The latest News Around Us in Jan_2
News Analysis: 'Gun pointed to Ukraine's head.' Blinken, ahead of talks, warns
Russia against invasion
Tracy Wilkinson - LA Times

The U.S. and Russia open high-stake talks on the fate of Ukraine on Monday, but
prospects for a resolution — or any agreement — are dim, diplomats say.
Moscow and Washington are worlds apart on whether Ukraine should be embraced
by the West or cast its lot with Vladimir Putin’s Russia. And U.S. Secretary of State
Antony J. Blinken has had to struggle to build unity among America's allies on how to
defend Kyiv from an increasingly aggressive Russia.
“It’s very hard to make actual progress” with Russia “in an atmosphere of escalation
and threat with a gun pointed to Ukraine’s head,” Blinken said ahead of the talks.
Russia, which invaded a part of Ukraine nearly eight years ago, has amassed some
100,000 troops along the border in recent weeks and spewed a campaign of invective,
accusing Ukraine and the NATO alliance of posing a looming threat.
After a couple of telephone conversations between Presidents Biden and Putin, and
dozens of other lower-level consults, the two governments agreed to a meeting
Monday in Geneva of the Strategic Stability Dialogue, a U.S.-Russia working group
established last year to focus on arms control, followed by meetings the rest of the
week involving NATO and other larger multilateral organizations. The U.S.
delegation is being led by Deputy Secretary of State Wendy Sherman.
Biden, Blinken and NATO officials have issued dire warnings to Russia if it were to
follow through with another invasion of Ukraine. Most punishment would involve
additional economic sanctions on Moscow, Putin and Russian oligarchs, the Western
officials say. Numerous sanctions already in place, however, have failed to alter
Putin’s behavior.

Most officials are ruling out military action beyond continuing to arm Ukraine forces
and, possibly, repositioning additional NATO troops on the eastern flank of NATO
territory that includes countries such as Poland.
"A diplomatic solution is still possible and preferable," Blinken said. "If Russia
chooses it."
Ukraine has symbolism for both the U.S. and Russia that extends past its real-life role.
For Putin, it represents part of the lost power of the Soviet Union, which he yearns to
reestablish. In Washington, Ukraine came to represent the corruption of the Trump
administration after then-President Trump attempted to secure political
favors from President Volodymyr Zelensky, actions that led to Trump's first
impeachment.
The broader issue, however, is how Russia and the rest of U.S.-allied Europe will
coexist. Much of Europe — including nations once part of the former Soviet bloc —
are now part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization with the United States and
Canada.
NATO expansion into the part of the world he considers Russia's domain infuriates
Putin.
U. S. diplomats are also worried about presenting a united front to Russia. Major
powers such as Germany have rhetorically condemned Moscow's belligerence but are
more dependent on Russia for energy and trade than the U.S. is. They may be inclined
to refrain from tough actions to punish Putin.
V.
The U.S. says it has committed $2.5 billion in “defensive” military equipment to
Ukraine over the last seven years and would ramp that up if Russia continued its
aggressive position.
"President Biden has told President Putin, should Russia further invade Ukraine, we
will provide additional defensive material to the Ukrainians above and beyond that
which we already are in the process of providing," a senior State Department official
said in a briefing of reporters conducted on condition of anonymity.
William Taylor, a former U.S. ambassador to Ukraine who became a star witness in
Trump's first impeachment hearings, is among several officials and experts who
advocate ramping up sanctions against Moscow now rather than waiting for an
invasion.
"If you wait until [Putin] moves, you are responding, not deterring," he said.
U. S. administration officials said they might be able to find some common ground
with Russia on broader arms control, missile deployments, military exercises or
similar issues. But both the U.S. and Russia have bottom-line demands that the other
side considers nonstarters.
V.
Putin wants a pledge that NATO will not expand further. NATO Secretary-General
Jens Stoltenberg reiterated Friday that countries that want to join the 30-nation
alliance will be welcome to apply.

And for Washington, Russian de-escalation is imperative.
The upcoming talks may be a start, Taylor said, "but nothing really serious is going to
happen as long as Russia is mounting troops" at the edge of Ukraine.

Japan PM: Deal reached on U.S. military curbs to halt Covid
Associated Press

TOKYO — Japanese Prime Minister Fumio Kishida said Sunday that Japan and the
U.S. have reached “a basic agreement” on banning the U.S. military from leaving its
base grounds, amid growing worries about a sharp rise in coronavirus cases.
Kishida said American soldiers will stay on base “except when absolutely necessary,”
which presumably means for emergencies or other security reasons. Details of the
deal are still being worked out, he said on Fuji TV. The overall U.S.-Japan security
alliance remains unchanged.
New daily Covid-19 cases have surged recently in what medical experts call “the
sixth wave.” New cases jumped above 8,000 on Saturday, a four-month record.
The spike has been blamed on the U.S. military because the case increases are most
pronounced in areas near the bases. Japan asked the U.S. for cooperation in keeping
its military personnel on base last week.
A spokesman for U.S. Forces in Japan was not immediately available for comment on
Kishida’s latest remarks. But Maj. Thomas R. Barger has said Covid-19 trends were
being closely monitored among the ranks for “health protection and operational
readiness” in Japan.
Okinawa, a southwestern group of islands that houses most of the 55,000 U.S. troops
in Japan, is among the three prefectures where new restrictions to curb the spread of
infections kicked in Sunday.

The measures, which last through the end of the month, force restaurants to close
early, at 8 p.m. or 9 p.m., and some must stop serving alcohol.
Government-backed restrictions also went into effect in Yamaguchi Prefecture, where
Iwakuni base is located, and nearby Hiroshima. The Hiroshima Peace Memorial
Museum, which documents the U.S. atomic bombing of Japan at the end of World
War II, and Hiroshima Castle are both closed to visitors.
Other regions may order similar regulations if cases keep rising. People have been
warned to stay home and avoid travel. Until recently, bars, shrines and shopping
districts have been jam-packed with year-end shoppers and New Year’s holiday
travelers.
Japan has never had a lockdown but it has undergone periods of varying levels of
restrictions, including school closures and event cancellations.
About 80% of the Japanese population have received the second vaccine shot.
Boosters have barely started, with fewer than 1% receiving them, despite repeated
promises by the government to speed up their roll out.
Japan has set up stringent border controls, barring most incoming travel except for
returning residents and citizens.
Japan has reported about 18,300 Covid-19-related deaths so far. On recent days,
there have been just one or two deaths, and on some days, zero.

Opinion | How a Simple Twist of Fate Could End Democrats’ Control of the Senate
Jeff Greenfield - Politico
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The list of what threatens to end the Democrats’ control of the Senate is familiar:
History says the White House’s party usually loses seats in midterms. The president’s

low approval ratings in battleground states — even lower than his weak national
ratings — portend trouble. Voters now say they prefer Republican control of
Congress. And in several states, Republicans have made it harder to vote and are
placing partisans in control of the vote-counting.
All of those threaten to put the GOP in charge of the Senate after the 2022 election,
ending the Democratic majority after only two years. But because of the fragility of
that majority even now — a 50-50 tie, broken only by Kamala Harris’ deciding vote
as VP — the end of Democratic control could also come earlier. Much earlier.
For one, the tension between West Virginia’s Joe Manchin and the more progressive
elements of his party carries with it the possibility of his defection from the ranks,
even as he dismisses such a move.
Those with long memories can recall what happened in an evenly divided Senate in
2001: Vermont’s Jim Jeffords, angered by the Bush administration’s tax plans,
announced he would become an independent and caucus with the Democrats,
suddenly flipping control of the Senate and making Tom Daschle the majority leader
until the 2002 midterms.
Manchin wouldn’t even have to cross the aisle; if he simply left the Democratic
caucus, the Republicans would suddenly have a governing majority.
But there’s another possibility that should also have the Democrats reaching for the
Maalox: A random act of fate could turn the Senate over to the Republicans not next
January, but next summer, or next month, or next week. An illness or death could well
trigger a political earthquake — by almost instantly switching control of the nation’s
top legislative body.
States have a range of laws about replacing a departed senator, but the large
majority — 37 — call on the governor to pick a successor. Of those, only seven
require the governor to pick someone in the same party. So there are 30 states where
the governor can pick whatever new senator he or she wants.
What that adds up to, in practical terms, is that in nine states (as of Jan. 15), a
Republican governor has the authority to replace either one or two Democratic
senators. If a single Democratic senator in any of those states had to leave office, the
Republican governor of that state could appoint a GOP replacement that would
immediately give the party a 51-49 Senate majority.
When Glenn Youngkin becomes Virginia’s governor later this month, he will join a
group of GOP governors from states with two Democratic senators: Vermont, New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Maryland, Georgia and Arizona.
Two other states, Ohio and Montana, have one Democratic senator and a Republican
governor. (There’s another set of states, of course, with the opposite dynamic:
Louisiana, North Carolina, Kentucky and Kansas all have a Democratic governor
and two Republican senators; three others, Maine, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin, have
a single Republican senator with Democratic governors.

Of the aforementioned states, only in Maryland, Arizona, North Carolina and
Kentucky are the parties assured of holding their seats under state law.)
There was a brief flutter of concern about senatorial succession last January, when
80-year-old Vermont Democrat Pat Leahy went into the hospital. If health forced him
out of office, who would Republican governor Phil Scott name? Scott’s about as
“un-Republican” a Republican figure as any, and Leahy recovered quickly. But the
broader issue, uncomfortable as it may be to contemplate, remains.
And it’s an issue magnified by the erosion of collegiality and comity that once defined
much of how the Senate operated. In an earlier era, an evenly divided body dealt with
an unstable balance of power by sharing it, or making accommodations. Today, such
prospects seem more like a pastoral fantasy.
It might seem morbid to think too concretely about what happens when a senator dies
or is compelled by illness to leave office. But in a way it’s irresponsible not to. While
only three senators have died in office in the last decade, the actuarial reality — 26
senators are 70 years old or more — deserves attention. (Fate, of course, is no
respecter of age; Robert Kennedy was 42 when he was assassinated; Paul Wellstone
was 58 when he died in a place crash).
Moreover, there have been times when the Senate has lost a remarkable number of its
members. In 1953, the 83rd Congress began with 48 Republicans, 47 Democrats, and
one independent, representing the 48 states that then formed the Union. Over the
course of the session, no fewer than nine senators died in office, and another
resigned.
With such a close vote to start with at the time, what happened? On several occasions,
the appointed senator indeed came from the other party. But the Senate was a very
different place then — and effectively its power didn’t really change hands.
When Ohio Republican Robert Taft died in office in July 1953, Ohio Gov. Frank
Lausche replaced him with Democrat Thomas Burke. This gave Democrats a 48-47
majority — but the independent, Sen. Wayne Morse, who’d left the GOP out of his
antipathy toward Richard Nixon and Joseph McCarthy, voted to keep the GOP in
control of the chamber for the sake of comity and continuity.
Other deaths during the session would again give Democrats a single-vote majority,
but Democratic leader Lyndon Johnson never pressed the issue.
Why not? In the first place, Johnson was acutely aware of President Dwight
Eisenhower’s popularity, and he wanted to position his party as cooperative. Indeed,
he was savvy enough to see that some of Ike’s most fervent opposition in the Senate
was coming not from Democrats, but from more conservative Republicans.
Second, the filibuster rule and the Republican in the White House would have
essentially stopped Johnson from enacting anything like a Democratic legislative
agenda. As for power over judicial confirmations, the process back in the ’50s had
none of the partisan implications it has today.

Finally, the relative collegiality of Washington meant that in an evenly divided Senate,
Johnson could gain concessions on issues like committee assignments in return for
not challenging the Republicans’ organizational control.
As it happened, in November 1954, Democrats won control of the Senate — a control
they would hold for the next 26 years. Since that time, no senatorial death has shifted
numerical control of the chamber (though it nearly occurred when South Dakota
Democrat Tim Johnson was struck by a brain hemorrhage in 2006).
Today, if a Republican governor sent a party member to replace a deceased
Democrat, it’s hard to imagine Mitch McConnell — or any Republican leader —
agreeing to let Democrats keep the power to organize the Senate.
And to put a bipartisan spin on the question: when Jeffords left the GOP in 2001 and
announced he’d align with the Democratic caucus, did Daschle decline the chance for
his party to become the majority?
It’s this combination of an evenly divided Senate and the scorched-earth nature of
today’s political battles that makes this exercise more than just morbid speculation.
Governors have been choosing members of their own party to replace senators of the
other party for decades.
(It even happens in national tragedies: When the Democratic icon Robert Kennedy
was assassinated in 1968, the Republican New York Governor, Nelson Rockefeller,
replaced him with a Republican, Charles Goodell.) In more than 200 cases going
back more than 100 years, governors have named a replacement from the other party
only three times.
Now, however, with the Senate majority hanging by the thinnest of threads, that
traditional gubernatorial power looms as a potentially fatal blow to Democratic
control over the next year. (Faced with a potential shift of power that a sudden Senate
vacancy would trigger, would McConnell emulate Lyndon Johnson and stay his hand,
permitting Democrats to retain organizational control over the Senate? It’s possible,
but is there anything in his past that suggests McConnell would decline to grasp
another lever of power?)
One postscript: this threat to Democratic dominance of the Senate is not the most
extreme possibility. The 25th Amendment details how our system deals with a
president unable to discharge the duties of the office: the vice president and a
majority of the Cabinet can make such a finding, and in that case, the vice president
would temporarily assume the duties of the office.
But what happens if a vice president becomes unable to perform the duties of the
office? If she or he falls ill, or is severely injured, there’s no mechanism to off-load
the job to anyone else — which means that in a 50-50 Senate, there’d be no one to
break a tie.
(If this seems beyond the pale, remember that we learned just this week that Harris
was inside Democratic National Committee headquarters as an undiscovered bomb
was lying outside the building on Jan. 6, 2021.)

Is there anything remotely comforting about such thoughts? Well, it makes worries
over Joe Manchin’s possible defection a lot easier to contemplate.

Some escapees pay bribes, cross rivers, risk lives to return to Kim Jong Un's North
Korea
Victoria Kim - LA Times

Ahn Young-joon (Associated Press) - AP
Not long after nightfall on New Year's Day, a short, slight man picked a spot along
one of the most heavily fortified borders in the world, a quarter-mile from the nearest
platoon of soldiers, and scaled a 10-foot-tall wire fence.
Warning lights flashed and an alarm blared. The man hurried over rough terrain
dusted with snow, navigating the threat of untold land mines left over from a
last-century war, his movements slipping in and out of view of thermal cameras.
By midnight, he'd made it across the 2.5-mile demilitarized zone. He was back home
— in North Korea.
Hours later, South Korean soldiers, who discounted the evening's disturbance as a
false alarm, would realize they'd missed the man's footprints and the wisps of down
feathers from his winter jacket clinging to the concertina wire atop the border fence.
More than 33,000 North Koreans have risked their lives to flee their oppressive
homeland in recent decades, leaving behind an impoverished economy, fear bred by
political gulags and a third-generation cult of personality that demands
unquestioning reverence of leader Kim Jong Un and his forebears.
The New Year's fence-jumper, who has not been publicly identified, became one of a
much smaller number to make their way back to the isolated communist state after a
taste of the outside world.

Officially, about 30 North Koreans are known to have returned after settling in the
South, according to South Korean intelligence. Researchers and advocates estimate
that the real number is likely much higher, possibly in the hundreds.
Some of those who return become propaganda tools for the North Korean state,
appearing in videos or news conferences making tearful statements about how much
they regretted leaving. A handful change their minds yet again, escaping once more.

Ahn Young-joon / Associated Press Wire fences line the demilitarized zone between
North and South Korea, one of the most heavily fortified borders in the world.
"It's hard to approximate, but it's probably many more," said Baek Nam-seol, a
professor at the Korean National Police University who has worked with and
researched North Korean refugees. "There are surely ones who aren't picked up by
North Korean authorities. We only get confirmation when North Korea chooses to
publicize it."
The man's crossing spurred a frenzy in South Korea over the breaches in border
security, particularly after the revelation that the man had crossed into South Korea
in November 2020 along the same route, twice evading detection by South Korean
military.
Among those working with or researching North Koreans' resettlement in the South,
though, his decision to return after barely a year marked the latest testament to the
challenges North Korean refugees face adjusting to their new home, their isolation
and economic difficulties furthered by the pandemic.
Nearly 1 in 5 North Korean refugees in South Korea said they have thought about
going back, according to a 2021 survey by the nonprofit Database Center for North
Korean Human Rights. The reason most often given is missing one’s hometown or
family. Some said they experienced discrimination in South Korea or found the
capitalist society too competitive, according to the survey.

Joo Seong-ha, who left North Korea in 2002 and works as a prominent journalist at a
South Korean newspaper, said he still finds himself thinking of home.
"I've thought about it. If you have family there how can you not?" he said. Even so,
most refugees put down roots after a few years and make their way in an adopted
land.
"Every community has its outliers, and the North Korean refugee community is the
same. It's just that this outlier's way of acting out happened to be crossing the DMZ."

Ahn Young-joon / Associated Press Observers look toward North Korea from an
observation deck on the border in Paju, South Korea.
Park Young-ja, a research fellow at the South Korean government-funded think tank
Korea Institute for National Unification, said those who don't have family members in
the South have a harder time adjusting.
Their continuing challenges — even as tens of thousands of North Koreans have been
living in South Korea for decades, appearing on television, running for office and
starting businesses — suggest how much further South Korean society has to go
toward embracing them, she said.
"It does show the limits to the potential for integration between North and South
Koreans," Park said. "At the end of the day, what's needed is integration of the
heart."
Even though the Korean share a common language, food and culture, in the seven
decades since the Korean War, lives on either side of the border have increasingly
diverged as the South grew wealthier and North Korea more isolated.
On top of international economic sanctions for Kim's nuclear and military ambitions,
North Korea has imposed severe COVID-19 restrictions, furthering control of people
and information in and out of the country.
After a brief thaw in relations in 2018, during which Kim met South Korea's president
and both sides dismantled some guard posts in the demilitarized zone as a sign of

goodwill, Kim has rejected entreaties and offers of help from the South Korean
government.
Kim's father, Kim Jong Il, who ruled for 17 years, had little regard for refugees,
seeing them as traitors. But not long after his son took over in 2011, North Korea
began a concerted effort to lure escapees to return, offering them amnesty and a
comfortable life in exchange for information about other North Korean refugees in
South Korea, according to researchers.
"Under Kim Jong Un, they saw the refugees in South Korea as a threat to his
hereditary rule," said Kim Yun-young, an adjunct professor at Cheongju University
and former researcher at the Police Science Institute. "There was much more of an
effort for conciliation and enticement, sometimes using their remaining families as
hostages."
In one 2016 video posted by a North Korean government-affiliated website, a
40-year-old man who returned out of concern for the wife he left behind said he faced
discrimination and economic strife trying to make it in South Korea.
"I spent only a year and six months in South Korea, but every moment there felt like a
decade, and every day was like hell," Kang Chul-woo, dressed in a dark Mao suit
with a pin of Kim Jong Un's father and grandfather's face affixed near his heart, said
in the video.
"I was treated with contempt and disdain wherever I went because I was a North
Korean refugee."
That man again escaped North Korea eight months later, according to South Korean
court records. He was sentenced to three years and six months in prison for providing
North Korean authorities with information about fellow refugees.
Other court cases involving North Koreans' attempts to return reveal a desperation
that pushes escapees to go back. One man who worked in construction as a day
laborer was defrauded of about $50,000 and was chased by debt collectors.
Another had the deposit to his home seized when he couldn't pay back about $800 he
owed the broker who had facilitated his initial escape.
Another in his 60s had suffered a stroke and wanted to see his wife and son once more
before his death, and begrudged being treated like a migrant worker in South Korea,
according to court records.

Lee Jin-man / Associated Press Across the heavily guarded border, North Korea's
Kaepoong town is seen from the observatory of the Aegibong Peace Ecopark in
Gimpo, South Korea.
Some prepared lump sums of cash to pay "loyalty fees" to North Korea's ruling
Workers' Party to be absolved of having escaped the country, which is normally
punished as a criminal offense with time in a prison camp or forced labor, according
to the records.
The New Year's jumper, who was about 30 and reportedly told investigators he'd been
a gymnast in North Korea, worked as a janitor and struggled to make ends meet,
according to local media reports.
The economic plight North Korean refugees can face was highlighted in 2019 when
Han Sung-ok, a single mother, and her 6-year-old son were found dead in their Seoul
apartment, possibly of starvation.
The mother and son's deaths became a rallying cry for fellow refugees. South Korea
provides initial resettlement funds and housing for the first five years, but many are
left with nothing once they've paid broker's fees, and struggle to find stable jobs.
Jeon Su-mi, an attorney who works as an advocate for North Korean refugees, said
many feel disillusioned by the individualism and capitalism of the South. The choice
of refugees to voluntarily return should be an opportunity for reflection in South
Korea, she said.
"How ready was South Korea to genuinely welcome and accept these refugees in our
midst?" Jeon said. "They risked their lives to get here and then risk their lives once
again to leave. That should be a sign."

Russian intervention in Kazakh civil unrest viewed as potentially shifting Putin
calculus on Ukraine
Associated Press - AP

Alexander platonov/AFPTV/Getty Images Russian intervention in Kazakh civil unrest
viewed as potentially shifting Putin calculus on Ukraine
WASHINGTON (AP) — Russia’s decision to send paratroopers into Kazakhstan,
where a crackdown on violent anti-government protests has left dozens dead, injects
additional uncertainty into upcoming talks over a possible Russian invasion of
Ukraine.
The question is whether the unrest in Kazakhstan has changed the calculations of
Russian President Vladimir Putin as he weighs his options in Ukraine.
Some say Putin may not want to engage in two conflicts at the same time, while others
say Russia has the military capacity to do both and he will decide separately on
whether to attack Ukraine.
The instability in Kazakhstan may even add new urgency to Putin’s desire to shore up
Russia’s power in the region.
Both Kazakhstan and Ukraine are former Soviet republics that Putin has sought to
keep under Moscow’s influence, but so far with vastly different results. Ukraine, an
aspiring democracy that has turned decisively toward the West, has been locked in
deadly conflict with Russia since Putin seized Crimea in 2014 and backed an
insurgency in the eastern Donbas region.
Kazakhstan, meanwhile, has been ruled in the three decades since the Soviet collapse
by autocrats who have maintained close security and political ties with Russia.
Russian troops entered Kazakhstan on Thursday after Kazakh President
Kassym-Jomart Tokayev invoked the help of a Russia-led military alliance.
The following day, with Russian troops helping to restore control over the airport and
guarding government buildings, he ordered his forces to shoot to kill any protesters
who don’t surrender.

That led to Washington and Moscow exchanging new barbs on the eve of a week of
meetings over Ukraine that begins with talks between senior U.S. and Russian
officials in Geneva on Monday.
‘[O]nce Russians are in your house, it’s sometimes very difficult to get them to
leave.’ — U.S. Secretary of State Antony Blinken, in a remark that drew a venomous
response from the Kremlin
Asked about Kazakhstan and Ukraine on Friday, U.S. Secretary of State Antony
Blinken said he would not “conflate these situations.”
“There are very particular drivers of what’s happening in Kazakhstan right now, as I
said, that go to economic and political matters,” Blinken said.
“What’s happening in there is different from what’s happening on Ukraine’s borders.
“Having said that, I think one lesson of recent history is that once Russians are in
your house, it’s sometimes very difficult to get them to leave,” he added.
The Russian Foreign Ministry fired back with a statement that referenced past U.S.
wars and interventions in other countries.
“If Antony Blinken is so into history lessons, here’s one that comes to mind: When
Americans are in your house, it can be difficult to stay alive, not being robbed or
raped,” the statement said.
The U.S. has for weeks warned that Putin has stationed troops near Ukraine with the
possible intent to stage a new invasion. Putin is not believed to have moved
significantly more troops toward Ukraine in the last several weeks, according to two
people familiar with the latest assessments who were not authorized to speak publicly.
But at least 100,000 Russian troops remain in positions where they could possibly
strike parts of Ukraine, the people said.
In response, Washington and Kyiv have ramped up their cooperation on intelligence
and security matters, the people said.
In exchange for easing tensions with Ukraine, Putin wants NATO to halt membership
plans for all countries, including Ukraine. The U.S. and NATO have rejected that
demand.
Lawmakers and longtime observers of Russia disagree on how the Kazakhstan
situation may affect Ukraine.
Fiona Hill, former senior director for Russia and Europe at the U.S. National
Security Council, said she believed the violence in Kazakhstan “is probably going to
accelerate Putin’s desire to do something” in Ukraine.

She said Putin may want to reassert dominance across the region by both shoring up
the president in Kazakhstan and undermining Ukraine’s democratically elected
leader, President Volodymyr Zelensky.
“The Russian circle around Putin, they really do want to teach the Ukrainians a
lesson,” Hill said. “And they don’t shy away from killing lots of people or seeing lots
of people get killed.”
She noted that while Kazakhstan is in Central Asia, the northern part of the country
was settled by Russians and Ukrainians in Soviet times as part of the Virgin Lands
campaign, and Russians see it “very much as part of their land and not just a kind of
sphere of influence.”
“And so northern Kazakhstan … is being seen as an extension of Russia, just like
Ukraine, Donbas and Belarus and all that industrial and agricultural complex,” said
Hill, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution.
In recent years, Russia has entered conflicts in other neighboring former Soviet
countries to seize territory or bolster Moscow-friendly governments.
In 2020, when protests broke out in Belarus over the reelection of longtime strongman
Alexander Lukashenko, Russia stood by him during a brutal crackdown and offered to
send troops.
In 2008, Russia invaded Georgia and seized control of two separatist regions.
In Belarus and now Kazakhstan, Hill noted, there is growing frustration with
Russian-backed elites and inequality, together with a growing sense of nationalism.
Those factors are also present in Ukraine, while discontent is growing in Russia as
well.
“This is deeply troubling for Putin because it shows that protests can get out of hand
over social issues,” she said. “And that even if you marginalize the opposition and
you look like you’re in charge, one day suddenly, you’re not.”
Some see Kazakhstan, often transliterated as Kazakstan, as also presenting an
opportunity for Russia to consolidate its power regionally.
Fyodor Lukyanov, a leading Moscow-based foreign-policy expert, said by stepping in
with military force Moscow has made itself the “guarantor upon whose position
further events depend.”
He said the situation was similar to Armenia in 2020, when Russia sent peacekeeping
troops after a war with Azerbaijan over the disputed Nagorno-Karabakh territory.
“This is not a final situation or a solution, but it provides an effective set of tools for
the period ahead,” he wrote in a piece published Thursday.

With this happening on the eve of the talks with the U.S., “Russia has sent a reminder
of its ability to make quick and unconventional military-political decisions to
influence what is happening in parts of the world that are important for it,” Lukyanov
said.
U. S. Rep. Mark Green, a Tennessee Republican who serves on the House Armed
Services and Foreign Affairs committees, is among those who see the uprising in
Kazakhstan as deterring Russia in Ukraine.
“I don’t see Russia with the capability of handling two crises simultaneously,”
Green said. “I think it will deter their ability to wage a major conflict in Ukraine.”
A fierce critic of the Biden administration, Green said he supported Blinken’s public
statements in support of Ukraine and his push for a diplomatic solution.
“If Blinken’s actions are matching his rhetoric, then they’re doing OK here,” he said.

U.S. and Russia Will Discuss European Security, but Without Europeans
Steven Erlanger - 6h ago
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BRUSSELS — The European Union’s foreign policy chief, Josep Borrell Fontelles,
visited Ukrainian troops in the contested Donbas region last Wednesday, staring
through a fence at the positions of Russian-backed separatists.
“We are no longer in the Yalta times,” he said, when the great powers met in 1945 to
divvy up postwar Europe. “The European Union is the most reliable partner of
Ukraine,” he insisted, and it “cannot be a spectator” while the United States, NATO
and Russia discuss European security.

To some, Mr. Borrell’s visit was a sign of Europe’s new interest in strategic
autonomy and its desire to be a significant player in its own defense. To others, his
visit was risky posturing and a demand for attention that only displayed the
hollowness of the European Union’s actual weight in a world of hard power.
The inescapable fact is that when the United States and Russia sit down in Geneva on
Monday to discuss Ukraine and European security, Europeans will not be there. And
when NATO sits down with Russia on Wednesday, the European Union as an
institution will not be there — although 21 states are members of both groupings.
Even as leading nations of the European Union, like France and Germany, have
pursued their own talks with Moscow and are integral members of NATO, it is
embarrassingly obvious that President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia regards both
NATO and the European Union as subservient to American desires and decisions.

Pool photo by John Thys President Emmanuel Macron of France, left, sitting beside
Chancellor Olaf Scholz of Germany at a meeting in Brussels in December. Their
countries have pursued their own talks with Moscow.
That rankles the Europeans to no end in “a very tricky moment in international
affairs in Europe, unprecedented since the end of the Cold War,” said François
Heisbourg, a French defense analyst. “It’s our security, but we’re not there.”
Part of the annoyance is “the traditional European conundrum that too much
American leadership is unpleasant and too little is also unpleasant,” he said.
“But the less reassuring part is that Europeans are wondering about the consistency”
of President Biden after the Afghanistan failure and his desire to turn strategic
attention to China. And they worry that Mr. Biden will be badly weakened after
November’s midterm elections and that Donald J. Trump may retake the presidency
in 2024.
Secretary of State Antony J. Blinken has vowed repeatedly that no decisions will be
made about Europe without the Europeans, and no decisions about Ukraine without
the Ukrainians — who are also largely absent from the talks. Washington has worked

to ensure that Mr. Borrell and other non-NATO European leaders are regularly
briefed.

Brendan Hoffman/Getty Images A Ukrainian soldier on the front line in Zolote,
Ukraine, in December.
But there is always a tension between the global vision of the United States, with
China as the central challenge, and that of the Europeans, who have Russia as their
central security challenge, said Mark Leonard, director of the European Council on
Foreign Relations.
President Emmanuel Macron of France has been pushing Europe to do more for its
own defense, especially with Mr. Trump having disparaged NATO and with Mr. Biden
looking toward the Indo-Pacific. But the Europeans remain divided over how to deal
with Russia, their troublesome neighbor and source of much of their gas and oil.
Central and Eastern European members trust only Washington and NATO to defend
them and deter Russia, not Paris or Berlin or Brussels. And the serious economic
sanctions threatened if Russia moves farther into Ukraine will hurt the European
economy far more than the American, making further sanctions on Russian energy
exports highly unlikely.

John Thys/Agence France-Presse — Getty Images Josep Borrell Fontelles, the E.U.
foreign policy chief, in Brussels in November.
Mr. Borrell recently sent a letter to the bloc’s foreign ministers insisting that “we
must be at the table” in the U.S.-Russia talks.
“In Washington there is a lot of frustration that the Europeans are not doing much
themselves while complaining about what the U.S. is doing,” Mr. Leonard said.
“Biden wants to focus on 21st-century challenges and China, and needs the
Europeans to step up or shut up.”
A senior French diplomat admitted as much this past week. “Obviously, there are
very different sensitivities when it comes to Russia within the E.U. and on the
European continent,” he said.
But there is “a new European assertiveness and willingness to take into account” that
the world and region are “more dangerous and volatile,” he said, adding, “We need
to take care of ourselves.” Still, producing real strategic weight in support of these
ambitions is a long way off.
Individual European countries have their own militaries and foreign policies, and
they have been reluctant to hand over much responsibility, authority or funding to Mr.
Borrell and Brussels. Some see Mr. Borrell as trying to be relevant in a way that
member states have not mandated.

Doug Mills/The New York Times President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia and President
Biden at their first meeting in Geneva last year.
For example, he recently sent a letter to E.U. foreign ministers insisting that “we
must be at the table” in the U.S.-Russia talks and that “our main goal should be to
ensure E.U. involvement in the process.” He further suggested that the 57-member
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe should be the venue for future
talks, not NATO.
In the letter, provided to The New York Times, he also said that he favors separate
European proposals on security and has “initiated a discrete direct conversation”
with the Russian foreign minister, Sergey V. Lavrov.
The letter was not welcomed by every foreign ministry, even as Mr. Borrell promised
“full coherence and coordination with NATO” in formulating European proposals
“on conventional arms control and confidence and security building measures.”
But there are also new uncertainties in important European states. Mr. Macron is
facing the voters in April, and his re-election is far from assured. And while the
former German chancellor Angela Merkel was a respected interlocutor for Mr. Putin
— with fluent Russian, long experience in power and the German economy behind her
— Olaf Scholz, her successor, is more of an unknown quantity.
Mr. Scholz is a Social Democrat, a party that always favored Ostpolitik, the
normalization of relations with the East, and that also pushed Nord Stream 2, the
contentious (and not yet certified) natural gas pipeline that goes directly from Russia
to Germany, bypassing Ukraine and Poland.
Still, Mr. Scholz is in a coalition with the fiercely anti-Russian Greens, with a Green
foreign minister, Annalena Baerbock, and with the Free Democrats, who are also
openly critical of Russia.
While urging more European defense capacity, Mr. Scholz is also a firm believer in
NATO and the trans-Atlantic alliance, said Ulrich Speck, an analyst affiliated with the

German Marshall Fund in Berlin. So Mr. Scholz is unlikely to break with any NATO
consensus that emerges.
In Germany’s new governing coalition, “there is a balance of power in the
background, and that matters,” Mr. Speck said. “Scholz must deal with this reality
and a European Parliament that is more and more angry with Russia, its hostility to
the E.U. and its interference in domestic affairs.”
While Mr. Borrell wants the European Union at the table, the negotiations now are
power-based, Mr. Speck said. “So it makes no sense right now to push Brussels into
this,” he said. “It’s a fight they cannot win.”
Wolfgang Ischinger, the former German ambassador to the United States, sees value
in a larger negotiation with Russia, including a diplomatic role for Berlin. “Conflict
prevention through deterrence and diplomacy is the tried and tested recipe,” he
wrote.
But Mr. Ischinger also remembered asking “a very senior Russian official in Moscow
in 1993” how Russia would alleviate the fears of eastern Europeans. The official
responded, “What’s wrong with our neighbors living in fear of us?”
“Unfortunately,” Mr. Ischinger noted, “very little, if anything, has changed since.”

Congressman Jim Jordan refuses to cooperate with 6 January committee
Martin Pengelly - The Guardian

Provided by The Guardian
The Ohio Republican Jim Jordan is the second sitting congressman to refuse a
request for cooperation from the House select committee investigating the Capitol
attack.

In a Sunday night letter to the committee chair, Bennie Thompson of Mississippi, the
Trump ally accused the panel of “an outrageous abuse” of its authority.
He also claimed “an unprecedented and inappropriate demand to examine the basis
for a colleague’s decision on a particular matter pending before the House of
Representatives”.
“This request is far outside the bounds of any legitimate inquiry,” he said, “violates
core constitutional principles and would serve to further erode legislative norms.”
Scott Perry of Pennsylvania, who was also closely involved in Donald Trump’s
attempt to overturn his election defeat, has also refused to cooperate.
The former Trump strategist Steve Bannon has pleaded not guilty to a charge of
criminal contempt of Congress, for refusing cooperation. His trial is set for July.
Mark Meadows, Trump’s final White House chief of staff and a former congressman,
has also refused. The committee has recommended a criminal charge.
Citing committee sources, the Guardian has reported that the panel is considering
whether Trump himself might be charged with criminal conspiracy.
But Thompson has suggested the panel may have few options to compel testimony
from sitting members of Congress. An alternative path may be a series of prime-time
public hearings, seeking as wide an audience as possible.
In columns for the Guardian, the former Clinton aide Sidney Blumenthal has laid out
Jordan’s extensive contacts with Trump before and on 6 January, throughout
legalistic efforts to throw out results and the Capitol riot itself.
Blumenthal has also suggested precedent exists for compelling Jordan to testify – in
the investigation of John Brown’s anti-slavery raid on Harper’s Ferry, Virginia in
1859.
That event preceded the civil war, fought from 1861 to 1865. Many academics and
observers have warned that Trump’s assault on democracy could stoke such conflict.
Five people died and more than 140 police officers were injured around the attack on
Congress, which failed to stop the certification of electoral college results. Trump
was impeached, for inciting an insurrection, and acquitted.
Jordan, a former wrestling coach and member of the hard-right Freedom Caucus, is a
leading Trump ally in Congress.
Kevin McCarthy, the House Republican leader, proposed Jordan as a member of the
6 January committee. Democrats blocked it. Only two Republicans sit on the panel:
Trump critics Liz Cheney, of Wyoming, and Adam Kinzinger of Illinois.
On Sunday, Kinzinger asked on NBC: “What did the president know about 6 January
leading up to 6 January?

“It’s the difference between, was the president absolutely incompetent or a coward on
6 January when he didn’t do anything or did he know what was coming? That’s a
difference between incompetence with your oath and possibly criminal.”
On Sunday night, a spokesperson said the committee would respond to Jordan soon
and “consider appropriate next steps”.
“Mr Jordan has admitted that he spoke directly to President Trump on 6 January and
is thus a material witness,” the spokesperson said. “Mr Jordan’s letter to the
committee fails to address these facts.”

SALT change on ice in the Senate
Naomi Jagoda - The Hill

Greg Nash
A rollback of the cap on the state and local tax (SALT) deduction is on ice after Sen.
Joe Manchin (D-W.Va.) raised broader objections to President Biden's social
spending and climate package.
Democrats from blue states such as New York and New Jersey have been pushing to
include a rollback of the SALT deduction cap in the spending package, though
lawmakers have yet to reach an agreement on what such a provision would look like.
But Manchin last month said he opposes the spending bill, expressing concerns about
inflation and the national debt.
While Democrats are hoping to revise the package so Manchin will support it, that
effort will take time and may not end up being successful.
And although Manchin has said little publicly about the SALT issue, there are
moderate and progressive senators who have raised concerns that changes to the cap

will benefit the wealthy, making it unclear what type of provision on the topic can get
consensus among Democrats.
Ben Ritz, director of the Center for Funding America's Future at the Progressive
Policy Institute, said an agreement on changes to the SALT deduction cap is likely to
come only after Democrats reach a bigger agreement with Manchin on the spending
package.
"SALT's going to be one of the last things they figure out," he said.
Republicans' 2017 tax cut law created a $10,000 cap on the SALT deduction in an
effort to raise revenue to help pay for tax cuts elsewhere in the measure. Many
Democrats from high-tax states have railed against the cap, arguing that it hurts their
residents as well as their states' abilities to provide public services.
A group of Democrats from high-tax states has demanded that the SALT deduction
cap be eased as part of Biden's spending package, known as the Build Back Better Act,
which also includes items such as universal pre-K, an expansion of ObamaCare and
clean energy tax credits. The House passed a version of the package in November that
would raise the cap from $10,000 to $80,000.
But a number of Democratic senators have criticized the House provision on the
SALT deduction, arguing that it would largely benefit high-income households.
Senators instead were looking at creating an exemption from the $10,000 cap for
taxpayers under a certain income level, though they thus far have not reached a deal
on the details.
Manchin has thrown a wrench in efforts not only to roll back the SALT deduction cap
but also to pass any version of the spending package. The West Virginia senator said
last month that he was a "no" on the package and on Tuesday said there were
presently "no negotiations" going on about the measure.
Every Democratic senator will need to vote for a version of the spending package in
order for it to pass in the chamber.
It's unclear when, if ever, Manchin will agree to support any version of the package.
The plan will likely need to undergo significant revisions to gain the backing of
Manchin, who has argued that other Democrats are masking its true cost by making
some of the programs in the bill temporary.
Senate Democrats are expected to focus next week on voting rights and filibuster
changes rather than the spending package.
Steve Wamhoff, director of federal tax policy at the Institute on Taxation and
Economic Policy, said it's unlikely that there would be another legislative vehicle for
the SALT deduction cap this year outside the Build Back Better Act. He said a
provision on SALT would need to be a part of legislation that also raises taxes on the
wealthy.

"It seems that this is the only ride," he said.
Manchin hasn't spoken out about whether he supports or opposes changes to the
SALT deduction cap. But some tax and budget experts argue that rolling back the
SALT deduction cap is inconsistent with the West Virginia senator's priorities for the
Build Back Better Act.
Ritz said that West Virginia is unlikely to benefit much from undoing the cap and that
Manchin would likely view the way the House paid for its SALT deduction provision
as a budget gimmick.
"By every measure, it's not a policy that Joe Manchin should support," he said.
Marc Goldwein, senior vice president and senior policy director at the Committee for
a Responsible Federal Budget, said that rolling back the SALT deduction cap was
expected to be "the second most inflationary part of the bill in the near term" - behind
an extension of the expanded child tax credit, which Manchin has given as one of his
biggest areas of concern.
Nonetheless, some type of SALT deduction changes could still make it into a bill if
legislation eventually comes to fruition in the Senate. Senate Majority Leader Charles
Schumer (D-N.Y.) and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) are both from states
where the SALT deduction cap is a key issue.
"I think it's inevitable there's going to be some SALT fix in the bill," said Howard
Gleckman, a senior fellow at the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center, though he said
a change would likely be smaller than the provision in the House bill.
Supporters of rolling back the cap say they are continuing to fight for a provision on
the topic.
"The majority of Democrats remain committed to addressing the most pressing issues
facing working families and I continue to be laser-focused on providing tax relief to
working families crushed by Republicans' $10,000 SALT deduction cap," Sen. Bob
Menendez (D-N.J.) said in a statement provided to The Hill.
"The fact of the matter is that having a historically slim majority in the Senate, means
needing to forge consensus amongst our entire caucus to be able to take the Build
Back Better Act through the finish line," Menendez added.
"I am confident we will find a way to continue delivering transformational policies
like those we passed last year."
Advocates of undoing the SALT deduction cap in the House say they intend to work
with senators on the matter.
"I will work with my Senate colleagues to help bring everyone back to the table," Rep.
Thomas Suozzi (D-N.Y.) said in a statement. "We must get this done."

The Chicago Teachers Union Takes Kids and Parents Hostage
Ruben Navarrette Jr. - The Daily Beast

The Daily Beast
America’s latest mental health crisis is kids and parents with PTSD over public
school closures—the ones they’ve already been through, and the thought that more
shutdowns are on the horizon.
While other cities brace for the worse, Chicago is getting there. The nation’s
third-largest school district is in the grip of a hostage crisis orchestrated by the
Chicago Teachers Union.
The crisis isn’t limited to the district’s 340,000 students and their families. It impacts
the entire city because, after all, most parents have to go to work and good luck with
that if children are home and not in school.
And if your coworker can’t come to the office, or even particularly participate fully
from home for those who still work remotely, it’s likely that you will have to pick up
the slack. That will impact your own productivity.
There is a direct link between our schools staying open, and our economy continuing
to function as it should. It can feel sometimes as if COVID-19 was visited upon the
United States to remind Americans of this simple fact.
As for the crisis itself, it’s not like teachers have taken over a building. In fact, they
don’t want to go anywhere near public school buildings at the moment—at least not if
there are any students in them.
Let’s be clear. This is not a protest. This is not a strike, at least not in the traditional
sense.
In fact, like police officers, teachers are public officials who don’t have the right to
strike. But, like police officers, teachers—and their unions—have learned over the
years how to be crafty.

When they want to get their way, and they’re looking for leverage over the city or the
police departments, cops have been known to call in sick en masse as they
mysteriously come down with cases of so-called “blue flu.”
That gimmick is not illegal, but nor is it ethical or particularly far-sighted. Craftiness
has its price. If police officers pull that stunt too often, the public gets wise—and then
gets mad. To operate, public employee unions need the support and goodwill of the
public. Without it, unions soon appear to be every bit as tyrannical as they portray
management to be.
On Tuesday Jan. 4, just one day after classes resumed after the holiday break, a
majority of union members voted to abandon in-person learning and instead only
teach virtually.
The union claimed that conditions in the schools are unsafe for in-person learning,
citing inadequate staffing and COVID-19 testing as the milder but more infectious
Omicron variant surges across the country and hospitalization of children reaches
record highs.
The school district responded by canceling school for Wednesday Jan. 5, holding firm
to its insistence that students must return to classrooms.
That same day, Chicago Teachers Union President Jesse Sharkey said that, unless the
union and the district hammer out yet another emergency agreement, teachers will
not return to classrooms until Jan. 18.
Sharkey claimed that the city of Chicago, and the school district, have “failed to
deliver a whole number of basic demands that we need in the schools, has failed to
provide adequate staffing, adequate cleaning in the schools, has failed to provide
adequate testing, has failed to address our concerns as people going to the schools.”
And so, he said, “teachers and the school staff have decided the only thing we get to
control is whether we go into the buildings.”
Meanwhile, the union’s critics—the ranks of which appear to be growing in
Chicago—accuse it of “fearmongering.”
Note Sharkey’s language. He didn’t credit the union for the work stoppage. He pinned
the decision on “teachers and the school staff”—more than 70 percent of whom voted
in favor of remote learning. It’s tempting for onlookers to try to separate Chicago
teachers from their union, but union officials aren’t going to let that happen.
Now, let me tell you what is going to happen: If past experience is any guide, the only
back-to-classroom agreement that union officials will eventually sign off on will
include not just additional safety protocol to guard against Omicron, but also perhaps
additional concessions like “combat pay” or a lessening of academic requirements.
Teachers unions aren’t complicated creatures. They care about themselves and their
members, and nothing else. They take care of their members by constantly demanding
not just higher salaries but also fewer responsibilities and less accountability for

student performance. They serve as a constant reminder of the central operating
principle of the public schools—that they exist not to serve the interests of the
children who learn there, but rather the adults who collect a paycheck there.
Mayor Lori Lightfoot, a Democrat who normally enjoys the support of organized
labor, seems to be fed up. She insists that remote learning is—for economically
disadvantaged students, who are disproportionately African American and
Latino—the same as not learning at all.
An additional round of virtual learning would, she said, “harm hundreds of
thousands of Chicago families who rely upon CPS for the daily needs for their
education, for their nutrition, for their safety.”
And so, last week, Lightfoot toughened her stance and demanded that teachers return
to the classroom immediately.
“If you care about our students, if you care about their families, as we do, we will not
relent, enough is enough! We are standing firm and we are going to fight to get our
kids back in in-person learning! Period. Period! Full stop!” Lightfoot said.
But just saying “full stop” isn’t enough to end the story.
There need to be—at either the local or state level—real and severe consequences for
the Chicago Teachers Union and the teachers themselves.
City officials have already said they consider the union’s decision to be an illegal
work stoppage, and so teachers will not be paid for refusing to show up to teach in
person. But more needs to happen.
The penalty should resemble what happened to law enforcement officers who refused
to get vaccinated despite local mandates. Some cops took early retirement, but others
lost their jobs. Because public servants don’t get to put themselves, and their interests,
above the public good.
Other cities are standing up, amid fears that this crisis will spread as rapidly as
Omicron.
Eric Adams, the freshly minted mayor of New York City and another pro-union
Democrat, last week rejected a request from the United Federation of Teachers—the
city’s largest teachers union—to temporarily move to remote learning.
"We’re staying open," Adams declared.
Don’t miss one of the most important story-lines in this standoff. Both Lightfoot and
Adams are African American, and both are battling what are still predominantly
white teachers unions as they go about defending the right of Black and brown kids to
receive a decent education. Why aren’t more white Democrats joining them in the
fight?
If the teachers union in any city decides to shut things down, some people should lose
their jobs. And that union should be de-certified or broken up, even if that requires
action by the state.

Parents matter, too. And they need advocates.
For more than 100 years, America’s public school teachers have sought to partner
with parents to work together to ensure the best educational outcome for students.
That’s what the PTA was supposed to be about. The National Parents Teachers
Association was founded on Feb. 17, 1897 in Washington, D.C., and it was initially
called the National Congress of Mothers.
The idea of parents and teachers as partners used to be a thing.
Now, in Chicago—and perhaps soon in other major cities, where unions are watching
to see how this fight plays out—the partnership has dissolved. The PTSD will only get
worse.
Don’t look now, parents, but your partner has deserted you. You’re on your own.

Arizona CEO's answer to 'Great Resignation' is offering $5K bonuses for new hires
to quit.
Danielle Wallace - FOXBusiness
Chris Ronzio, CEO of software company Trainual, takes unique approach after 4.5
million workers quit in November.
The 'Great Resignation is real,' challenges will accelerate over time: Meetup CEO
David Siegel, the CEO of Meetup, a platform designed to find and build local
community, argues 'it's incumbent on companies to figure out how to hire people
much faster.'
An Arizona CEO is offering a $5,000 bonus for new hires to quit after just two weeks
into their new jobs as part of a unique approach to staff retention as a "great
resignation" sweeps the American workforce.
Chris Ronzio, CEO of the Arizona-based software company Trainual that helps small
businesses onboard, train and scale teams, is taking a unique approach to the
nationwide issue of worker retention by instead paying new hires a $5,000 bonus to
quit at the two-week mark into their new jobs.
"With today's market, hiring teams have to move quickly to assess candidates and get
them through the process to a competitive offer, so it's impossible to be right 100% of
the time," Ronzio recently told Business Insider.
"The offer to quit allows the dust to settle from a speedy process and let the new team
member throw a red flag if they're feeling anything but excited."
He explained his approach as a recent report from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
showed that a record 4.5 million American workers quit their jobs in November,
continuing an eight-month upward trend. That accounted for about 3% of the

American workforce. Many workers cited the pandemic for their reasoning, as some
want better work and others listed COVID-19 or childcare concerns.
Ronzio’s strategy of paying people to quit seems to fly in the face of other companies
who are offering higher wagers, hiring bonuses or education opportunities as part of
their efforts to attract and retain competitive talent.
His approach holds the hiring team accountable – because there’s a cost added to
selecting the wrong candidates – and aims to develop a stronger work culture by
giving employees the power to "fire the company," Ronzio said.
At the two-week mark, there’s also less loss at risk compared to offering the monetary
incentive to quit later when the company has invested more in training the employee.

A hiring sign is displayed outside a retail store in Buffalo Grove, Illinois, on June 24,
2012. (AP Photo/Nam Y. Huh, File / AP Newsroom)
"Those who refuse the $5,000 miss out on something 'extra' at this point in the
timeline, because they believe the long-term value of sticking with us is worth much,
much more," Ronzio said, explaining his pay-to-quit strategy. "It's a powerful thing
for them to turn down the cash, opt in, and commit — and it sets the stage for a great
working relationship."
He first launched the incentive in May 2020, setting the bonus to quit at the two-week
mark at $2,500. Ronzio said none of the 38 employees hired since have followed
through on the pay-to-quit offer. His company recently increased the offered amount
to $5,000.
"We looked at our average salary when we considered changing the amount and
ultimately figured that if somebody is making $80,000 or $100,000 a year, then
$2,500 might not be significant enough," Ronzio said.
"They could decide to stay while they look for another job because they'll make more
staying. So we adjusted the number with that in mind."

According to its website, Trainual has served thousands of businesses in more than
120 countries since January 2018 and "aims to arm every small business with a
playbook for scale."

U.S. Strikes Deal for Additional Supply of Covid-19 Antibody Treatment
Denise Roland, Stephen Fidler & Sam Schechner - Wall Street Journal
V. S. officials on Tuesday ordered 600,000 doses of Covid-19 treatment sotrovimab,
the only monoclonal antibody therapy thought to work against the Omicron variant,
as a record number of cases puts hospitals under increasing pressure in parts of the
U.S. and Europe.

luca zennaro/Shutterstock U.S. Strikes Deal for Additional Supply of Covid-19
Antibody Treatment
Sotrovimab, made by GlaxoSmithKline PLC and Vir Biotechnology Inc., is now the
only Covid-19 monoclonal antibody available for patients in the U.S. The government
paused distribution of two other treatments, made by Regeneron Pharmaceuticals Inc.
and Eli Lilly & Co. in late December, after early laboratory tests suggested they lost
effectiveness against the new strain.
The new doses, which Glaxo and Vir have promised to deliver throughout the first
quarter, should significantly boost supplies of sotrovimab in the U.S. The pricing for
this order wasn’t disclosed by the companies or government.
A spokeswoman for Glaxo said the exact details of the deal are proprietary and that
the pricing structure was agreed upon through multiple contracts and contract
modifications. The government in November agreed to buy 300,000 doses of the
treatment, building on an earlier, smaller order.

Monoclonal antibodies mimic a part of the body’s immune response to the virus and
are typically used at an early stage of infection to lessen the risk of serious illness.
In a large clinical trial, conducted during an earlier wave of the pandemic,
sotrovimab reduced the risk of hospitalization or death by 79% in people with mild or
moderate Covid-19 at high risk of progressing to severe disease.
Glaxo and Vir say sotrovimab was designed to target a spot on the spike protein that
is also found in other coronaviruses and that they believe is less likely to mutate.
Within weeks of the Omicron variant being identified, Glaxo and Vir tested
sotrovimab against a laboratory mock-up of the new strain and found that it held up.
Those results were later confirmed in tests against the real virus, according to the
companies. Similar work by Regeneron and Lilly found that their treatments lost
effectiveness against the new strain. Both companies say they have experimental
antibody treatments under development that do work against Omicron.
Omicron continues to appear milder than earlier coronavirus variants, scientists and
doctors have said, particularly in people who have been vaccinated or have suffered a
previous infection. But its heightened transmissibility has pushed Covid-19 infections
to unprecedented levels, resulting in large numbers of hospitalizations.
In the U.S., the seven-day average of new hospital patients with a confirmed or
suspected case of Covid-19 has been running above last January’s record highs for
several days. Close to 27,000 people were newly hospitalized with Covid-19 on
average every day in the past week, according to the Department of Health and
Human Services.
In Europe, Hans Henri Kluge, Europe regional director for the World Health
Organization, said Covid-19 “is challenging health systems and service delivery in
many countries where Omicron has spread at speed and threatens to overwhelm in
many more.” He said 26 countries in the region had reported more than 1% of their
population was catching Covid-19 every week.
He said the agency was concerned as the variant was spreading east in Europe to
countries with low vaccination rates. Citing evidence from Denmark in the week over
Christmas, he said the hospitalization rates for unvaccinated people was six times
higher than among those who had been vaccinated.
With more than 750,000 daily cases reported on average in each of the seven days to
Monday, the weekly tally of newly reported Covid-19 infections in the U.S. is close to
triple the pre-Omicron record set a year ago, according to data collected by Johns
Hopkins University. In one signal that new infections continue to accelerate, the
seven-day average is higher than the daily average reported over the previous 14
days.
Evidence from the U.K., South Africa and elsewhere also suggests that people
admitted to the hospital generally fall less sick than in earlier waves of the pandemic.
U.S. Covid-19 deaths, at a seven-day average of more than 1,600 daily, are running
roughly at the levels of early December.

The U.S. isn’t alone in posting new case records. According to Our World in Data
from the University of Oxford, France, Italy, the Netherlands and Canada are among
the countries seeing record case numbers.
Covid-19 cases continue to rise sharply in France, albeit at a slower pace than last
week. For the week through Jan. 10, France reported nearly 270,000 new cases a day,
up 61% from a week earlier. In Paris, the infection rate is higher, with nearly 3.7% of
residents testing positive for the virus in the week ending Jan. 7.
Schools in Paris are bracing for a teacher strike on Thursday against a complicated
health protocol for when students test positive for the virus. The procedure requires
other students to get immediately tested before returning to class, and then continue
testing twice over the next four days to remain. On Monday evening France’s prime
minister said the first test could be conducted at home so families could avoid long
lines for tests at pharmacies and labs.
On Tuesday afternoon, France’s Senate will debate a bill that would bar the
unvaccinated from entering restaurants, cafes and many other public venues rather
than allowing them to gain access by showing a negative test. The bill was passed last
week by France’s National Assembly.
In the U.K., there were early signs that the Omicron wave is running out of steam.
The past week’s average of just over 170,000 daily cases is just 1% up on the week
before. New Covid-19 hospitalizations and deaths are up 40% on average over the
previous week. However, hospitalizations are running at less than half the record
levels of a year ago.

Republicans threaten floor takeover if Democrats weaken filibuster
Alexander Bolton - The Hill

Greg Nash

Senate Republicans are threatening they will attempt a takeover of the Senate agenda
by forcing votes on issues ranging from the Keystone XL pipeline to abortion rules to
a U.S-Mexico border wall if Democrats weaken the filibuster.
Republicans are also looking at smaller bills such as a proposal to prohibit the
administration from imposing a fracking ban by executive order, a prohibition on the
IRS implementing new reporting on banks to disclose individuals' banking activity
and mandatory detention for illegal immigrants who commit serious crimes.
Senate Republican leaders on Monday said they have a list of bills they will try to
bring to the floor under Rule 14 and debate if Senate Majority Leader Charles
Schumer (D-N.Y.) rounds up enough Democrats to lower the threshold for beginning
debate on a bill from 60 votes to 50.
"Since Sen. Schumer is hellbent on trying to break the Senate, Republicans will show
how this reckless action would have immediate consequences," Senate Minority
Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said in a statement first reported by The Wall Street
Journal.
Senate Minority Whip John Thune (R-S.D.) said Republicans have a list of bills that
Schumer would not be keen on considering that could pass the chamber with the
support of the entire GOP conference and one or two moderate Democrats such as
Sen. Joe Manchin (W.Va.) or Sen. Kyrsten Sinema (D-Ariz.).
"We have a lot of bills, actually, that have bipartisan support that Democrats have
expressed support for previously," Thune said Monday afternoon.
The No. 2 Senate Republican said if Democrats effectively lower the threshold on the
procedural motion to begin debate on a bill to 50 votes, it would allow Republicans to
bring legislation such as a bill to authorize construction of the Keystone XL pipeline
to the floor for a vote.
Two Democrats, Manchin and Sen. Jon Tester (Mont.), in February voted for an
amendment to the budget reconciliation to resurrect the Keystone XL project. The
amendment was adopted by a vote of 52-48 before later being stripped out of the
resolution.
While the bills would still need 60 votes to advance to final passage, lowering the
threshold to begin debate could open up vulnerable Democrats such as Sens. Raphael
Warnock (Ga.), Mark Kelly (Ariz.) and Maggie Hassan (N.H.) to a slew of tough
votes.
Thune said if the 60-vote threshold to allow a vote on motion to proceed "goes away,"
a variety of bipartisan bills "would be available to get called up with a simple
majority," and there "could be some really hard votes for Democrats."
"What they're talking about doing - we've said this before - is not without
consequence, and they know it. They need to think long and hard ... about whether or
not they want to go down a path that allows Republicans to move items on our agenda
at 51," he said.

The bills that McConnell and Thune have in mind would have overwhelming
Republican support and just enough backing from centrist Democrats to begin a floor
debate.
Even if Republicans call legislation to the floor without any Democratic support, they
say they could insist on vulnerable incumbents such as Warnock, Kelly and Hassan
taking tough votes.
McConnell's office on Monday suggested more than a dozen bills that could come to
the floor if Republicans weaken the threshold for voting to proceed to legislation.
Other candidates for action include a proposal sponsored by Sen. Shelley Moore
Capito (R-W.Va.) to codify the Trump administration's revised Waters of the United
States rule, which the Biden administration said in November it would scrap.
The Environmental Protection Agency and the Army Corps of Engineers announced
in November the restoration of an Obama-era rule expanding the number of
waterways protected under the Clean Water Act.
Another proposal sponsored by Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.) would bar money
appropriated under the 2020 CARES Act or the 2021 American Rescue Plan from
going to public elementary and secondary schools that aren't open for in-person
learning.
A third proposal sponsored by Sens. Thom Tillis (R-N.C.), John Cornyn (R-Texas)
and Tom Cotton (R-Ark.) would prohibit the Department of Justice from paying
settlements to illegal immigrants detained at the U.S.-Mexico border.
President Biden in November dismissed reports that his administration would
compensate families separated at the border with up to $450,000 in damages as
"garbage."
Senate Democrats say the bills that McConnell and his team are talking about
wouldn't represent tough votes for their caucus and on Monday evening attempted to
call what they characterized as McConnell's "bluff."
Schumer took to the floor Monday evening and offered to hold simple-majority votes
to proceed to nearly 20 Republican bills placed on the Senate calendar if Republicans
would allow two voting rights bills to pass with simple-majority votes.
McConnell rejected the proposal, however.

Australia spends $3.5billion to purchase 120 tanks from the US
Cameron Carpenter - Daily Mail Australia and Olivia Day - Daily Mail Australia
Australia will spend more than $3.5billion to purchase 120 tanks and other armoured
vehicles from the United States.

The upgrade could see the Australian Army gain up to 75 Abrams tanks, 29 assault
breacher vehicles, 17 joint assault bridge vehicles, and six armoured recovery
vehicles.
Defence minister Peter Dutton says the tanks, teamed up with other vehicles, would
provide the ADF with critical firepower for land operations.

Provided by Daily Mail Australia will spend more than $3.5billion to purchase 120
tanks and other armoured vehicles from the United States (pictured, a US tank during
training in Georgia)

Provided by Daily Mail Defence minister Peter Dutton (pictured) says the tanks,
teamed up with other vehicles, would provide the ADF with critical firepower for land
operations.

'Teamed with the infantry fighting vehicle, combat engineering vehicles, and
self-propelled howitzers, the new Abrams will give our soldiers the best possibility of
success and protection from harm,' Mr Dutton said.
'The M1A2 Abrams will incorporate the latest developments in Australian sovereign
defence capabilities, including command, control, communications, computers and
intelligence systems, and benefit from the intended manufacture of tank ammunition in
Australia.
'The introduction of the new M1A2 vehicles will take advantage of the existing
support infrastructure, with significant investment in Australian industry continuing
in the areas of sustainment, simulation and training.'
The vehicles will are set to arrive in 2024 with the defence minister to confirm the
new purchases on Monday, the Sydney Morning Herald reports.
The new additions reveal the government's interest in building a solid fleet of
armoured vehicles in contrast to recent purchases of submarines and jet fighters.

Provided by Daily Mail The new additions reveal the government's interest in
building a solid fleet of armoured vehicles in contrast to the purchase of submarines
and jet fighters (pictured, an Abram tank)
The M1A2 Abrams will replace the army's 59 Abrams M1A1s which have not seen
combat since they were bought back in 2007.
The last time the army deployed a tank was in the Vietnam War, where Australian
troops - predominantly army personnel - until January of 1973.
Armoured vehicles are expected to cost Australia between $30billion and $42billion
in the next three decades as China continues to gain a military advantage.

This cost includes the purchase of 'essential' infantry fighting vehicles that come at a
price between $18billion and $27billion.
The tanks have been kitted out with an upgraded armor package which claims to
provide better protection against improvised explosive devices.
The vehicles are set to enter service in 2025.
The decision comes after Australia was forced to pursue nuclear submarines because
of China's military build-up in the South China Sea and nearby Papua New Guinea,
sparking fears of war.
In recent years, Communist China has built military bases in the South China Sea and
terrorized smaller Asian nations like the Philippines and Vietnam with a series of
naval exercises.
University of Sydney Associate Professor of Northeast Asian Politics, James Reilly,
said the arms race between China on one side and Australia and the US on the other
in this part of the Pacific could lead to war.
'I personally am deeply concerned about, what we call in international relations,
security dilemmas where each two sides to a dispute keep taking more and more
measures that they believe are reasonable and defensive but the other side responds
in kind,' he told Daily Mail Australia.
'We end up with spirals of increasing army, military build-ups, mistrust and
increasing risk of war.’
'The risk of war increases the more the countries are arming each other.'

The Bold Economic Move Joe Biden Refuses to Make
Russell Berman - The Atlantic
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As Senator Elizabeth Warren sees it, President Joe Biden can solve a lot of
problems—for millions of Americans financially, and for himself politically—with a
single move that neither Senator Joe Manchin nor any Republican in Congress could
veto. The president, she says, should unilaterally wipe out up to $50,000 in
student-loan debt for every federal borrower in the country.
Warren has been beating this drum for just about two years, ever since she unveiled
the proposal in a bid to outflank her rivals—including Biden—in the 2020 Democratic
presidential primary. The senator from Massachusetts has won influential converts to
her cause over the past year, most notably Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer.
But Biden is not one of them. “I will not make that happen,” he bluntly told a
questioner asking about the proposal at a town hall a few weeks after he took office.
The president’s political fortunes are very different now than they were then. His
ambitious social-spending agenda, already chopped in half, has stalled in the Senate.
Biden’s approval ratings have fallen to the low 40s, and with the pandemic raging
and Congress bickering, his window for mounting a comeback in time to save his
party’s majorities in the midterm elections is shrinking. In Biden’s struggles,
progressives like Warren see an opportunity to make a fresh case for action that
would prove popular with voters whom Democrats need to turn out this fall.
“I believe the president should cancel student-loan debt because it is the right thing to
do for people who have debt and the right thing to do in our economy,” Warren told
me by phone last week, having recovered from a mild December bout (“a day and a
half of the flu and I was done,” as she described it) of COVID-19.
“But,” she added, “even someone who disagreed with me should take a very serious
look at the polling data right now.”
Since the spring, Biden has lost some support on the left and even more among
independents, but no group of Americans has soured faster on the president than
younger voters, according to a recent analysis of polling data by The Economist.
That same cohort—Gen Zers and Millennials—is where support for student-debt
forgiveness is strongest, surveys have also shown. “One of the hardest things for an
elected official to do is demonstrate to people that they can count on that elected
official to be on their side,” Warren said.
“Canceling student-loan debt for more than 40 million Americans would persuade a
lot of young people that this president is in the fight for them.”
Borrowers have not had to make student-loan payments for nearly two years because
of the pandemic, thanks to a pause first enacted by Congress in the 2020 CARES Act
and then extended multiple times, first by President Donald Trump and then by Biden.
But the scale of what Warren and other progressives are proposing is something else
entirely: Blanket, permanent loan forgiveness would alter the long-term finances of
individual Americans more directly than any other single unilateral action by a

president. The estimated $1.7 trillion in total outstanding student-loan debt is roughly
the cost of the Build Back Better Act that Biden is trying to push through Congress.
Canceling up to $50,000 per borrower would wipe away about $1 trillion of that debt.
If left untouched by the courts, the president’s action would, at the expense of
ballooning federal deficits, eliminate entirely and forever the student loans that 80
percent of the nation’s borrowers currently owe to the government.
To its backers, mass debt forgiveness is almost a no-brainer. Many see it as both a
bold political stroke and a needed moral corrective that would free more than 40
million middle- and working-class Americans from burdens imposed by rapacious
lenders during their first moments of adulthood. “We were preyed upon,”
Representative Jamaal Bowman told me. “We didn’t know any better. We weren’t
aware of how it all worked.” Bowman, 45, is a former schoolteacher and principal
now serving his first House term, representing parts of the Bronx and Westchester
County in New York.
He told me that he and his wife together have more than $100,000 in outstanding debt.
“That number is so high, I’m embarrassed to say it aloud,” Bowman said.
Advocates for the proposal have also cast debt cancellation as a way to close the
racial wealth gap, because Black borrowers are more likely to struggle repaying
loans. “It’s an economic-justice issue. It is a racial-justice issue.
It is an intergenerational issue,” Representative Ayanna Pressley of Massachusetts
told me. Although student debt is frequently associated with young people, many
borrowers carry it to middle age and beyond, or struggle to repay loans they took out
on behalf of their children or grandchildren.
Pressley cited statistics showing that women carry two-thirds of all student debt and
that Black women carry 20 percent more than their white peers. “Coming out of the
reckoning on racial injustice, which I hope we’re still very much in, the only receipts
that matter are budgets and policies. This is an opportunity to actualize racial justice
with the stroke of a pen.”
Some economists say, however, that advocates are overstating the progressiveness of
a blanket forgiveness, which would end up benefiting doctors, lawyers, and many
others who have or are likely to get high-earning jobs and won’t need help paying off
their loans.
Spending $1 trillion from the federal Treasury exclusively on people who went
to—and in most cases graduated from—college essentially punishes Americans who
didn’t go to college and, because of that fact, are more likely to need government help,
says Sandy Baum, a nonresident senior fellow at the Urban Institute.
“It’s just hard to see how that is progressive,” Baum told me.

“It can’t mean taking people who have a certain privilege and who are likely to be in
the top half of the income distribution and give them a gift that we’re not giving to
people who have greater stress.”
Although polls have shown strong support for some debt forgiveness, it’s less clear
how voters would respond to such a broad cancellation—especially those who paid
full freight for college costs or who have already repaid expensive loans.
Warren got a well-publicized taste of the potential for backlash on the campaign trail
when a father who said he had paid his daughter’s entire tuition and would be
“screwed” by the policy asked, “Can I have my money back?”
Those concerns may be weighing on the president, who back in February suggested
that $50,000 was too generous an amount to forgive and questioned whether he had
the legal authority to do so on his own.
Both Biden and Barack Obama have referenced their own experiences with student
debt. Biden said while campaigning in 2019 that at one time he had more than
$280,000 in student-loan debt after putting his kids through college and graduate
school.
Obama frequently told audiences that he and his wife, Michelle, did not pay off their
law-school loans until 2004, the year he won election to the Senate.
The White House has said that Biden would sign legislation from Congress canceling
up to $10,000 in student debt per borrower, in keeping with a proposal Biden
endorsed as a candidate. The administration has also taken more limited steps to
wipe out debt for disabled borrowers and victims of fraud by for-profit colleges.
Advocates have, until recently, been frustrated by the administration’s response to
their push for more aggressive action on student debt. A virtual meeting that
administration officials held with several advocacy groups last month “did not go
well at all,” according to one attendee who spoke on the condition of anonymity to
describe a private conversation.
The administration was planning to end the repayment pause on February 1 despite
worries from advocates and senior Democrats that amid inflation concerns and the
resurgent pandemic, forcing millions of people to restart loan payments would be a
disaster both economically and politically.
In the meeting, the participant said, Biden officials downplayed the pandemic and
characterized the economy as strong in explaining their rationale. Days later,
however, the administration reversed course, and Biden announced an extension of
the repayment pause for another three months, until May 1.
In his statement, he gave no indication of whether a permanent forgiveness was under
consideration, urging borrowers to use the extra time to “prepare for payments to
resume.”

Officially, the administration has tasked the Departments of Justice and Education
with reviewing the legality of canceling debt by executive action.
“The president supports Congress providing $10,000 in debt relief,” a White House
spokesperson told me, “and he continues to look into what debt-relief actions can be
taken administratively.”
To Warren, the legal case is open-and-shut.
“There is no legal obstacle,” she told me, arguing that Biden can use the same
statutory authority for a mass forgiveness that he and other recent presidents have
used to cancel debt for some subgroups of people.
“Do you know how I know that the president can cancel student-loan debt? Because
President Obama did it, President Trump did it, and President Biden has already
done it.”
(Not everyone agrees that Warren, a former Harvard Law professor, is on such solid
ground. “I’ve only seen legal analysis from Elizabeth Warren students,” Adam
Looney, an economist at the University of Utah and a former deputy assistant
Treasury secretary in the Obama administration, told me.
“The legal issues are actually much more complicated.” House Speaker Nancy Pelosi
has also disputed the legality of permanent student-loan forgiveness without
congressional approval.)
Some cancellation advocates who have been in touch with the administration believe
that what’s holding Biden back from a more aggressive move is timing, not legal
concerns. For the past several months, the president’s top economic priority was
winning passage of his Build Back Better plan, and announcing such a costly end run
around Congress could have alienated Democrats, like Manchin, whose votes he
needed for that legislation.
But now that Manchin has, at least for now, torpedoed that dream, Biden is even more
desperate to deliver tangible help to voters ahead of the midterms, and potentially has
less to lose on Capitol Hill.
One Democratic aide suggested that the White House could be holding back a move
on student-loan forgiveness as a “break glass in case of emergency” option later in
the year if negotiations over his legislative agenda fail irreparably.
The progressives hoping to change Biden’s mind on student debt now see May 1 as
their deadline, too, believing that the best time to permanently forgive loans is before
millions of people must begin paying them again.
I asked Warren what she had heard from the president, and whether she believed her
year-long push would ultimately succeed. She told me she wouldn’t discuss her
private conversations, then offered a somewhat more cryptic response.

“There are a lot of options still under consideration,” she said, before reiterating her
support for canceling $50,000 in debt for every borrower.
“It is the right thing to do, and I feel confident the Biden administration will come to
that conclusion.”

"Potentially hazardous" asteroid to have close encounter with Earth
Li Cohen - CBS News

CBS News
An asteroid that is wider than the tallest building in the world is set to make one of its
closest encounters with Earth next week. NASA projects that the asteroid, named 7482
(1994 PC1), will fly by on January 18.
The asteroid is estimated to measure at roughly 1 kilometer, or more than 3,280 feet,
across — a size that is more than twice the height of New York's Empire State
Building, which is 1,454 feet from base to antenna, and hundreds of feet more than
Dubai's Burj Khalifa, the world's tallest building, which is 2,716.5 feet tall.
NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory believes that the space body could come within
1,231,184 miles of Earth. This would be the closest the asteroid has come to Earth
since January 17, 1933, when NASA projected it came within less than 700,000 miles
of the planet.
It's also anticipated that the asteroid will pass by Earth again in July this year,
though at a far greater distance, NASA said. The next time it is anticipated to fly by
Earth at such a close distance is not until January 18, 2105, when it is projected to
come within 1,445,804 miles.
NASA launches world's biggest and most powerful space telescope yet

The space agency has been monitoring this particular asteroid since it was discovered
in August 1994, and has classified it as an Apollo asteroid, meaning its orbit crosses
that of Earth's, and has axes that are slightly larger.
It's also classified as "potentially hazardous" for its "potential to make threatening
close approaches to the Earth," according to NASA.
There are more than a million known asteroids, and it is not uncommon for many to
fly by Earth, with the overwhelming majority that do being of little concern.
On Wednesday and Thursday this week, for example, there are at least five asteroids
zooming by the planet, including one the size of a bus and three the size of a house,
according to NASA.
However, there are about 25,000 near-Earth asteroids at least 500 feet wide that
could be "devastating" if they crash into Earth, according to Nancy Chabot, chief
planetary scientist at Johns Hopkins University's Applied Physics Laboratory.
"We're actually not talking, like, global extinction event, but regional devastation on
the area that could wipe out a city or even a small state," she previously stated.
"And so it is a real concern. It is a real threat."
And in case there is an asteroid emergency in the future resembling that of Netflix's
"Don't Look Up," NASA is already working on a solution.
In November, the agency launched a probe that will crash head-on into a small
asteroid next fall as part of a test to see if it's possible to push a future asteroid off
course if it appears as though it's going to have a catastrophic collision with the
planet.
The Double Asteroid Redirection Test, or DART, will collide with a 525-foot-wide
body called Dimorphos at 15,000 miles per hour.

A 435-mile Walking Route Opened in Canada — and It Comes With Spectacular
Views, Seafood Stops, and Charming Small Towns
Julia Eskins - Travel & leisure

Travel + Leisure
Avid hikers have another reason to visit Canada's eastern coast in 2022. Prince
Edward Island (P.E.I.), affectionately known as "Canada's Food Island," is inviting
travelers to circumnavigate its idyllic shoreline by foot on The Island Walk.
The 435-mile trail, which opened last September, loops around the perimeter of the
country's smallest province — and with plenty of stops at sandy beaches, scenic
viewpoints, and charming small towns, it has something for everyone.
Suited for both seasoned hikers and casual walkers of all ages, The Island Walk
features a mix of coastal sections, much of the historic Confederation Trail, red dirt
roads, and peaceful streets.
With grades no steeper than 2%, the entire loop takes about 32 days to complete
(when walking 12 to 15 miles per day), but travelers can start or stop anywhere along
the way.
And with P.E.I. being famous for its freshly shucked oysters, lobster rolls, and historic
haunts (including the fictional home of Anne of Green Gables), there are plenty of
detours to make en route.

Travel + Leisure Tourism PEI/Paul Baglole
As more people look to connect with nature and embrace slow travel, the new trail —
inspired by other walking pilgrimages around the world — has opened at a good
time.
"Just like the Camino de Santiago, The Island Walk will give you the time to slow
down and be present in your thoughts and daily journey, while experiencing the
simple beauty of the island around you," said Island Walk creator Bryson Guptill in a
press release.
With international travelers in mind, the trail conveniently passes through P.E.I.'s two
major cities — Charlottetown (where you'll find the international airport) and
Summerside, as well as many charming small communities. And along the way,
several partnering inns and hotels (marked on the trail's map) assist with
transportation to the nearest trail entrance or transferring luggage when changing
accommodations.

Travel + Leisure Tourism PEI/Sander Meurs
Mid-May to late October is the best time of year to visit, with July and August being
peak tourism months. Those who come in October can enjoy the added perk of seeing
P.E.I.'s breathtaking fall colors in their full glory.
And depending on your interests, you may want to stop by one of the many vibrant
summer festivals. In the community of Tyne Valley, for example, you'll find the
annual Oyster Festival and Rock the Boat MusicFest in full swing in August.
Culinary enthusiasts may want to extend their sojourn in Victoria-by-the-Sea, a town
famed for its maritime flavors. Locals will agree that there's no better place to refuel
than the Lobster Barn, which specializes in — you guessed it — lobster rolls,
and Island Chocolates for homemade truffles.
If time allows, block off the evening to catch a show at the Victoria Playhouse, the
island's longest-running theater. Or, for an off-beat break from walking, head to The
Canadian Potato Museum in O'Leary, where you'll not only get your fill of spud
history, but also potato-themed dishes at the restaurant.
After indulging in Canada's national dish of poutine (a gooey mountain of fries, gravy,
and cheese curds), you'll have more than enough energy to meander for miles.
(Julia Eskins is a Toronto-based writer and editor who covers travel, design, arts and
culture, wellness, and the outdoors. Find her on Instagram and Twitter.)

Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
Alex Sosnowski - AccuWeather

AccuWeather Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
A substantial snowstorm is poised to unload hefty accumulations over parts of the
Plains and Midwest late this week and early this weekend, and it won't stop there.
AccuWeather forecasters warn that it may go on to bring snow and ice, leading to the
potential for dangerous travel conditions, across parts of the Southeast.
The storm will be what meteorologists refer to as "Saskatchewan screamer" rather
than an "Alberta clipper," AccuWeather Meteorologist Matt Benz explained.
The storm is forecast to dive nearly due south from the Saskatchewan province of
Canada, hence the nickname, instead of the more traditional starting point in Alberta,
Canada.
Storms that originate from western Canada tend to move fast and have limited
moisture available. Sometimes, though, high-ratio snow can unfold where a mere few
tenths of an inch of moisture can yield 6-12 inches of snow.
A southward dip in the jet stream will play a role in the storm's path due in part to
another system that will unleash blizzard conditions across Atlantic Canada. After
aiming for the northern Plains Thursday night and Friday, the storm is likely to take a
more southern route than is typical for this type of weather system.
It will take a nearly north-to-south path over the Plains and part of the Mississippi
Valley from Friday to Saturday.

AccuWeather Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
"There will be a band of heavy snow that generally extends from the eastern Dakotas
and Minnesota southward to at least much of Missouri and maybe the Ozarks in
Arkansas, if the storm can get far enough south before it begins to turn eastward,"
Benz said.
The snowy eastern and northern sides of the storm will bring enough snow to shovel
and plow to cities such as Fargo, North Dakota; Sioux Falls, South
Dakota; Minneapolis; Des Moines, Iowa; Omaha, Nebraska; St. Louis and Kansas
City, Missouri, to end the week.
People living in these cities or planning on traveling through should anticipate delays
on the highways and at the airports.
St. Louis has been in a snow hole so far this winter. Except for 0.1 of an inch of snow
that fell on Jan. 2, St. Louis has missed out on accumulating snow. The city typically
receives about 17 inches of snow during the winter season.
Outside of areas predicted to experience lake-effect snowfall, there may be a sharp
eastern edge of the heavy snow in Wisconsin and Illinois. It is possible
that Chicago, Milwaukee and Indianapolis will only receive light snow from the storm,
and Detroit, Pittsburgh and Columbus, Ohio, may get very little to no snow.

AccuWeather Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
"While there may not be a great deal of wind ahead of and in the wake of the storm, it
is likely to be quite windy where snow is falling with the system," Benz said. Winds
during the storm can average 15-25 mph with gusts to 40 mph, which can lead to
blowing and drifting snow and poor visibility.
Instead of a major push of Arctic air in the wake of the storm, temperatures may only
dip slightly over much of the Central states this weekend. Highs Saturday are forecast
to be in the teens and 20s F over the northern Plains and Upper Midwest.
That will pale in comparison to the bitter air from early this week when temperatures
failed to reach zero over parts of the northern tier Monday. Meanwhile, in a large
part of the Southeast, temperatures will be low enough for wintry precipitation to
occur for at least a portion of the storm.
There is the potential for a few inches of snow in cities such as Nashville, Tennessee,
and Lexington, Kentucky. After last week's storm dumped heavy snow, both cities
have already picked up more than their average seasonal snowfall to date with nearly
8 inches in Nashville and close to 10 inches in Lexington.
"Cold air could make for a wintry mess for many, regardless of the intensity of the
precipitation," Benz said, referring to those expected to be impacted across the
southern U.S. from Arkansas to the Carolinas and Virginia.

AccuWeather Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
The track and strength of the storm will dictate snow accumulations and where an icy
mix will develop in the northern parts of Mississippi, Alabama and Georgia, and a
large part of the Carolinas and Virginia.
Even a small amount of snow and/or ice can lead to dangerous travel from the
Interstate 20 corridor northward to I-64. There is the potential for at least a small
amount of snow and/or wintry mix in Huntsville, Alabama; Atlanta; Greenville, South
Carolina; Charlotte, North Carolina, and Richmond, Virginia, from Saturday night to
Sunday.
The last time Atlanta officially received accumulating snow was during the winter of
2017-2018, when storms in December and January each brought between 2 and 3
inches of snow.
People who live in or plan on traveling through the area are being urged by
meteorologists to closely monitor forecasts that will likely be adjusted in the coming
days.
There is some indication that the storm's forward speed may slow substantially while
it pivots across the Southeast this weekend. This deceleration might allow the storm to
gain strength and pull in more moisture, which could result in a moderate or heavy
wintry precipitation event.
"If all of the pieces come together perfectly on Sunday, snowfall amounts could
exceed a foot from northern Georgia through portions of the Carolinas and southern
Virginia as the storm strengthens," AccuWeather Meteorologist Randy Adkins said.

AccuWeather Snowstorm likely to take southern detour after burying Midwest
The jury is still out as to whether the storm will keep moving along at a steady
eastward clip and out to sea or instead make another turn, this time to the north and
along the mid-Atlantic and New England coasts early next week.
The eastward and out-to-sea track would limit the amount of snow and ice in the
Southeast and prevent snow from spreading up the Interstate 95 corridor.
On the other hand, a northward turn would open up the door for a heavy swath of
snow and mixed precipitation in the mid-Atlantic and New England from Sunday
night to Monday.

