails connect Mexico and
much of the United States. The stock
price plummeted. But that was only
after Citigroup cut its own exposure
in Mexico first, of course.

Now, even the investor class is
starting to feel the headwinds of
economic war. Despite a rally at the
stock market, the president’s policies
are now proving logically incoherent
when they’re put together. The border
wall was to be budget-neutral, mean-
ing no new taxes or spending, but
now it turns out to cost an estimated
$20 billion, which the Mexicans will,
in fact, not pay. That means increas-
ing deficit spending or raising taxes,
both of which seem nonstarters.

A wall and a spending spree on
infrastructure will not, it turns out, be
free because debt-to-productivity
ratios are climbing. Banks are tight-
ening lending conditions, anticipat-
ing a profitable credit crunch. Fitch
Ratings has warned that the presi-
dent’s erratic foreign and trade policy
is causing so much uncertainty that
even foreign government debt is
starting to look shaky.

“The Trump administration repre-
sents a risk to international economic
conditions and global sovereign cred-
it fundamentals,” according to Fitch.
“U.S. policy predictability has dimin-
ished, with established international
communication channels and rela-
tionship norms being set aside and
raising the prospect of sudden, unan-
ticipated changes in U.S. policies with
potential global implications.”

The irony, of course, is that states
like Texas, the Plains states and Mich-
igan all helped put Trump in office.
But the cows in the pasture don’t care
about politics. And cowboys rightly
don’t care about irony, even if they are
to be its first casualties.

Richard Parker is the

lecturer-of-practice in

journalism at Texas State

University. Twitter:

@richardparkertx 

U.S. braces for Trump’s trade war
Texas ranchers got hit by the slide in cattle futures. And the pain will spread, Richard Parker says 

2016 File Photo/Staff

The Texas cattle rancher faces a new threat: the Trump administration’s blundering, blustering trade policy,
writes Richard Parker. Sinking the Trans-Pacific Partnership cut off long-sought access to the Japanese
market and now banks have raised the conditions for collateral for loans.
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V ladimir Putin must feel as though
he’s won the lottery.

His government made a modest
investment in cyberespionage against Hil-
lary Clinton, a candidate he roundly dis-
liked, and it paid off, big league.

Never mind the flap over whether the
Russian president aimed to put Donald
Trump in the White House; U.S. intelli-
gence agencies agree unanimously that
Russia wanted to disrupt the campaign and
succeeded. Now the incoming president of
the United States says he yearns for a
friendlier relationship with Putin and dis-
misses the evidence of cyberespionage as
partisan whining.

His nominee for secretary of state, Ex-
xon Mobil Chief Executive Officer Rex
Tillerson, is an oilman who lobbied the
Obama administration to relax economic
sanctions against Russia (understandably,
because they were costing his company
millions) and was awarded the Order of
Friendship by Putin.

“This is a fantastic team,” Sergei Markov,
a Putin adviser, told Bloomberg News.
“These are people that Russia can do busi-
ness with.”

“I’d say Russia has eaten our lunch,”
Fiona Hill, a Russia expert at the Brookings
Institution, told me. “From their stand-
point, it sounds as if they’re getting a lot of
what they want.”

What does Putin want? Hill ticked off a
list:

First, he wants recognition as the leader
of a great power and a resumption of sum-
mit meetings between the two presidents.
According to the Kremlin, Trump has al-
ready agreed to a meeting.

Second, NATO: Putin wants the United
States to reduce its military presence in the
NATO countries on Russia’s western bor-
der, including the three Baltic states. Presi-
dent Barack Obama has increased troop
deployments there; Trump said he might
cut them if NATO countries don’t spend
more on defense.

Third, Ukraine: Putin wants the West to
revoke the sanctions imposed after his 2014
invasion of Ukraine and to recognize Rus-
sia’s annexation of Crimea. “We’ll be looking
at that,” Trump said in July, a noncommittal
answer that opened the door to a big con-
cession. (It would be easy, too; the executive
order on sanctions comes up for renewal by
the president in March.)

Fourth, Syria: Putin wants the U.S. to
support his efforts to bolster Syrian Presi-
dent Bashar Assad’s corrupt, autocratic
regime. Trump says he wants a U.S.-Rus-
sian-Assad alliance to fight jointly against
Islamic State.

Fifth, missile defense: Putin wants the
U.S. to cancel plans for a missile defense
system in Eastern Europe, including bases
in Romania and Poland. Trump’s position
isn’t known.

Sixth, ironically, Russia wants talks
about cyberwarfare. “The Russians think
we’ve been doing it to them all the time,”
Hill said. The Russian-sponsored hacking
of the Democratic National Committee may
have begun as retaliation for U.S. cybe-
respionage in Russia, she said. “They’re
telling us to knock it off.”

The danger isn’t that Trump will seek a
warmer, more cooperative relationship with
Russia; that would be a good thing.

But even before his inauguration,
Trump has already moved the starting
point of any “reset” partway toward Putin’s
position, with nothing offered in exchange.

All this by the guy who wrote The Art of
the Deal.

Trump has long claimed he will bargain
more aggressively than the Obama admin-
istration, but when it comes to Russia, he’s
not negotiating very hard.

And some Republicans are pushing
back. Republican Senate leader Mitch
McConnell said this week that he wants a
serious, bipartisan investigation into Rus-
sian hacking. Sens. John McCain and Mar-
co Rubio and others said they plan to ques-
tion Tillerson closely before they decide
how to vote on his nomination.

Their point isn’t to relitigate the presi-
dential election; that’s over. Instead, they’re
warning Trump that he can’t cozy up to
Russia without creating serious trouble in
his own party. It’s to make clear that a for-
eign government can’t meddle in a U.S.
election without penalty.

And it’s to remind the president-elect
that in high-stakes negotiations, a president
should rarely give anything away for noth-
ing — a rule Donald Trump, of all people,
ought to endorse.

Doyle McManus is a columnist

for the Los Angeles Times. 

Email: doyle.mcmanus@

latimes.com

How do you
solve a problem
like Mr. Putin?
Trump is giving Russian leader
exactly what he wants, 
Doyle McManus says

P resident-elect Donald Trump made a
great selection for America when he
tapped former Texas Gov. Rick Perry to be

secretary of energy. It was my pleasure to work
with him for more than a decade at the Texas
Public Utilities Commission and the Railroad
Commission.

I believe there are three particular areas
where Perry’s leadership led to significant bene-
fits for working Texans, energy consumers and
the broader energy industry. And, as he heads to
Washington, these areas herald benefits for all
Americans.

1. Competitive electric markets 
Beginning in January 2002, customers in

most of Texas (the region that shares one, in-
dependent electrical grid) were allowed to
choose their retail electric provider. This was
considered a radical concept and a dramatic
departure from more than a century of vertical-
ly integrated, monopoly operated electric util-
ities.

Perry had been on the job for only two years
when Texas became a “competitive” electric
market. I came to the PUC in April 2004, and
there were many at the Legislature, within
industry and at consumer groups who advocat-
ed for a return to the old vertically integrated
ways. 

It would have been easy for Perry to have
pulled the plug on electric competition, but he
stuck to the competitive model and strongly
supported PUC commissioners, like me, as we
made midcourse corrections and worked
through some of the thorniest transition issues.

Today the Texas grid, operated by the Elec-
tric Reliability Council of Texas, represents the
most competitive electric market in North
America, and commercial and retail electric
prices are among the lowest in the industri-
alized world.

2. Transmission lines for wind energy
In 2005, Perry signed legislation that direct-

ed the PUC to identify the best areas for wind

day of gas and 3 million barrels per day of oil,
began to reclaim its rightful place among the
world’s pre-eminent energy producers.

It would be wrong to say that government
caused these advances in natural gas and oil
production. However, government leaders do
play an important role. They can prioritize and
facilitate, or conversely, present obstacles and
cause delay. Several states, for example, have
placed moratoriums on fracking, thereby deny-
ing all parties — industry, mineral-interest
owners, taxpaying citizens and hardworking
Americans within those states — remuneration
and great jobs.

On Perry’s watch, oil and gas has been em-
braced and actively supported. When produc-
tion rapidly expanded five or six years ago
thanks to fracking, Perry supported additional
resources for extra personnel, special training
and advanced technology at the Railroad Com-
mission. The result? From 2011 through 2014,
the RRC permitted more than 92,000 wells. In
the peak year, 2014, almost 100 drilling permits
were issued every working day, and the average
time from permit filing to approval was a mat-
ter of days, rather than weeks or months.

Perry’s support of domestic oil and gas pro-
duction and infrastructure development, and
his belief in competitive markets and stream-
lined procedures and practices, has resulted in
significant advancement in drilling, mining,
pipeline and electric transmission develop-
ment. America will be well served by an energy
secretary who hails from the state that leads in
energy production — both fossil and renew-
able.

Barry Smitherman is a former

chairman of the Public Utility Com-

mission of Texas and the Railroad

Commission. He is a lawyer with

Vinson & Elkins and he wrote this

column for The Dallas Morning News.

Email: bsmitherman@velaw.com

generation, to determine interest from wind
developers for building in those windy areas,
and to develop a transmission plan for moving
wind power from West Texas and the Pan-
handle to the urban areas along Interstate 35
and beyond. During the ensuing eight years,
more than 2,300 miles of high-voltage trans-
mission was planned, sited and constructed.

Ten years ago, there were fewer than 1,000
megawatts of installed wind generation, and
wind energy in Texas constituted less than 1
percent of all the electricity produced. Today,
there are more than 16,000 megawatts of in-
stalled wind generation, and this year almost 15
percent of all electricity produced in ERCOT
came from wind.

Thanks to this transmission line project,
known as Competitive Renewable Energy
Zones, we further diversified our energy port-
folio, adding zero marginal cost electricity to
the generation mix. Plus, thousands of good-
paying construction jobs were created across
Texas.

As an added bonus, these transmission
lines, originally planned and constructed for
renewable energy, are now benefiting the oil
industry in the Permian Basin. Since the ad-
vent of the shale revolution, and the associated
growth in Texas oil and gas production, the
demand for electricity has increased out west.
The CREZ lines are meeting an infrastructure
need not anticipated back in 2005, but greatly
needed in 2015.

3. The shale revolution
Before the use of horizontal drilling and

hydraulic fracturing (or fracking), the Railroad
Commission, which regulates the oil and gas
industry, was issuing about 15,000 drilling
permits every year, natural gas production was
about 16.5 billion cubic feet per day and crude
oil production was 950,000 barrels per day.
Thanks to fracking, the drilling industry was
enormously successful at finding more natural
gas and oil. America, led by Texas’ 24 bcf per

Barry Smitherman: America will benefit from Perry’s energy leadership 

AUSTIN — In early October, as Americans
obsessed about their presidential election,
the Russian government made a surprise

and otherwise unnoticed decision: It would
unilaterally suspend a 16-year-old agreement
with the United States, requiring Moscow to get
rid of dozens of tons of weapons-grade plutoni-
um — used to make nuclear weapons.

This was the latest in a long string of nuclear
arms control agreements that Moscow had de-
cided to ditch, irritated with U.S. opposition over
Ukraine and worse, sanctions that crippled the
Russian economy. Under President Vladimir
Putin, the Russian government has abrogated
two other nuclear disarmament agreements,
suspended outside inspections and just plain
skipped the last nuclear security summit.

Welcome to your new job, Rick Perry. The
Energy Department that he has been named to
lead has about as much to do with energy pro-
duction as Perry’s buddy, Sid Miller, has to do
with the truth: not much. About 60 percent of
the $26.4 billion taxpayers spend on the Energy
Department has to do with the kind of energy
that comes out of bombs and warheads — the
nuclear kind. Now Rick Perry has his hands on
them.

None of this is to say, of course, that Perry
wouldn’t do a great job — in a position previously
held by a handful of scientists, an admiral and a
distinguished diplomat. Really. Perry might get
the hang of it, but the important question is this:
What is Rick Perry going to do about replenish-
ing the U.S. nuclear arsenal, the mainstay of his
agency, while helping negotiate with the largest
nuclear power in the world, Russia?

Or is Perry part of an administration that is
planning to shift global geopolitics around a new
axis, the one in Moscow? The answer to the first
is likely little. The answer to the second appears
to be a decided yes. Like the other Texan who
would be in a Trump Cabinet, Rex Tillerson,
Perry appears to be enlisting as a foot soldier in
Donald Trump’s campaign to revive Russia —
with considerable risk — to offset China.

Formed in 1977, the Energy Department
pulled together a string of civilian agencies to
maintain civilian control over the production of
the world’s most dangerous weapons. Today,
there are about 15,000 nuclear weapons in the
world. These are the ultimate bargaining chips in
global geopolitics — the deal as the president-
elect ineloquently puts it. If you think of global
politics as a casino, more gambling than deal-
making, nuclear weapons put you at the high-
rollers table. No. You needn’t use them or even
threaten to do so. Just having them qualifies you
to ante for the game.

Nearly three decades after the Cold War, the
United States and Russia possess nearly all these
weapons. The Americans have nearly 7,000 and
the Russians have a few hundred more. Each
keeps a little fewer than 2,000 on alert. The
warheads, though, have shelf lives; as their fissile

material degrades, it has to be tested for reliability,
safety and, ultimately, replacement. Nothing
good lasts forever, not even a nuke.

For an inferior conventional military power,
like Russia, nuclear weapons are the last bastions
of independence. (China has fewer than 300
weapons, in contrast.) As a result, the Russian
nuclear forces — to this day — are the only ones
that can destroy the United States. Forget about
ISIS. Russia “is one of a handful of [nations] that
could actually pose an existential threat to the
U.S.,” said Air Force Secretary Deborah Lee James
in August, also as American voters were fixated on
the presidential contest.

The Putin government has made a show in
places like Ukraine and Syria — while quietly
dragging its heels on nuclear weapons because
hardly anyone pays attention to them anymore.
Yet they are, to keep the gambling metaphor alive,
the ultimate hole card. If one takes Donald Trump
at his word during his campaign, he intends to
reserve the right to use such weapons when and
how he sees fit, while being simultaneously con-
cerned about the spread of nuclear weapon tech-
nology — and encouraging it among U.S. allies
like South Korea and Japan. In other words, more
nuclear weapons. Not fewer.

Fair enough: It’s a strategy, at least, however
unproved and unexamined. Here is where the
former Texas governor’s bid to become the 14th
energy secretary comes into play. (Forget about
oil leasing and wind power; that is small pota-
toes.) First, it seems that a Trump administration
would bring Russia back into the game as a player,
not just an observer. Moscow has been sidelined
for years, allowing China to assume a global role
instead, along with the Americans, Europeans,
Japanese and South Koreans.

But if Trump wants to change the global eco-
nomic equation, then he must have leverage

against China. To gain that leverage means get-
ting it from the only other player in the room but
not at the table, Russia. This means Trump must
give Putin something. Syria is fine, but it’s not a
core Russian interest. A sphere of influence closer
to home is better.

A pass on nuclear disarmament? Best of all.
And if Trump is encouraging a multipolar nuclear
world, there’s practically no harm. Except prolif-
eration, of course. And miscalculation. But a
stronger Russia, after all, will introduce complex-
ity to Beijing’s thinking and, say, cow neighboring
Iran. And this is where Tillerson, Exxon Mobil
chief executive, comes into play as a potential
secretary of state. Tillerson is as qualified as any-
one to hold the post. He is not a Russian lackey.

Yet he may be part of a vast shift in U.S. policy
that favors Russia for the first time, really, since
the Cold War. It’s certainly worth debating in
Congress. U.S. strategy toward Russia has been
stuck for two successive presidencies, but there
are many unknown outcomes, namely the re-
action in foreign capitals. And there are lots and
lots of details.

This is, ultimately, no laughing matter. A re-
newed Cold War is unnecessary, yet the Trump
administration seems poised to rearrange Amer-
ica’s relationship with its most lethal, and often
cornered, adversary with no public discussion. Lo
and behold, a pair of Texans are wittingly, or
unwittingly, there. Perhaps if they visit Moscow
together they might sign a postcard home. It can
just read: “From Russia with love.”

Richard Parker is the author of “Lone

Star Nation: How Texas Will 

Transform America” and the

lecturer-of-practice in journalism

at Texas State University. 

Twitter: @richardparkertx

Perry will face the hot seat
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Former Gov. Rick Perry, fielding questions at the Family Leadership Summit in Iowa in July
2015, would be thrust into a high-stakes nuclear bargaining role as U.S. energy chief.

Forget fuel savvy; he’ll need
to play nuclear poker as

Trump eyes a global shift, 
Richard Parker says
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“I pledge to
every citi-
zen of our
land that I
will be
president
for all Amer-
icans. … For

those who have chosen not to support
me in the past, of which there were a few
people, I’m reaching out to you for your
guidance and your help so that we can
work together and unify our great coun-
try.” — President-elect Donald Trump 
(realclearpolitics.com, Wednesday)

“This is painful,
and it will be for a
long time. But I
want you to re-
member this: Our
campaign was
never about one
person or even
one election. It
was about the
country that we love and about building a
country that’s hopeful, inclusive and
bighearted.” — Hillary Clinton (The Dallas
Morning News, Thursday)

“Mr. President-elect, we now are going to
want to do everything we can to help you
succeed because if you succeed, then the
country succeeds.” — President Barack
Obama, after his first transition meeting
with Trump (The New York Times, Friday)

“Due to extensive criminal and dangerous
behavior, protest is now considered a riot.
Crowd has been advised.” — tweet late
Thursday from Portland, Ore., police on an
anti-Trump demonstration (redstate.com,
Friday)

“We’re raising a generation of emotional
hemophiliacs. If legal or political things
don’t go your way, if something upsets
you, you have a modern version of the
vapors.” — Jonathan Turley, George Wash-
ington University law professor, on the
protests (facebook.com/TheKellyFile,
Wednesday)

“We’ve embarrassed ourselves in front of
our children and the world.” — screenwrit-
er Aaron Sorkin, from a letter to his daugh-
ter and her mother (vanityfair.com,
Wednesday)

“Now is the time to shake the Earth. Any-
thing is possible.” — William J. Bennett, a
Trump ally and former Reagan education
secretary (washingtonpost.com, Wednes-
day)

“When you look at the president, you
would think of someone with higher ethics
than all of us. That’s why they’re elected,
because they can make better decisions
than all of us.” — Emerson Escobar, 17, an
Irving High School senior (The Dallas Morn-
ing News, Friday)

“Building a wall in four years? They can’t
build a sidewalk in four years in Washing-
ton.” — Dave Carney, a longtime GOP con-
sultant (The Dallas Morning News, Wednes-
day)

It is so simple, truly … the first time in my
lifetime where a step in the right direction
has been taken to reduce the government
and get it out of people’s lives. That’s all
we need to thrive.” — Dallas billionaire
Andy Beal, a Trump economic adviser (The
Dallas Morning News, Thursday)

“If you had an
emergency situa-
tion and needed
to go to the hospi-
tal … would you
want me driving
your car?” — blind
music icon Stevie
Wonder, on the idea of voting for Trump
(huffingtonpost.com, Monday)

“There may be people that need to be
removed. We don’t need to have secrecy.
We can handle the truth.” — John Eddie
Williams, a former Baylor football player and
now member of Bears for Leadership Re-
form, an alumni-led group frustrated by
university regents’ handling of an ongoing
sexual violence scandal (The Dallas Morning
News, Friday)

“My problem is that I want to focus on
100-plus great kids. I don’t think we can do
that if we’re fighting other battles right
now.” — Baylor interim football coach Jim
Grobe (The Dallas Morning News, Tuesday)

“At least we’ll be competitive with the
suburbs instead of being drastically
behind.” — Jim McDade, president of the
Dallas Firefighters Association, on tenta-
tively agreeing with the city on raises for
police and fire workers over the next three
years (The Dallas Morning News, Tuesday)

“Most importantly,
safety remains our top
priority.” — from Sam-
sung’s full-page apol-
ogy in selected U.S.
newspapers after the
demise of its combus-
tible Galaxy Note 7 and
recall of malfunctioning
top-load washing
machines (theverge
.com, Monday)
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R epublicans will control the

White House and Congress.

This is an awesome accomplish-

ment and a tremendous responsibility. At

the helm, an unexpected leader: Donald

Trump.

“I alone can fix it,” said Donald Trump

during the Republican National Conven-

tion. This is an unsettling attitude in a

democracy governed by checks and bal-

ances. But it speaks to the disproportion-

ate authority Trump demonstrated on the

campaign trail to shape the political nar-

rative. His authority will only increase

once he’s president of the United States.

In this way, the ability to make America

great again — or not — rests squarely on

Trump’s shoulders.

legislation became albatrosses for Democrats all
the way through the most recent election.

Trump runs the same risk. While he no doubt
owes it to his supporters to uphold his campaign
promises (or versions thereof), Trump should be
clear-eyed about the political costs of prioritizing
solely partisan reforms and their limited ability to
improve economic opportunity.

Here, I’m talking about Trump’s immigration
and trade proposals(the negative impact on Texas
I’ve written about in these pages before). From
1970to2014, the median income of American-
born high school dropouts in the U.S. dropped by
almosthalf, when adjusted for inflation. This is an
astounding decline and helps explain much of the
anger and despair we witnessed in the 2016 elec-
tion, especially among low-skilled Americans.
What role did immigration play in that?

Less than you may think. Harvard’s George
Borjasis known for having the some of most nega-
tive estimates for the impact of immigration on
the wages of low-skilled natives. In a recent article
for the American Enterprise Institute, Borjas
concludes that immigration decreased the wages
of native high school dropouts by 3 percent in the 

In the coming days, President-elect Trump has
acrucial choice to make: Does he prioritize the
red-meat, populist reforms he promised on the
campaign trail? Or does he prioritize reforms that
have the highest potential of jump-starting the
economy and helping the “forgotten” Americans,
whose imaginations he has so successfully cap-
tured and whose votes he has won?

The temptation, no doubt, will be to do the
former. This is what President Barack Obama did
when Democrats controlled the House and the
Senate in 2009 and 2010. Obama pushed entirely
partisan and ill-conceived reforms, the Dodd-
Frank Act and the Affordable Care Act, to seal his
progressivelegacy. The result was sweeping defeat
inthe 2010 midterms, and six years of a lame-duck
presidency after that.

But not only that. The Obama administration’s
partisan power grab left the economy weaker and
resulted in national embarrassment, not great-
ness. The Dodd-Frank Act essentially codified
too-big-to-fail, shut down hundreds of small
community banks, and resulted in higher banking
fees for the least-advantaged consumers. The
Affordable Care Act spiked the cost of health care
insurance premiums for middle-class families
and increased the federal debt. These pieces of

Examining what’s
ahead under GOP

Chris Van Es/
NewsArt.com

See McCLOSKEY Page 4P

Abby McCloskey: Trump must weigh political costs of partisan reforms 

H istory, it appears, may not
have a sense of humor, but
it is no stranger to irony.

Texans helped put Donald
Trump, admittedly duly elected,
into the presidency. After wavering
all summer and fall, the Lone Star
State went for the reality TV star
from New York. Now, it turns out,
Texas has pretty much the most to
lose in the opening days of a Trump
presidency, from the economy to
our fellow Texans, in fact.

To protect our booming econo-
my, not to mention our Constitution
and our neighbors, Democrats,
reasonable Republicans and in-
dependents should accord Trump
every opportunity as a democrat-
ically elected president. And accord
him every watchful second due a
would-be authoritarian.

First, though, face facts: Hillary
Clinton was a terrible candidate,
about as exciting as a tree stump,
not all that accomplished, really,
and a two-time loser, to boot. You
may remember 2008, but you’ve
probably forgotten 1994. That was
when the House went Republican
for the first time in 40 years, courte-
sy of her cartoonishly complex
health care plan.

Which also failed. And the Clin-
tons practically painted a bull’s-eye
on their backs feeding at the trough
of private money while jamming
their snouts insistently into public
affairs — only to reach for still yet
another helping of government
power. Nobody really wanted Hilla-
ry to be president more than, well,
Hillary.

The fiats are coming
Trump’s plan for his first 100

days was outlined in October and
promptly lost amid the noise of
grotesque language, videotapes,
charges of sexual harassment and
assault, and threats of lawsuits. But
buried in the midst is a list of 15
items that seem likely to be pulled
off as executive orders and 10 more
that would become law with the
help of — what was that other
branch of government? Right.
Congress.

In governing by fiat during his
first 100 days, his royal highness will
have four objectives: Break the
governing class (and the govern-
ment while he’s at it); take control of

Richard Parker: Texas stands to lose the most in opening days of presidency

Staff Photo

Texas has a lot to lose from President-elect Donald Trump’s eco-
nomic and immigration plans. His promises for the economy are
cruel for one that is steadily recovering, writes Richard Parker. See PARKER Page 5P
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certain parts of the economy; and
crack down, essentially, on undocu-
mented immigrants and certain
documented immigrants. He does
acknowledge, to his credit, that he
will need Congress’ help on the other
items, like mass deportations.

Trump’s crackdown on the govern-
ing class is, well, probably best left for
them to handle. He wants to slap term
limits on members of Congress, but
Kentucky whiskey will freeze over
before Mitch McConnell lets that
happen. 

Let’s let them sort it out.
But Trump’s promises for the

economy, frankly, are cruel for one
that is steadily recovering but not
recovering vigorously. He will never
bring back manufacturing jobs to
Ohio or coal mining jobs to Kentucky.
Those ships sailed decades ago. How-
ever, his focus on trade may prove
particularly fatal to a couple of places,
California, for one, and Texas, most
certainly, for the other. Both thrive on
international trade.

So, here is what the emperor-elect

(sorry, president-elect) has pledged to
do on his first day in office and over
the ensuing 99 days. First, back out of
NAFTA and seek a complete renego-
tiation. Second, bail out of the Trans-
Pacific Partnership talks. Third, de-
clare China a currency manipulator;
that means slapping a tariff on Chi-
nese goods, boosting prices and forc-
ing a dispute at the World Trade Or-
ganization, which would take forever
to settle and thus, trigger a trade war
with our largest trading partner.

That’s just on Day One. The rest of
the week, apparently, would be spent
approving the Keystone Pipeline,
which would introduce more oil to a
glutted world market, driving the
price down further. (Good luck,
Houston.) Then he’d take climate
change money and put it toward
infrastructure as well as lift purported
federal restrictions on extracting coal,
oil and gas. The trouble is — just like
with Canadian tar sands oil — the
price is already low.

Texas relies on trade
These actions would just flood the

market and push prices lower. Now
this might all be entertaining if you
live in a place that hates international
trade and really needs lots of cheap

fossil energy. The problem is, if you’re
reading this, you probably don’t. You
live in Texas. And here — as opposed
to, say, Ohio — international trade
accounts for 1 in 5 jobs. That’s about 3
million people. Houston and Laredo
are among the 10 busiest U.S. ports.

To put that into perspective, that’s
more than 10 times as many as are
employed in the oil and natural gas
industry. In a trade war with China it
seems quite likely that foreign compa-
nies will reduce their risk and foot-
print in the U.S. More than 500,000
Texans work for foreign-owned com-
panies like Samsung in Austin and
Toyota soon to be in Plano. If you
voted for Trump you’re probably
second-guessing yourself right now.
But don’t worry. There’s more.

Texas is the largest beneficiary of
NAFTA, which pumps nearly $500
billion into the U.S. economy annu-
ally and nearly half of that winds up
in, yes, Texas. If you’d like to see it for
yourself, get on Interstate 35 any day.
More than 3 million trucks cross into
Texas from Mexico each year and
about 2 million head south. By 2020,
70,000 trucks will traverse the 70
miles between Austin and San An-
tonio alone.

Now imagine Laredo quiet, trucks
idled and just the sound of crickets on

the mesquite plain. Then imagine the
ripple effect all along the I-35 corri-
dor, not to mention in the Targets, the
Wal-Marts, the HEBs — and far, far
beyond.

Right about now, I’ll bet that Lare-
do banker Dennis Nixon is really
regretting hosting Trump for dinner.
His bank, the International Bank of
Commerce, has profited handsomely
from the bounty of money that Trump
is going to chop off in about two
months.

Crackdown on immigrants
On Day One, Trump will also

begin removing what he claims are 2
million undocumented immigrants
with criminal records. But that 2
million, it turns out, are all lawful
immigrants with criminal records;
fewer than half are undocumented.
Here Trump would make a bold as-
sault not just on human decency but
this thing called the Constitution, of
which he was never a fan, anyway,
during his campaign.

In Dallas and Houston alone,
federal police will need to comb
through 1.5 million immigrants. And
Trump would crack down on Muslim
immigration, which is funny because
Indonesia is the largest Muslim na-

tion on earth and we have no problem
with it. India is the second largest. But
here’s the kicker: Texas has the largest
Muslim population in the country.

The unintended consequences of
this election are about to be on full
display and nowhere more so than
Texas. Professional Democrats will be
sorely tempted to become Vichy
Democrats, going along to get along. I
know the word Vichy sounds a little
rough. But Trump is not just duly
elected. He’s the first duly elected
authoritarian president, too.

Texans helped make this reckon-
ing happen. Now, we stand to lose
more than anyone. It will be up to
everyday Texans — Democrats, busi-
ness leaders, reasonable Republicans
and independents — to man the
battlements when the politicians in
the minority lose their nerve, and they
probably will. There is still a Constitu-
tion and a court system, after all. This
is still a democracy — for now.
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H ow relevant are foreign laws to the job of

interpreting American law and the U.S.

Constitution? In his new book, “The

Court and the World: American Law and the New

Global Realities,” Justice Stephen Breyer argues

judges, no less than citizens, need a better under-

standing of what is happening in an increasingly

interdependent world. 

In an interview last month, Breyer spoke about the court and

its views on the death penalty and the Second Amendment. 

Breyer will be in Dallas on Dec. 13 to speak at a World Affairs

Council event about the book. Tickets are available at 

dfwworld.org.

Let’s talk about how you, as a jus-
tice, approach the task of inter-
preting text in the Constitution, or
in statutes.

I’d say most judges who are trying
to figure out what a text means,
they’re interpreting a text, some
words on piece of paper — whether
that’s in the Constitution or whether
it’s in a statute. On the Supreme
Court, we do both …

What tools do we have? Tradi-
tionally, all of us, in every court, to
understand a text, have six tools.
Read the text. That’s No. 1. If the
text says, “vegetable,” that’s not a
fish.

Two: We look at the history.
When was this text written, what
was it about, and what was going
on?

Three: We look at the tradition.
Suppose it’s habeas corpus, a very
important two Latin words, which
signify that you can’t be put in jail
arbitrarily. Tradition.

Precedent. There are other cases,
on this side or that side.

Purposes or values. Why did the
persons who wrote this text write
it? They had something in mind.
Find out.

Finally, consequences. What will
the consequences be if you do it this
way or that way in terms of the
purpose of the text? Will you fur-
ther or will you hinder it?

Everybody has those six tools:
text, history, tradition, precedent,
value or purpose, and consequence.
Some judges pay more attention to
the first four and think they are the
most important. … I might be an
example of putting more weight on
purpose and consequences. …

Now, let me be specific. The text
of the Second Amendment says that
“A well regulated Militia being nec-
essary to the security of a free State,
the right of the people to keep and
bear arms, shall not be infringed.”
All of us on the court wanted to
know in that instance, what did the
framers have in mind by those
words?

Some of us thought — including
me, I was in the dissent — some of
us thought that what they were
guaranteeing was the right of the
states to keep militias. Others of us
— that was the majority — thought
that what they were after was really
trying to assure that a person can
keep a gun by his bed.

You see, that was a difference in
understanding what the framers
were about. What was their pur-
pose? What was their objective?
You can read the opinions and read
the books on the subject and make
up your own mind that that was an
important difference.

The rest of it, how it’s applied,
what counts as regulation that’s

OK, what counts as regula-
tion that’s not OK, all that is

for the future to decide.

We applauded the
Heller decision,

including its ex-
plicit language

authorizing

some gun control. But the politics
of it, since then, has been that any
regulation is now seen as an as-
sault on the Second Amendment.

What Tocqueville said about the
United States when he came over in
1840 is the thing that struck him
was the clamor and the noise of
everybody arguing. He thought that
was a good thing, because, when
they argue about things, eventually
they pass laws, and eventually those
laws may come up to the Supreme
Court to decide whether they are
consistent with the Constitution.
The Constitution just set some
boundaries. It doesn’t tell every-
body what to do.

Let’s consider a second example.
Last year, you wrote a dissent
that urged a complete re-evalua-
tion of whether the death penalty
is constitutional. As a justice, how
do you go about taking a new look
at something that has been so
clearly permitted under the Con-
stitution for many years? How
free are you, as a justice, to sim-
ply say: “Well, we got it wrong.
Let’s think about it differently”? 

It’s a good question. Leave the
death penalty aside for a minute.
Obviously, if the courts went around
overturning their old cases all the
time, people would not have the
stability and the certainty that they
need in order to live their lives.

On the other hand, if you never
overturned a case, we would still be
living in a segregated society, be-
cause the case of Brown vs. Board,
which said segregation was contrary
to the Constitution, after all over-
ruled an earlier case, Plessy vs.
Ferguson.

You have to think long and hard
about any case that you’re thinking
might be overruled. …

The bottom line was that we
should reconsider whether the
death penalty is a cruel and unusual
punishment. Now, I have to leave it
and should leave it and will leave it
to other people to read that decision
and make up their own minds about
its correctness or incorrectness
because of the simple reason that a
judge has to stay very far away from
any political decisions.

It’s, as I said, a big country and
it’s up to each individual to make up
his own mind about what he thinks
about what the court does and
about other things. I’m not going to
be too helpful.

What is the role, then, of dis-
senting opinions?

My first audience for a dissent-
ing opinion? My colleagues. I want
to persuade them. It goes around in
a draft. In the draft it says, “I’m
dissenting for the following rea-
sons.” Many, many, many times, it
will change the way a majority opin-
ion is written. Sometimes it will
change the whole outcome of the
case.

[But] if that’s not achieved, or it
maybe has been only partly

achieved, then when you see it in
print, it may be a point for the

rest of the bar and the bench
and the ordinary citizens and

you and the journalists and
others to take account of
it.

You can read it. You
can decide what you

think about it. You can decide what
if any action you might want to
take, or whether people bring other
cases or whatever it is.

I’m a little vague, but I want to
be vague on that.

Let’s talk about your latest book
and what you’re going to be talk-
ing about here in Dallas.

The book is called — it has a very
unpretentious title — The Court
and the World. But I want to show
people something in this book.
When I came on the court, there
might have been one or two cases in
a year where you really had to know
something about what’s going on
outside our own shores in order to
decide the case. I would say in re-
cent years, it’s been much more like
10 or 15, maybe 20 percent. These
are cases where you really cannot
decide it intelligently and properly
unless you know what’s happening
elsewhere beyond our own borders. 

They’re in areas like national
security, civil liberties, human
rights, commerce. There are hun-
dreds of organizations which we are
part of, which do have an effect on
our lives, and they can create issues
which will then come up in our
court. You have to decide them
under American law. …

What I want to show is, in a way,
I have a little bit of a microscope
here. Maybe by seeing what this one
institution, the Supreme Court, is
involved in, people will better un-
derstand this word called “interde-
pendence,” which, nobody knows
what that means, but it really is
describing what goes on today.

How do you respect the laws of
other countries and do that in a
way that doesn’t give rise to this
charge that you’re subordinating
the U.S. Constitution?

People do say, “Look, it’s an
American Constitution. Why are
you talking about other countries?”
To which I have a number of replies,
but the real reply is this: When I
wrote the death penalty dissent, it’s
46 pages, as I said. Two pages in-
volved the law of other countries.
[But] I don’t want that to get mixed
up with what I’m writing about, the
political problem you’re talking
about. I want to stay away from
that. …

What we’re really worried about
is, can we preserve our basic Amer-
ican values? … The best way to
preserve our American values is to
understand and use. Reject if you
want, but at least understand what
is going on outside our own bor-
ders. …

If you don’t do it, the world will
go on without you. It will make
decisions that will affect you. You
want to preserve American values?
So do a lot of other people, many
outside this country.

This Q&A was conduct-

ed, edited and con-

densed by Dallas Morn-

ing News editorial
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The Supreme
Court, the U.S.
and the world
Justice Stephen Breyer explains 
why we need to know how other
nations stand on important topics
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A t dawn on March 4, 1841, an artillery
unit dressed in Revolutionary War
uniforms fired a 26-gun salute on the

Mall, one shot for each state. The gunfire
signaled the Inauguration Day of America’s
ninth president, the Whig Party’s Gen. Wil-
liam Henry “Old Tippecanoe” Harrison of
Ohio, and his vice president, John Tyler of
Virginia.

It also was a prelude to the first official
inaugural parade. As is now the tradition, a
parade follows the president’s inauguration
speech. In 1840, Harrison and his retinue
marched up Pennsylvania Avenue before his
speech.

Washington at that time was a city of
23,000 people. There was only one paved
street, Pennsylvania Avenue, which ran
between the White House and the Capitol.
The avenue was lined with bars, lottery
shops and gambling houses. 

It was a cold, cloudy day with a stiff wind
blowing from the northeast. Four white
horses pulled a new carriage that Baltimore
Whigs had just presented to Harrison. But
Old Tip declined to ride it. Instead, the 68-
year-old Harrison chose to ride his horse,
Old Whitey, to the Capitol. He wore no coat
and regularly doffed his hat to the cheering
crowd.

Watching from the front window of his
home on Pennsylvania Avenue, former Pres-
ident John Quincy Adams conceded that
Harrison’s inauguration “was celebrated
with demonstrations of popular feeling
unexampled since that of Washington in
1789, and at the same time with so much
tranquility that not the slightest symptom of
conflicting passions occurred to mar the
tranquility of the day.”

Behind Harrison came an inauguration
version of the 1840 presidential campaign’s
log cabin and hard cider political rallies,
complete with rolling log cabins on wheels,
cider barrels and raccoons. The Prince
George’s County Club from Maryland rode
on a working power-loom on wheels drawn
by six white horses. Harrison and many in
the crowd were dressed in plain clothes —
what Adams described as “showy shabby.”

Harrison arrived in the Senate chamber
about 12:20 p.m. and took a seat. The Na-
tional Intelligencer reported: “His bodily
health was manifestly perfect; there was an
alertness in his movement which is quite
astonishing, considering his advanced age,
the multiple hardships through which his
frame has passed, and the fatigues he has
lately undergone.”

At about 12:30, Senate leaders led Harri-
son to the steps on the eastern front of the
Capitol, where a 15-foot-tall speaking plat-
form had been erected. A crowd estimated at
more than 50,000 people jammed into the
grounds in front of the Capitol steps. Some
found viewing spots in trees. Carriages carry-
ing ladies lined up around the edges of the
crowd. It was the largest turnout for a presi-
dential inauguration yet.

As Harrison rose to speak, earsplitting
cheers rang out. Harrison, who still hadn’t
been sworn in as president, spoke in a strong
and commanding voice. The president-elect,
a lover of Roman history, had written his
speech by hand on yellow paper. Then he
asked Sen. Daniel Webster to look it over.
When Webster arrived late to dinner one
night before the inauguration, he apolo-
gized, saying he had been editing Harrison’s
speech and was busy killing Romans.

As Harrison dove into his speech, though,
it quickly became clear that Webster hadn’t
killed enough of them. Harrison’s address
remains the longest inaugural speech in
history. He rambled on for one hour and 45
minutes, uttering 8,845 words. (The shortest
such speech, George Washington’s second
inaugural address, was a mere 135 words.)

Just before concluding, Harrison paused,
and Chief Justice Roger B. Taney ap-
proached. Finally, Harrison, placing his
hand on a Bible, was sworn in as president.
People in the crowd stood and removed their
hats.

Cannons fired to announce that the re-
public had a new president (or maybe just to
announce that he finally had stopped talk-
ing). Harrison then remounted his horse to
lead a joyful parade back down Pennsylvania
Avenue to the White House. 

Two weeks later, while taking a walk, the
president got soaked in a sudden rainstorm.
He caught a cold that turned into pneumo-
nia. On April 4, 1841, Harrison became the
first president to die in office. 
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How Old Tip
invented the
inaugural parade
Harrison started a new tradition
before giving a rambling speech and
taking oath, Ronald Shafer says 

H e was an outsider, and he was about to
become president. Sedate Washington,
D.C., trembled. “Nobody knows what

he will do,” a leading senator lamented. “He will
bring a breeze with him. Which way it will blow,
I cannot tell. He will either go with the party,” or
else “will be president upon his own strength.
My fear is stronger than my hope.”

Daniel Webster might just as well have been
talking about President Donald Trump. But in
January 1829, Andrew Jackson was the source
of Webster’s anxiety as the capital’s chattering
class prepared for a new kind of leader with
limited government experience: brimming with
confidence, yet simultaneously unable to ignore
even the slightest hint of criticism.

Trump is unusual in the annals of presi-
dential history, but not unprecedented. Jackson
shared many of the same qualities, and his time
in office offers insights into what the next four
years may hold. No comparison is ever perfect.
Fighting was what Jackson knew best.

Jackson was a soldier and Trump’s battles
are waged in the boardroom and Twittersphere.
But both rode populist waves to victory in con-
tentious elections; both railed against banks
and moneyed elites they in truth represented;
and both championed but did not embody the
common man.

Jackson was thin-skinned and uninterested
in opinions that contradicted his own, in a way
that might seem familiar today. Surrounded by
supporters (and sycophants), he “appears al-
ways to have meant well,” his first and arguably
best biographer concluded. “But his ignorance
of law, history, politics, science, of everything
which he who governs a country ought to know,
was extreme. … His ignorance was a wall round
about him — high, impenetrable.”

“I was born a storm,” Jackson told a friend en
route to his inauguration, “and a calm does not
suit me.” If Jackson had been born into a digital
age, this man from Tennessee would have spent
the long dark hours of night venting his spleen

in 140 characters — and woe unto the aide who
might have tried to pry his phone from his
hands. He’d killed men for less. Victor in nu-
merous duels, long after they’d been outlawed
and deemed uncivilized by polite society, many
a would-be insulter had felt the crash of Jack-
son’s iron-tipped cane.

It was this wholesale inability to let any slight
pass that roiled Jackson’s presidency, especially
when coupled with the premium he placed on
personal loyalty. In 1829, for example, he ap-
pointed John Henry Eaton as secretary of war,
deeming the younger man “like a son.” Political
observers looked in vain for any other qualities
that might have warranted the appointment.

The cost of appointing someone so close
soon became evident, when D.C.’s polite society
shunned Eaton’s new wife after whispers of her
sexual past. Rumors had plagued Jackson’s own
wife, and within months of taking office he
demanded Cabinet members and their wives
end the ostracism. Many refused. Unable to
look past the personal slight, for nearly 18
months Jackson allowed the scandal to dom-
inate his attention and stymie his government.
Only the cabinet’s mass resignation in May 1831
ended the saga.

Jackson also took political opposition per-
sonally, whether in domestic or foreign affairs.
Senators who rejected his nominees found the
same men renominated, turning confirmation
into a test of wills. Franco-American relations
nearly descended into war when Jackson cast
the matter of French debt payments as an af-
front to his honor. No greater passion drove him
than his struggle to kill the Bank of the United
States, becoming a darkly personal vendetta.
“The bank, Mr. Van Buren, is trying to kill me,”
he told his aide and ultimate successor. “But I
will kill it.” 

The facts rarely mattered once Jackson made
up his mind. In January 1835, a would-be assas-
sin failed only when his pistols misfired. Rich-
ard Lawrence believed Jackson had denied him
the British throne and the courts took less than
five minutes to find him insane. Certain that his
political enemies had stooped to attempted
murder, Jackson and several of his loyal follow-
ers nonetheless gathered “evidence” proving a

wider conspiracy. A special Senate committee
later investigated and dismissed the theory, but
not before Jackson’s wild accusations further
poisoned any remaining desire among his oppo-
nents for compromise. He’d not accused them
of different opinions, but of treason.

Given this volatility, why is Jackson recalled
among the great presidents, his face (for a little
while longer) adorning the $20 bill? The an-
swer may inspire Trump’s supporters, and give
further anxiety to his critics.

Jackson is remembered most for trans-
forming the presidency, bending it to his will
and expanding its power. He vetoed more bills
than all of his predecessors combined, who’d
previously limited their objections to constitu-
tional grounds. Jackson vetoed legislation he
disliked. His advocates cheered a man bent on
returning power to the people. His enemies
perceived a tyrant. Both conceded he got things
done, his way, even if he left chaos, a divided
nation and economic calamity in his wake.

Our seventh president’s cheering throngs
largely forgotten, he is recalled today for less
glorious moments, most infamously for cham-
pioning the forced removal of American Indians
from lands even the Supreme Court considered
their lawful property, and his near maniacal
opposition to the national bank, which was at its
most fundamental a rejection of modernity and
of the financial tools a fully developed manufac-
turing economy would require. In the end, he
advocated strength, but also a return to the ways
of the past, raging against the stream of history
even as it swept the country forward. Will our
45th be recalled the same way — as an angry
storm of a man, incapable of calm, held up as a
fossil in his own time?
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Track Jackson for clues to Trump presidency
7th U.S. president was a touchy
outsider, too, Jeffrey A. Engel and
Aaron S. Crawford say

A s the Trump era unfolds, it will be judged
in many ways, but none more so than by
how it, and by extension America, treats

its immigrants. Their cause — our cause, actu-
ally — is the civil rights movement of our time.

People born abroad now constitute 43 mil-
lion residents of the 50 states. Where previous
presidents measured us on how we treated our
poor, our impoverished or our elderly, we are
now at a similar junction with our neighbors
from Latin America, Asia and Africa. The na-
tion’s fortunes will rise and fall on their shoul-
ders. This is how Donald Trump may be mea-
sured. Certainly it will be how we are measured. 

Trump enters the White House on a weird,
dissonant note, like a key out of tune on the
piano of history. He won, fair and square, sure.
But he’s chosen to mire himself in one fight after
another, on the side of the Russians and against,
well, nearly everybody, turning the first months
of his term into a foreign policy battle, though he
claimed he was all about jobs, first.

Beyond the speeches, the parade and the
black-tie galas, there is a real America out there.
And it is — in part — composed of an aging,
white suburban and rural population. But let’s
not get carried away. America’s future has al-
ready arrived. The 43 million immigrants, docu-
mented and otherwise, are here. Most are not
going home. And Trump is already slowly back-
ing away from his promise of a deportation force,
much like the idea of Mexico paying for a wall.

Put this into perspective: Foreign-born resi-
dents of our shores now make up nearly 1 in 10 of
the nation’s population. More than 7 million of
them live in Texas, second only to California.
These figures are approaching highs not seen
since the mid-1880s and 1920s, which brought
Jews, Italians and Central Europeans to the U.S.
During most of that period, immigrants arrived
to utterly open shores. Contrary to popular con-
ception, there was little orderly arrival. Many
just got off a boat and walked ashore.

Indeed, my own family seems to have gotten
its start precisely this way, with an Englishman
who arrived in this time in St. Louis out of no-
where, and an Irish woman whose family landed
in the U.S., then entered Canada, then Michigan
and finally settled in the Midwest. I can find no
record of their official and legal admittance to
this country. The only one who entered legally,
apparently, was my Mexican grandfather, who
was just visiting his aunt in Laredo.

Neither could most of you locate such papers.
And that, most definitely, includes papers for
your Irish ancestors who walked off boats at
ports from Boston to Charleston, S.C. Here’s
why: The United States had open borders until
Congress passed the Chinese Exclusion Act in
1882. And Ellis Island? It didn’t even become an
entry point until the same year, as the European
immigrant wave entered its crescendo.

Each wave was battered by its new home. The

Irish?Not even white, it was claimed, and put to
labor that was more menial and even deadly than
work done by animals because Irish people were
considered less valuable. The Italians? Papist
infiltrators, murderers and thieves. The Chinese?
Rioted against in the West, killed randomly and
shunned. Not to mention the Mexicans and Peru-
vians. Yet each time, the most fundamental note
ofthe American symphony sounded to correct us:
theConstitution.

Whenthe Chinese were barred, the federal
governmenttried to expel the children of Chinese
immigrants born here. However, in 1898, the
SupremeCourt ruled in United States vs. Wong
KimArkthat a son of undocumented immigrants
was, indeed, a citizen. He was natural born, right
here in the United States, after all. Not ruling so,
thecourt wrote, would call into question the
citizenry of every child of every immigrant. 

The 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act
abolished national quotas for foreign policy rea-
sons, to encourage friendly relations with Asia,
Africa and Latin America at the height of the Cold
War. The law also allowed immigrants to sponsor
relatives. And so they came. Around 2000, after a
series of economic calamities, the Mexican di-
aspora sent record numbers north. Today, that’s
all over. A relative few Central Americans come
north instead. Now, most illegal immigrants
never see a border. People just arrive at an airport
on a tourist visa and never leave.

So that’s reality, but here is our higher calling:
defending these people. Most are working, con-
tributing members of society. The Army has
concluded that foreign-born people make better
soldiers than native-born. Immigrants will keep

ourworkforce young, and they already pay payroll
and sales taxes, documented or undocumented.

Legalizing the latter would mean shrinking
thedeficit by $200 billion. So, a path to citizen-
shipforthemiscrucial to the American future, as
age creeps up on a country that will need to care
formany more elderly people than ever before.

Andweall know at least one. My friend Steve
came during the Mexican diaspora and stayed; I
know his hardworking ways, his wife, children
and family. And I’m not turning him in. Here is
why: We are a nation of laws, yes. And the law
compelsmetodono such thing for what is a mis-
demeanor.

Forthe religious, a first duty is to minister to
those in need. Christ himself chose the company
ofprostitutes and thieves. But if, instead, you
want to change the skin color of people coming to
this country, change the law. If you want to stop
everyone from coming, change the law. Better to
fix the law and lift these people into the American
life. They are our new brothers and sisters. That is
our song, as people.

There can be no wall, no mass deportation of 11
million people; Europe tried it after World War II
and 1million ethnic Germans perished. And
here’s why. Because a just society is measured,
always, by how it cares for its weakest.

This may be Trump’s presidency, but it’s our
America.

Richard Parker is the lecturer-of-

practice in journalism at Texas

State University. 

Twitter: @richardparkertx 

Our future’s already here
Richard Parker: How America treats immigrants is today’s civil rights test

Statesman Journal (Salem, Ore.)

Ellen Furstner, of Marcola, Ore., participated in an immigrants’ rights rally in Salem, Ore.,
recently. In the polarized times we’re in, Richard Parker writes, how Americans defend —
or not — immigrants to this country will be how our society is measured.
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