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Robert Samuelson launches on the Keystone decision.  
President Obama’s rejection of the Keystone XL pipeline from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico is 
an act of national insanity. It isn’t often that a president makes a decision that has no redeeming 
virtues and — beyond the symbolism — won’t even advance the goals of the groups that 
demanded it. All it tells us is that Obama is so obsessed with his reelection that, through some 
sort of political calculus, he believes that placating his environmental supporters will improve his 
chances. 

Aside from the political and public relations victory, environmentalists won’t get much. Stopping 
the pipeline won’t halt the development of tar sands, to which the Canadian government is 
committed; therefore, there will be little effect on global-warming emissions. Indeed, Obama’s 
decision might add to them. If Canada builds a pipeline from Alberta to the Pacific for export to 
Asia, moving all that oil across the ocean by tanker will create extra emissions. There will also 
be the risk of added spills. 

Now consider how Obama’s decision hurts the United States. For starters, it insults and 
antagonizes a strong ally; getting future Canadian cooperation on other issues will be harder. 
Next, it threatens a large source of relatively secure oil that, combined with new discoveries in 
the United States, could reduce (though not eliminate) our dependence on insecure foreign oil. 

Finally, Obama’s decision forgoes all the project’s jobs. ... 

  
Joel Kotkin explains the decision in terms of the great American divide.  
America has two basic economies, and the division increasingly defines its politics. One, 
concentrated on the coasts and in college towns, focuses on the business of images, digits and 
transactions. The other, located largely in the southeast, Texas and the Heartland, makes its 
living in more traditional industries, from agriculture and manufacturing to fossil fuel 
development. 

Traditionally these two economies coexisted without interfering with the progress of the other. 
Wealthier gentry-dominated regions generally eschewed getting their hands dirty so that they 
could maintain the amenities that draw the so-called creative class and affluent trustifarians. The 
more traditionally based regions focused, largely uninhibited, on their core businesses, and 
often used the income to diversify their economies into higher-value added fields.  

The Obama administration has altered this tolerant regime, generating intensifying conflict 
between the NIMBY America and its more blue-collar counterpart. The administration’s move to 
block the Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico represents a classic 
expression of this conflict. To appease largely urban environmentalists, the Obama team has 
squandered the potential for thousands of blue-collar jobs in the Heartland and the Gulf of 
Mexico.  

In this way, Obama differs from Bill Clinton, who after all recognized the need for basic 
industries as governor of poor and rural Arkansas. But the academic and urbanista-dominated 
Obama administration has little appreciation for those who do the nation’s economic dirty work. 
... 



  
More on the environmental divide from William Tucker in the American Spectator.   
... In 1977, I wrote a cover story for Harper's called "Environmentalism and the Leisure Class," 
my first story for a national magazine. Environmentalism was very young at the time -- born 
supposedly on Earth Day in 1970 -- but had already achieved a seat in the upper echelons of 
the Carter Administration. These freshly appointed bureaucrats began canceling dams, 
preaching the sins of fossil fuels, and raising obstacles to nuclear power. In its place they 
promised distant, over-the-horizon technologies of wind and solar energy. I remember one 
iconic photograph of Andrew Young, Carter's Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, 
holding a pyramid over his head on Earth Day in the fashionable superstition that pyramids had 
mysterious powers to concentrate the sun's rays. 

My story in Harper's was built around the devastating 1977 New York City blackout (the subject 
of the book The Bronx is Burning) and the almost forgotten fact that Con Edison had been trying 
for 15 years to construct an upstate power plant designed to prevent blackouts. The Storm King 
Mountain facility was a pumped storage plant 40 miles up the Hudson that stored power 
overnight by pumping water uphill and then releasing it the next day to generate hydroelectricity. 
The idea was to avoid building more coal plants in New York City. As an added attraction, the 
utility never failed to mention, the floodgates could be opened in an instant to provide power in 
the event of an emergency, while ordinary generators took the better part of an hour to get up to 
speed. 

Pumped storage was considered an engineering marvel of the time and many were built. There 
are now about 30 around the country. In the Hudson Highlands, however, Con Ed had 
unwittingly disturbed a nest of New York aristocrats who had escaped from the city in the 19th 
century. As Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. (who now lives in the area) would write 30 years later without 
a trace of irony: 

The committee [the Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference] quickly found support among the 
well-heeled residents of the Hudson Highlands. Many of its founding members were the children 
and grandchildren of the Osborns, Stillmans, and Harrimans, the robber barons who had laid out 
great estates amid the Highlands' spectacular scenery and whose descendants had fought 
fiercely since the turn of the century to preserve the views for themselves and the public. [John 
Cronin and Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., The Riverkeepers,Scribner, 1997.] 

Well-connected both in New York society and the editorial pages of the New York Times, Scenic 
Hudson began an opposition campaign that eventually engulfed the entire city. The battle to 
"Save Storm King" was the nation's first great environmental crusade, becoming a legal 
landmark when the Federal District Court allowed Scenic Hudson to intervene on environmental 
grounds for the first time in history. The case is still cited. Several Scenic Hudson members 
went on to found the Natural Resources Defense Council. ... 

  
  
Jennifer Rubin posts on Keystone.  
... A number of House and Senate Republicans have released similar statements. Senate 
Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said:. “Keystone was an obvious choice: everybody in 
Washington says they want more American jobs now. Well, here’s the single largest shovel-
ready project in America — ready to go. Some of the news outlets are calling this pipeline 



controversial — I have absolutely no idea why. The labor unions like it. Democrats want it. It 
strengthens our national security by decreasing the amount of oil we get from unfriendly 
countries. And it wouldn’t cost the taxpayers a dime. .�.�. The only thing standing between 
thousands of American workers, and the good jobs this project will provide is President Obama.” 

Indeed, although Obama may feel obligated to his environmental supporters, the move makes 
no sense from either an economic or a political point of view. Moreover, it reinforces a favorite 
theme of Republicans; namely, that Obama’s top priority is not job creation but reelection. In 
sum, this is a political gift to Republicans that is likely to long outlast whatever dim memory 
exists over the payroll-tax-cut extension. 

This episode also emphasizes that Republicans benefit when the topic shifts to Obama’s job 
record and decision-making. There is no better way to help his reelection prospects than for the 
GOP to nominate someone who provides a nice, fat target for the Obama campaign. The goal 
for Republicans must be to keep the focus on what Obama has done (Solyndra, the failed 
stimulus, the debt accumulation) or not done (lead on entitlement reform). The pipeline decision 
is just one of many examples Republicans will have at their fingertips. 

  
  
The Economist tells about cat poop coffee. Pickerhead got some from 
Indonesia from #2 son. Actually was quite good.  
... For the civet cats and their famous brew, the prospects were once more encouraging. In 1857 
French colonialists introduced the first coffee trees to Vietnam and 30 years later built the first 
coffee plantations in the country. Farmers were barred from taking harvested beans, so they 
scavenged for the civet droppings to make their own secret roasts—a practice that gained 
popularity as the drink caught on in the mid-20th century. 

Today most chon merchants don’t look in the wild for manure, but rent out farms for their cats to 
roam, chew (often less than a fifth of the ripest beans) and then let nature take its course. After 
farmers collect and wash the droppings, they dry them in the sun for weeks until the outer skin 
falls off. Brewers then use one of several methods for roasting the beans. One popular 
approach involves dashing the beans with sugar, salt and butter, and then giving them a 
medium or light roast over some coffee-tree wood (a heavy roast would cause the sugary beans 
to lose their natural taste). ... 

 
 
 

Washington Post 
Rejecting the Keystone pipeline is an act of insanity 
Obama‘s decision has no redeeming virtues. 
by Robert J. Samuelson 

President Obama’s rejection of the Keystone XL pipeline from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico is 
an act of national insanity. It isn’t often that a president makes a decision that has no redeeming 
virtues and — beyond the symbolism — won’t even advance the goals of the groups that 
demanded it. All it tells us is that Obama is so obsessed with his reelection that, through some 



sort of political calculus, he believes that placating his environmental supporters will improve his 
chances. 

Aside from the political and public relations victory, environmentalists won’t get much. Stopping 
the pipeline won’t halt the development of tar sands, to which the Canadian government is 
committed; therefore, there will be little effect on global-warming emissions. Indeed, Obama’s 
decision might add to them. If Canada builds a pipeline from Alberta to the Pacific for export to 
Asia, moving all that oil across the ocean by tanker will create extra emissions. There will also 
be the risk of added spills. 

Now consider how Obama’s decision hurts the United States. For starters, it insults and 
antagonizes a strong ally; getting future Canadian cooperation on other issues will be harder. 
Next, it threatens a large source of relatively secure oil that, combined with new discoveries in 
the United States, could reduce (though not eliminate) our dependence on insecure foreign oil. 

Finally, Obama’s decision forgoes all the project’s jobs. There’s some dispute over the 
magnitude. Project sponsor TransCanada claims 20,000, split between construction (13,000) 
and manufacturing (7,000) of everything from pumps to control equipment. Apparently, this 
refers to “job years,” meaning one job for one year. If so, the actual number of jobs would be 
about half that spread over two years. Whatever the figure, it’s in the thousands and thus 
important in a country hungering for work. And Keystone XL is precisely the sort of infrastructure 
project that Obama claims to favor.  

The big winners are the Chinese. They must be celebrating their good fortune and wondering 
how the crazy Americans could repudiate such a huge supply of nearby energy. There’s no 
guarantee that tar-sands oil will go to China; pipelines to the Pacific would have to be built. But it 
creates the possibility when the oil’s natural market is the United States. 

There are three things to remember about Keystone and U.S. energy policy.  

First, we’re going to use lots of oil for a long time. The U.S. Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) estimates that U.S. oil consumption will increase 4 percent between 2009 and 2035. The 
increase occurs despite highly optimistic assumptions about vehicle fuel efficiency and bio-fuels. 
But a larger population (390 million in 2035 versus 308 million in 2009) and more driving per 
vehicle offset savings.  

The more oil we produce domestically and import from neighbors, the more we’re insulated from 
dramatic interruptions of global supplies. After the United States, Canada is the most 
dependable source of oil — or was, until Obama’s decision. 

Second, barring major technological breakthroughs, emissions of carbon dioxide, the main 
greenhouse gas, will rise for similar reasons. The EIA projects that America’s CO2 emissions 
will increase by 16 percent from 2009 to 2035. (The EIA is updating its projections, but the main 
trends aren’t likely to change dramatically.) Stopping Canadian tar-sands development, were 
that possible, wouldn’t affect these emissions. 

Finally, even if — as Keystone critics argue — some Canadian oil were refined in the United 
States and then exported, this would be a good thing. The exports would probably go mostly to 



Latin America. They would keep well-paid industrial jobs (yes, refining) in the United States and 
reduce our trade deficit in oil, which exceeded $300 billion in 2011. 

By law, Obama’s decision was supposed to reflect “the national interest.” His standard was his 
political interest. The State Department had spent three years evaluating Keystone and 
appeared ready to approve the project by year-end 2011. Then the administration, citing 
opposition to the pipeline’s route in Nebraska, reversed course and postponed a decision to 
2013 — after the election.  

Now, reacting to a congressional deadline to decide, Obama rejected the proposal. But he also 
suggested that a new application with a modified Nebraska route — already being negotiated — 
might be approved, after the election. So the sop tossed to the environmentalists could be 
temporary. The cynicism is breathtaking.  

  
  
Forbes 
In Keystone XL Rejection, We See Two Americas At War With Each Other 
On Keystone, Obama Sides With Urbanista America 
by Joel Kotkin 

  
Actress Daryl Hannah protests against the Keystone XL pipeline. 

America has two basic economies, and the division increasingly defines its politics. One, 
concentrated on the coasts and in college towns, focuses on the business of images, digits and 
transactions. The other, located largely in the southeast, Texas and the Heartland, makes its 
living in more traditional industries, from agriculture and manufacturing to fossil fuel 
development. 

Traditionally these two economies coexisted without interfering with the progress of the other. 
Wealthier gentry-dominated regions generally eschewed getting their hands dirty so that they 
could maintain the amenities that draw the so-called creative class and affluent trustifarians. The 
more traditionally based regions focused, largely uninhibited, on their core businesses, and 
often used the income to diversify their economies into higher-value added fields. 



   

The Obama administration has altered this tolerant regime, generating intensifying conflict 
between the NIMBY America and its more blue-collar counterpart. The administration’s move to 
block the Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico represents a classic 
expression of this conflict. To appease largely urban environmentalists, the Obama team has 
squandered the potential for thousands of blue-collar jobs in the Heartland and the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

In this way, Obama differs from Bill Clinton, who after all recognized the need for basic 
industries as governor of poor and rural Arkansas. But the academic and urbanista-dominated 
Obama administration has little appreciation for those who do the nation’s economic dirty work. 

NIMBY America’s quasi-religious devotion to the cause of global warming is the current main 
reason for their hostility to the basic economy. But it is all a part of a concerted, decades-long 
jihad to limit the dreaded “human footprint,” particularly of those living outside the carefully 
protected littoral urban areas. 

Oddly, in their self-righteous narcissism, the urbanistas seem to forget that driving production 
from more regulated areas like California or New York to far less controlled areas like Texas or 
China, may in the end actually increase net greenhouse gas emissions. The hip, cool urbanistas 
won’t stop consuming iPads, but simply prefer that the pollution making them is generated far 
from home, and preferably outside the country. 

The perspective in the Heartland areas and Texas, of course, is quite different. They regard 
basic industries as central to their current prosperity. Oil and gas, along with agriculture and 
manufacturing, have made these areas the fastest growing in terms of jobs and income over the 
past decade. 

Of course, the apologists for the NIMBY regions can claim that they, too, create economic value. 
And to be sure, Silicon Valley — now in a midst of one of its periodic boom periods — Wall 



Street and Hollywood constitute some of the country’s prime economic assets. Similarly, highly 
regulated cities such as New York, San Francisco, Seattle, Boston and Chicago offer a quality 
of life, at least for the well-heeled, that draws talent and capital from the rest of the world. 

But the NIMBY model suffers severe limitations. For one thing, these high cost areas generally 
lag in creating middle-skilled jobs; New York and San Francisco, for example, have suffered the 
largest percentage declines in manufacturing employment of the nation’s 51 largest metropolitan 
areas. Indeed with the exception of Seattle, the NIMBY regions have all underperformed the 
national average in job creation for well over a decade. 

These areas are becoming increasingly toxic to the middle class, especially families who are 
now fleeing to places like Texas, Tennessee, North Carolina and even Oklahoma. NIMBY land 
use regulations — designed to limit single-family houses — usually end up creating housing 
costs that range up to six times annual income; in more basic regions, the ratio is around three 
or lower. 

Ironically, America’s most ardently “progressive” areas turn out to be the most socially 
regressive, with the largest gaps between rich and poor. Even the current tech bubble has not 
been of much help to heavily Latino working-class areas like San Jose, where unemployment 
ranges around 10%, nor across the Bay in devastated Oakland, where the jobless rate 
surpasses 15%. 

To succeed, America needs both of its economies to accommodate the aspirations not only of 
its current population but the roughly 100 million more Americans who will be here by 2050. If 
the regions that want to maintain NIMBY values want to do so, that should be their prerogative. 
But stomping on the potential of other, less fashionable areas seems neither morally nor socially 
justifiable. 

  
  
American Spectator 
Environmentalism and the Leisure Class 
by William Tucker 

In playing Keystone cop, President Obama protects his environmental flank for no good reason. 

This week President Obama handed down what may prove to be one of the most fateful 
decisions of his entire administration when he rejected the plan to build the Keystone XL 
Pipeline carrying oil from the tar sands of Canada to the refineries of Houston. The decision did 
not win him one new vote but was crucial in protecting his environmental flank. The movie stars 
and Sierra Club contributors were getting restless and had drawn the line in the sand. 

In turning down Keystone, however, the President has uncovered an ugly little secret that has 
always lurked beneath the surface of environmentalism. Its basic appeal is to the affluent. 
Despite all the professions of being "liberal" and "against big business," environmentalism's 
main appeal is that it promises to slow the progress of industrial progress. People who are 
already comfortable with the present state of affairs -- who are established in the environment, 
so to speak -- are happy to go along with this. It is not that they have any greater insight into the 
mysteries and workings of nature. They are happier with the way things are. In fact, 



environmentalism works to their advantage. The main danger to the affluent is not that they 
will be denied from improving their estate but that too many other people will achieve what they 
already have. As the Forest Service used to say, the person who built his mountain cabin last 
year is an environmentalist. The person who wants to build one this year is a developer. 

Environmentalism has spent three decades trying to hide this simple truth. How can 
environmentalists be motivated by self-interest when they are anti-business? Doesn't that align 
them with the working classes? Well, not quite. You can be anti-business as a union member 
trying to claim higher wages but you can also be anti-business as a member of the aristocracy 
who believes "trade" and "commercialism" are crass and not attuned to the higher things in life. 
Environmentalism is born from the latter, not the former. It has spent decades trying to pretend it 
has common cause with the working people. With the defeat of the Keystone Pipeline, this is no 
longer possible. Too many blue-collar and middle-class jobs have been sacrificed on the altar of 
carbon emissions and global warming. 

In 1977, I wrote a cover story for Harper's called "Environmentalism and the Leisure Class," my 
first story for a national magazine. Environmentalism was very young at the time -- born 
supposedly on Earth Day in 1970 -- but had already achieved a seat in the upper echelons of 
the Carter Administration. These freshly appointed bureaucrats began canceling dams, 
preaching the sins of fossil fuels, and raising obstacles to nuclear power. In its place they 
promised distant, over-the-horizon technologies of wind and solar energy. I remember one 
iconic photograph of Andrew Young, Carter's Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, 
holding a pyramid over his head on Earth Day in the fashionable superstition that pyramids had 
mysterious powers to concentrate the sun's rays. 

My story in Harper's was built around the devastating 1977 New York City blackout (the subject 
of the book The Bronx is Burning) and the almost forgotten fact that Con Edison had been trying 
for 15 years to construct an upstate power plant designed to prevent blackouts. The Storm King 
Mountain facility was a pumped storage plant 40 miles up the Hudson that stored power 
overnight by pumping water uphill and then releasing it the next day to generate hydroelectricity. 
The idea was to avoid building more coal plants in New York City. As an added attraction, the 
utility never failed to mention, the floodgates could be opened in an instant to provide power in 
the event of an emergency, while ordinary generators took the better part of an hour to get up to 
speed. 

Pumped storage was considered an engineering marvel of the time and many were built. There 
are now about 30 around the country. In the Hudson Highlands, however, Con Ed had 
unwittingly disturbed a nest of New York aristocrats who had escaped from the city in the 19th 
century. As Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. (who now lives in the area) would write 30 years later without 
a trace of irony: 

The committee [the Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference] quickly found support among the 
well-heeled residents of the Hudson Highlands. Many of its founding members were the children 
and grandchildren of the Osborns, Stillmans, and Harrimans, the robber barons who had laid out 
great estates amid the Highlands' spectacular scenery and whose descendants had fought 
fiercely since the turn of the century to preserve the views for themselves and the public. [John 
Cronin and Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., The Riverkeepers,Scribner, 1997.] 

Well-connected both in New York society and the editorial pages of the New York Times, Scenic 
Hudson began an opposition campaign that eventually engulfed the entire city. The battle to 



"Save Storm King" was the nation's first great environmental crusade, becoming a legal 
landmark when the Federal District Court allowed Scenic Hudson to intervene on environmental 
grounds for the first time in history. The case is still cited. Several Scenic Hudson members 
went on to found the Natural Resources Defense Council. 

Throughout the campaign Scenic Hudson insisted they were not opposed to electricity but only 
this particular way of generating it. There were plenty of alternatives -- fuel cells, mine-mouth 
coal generation, gas turbines and even nuclear power, which they supported briefly before 
turning against it. What became obvious, however, was that at bottom they were opposed to 
everything. Industrial progress itself was the enemy. This was a useless undertaking that only 
tore at the fabric of nature in order to produce "common kilowatts." The attitude was fairly new at 
that time in America. 

What finally focused my attention on the aristocratic roots of environmentalism, however, was a 
chapter in Thorstein Veblen's Theory of the Leisure Class. Although the book is justly famous 
for coining "conspicuous consumption" and "conspicuous waste," there is a lesser-known 
chapter entitled "Industrial Exemption" that perfectly describes the environmental zeitgeist. 
Veblen posed the question, why is it that people who are the greatest beneficiaries of industrial 
society are often the most passionate in condemning it? He provided a simple answer. People in 
the leisure class have become so accustomed affluence as the natural state of things that they 
no longer feel compelled to embrace any further industrial progress: 

The leisure class is in great measure sheltered from the stress of those economic exigencies 
which prevail in any modern, highly organized industrial community.… [A]s a consequence of 
this privileged position we should expect to find it one of the least responsive of the classes of 
society to the demands which the situation makes for a further growth of institutions and a 
readjustment to an altered industrial situation. The leisure class is the conservative class. 

My article generated 150 letters, including a response from a member of the Federal Power 
Commission who said that construction of new power plants wasn't necessary. I was often 
criticized, however, for claiming only affluent people are concerned about the environment. The 
one response I ever got from the press was in the middle of Three Mile Island when National 
Public Radio called to ask, "What do you say about all those farmers worried about radiation? 
They're not aristocrats, are they?" 

But that was not the point. It is not that the average person is not concerned about the 
environment. Everyone weighs the balance of economic gain against a respect for nature. It is 
only the truly affluent, however, who can be concerned about the environment to the exclusion 
of everything else. Most people see the benefits of pipelines and power plants and admit they 
have to be built somewhere. Only in the highest echelons do we hear people say, "We don't 
need to build any pipelines. We've already got enough energy. We can all sit around awaiting 
the day we live off wind and sunshine." 

Environmentalists have spent decades trying to disguise these aristocratic roots, even from 
themselves. They work desperately to form alliances with labor unions and cast themselves as 
purveyors of "green jobs." But the Keystone Pipeline has brought all this into focus. As Joel 
Kotkin writes in Forbes, Keystone is the dividing line of the "two Americas," the knowledge-
based elites of the East and West Coasts in their media, non-profit and academic homelands 
(where Obama learned his environmentalism) and the blue-collar workers of the Great In- 



Between laboring in agriculture, mining, manufacturing, power production and the exigencies of 
material life. 

It's going to be very difficult to erase that line during the election. 

  
  
  
Right Turn 
Keystone XL decision hands the GOP a gift 
by Jennifer Rubin 

President Obama’s decision to block the Keystone XL pipeline puts in perspective the misstep 
by House Republicans at the close of the year. It’s hard to even remember the rotten reviews 
House Republicans got for initially refusing and then agreeing to the Senate’s two-month payroll 
tax cut extension. But the Republicans did keep language forcing the president to make a 
decision on the project before November, and his rejection is being greeted with glee by 
Republicans. 

Mitt Romney put out a statement that reads: “President Obama’s decision to reject the Keystone 
XL crude oil pipeline is as shocking as it is revealing. It shows a President who once again has 
put politics ahead of sound policy. If Americans want to understand why unemployment in the 
United States has been stuck above 8 percent for the longest stretch since the Great 
Depression, decisions like this one are the place to begin. By declaring that the Keystone 
pipeline is not in the ‘national interest,’ the President demonstrates a lack of seriousness about 
bringing down unemployment, restoring economic growth, and achieving energy independence. 
He seems to have confused the national interest with his own interest in pleasing the 
environmentalists in his political base.” 

A number of House and Senate Republicans have released similar statements. Senate Minority 
Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said:. “Keystone was an obvious choice: everybody in 
Washington says they want more American jobs now. Well, here’s the single largest shovel-
ready project in America — ready to go. Some of the news outlets are calling this pipeline 
controversial — I have absolutely no idea why. The labor unions like it. Democrats want it. It 
strengthens our national security by decreasing the amount of oil we get from unfriendly 
countries. And it wouldn’t cost the taxpayers a dime. .�.�. The only thing standing between 
thousands of American workers, and the good jobs this project will provide is President Obama.” 

Indeed, although Obama may feel obligated to his environmental supporters, the move makes 
no sense from either an economic or a political point of view. Moreover, it reinforces a favorite 
theme of Republicans; namely, that Obama’s top priority is not job creation but reelection. In 
sum, this is a political gift to Republicans that is likely to long outlast whatever dim memory 
exists over the payroll-tax-cut extension. 

This episode also emphasizes that Republicans benefit when the topic shifts to Obama’s job 
record and decision-making. There is no better way to help his reelection prospects than for the 
GOP to nominate someone who provides a nice, fat target for the Obama campaign. The goal 
for Republicans must be to keep the focus on what Obama has done (Solyndra, the failed 



stimulus, the debt accumulation) or not done (lead on entitlement reform). The pipeline decision 
is just one of many examples Republicans will have at their fingertips. 

  
  
Right Turn 
Pipeline blowback 
by Jennifer Rubin 

If it were not for the three-ring circus (apologize to circus owners everywhere) in the Republican 
primary, today would be really rotten news day for the White House. As suspected, the decision 
to put off the Keystone XL pipeline is turning into a mini-disaster, even in Democratic ranks. 
Speaker of the House Rep. John Boehner (R-Ohio) has put together an impressive list of 
Democratic lawmakers and governors, as well as union leaders, who are hopping mad at the 
president. 

And they should be. Obama took a GOP stumble at the end of the year and converted it into a 
huge liability on the most important issue, namely jobs. The administration spent weeks, months 
really, laying the groundwork for the argument that any failure to increase jobs this year would 
be the fault of the Republicans. There are many ways to combat that argument, but the most 
obvious is the president’s action on the pipeline, something for which he had sole responsibility. 

The Post editorial board put it this way: 

We almost hope this was a political call because, on the substance, there should be no 
question. Without the pipeline, Canada would still export its bitumen — with long-term trends in 
the global market, it’s far too valuable to keep in the ground — but it would go to China. And, as 
a State Department report found, U.S. refineries would still import low-quality crude — just from 
the Middle East. Stopping the pipeline, then, wouldn’t do anything to reduce global warming, but 
it would almost certainly require more oil to be transported across oceans in tankers. . . . 
There are far fairer, far more rational ways to discourage oil use in America, the first of which is 
establishing higher gasoline taxes. Environmentalists should fight for policies that might actually 
do substantial good instead of tilting against Keystone XL, and President Obama should have 
the courage to say so. 

Moreover, there have to be better bones to throw to the environmental activists that don’t 
involve dismaying core constituencies and handing the Republicans a dynamite campaign 
issue. It’s one of many instances, I suspect, where Obama’s re-election strategy will clash with 
the interest of his fellow Democrats.  

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



Economist 
Coffee in Vietnam 
It's the shit  

 

IN A humid outdoor café surrounded by palm trees, Hung Pham Ngoc launches an attack on his 
coffee, pushing aside a cup of pungent black java for a Coke. “Everything is fake!” complains 
the professional coffee taster and self-proclaimed snob. “It's all made from artificial flavours. It’s 
undrinkable.” He fumes on about the problems of the coffee industry, and what he calls a 
grievous oversupply of substandard beans. 

Vietnam is the world’s second-largest coffee producer, but also one of the most obscure. Unlike 
coffee exports from countries such as Brazil and Ethiopia, Vietnamese beans are typically used 
in cheap instant Western coffee, which earns scant international commendation. His country, he 
declares, needs to market a trendy style of coffee drinking—like Starbucks, he adds, but finer. 
“Civet dung,” he proclaims. “Civet dung makes coffee good. It’s natural, and it makes real 
coffee.” 

Mr Hung is one of a handful of Vietnamese aficionados trying to revive tastes for this epicurean 
and elusive beverage. At specialised coffeeshops around the world, this coffee sells for around 
$30 a cup. As it happens, civet cats are coffee connoisseurs. With their long noses, they sniff 
out and eat the best and fleshiest beans. Their digestive enzymes ferment the beans and break 
down the proteins. These beans, harvested from the faeces, then create a coffee that tastes rich 
and slightly smoky with hints of chocolate. The beverage is known in Vietnamese as ca phe 
chon, or civet-cat coffee, and is also commonly produced in Indonesia and the Philippines. The 
final cup delivers a smooth, dark palate that is stronger but, some say, less bitter than typical 
coffee. 

Three years ago Mr Hung and three partners started Legend Revived, a high-end brand in Ho 
Chi Minh City that sells chon beans in Vietnam, Britain and Norway at $500 per kilogram (“The 
finest gift from Vietnam”). But sourcing the beans is getting trickier. Since the end of the Vietnam 



war, farmers have been migrating to the central highlands, the country’s main coffee-producing 
region. “Trees have been cut down illegally all over the country, so the fox’s habitat is affected 
severely,” says Doan Trieu Nhan, a Hanoi-based special adviser to the Vietnam Coffee and 
Cocoa Association. Compounding the problem, the civets themselves are now hunted and 
served on the dinner tables of the country’s nouveau riche, he said. 

As a result, there is a growing market in fake civet beans. One example widely peddled at 
outdoor markets is made with artificial fragrances that bear little resemblance to the drink’s 
actual bold taste. Larger coffee chains, however, produce a more sophisticated beverage using 
biotechnology, isolating an enzyme similar to that in the civet’s stomach that ferments the 
beans, and then mixing it with chocolate powder to add authenticity to its aroma. In Buon Me 
Thuot, the province’s capital and the coffee capital of Vietnam, nearly every market-stall vendor 
claims to sell the weasel beans, often asking for at least $100 per kilogram. Local customers, 
once relentless in their search for the real thing, now often settle for the knock-offs. “People 
actually like buying ca phe chon even though they think it might be fake, because the price is 
not that expensive,” explains Nguyen Khanh Van, a university student in Ho Chi Minh City. 

For the civet cats and their famous brew, the prospects were once more encouraging. In 1857 
French colonialists introduced the first coffee trees to Vietnam and 30 years later built the first 
coffee plantations in the country. Farmers were barred from taking harvested beans, so they 
scavenged for the civet droppings to make their own secret roasts—a practice that gained 
popularity as the drink caught on in the mid-20th century. 

Today most chon merchants don’t look in the wild for manure, but rent out farms for their cats to 
roam, chew (often less than a fifth of the ripest beans) and then let nature take its course. After 
farmers collect and wash the droppings, they dry them in the sun for weeks until the outer skin 
falls off. Brewers then use one of several methods for roasting the beans. One popular 
approach involves dashing the beans with sugar, salt and butter, and then giving them a 
medium or light roast over some coffee-tree wood (a heavy roast would cause the sugary beans 
to lose their natural taste). 

The end product, although high in quality, is a tough sell. Many dealers are unwilling to risk large 
sums of money when so many people are now peddling fake beans. Even genuine chon coffee, 
however, has its sceptics. Such an expensive and rarefied product is limited in its appeal to a 
tight and specialised foreign market; nearly all locals are priced out. It is “regarded 
simultaneously as gimmicky and incredibly sought after,” says Sarah Grant, an anthropologist 
studying coffee tastes in Vietnam. Other critics have challenged chon coffee on ethical grounds, 
alleging that many civet cats are treated inhumanely by their owners. Some farmers, for 
example, coerce them into eating beans by paddling them with sticks. “Given the number of 
advocates against weasel coffee, it's also a rather precarious product to consider marketing,” 
Ms Grant adds. 

Such criticism doesn’t deter Mr Hung and his colleagues, who claim they run an ethical 
business. They add that the benefits of a strong cup of chon coffee outweigh the unsavoury 
aspects of it passing through an animal’s bowels. One obstacle, says Ms Grant, is that the world 
has branded Vietnam as a high-volume, rather than high-quality, producer of coffee, and 
reversing that perception will be tough. But Mr Hung presses forward. “Chon coffee,” he argues, 
“is the only way we can place Vietnam’s name among coffee connoisseurs around the world.” 

Read more: "Wholly shit" (Sep 2011) 



 
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
 


