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Green Jobs

How unions and environmentalists came together to damage the U.S. economy

Summary: The definition of “Green Jobs”
is very slippery, especially in the hands of
activists and politicians. And while they
inflate the number of possible green jobs,

they almost entirely ignore all the costs of
their top-down efforts at “greening” the

economy. But the green jobs crusade has

had one success: bringing together radi-

cal activists and unions in an alliance to

consume tax dollars.

he date was June 6, 2012, the set-
Tting, an ornate hearing room in

the Rayburn House Office Build-
ing, where the full House Government
Reform and Oversight Committee was
investigating definitions of green jobs.
The committee chairman, Rep. Darrell
Issa (R-Calif.), was questioning John
Galvin, acting commissioner of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), on the
meaning of the “3.1 million green jobs”
figure that his agency had recorded in
data released in March.

“If you sweep the floor in a solar-
powered facility, is that a green job?”
Issa asked. The answer was yes. How
about hybrid bus drivers and all the
other bus drivers and workers who put
gas in buses? Yes, they have green jobs.
Employees at bicycle shops have green
jobs. So do workers at antique dealers,
at the Salvation Army used clothing
recycling centers, and at used record
stores, because used items count as
recycled goods.

College professors who teach environ-
mental courses? Green jobs. Oil com-
pany lobbyists? Green jobs.

By Diana Furchtgott-Roth

jobs are classified as “green jobs” by the government’s Bureau of Labor Statistics.

As a witness at the hearing, I explained
that, because the white paper cup placed
before me on the table had a “Power
to Save Energy” logo, employees who
produced it had green jobs. The product
met the BLS definition of “environmen-
tal compliance, education, training and
public awareness.” If the paper cup had
been pure white, without the logo, its
producers would not have had green
jobs.

When the Bureau of Labor Statistics
can define producers of cups with
environmental logos (but not without
environmental logos) as having green
jobs, along with oil lobbyists and all
the others, the definition is meaningless.
The “3.1 million green jobs” figure is a

matter of relabeling, not of creating new
opportunities for Americans to work or
new opportunities to move up the career
ladder. And with slow economic growth
and job creation, and unemployment
rates above 8§ percent for over 43 con-
secutive months, Americans need more
jobs, not reclassification of old jobs.
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The administration may tout 3.1 million
green jobs as a large number, but 3.1 mil-
lion shows a lack of imagination and am-
bition. If BLS can “create” green jobs by
simply relabeling existing jobs as green,
why stop at 3.1 million? If oil lobbyists
can bask in the social approbation of a
job labeled “green,” why shouldn’t ev-
ery American enjoy the same approval?
Saying that everyone has a green job
would be less arbitrary than picking 3.1
million Americans almost at random and
labeling their jobs as green.

In contrast to the fuzzy “3.1 million
green jobs” number, some numbers in
the economy are treated with utmost
precision. Based on a survey of 400,000
businesses, the BLS issues a monthly
estimate of jobs created in the economy,
and each estimate is revised for two con-
secutive months. Finally, about a year
later, the figure is benchmarked against
an aggregate count of jobs for accuracy.

Another example of BLS precision is tax
return data. Both companies and house-
holds face severe penalties for cheating
on tax returns. The number has to be
absolutely correct. Corporations that
report financial information to the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission must
meet exacting standards and sometimes
undergo multiple audits. If mistakes are
found in an Internal Revenue Service
audit, people can go to jail.

Editor: Steven J. Allen

Publisher: Terrence Scanlon

Address: 1513 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-1480

Phone: (202) 483-6900

Email: sallen@capitalresearch.org
Website: http://www.capitalresearch.org

Green Watch is published by Capital
Research Center, a non-partisan education
and research organization classified by the
IRS as a 501(c)(3) public charity. Reprints
are available for $2.50 prepaid to Capital
Research Center.

Page 2

Given the government’s ability to
closely monitor numbers, it is shocking
that the BLS publishes such a baseless
3.1 million green jobs number. It’s a
sign that the issue is not taken seri-
ously, that the search for green jobs is
just window-dressing to appeal to some
environmental constituency. When the
government plays around with numbers
to this extent, it is a recipe for disaster.
Someone is trying to trick the voters.

The birth of “green”

An attempt to understand the concept
of green jobs must begin with an under-
standing of the concept’s origin. Some
trace the current idea of “green” to the
1970 book The Greening of America by
Charles Reich, a Yale law professor who
taught both Bill and Hillary Clinton.
But Reich’s book was about the student
revolutions of the 1960s. It was a tribute
to the counterculture—to hippies, blue
jeans, rock music, and marijuana—and
an attack on what Reich saw as the
American Corporate State. It has little
or nothing to do with the current idea
of green jobs.

Reich criticized jobs not for destroying
the environment, but for rigidity: “Jobs
and occupations in the society are rigidly
defined and controlled, and arranged
in a hierarchy of rewards, status and
authority. An individual can move from
one position to another, but he gains
little freedom thereby, for in each posi-
tion he is subject to conditions imposed
upon it....” Students protesting in the
1960s cared about self-fulfillment, not
green jobs.

It was not until 1999 that the term “green
collar” was popularized by Alan Durn-
ing, a former researcher at the World-
watch Institute, a research organization
in Washington, D.C. In 1993, Durning
founded Northwest Environment Watch
(now Sightline Institute) in Seattle. In
1999, he wrote a book entitled Green
Collar Jobs—"green collar” as an ex-
tension of the terms “blue collar” for
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manual labor and “white collar” for of-
fice work. The book was a response to
changes in the economic base in towns
of the American Northwest. Initially,
the terms “green collar jobs” and “green
jobs” referred to jobs that were seen as
friendly to the environment, such as
tourism and sustainable forestry, as op-
posed to job in extraction industries such
as coal, oil, gas, and, in its traditional
form, the timber industry.

Durning, who believed that traditional
forestry work in the Northwest was
disappearing and would be replaced
by more high-tech jobs, asked whether
job growth and the environment could
become complementary. He associ-
ated the advent of the Information Age
with “industries that spin wealth not
by moving more timber or steel...but
by moving electrons, or stimulating
neurons, in more profitable ways.” He
worried that job losses that had occurred
in traditional blue collar sectors had had
negative consequences for the poor and
created wider income disparities than
ever before.

Durning’s book Green Collar Jobs did
not lead directly to the modern green
jobs movement, which is rooted in po-
litical and social agendas unrelated to the
book, but the environmental movement
did take notice of Durning’s effort to tie
environmental protection to jobs. The
movement soon incorporated a version
of the “green collar jobs” concept into
its message.

The term “green collar” was catchy and
came at just the right time for environ-
mentalists—when they were seeking to
make common cause with labor unions,
which had sometimes fought green ex-
tremists over the destruction of jobs by
overregulation. If green policies were
seen as creating rather than destroy-
ing jobs, then environmentalists and
unions—two of the most well-organized
and well-funded forces in U.S. poli-
tics—could unite behind a single flag.
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Apollo launches

At that point, Bracken Hendricks, an
environmentalist who served as a special
assistant to Vice President Al Gore, was
laying the foundation for the green jobs
movement. In a speech at the left-wing
Take Back America conference, he
proclaimed the creation of the Apollo
Alliance for Energy Independence. (See
“The Apollo Alliance: Unifying Activ-
ists on the Left,” in the October 2009
Foundation Watch.)

The “Apollo” reference was to the
Apollo program, announced by Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy in May 1961, with
“the goal, before this decade is out, of
landing a man on the moon and return-
ing him safely to the earth.” The Apollo
Alliance would support a similar crash
effort, this time to create an economy
based largely on green jobs.

The organization officially launched
the following year, with help from the
Tides Center, the Center for American
Progress, and the Center on Wisconsin
Strategy (CWS), housed at the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Madison. Key backers
of the new group included Professor Joel
Rogers of the CWS, former Democratic
National Committee research director
(and future Obama 2008 staffer) Dan
Carol, former Sierra Club executive di-
rector Carl Pope, Robert Borosage from
the Institute for America’s Future, Unit-
ed Steelworkers president Leo Gerard,
and the Service Employees International
Union’s vice president Gerald Hudson
and president Andy Stern. Supporters
included Sen. Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.)
and Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-II1.).

The new organization offered a ten-
year plan, “a bold vision to catalyze the
transition to a clean energy economy.”
Soon, with Hendricks as executive
director, the Alliance had the endorse-
ment of more than 200 organizations.
He pledged that the organization would
end the dichotomy on the Left between
activists focused on the environment
and those focused on the economy. This
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Green Jobs Don’t Add Up

» On September 14, 2011, The Washington Post reported: “A $38.6 billion
loan guarantee program that the Obama administration promised would cre-
ate or save 65,000 jobs has created just a few thousand jobs two years after it
began, government records show.

“The program—designed to jump-start the nation’s clean technology industry
by giving energy companies access to low-cost, government-backed loans—
has directly created 3,545 new, permanent jobs after giving out almost half the
allocated amount, according to Energy Department tallies,” according to the
Post. That works out to more than $5 million in loan guarantees per permanent
job created.

P Spain has had one of the most extensive green jobs programs of any country.
A 2009 study on Spain’s program by King Juan Carlos University found that,
for every new job depending on energy price supports, at least 2.2 jobs in other
industries would disappear.

> A 2011 study by the Heritage Foundation indicated that mandates for using
“renewable energy” to generate electricity would eliminate a million jobs—
some 3 to 7 jobs lost for every “green job” gained, even if one accepts claims

by the “renewable” industry for job creation. —SJA

vision included, in Hendricks’ words, “a
meaningful role for government acting
in the public interest.” That meant that
the green jobs movement would pursue
government subsidies and government
mandates that would benefit unions
while promoting environmental causes.

Hendricks proposed spending $300 bil-
lion over ten years in order to create 3
million “good” jobs. The stated goals
were to increase the country’s national
energy diversity, promote “high perfor-
mance building,” promote investment
in domestic manufacturing, and rebuild
public infrastructure.

In 2007, Hendricks and Rep. Jay Inslee
(D-Wash.) authored Apollo s Fire: Ignit-
ing America’s Clean Energy Economy,
which was presented as the Alliance’s
manifesto. They proposed a set of fed-
eral policies which, they claimed, would
prevent both unemployment and global
warming. But they did not take note of
the risks involved in spending billions
of taxpayers’ dollars on green compa-
nies, and many of the companies they
endorsed, such as SkyPower, EarthFirst,
VeraSun Energy, Aventine Renewables,
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and Pacific Ethanol, have gone bankrupt.

Apollo made little effort to hide its ties to
extremists. One of its consultants and the
director of'its New York affiliate was Jeff
Jones, a founder with Bill Ayers of the
Weather Underground terrorist organi-
zation, and Apollo’s steering committee
included Van Jones (see nearby sidebar).

Regulating hiring in order

to promote green jobs

As the Apollo Alliance was achieving
fame, Raquel Pinderhughes, an urban
studies professor at San Francisco State
University, documented the growth of
green collar jobs in the San Francisco
area. She found more than 100 firms and
institutions, covering 22 sectors, includ-
ing hazardous materials clean-up, solar
panel installation, home performance
(including insulation and weatheriza-
tion), public transit, landscaping, and
bicycle repair.

Pinderhughes had her own definition of
green collar jobs: “blue collar work force
opportunities created by firms and orga-
nizations whose mission is to improve
environmental quality.” She analyzed
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the trend in San Francisco Bay Area laws
and programs designed for that purpose.
These include policies “related to zero
waste, energy and water conservation,
residential solar energy, whole home
performance, local procurement, open
space, and strengthening local food sys-
tems.” At the same time, she observed
an increase in the number of Bay Area
residents who chose to spend money on
goods and services that are beneficial for
the environment.

“Wall Street [has] overwhelmed the po-
litical process,” Pinderhughes declared,
and the “free market solutions that rule
our economy today” have proven to be
insufficient to solve the nation’s labor
and environmental problems. She said
the government should offer rewards to
firms that improve environmental qual-
ity; it should subsidize green collar jobs
and make sure those jobs provide secure
wages and benefits; it should make
unions the main suppliers of workers
for those jobs; and it should require that
some of those jobs go to workers with
limited education and skills. (All these
elements were included in the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007.)

Pinderhughes, in her comprehensive
study Green Collar Jobs, analyzed the
capacity of green businesses to provide
high-quality jobs for workers who find
it difficult to find jobs. Based on data
provided largely by the Apollo Alliance,
she concluded that green collar jobs
are good jobs, providing workers with
“living wages,” many benefits, and op-
portunities for career advancement. The
jobs, she claimed, have low barriers to
entry and provide training for workers
with limited skills.

Regarding green collar jobs in Bay Area
cities, she wrote: “Providing low-income
residents with access to living wage jobs
is a critical step towards alleviating
poverty, unemployment, and racial in-
equality. In this context, the deliberate
cultivation of green collar jobs for men
and women with barriers to employment
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provides city staff, staff in jobs training
programs, and green business employ-
ers with a unique opportunity to work
together to bring the benefits of green
economic development to low-income
residents and communities.”

All this seems too good to be true, and
it is. Like every other author of green
literature, Pinderhughes neglected an
essential factor related to the change she
was advocating: the cost to the economy.
How are such programs to be paid for,
and what sacrifices must be made to
support this new, hypothetical, unproven
sector of the economy?

The AFL-CIO:

better to switch than fight

In the middle of the first decade of
the twenty-first century, America was
hemorrhaging jobs. Then came the
movement for green jobs. Would the
AFL-CIO, America’s largest labor union
group, fight against green jobs to protect
traditional unionized jobs in the manu-
facturing sector—a sector often attacked
by environmentalists—or join forces
with the politically powerful green jobs
movement?

Well, if you can’t beat ‘em, join ‘em.

By 2007, labor unions, which had tradi-
tionally been opposed to global warming
legislation, came on board the global
warming bandwagon. Leo Gerard,
president of the United Steelworkers
and vice president of the AFL-CIO,
became “outraged by melting ice caps,
rising sea levels, and killer hurricanes”
and committed his forces to fighting for
“corporate accountability” for the mess
that had supposedly been made by the
belching of greenhouse gases. The steel
industry had been depopulated, shrink-
ing from 850,000 jobs to 57,000, but
Gerard saw a golden opportunity with
the Apollo Alliance’s ten-year, $300
billion program. He won the support of
the AFL-CIO leaders and other union
officials. Apollo, the argument went,
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would ensure that American work-
ers would benefit from, rather than be
adversely affected by, efforts to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

This alliance was not inevitable. Ef-
forts by global warming activists have
had potentially negative consequences
for organized labor, whose members
face the prospect of job losses. One
would think some opposition to Apollo
would continue from at least some
unions, particularly in the coal and
auto industries. (In 2012, the Laborers
International Union of North America
criticized President Obama’s decision
not to approve the Keystone XL pipe-
line, but other unions such as the SEIU
and the United Autoworkers fell in line
behind the President.)

Until 2006, the AFL-CIO avoided the
global warming issue, but by early
2008, with the Apollo Alliance promis-
ing millions of green jobs—and billions
of government subsidies—the union
group joined the environmentalists’
fight and called for “a new industrial
policy, an environmental economic
development policy.” That same year,
the United Steelworkers and the Sierra
Club launched the BlueGreen Alliance
with the slogan “Good Jobs, a Clean
Environment, and a Safer World.”

The feds step in

In 2007, President Bush signed into law
the Energy Independence and Security
Act, which included as Title X the Green
Jobs Act, sponsored by then-Representa-
tive Hilda Solis, a California Democrat.
(Solis because Secretary of Labor in
2009 and took charge of implementing
her own legislation.)

The Green Jobs Act authorized funding
for green collar job training in the areas
of retrofitting buildings, installing solar
panels, setting up wind farms, and build-
ing energy efficient buildings, among
others. The bill authorized funds for
states to offer grants for labor manage-
ment training programs and appren-
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ticeships, in order to coordinate green
jobs programs with union officials.
Other sections contained incentives for
construction of green buildings, with
particular reference to federal buildings.

The green jobs movement also began
to boom among international organiza-
tions in Europe and Asia. In 2007, the
Green Jobs Initiative (GJI) was launched
jointly by the United Nations Environ-
ment Programme, the International
Labour Organization, and the Interna-
tional Trade Union Confederation. The
International Employers Organization
joined in 2008. Through conferences
and recommendations, the GJI “sup-
ports a concerted effort by governments,
employers and trade unions to promote
environmentally sustainable jobs and
development in a climate-challenged
world.”

In 2008, during the presidential pri-
maries, the BlueGreen Alliance called
on candidates to commit to reducing
carbon emissions by two% every year,
increasing green manufacturing jobs by
tw0%, and re-writing American trade
laws to advance standards favored by
unions and environmentalists. Toward
that end, BlueGreen supported tariffs on
imports. (The group would merge with
Apollo in 2011.)

The 2008 campaign was a turning point,
as the concept of green jobs etched its
way into the platforms and promises of
presidential candidates. Among Demo-
crats: Then-Senator Barack Obama
said green jobs were “central” to his
energy plan and called for a $150 billion
green jobs “investment” (by which he
meant, commitment to spend taxpayers’
money). Then-Senator Hillary Rodham
Clinton declared her intent to “put
money into clean-energy jobs, green
collar jobs” in order to “jump-start” jobs
in America, and she called “renewable”
energy jobs “the jobs of the future.” For-
mer Senator John Edwards promised, if
elected, to “create 150,000 green collar
jobs a year.”
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On the Republican side, Senator John
McCain called for research and develop-
ment of green technology, which would
provide the “path to restore the strength
of America’s economy.”

Barack Obama’s victory brought green
jobs to the fore. In February 2009, the
President signed the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act, the so-called
stimulus bill, which provided $500
million in direct green jobs grants, with
provisions to create jobs in the industries
of “energy, utilities, construction, and
manufacturing as well as job training,”
as one government publication put it.

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-
Nev.) gave Apollo its share of the credit,
saying, “This legislation is the first step
in building a clean energy economy
that creates jobs and moves us closer
to solving our enormous energy and
environmental challenges. We’ve talked
about moving forward on these ideas for
decades. The Apollo Alliance has been
an important factor in helping us develop
and execute a strategy that makes great
progress on these goals and in motivat-
ing the public to support them.”

To serve as coordinator of the green
jobs initiative, President Obama in
March 2009 selected lawyer-activist Van
Jones, a leader of the Apollo Alliance.
Six months into his tenure as Special
Advisor for Green Jobs, Enterprise, and
Innovation at the White House Council
on Environmental Quality—aka, “Green
Jobs Czar”—1Jones resigned. His resig-
nation came after the revelation of his
claim to have become a communist,
after he was exposed as a supporter of
“9/11 conspiracy theory” (in which the
September 11 attacks are believed to
have been a U.S. government plot), and
after he was caught calling Republican
congressional leaders an insulting term
that begins with “a.”

While Jones was Green Czar, the White
House pressured the Department of En-
ergy to approve a half-billion-dollar loan
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guarantee to solar cell maker Solyndra,
which went bankrupt. In his book The
Green Collar Economy, Jones had called
for the institution of a federal revolv-
ing loan fund to issue low-interest or
long-term loans to risky green start-up
companies. The government, he wrote,
should proclaim (in the style of late night
TV ads), “no credit, no problem” to any
green company.

Bad for the economy,

bad for taxpayers, bad for the poor
Green jobs are the most recent re-ap-
pearance of a perennial idea—industrial
policy to promote certain industries.
Industrial policy has failed in the past,
in America, Japan, Russia, and numer-
ous other countries across the globe
and across the centuries. Today, green
jobs initiatives result in a higher cost of
energy to businesses, driving them to
locate in other countries, and to house-
holds, who can afford fewer goods.

In his 2012 State of the Union address,
President Obama declared, “Some tech-
nologies don’t pan out; some companies
fail. But I will not walk away from the
promise of clean energy.... [ will not cede
the wind or solar or battery industry to
China or Germany because we refuse to
make the same commitment here.”

No matter that Germany has announced
an end to its solar subsidies by 2017 or
that it imports energy from France and
the Czech Republic because its solar
panels do not produce electricity in the
overcast winter months. Or that China
generates less than two% of its electric-
ity from non-hydropower renewables.

The bipartisan support of green jobs
has become an excuse for remaking
the economy with expensive industrial
policies. Spending on green jobs now
includes tax subsidies and direct grants
for broadband, electric cars, so-called
renewable energy (such as wind, solar,
and biofuels), mass transit, high-speed
rail, and environmental rehabilitation.
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But government-subsidized projects
often fail. For instance, Chevy’s elec-
tric car, the Volt, has caught fire for
catching fire. The plug-in hybrid car’s
batteries apparently burst into flames
after some government crash tests. In
March 2012, a five-week suspension of
the Volt’s production was announced in
reaction to low sales numbers, followed
by a second suspension in September
2012. Meanwhile, Chrysler and General
Motors have announced plans to pro-
duce—without the aid of a government
program—pick-up trucks with dual fuel
tanks, capable of running on both natural
gas and gasoline.

Many new green jobs—manufacturing
solar panels, wind turbines, and electric
batteries, for instance—are being cre-
ated in China and South Korea rather
than in the United States. But the Chi-
nese do not use the solar panels they
produce to make their electricity; they
use old-fashioned coal, an inexpensive
way to operate their power plants. In-
stead, the Chinese export the renewable
equipment to America, which raises our
costs of production and makes it harder
for American companies to compete
with Chinese rivals.

Studies showing that green jobs poli-
cies create jobs and innovation in the
economy are fundamentally flawed.
Green jobs are not well defined—some
are in construction, some exist already
but are reclassified, and some are tempo-
rary. Studies come up with inconsistent
results. One study by the Center for
American Progress estimates that an
“investment” of $100 billion will result
in 2 million new jobs over two years.
Another, by the Center for Energy Ef-
ficiency and Renewable Technologies,
calculates that “investing” $50 billion
a year will result in 500,000 new jobs
annually.

These studies contain little analysis of
jobs destroyed through green industrial
policy, such as jobs in coal production,
oil exploration and refining, traditional
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auto production, and incandescent light
bulbs.

Nor do the studies consider the disparate
geographical effects of green job indus-
trial policies. Although these policies
raise energy prices, lower production,
and increase unemployment nationally,
they have different effects on different
states. Regulation of carbon will be
especially harmful to the economies of
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Kentucky, West
Virginia, and Tennessee, which produce
coal and rely on it to generate electricity.
The failure of the Interior Department to
resume permits for drilling in the Gulf
of Mexico has slowed business in Gulf
States.

Green energy is expensive. In 2015, a
megawatt-hour produced from natural
gas will cost $49-§79; from onshore
wind, $75-$138; and from solar pho-
tovoltaic, $242-$455. In other words,
compared to power from natural gas,
wind power costs roughly 50-75%
more, and solar power costs an extra
400-475%."

High energy costs from green energy
mandates hurt poor and working-class
people most of all. According to the
Department of Labor, spending on
electricity, natural gas,

and gasoline and motor

lion in direct federal spending plus $6
billion in federal tax breaks, according
to the Joint Taxation Committee. Much
of the green energy money is simply
wasted. The Solyndra debacle wasn’t
unusual; some 79% of the companies
receiving Energy Department loan guar-
antees have gone bankrupt or missed
production goals.

We are wasting resources and killing
jobs to pursue dreams of green energy
at exactly the moment when new tech-
nology has made mainstream energy
sources more attractive than ever. In
recent years, new hydrofracking tech-
niques have resulted in a boom in oil and
natural gas development, lowering the
price of energy and creating domestic
jobs. Lower energy costs are in turn at-
tracting manufacturing back to America
from overseas.

In America, policies are not cast in stone.
We have reformed welfare programs.
We have lowered tax rates from a top
rate of 90%. We have abandoned the
construction of the sort of large public
housing projects that turn into havens
for criminals and, over time, become
nearly uninhabitable. We can also move
away from expensive, inefficient green
jobs policies when we find they hurt
economic growth and
provide little or no benefit

oil consumed 4% of R .
household income for GUL ATIN .G Ll
the top one-fifth of in- o

come earners in 2011.
But the figure was
24% for those in the
bottom one-fifth— ' oo
and that was up from .
22% in 2010. i
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Green energy is also
expensive from the
perspective of tax-
payers. In fiscal
2012, green energy
received $6.3 bil-

1.Electric Power Research Institute, “Program on
Technology Innovation: Integrated Generation Tech-
nology Options,” June 2011
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Van Jones: The green economy as “the
engine for transforming the whole society”

By Steven J. Allen

By the time he was selected as President
Obama’s Green Jobs Czar, Van Jones
had been a prominent activist for more
than a decade.

In August 2009, at a convention of “Ne-
troots Nation” (leftist bloggers), Presi-
dent Obama’s top advisor, Valerie Jar-
rett, bragged about bringing Jones into
the administration.

Jarrett: I don’t know how many of
you guys know Van Jones. Van Jones
is -- [loud applause from the audi-
ence] Cool!

Moderator: It’s a good house, appar-
ently.

Jarrett: Van Jones! Alright! So, Van
Jones, we were so delighted to be
able to recruit him into the White
House. We’ve been watching him,
uh, really, he’s not that old, but for
as long as he’s been active out in
Oakland. And all of the ways that he
has—the creative ideas that he has.
And so now we have captured that,
and we have all of that energy and
enthusiasm in the White House.

Jones’ career as an activist began with
his involvement, some 20 years ago, in
protests over allegations of police bru-
tality. He has said that he was deeply
affected by the Rodney King case, in
which police officers were videotaped
beating a man following a high-speed
chase and eventually brought to trial.
Prior to the (initial) acquittal in April
1992 of the police officers who had
beaten King, Jones was a “rowdy na-
tionalist,” he said later, but by August of
that year, “I was a communist.”

In 1994, he joined a Maoist “socialist
collective” called Standing Together to
Organize a Revolutionary Movement
(STORM), which protested Clinton-
Gingrich welfare reform, worked for
the release of convicted cop-killer Mu-
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mia Abu-Jamal, and developed ties to
Communists in South Africa and Cuba.

Jones also served on the organizing
committee for a newspaper called War
Times. A 2002 press release announc-
ing the new publication, and including
Jones’ name, noted that “The world’s
most powerful nation [i.e., the United
States] has mercilessly bombed Afghan-
istan and is installing a neo-colonial
government of its own choosing.... The
[G.W. Bush] administration has also
green-lighted massive Israeli assaults on
Palestine, and it threatens to attack Iraq,
Lebanon, Somalia, and other countries.
The agenda seems clear: to remake the
world in the rightwing image with little
regard for human consequences.” He
signed a petition supporting the cause
of the 9/11 Truthers, who
believe that President Bush
and the U.S. government
were behind the September
11 attacks.

Jones eventually turned to
environmental issues, link-
ing them to his perception
of pervasive racism in the
American system. He founded a group
called Green for All, which supported
“building an inclusive green economy
strong enough to lift people out of pov-
erty.” He wrote a 2008 book entitled
The Green Collar Economy and earned
a spot on 7ime magazine’s 2008 list of
“Heroes of the Environment.”

According to Jones, “The slogan of
‘green jobs’ is the banner under which
all of the pro-democracy forces can
gather for the next big assault.” He has
likened the green jobs movement to the
civil rights movement after Rosa Parks:
“Right after Rosa Parks refused to give
up her seat if the civil rights leaders had
jumped out and said, ‘OK now we want
reparations for slavery, we want redis-
tribution of all the wealth, and we want
to legalize mixed marriages.” If we’d
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come out with a maximum program the
very next day, they’d been laughed at.
Instead they came out with a very mini-
mum. ‘We just want to integrate these
buses.’

“But, inside that minimum demand
was a very radical kernel that eventu-
ally meant that from 1964 to 1968 com-
plete revolution was on the table for
this country. And, I think that this green
movement has to pursue those same
steps and stages.

“Right now we say we want to move
from suicidal gray capitalism to some-
thing eco-capitalism where at least
we’re not fast-tracking the destruction
ofthe whole planet. Will that be enough?
No, it won’t be enough. We want to go
beyond the systems of exploitation and
oppression altogether.

“But, that’s a process and I think that’s
what’s great about the movement that
is beginning to emerge is that
the crisis is so severe in terms of
joblessness, violence and now
ecological threats that people are
willing to be both pragmatic and
visionary. So the green economy
will start off as a small subset and
we are going to push it and push
it and push it until it becomes the
engine for transforming the whole soci-
ety.”

From green jobs, to the dismantling
of capitalism, to the transformation of
American society—Van Jones has a vi-
sion for this country that makes him a
star among people on the radical Left
and in the Obama administration.

Please consider contributing now to
the Capital Research Center.

We need your help in the current dif-
ficult economic climate to continue
our important research.

Your contribution to advance our
watchdog work is deeply appreciated.

Many thanks,
Terrence Scanlon
President
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GreenNotes

In May, the U.S. State Department denied a request for additional security funding for the U.S. embassy in
Libya. Four days later, the State Department authorized U.S. diplomats in Vienna to spend $108,000 to buy
a charging station for their motor pool’s new Chevy Volts. At least they had their priorities in order!

The new Matt Damon movie Promised Land is an attack on “fracking,” the drilling process being used to
access previously unrecoverable oil and natural gas so successfully that it could help make the U.S. energy
independent. The film is the latest in a long line of movies—Them!, George C. Scott's Rage, Erin Brockov-
ich, etc.—that exploit people’s ignorance on environmental issues. But as flmmaker Phelim McAleer notes
in the New York Post, the allegations of fracking-related environmental damage that inspired the film have
turned out to be false. “There is a war going on in parts of America,” McAleer adds, “between impoverished
locals and urban elites. These elites are using fraud, exaggeration and celebrity star power to stop rural com-
munities from prospering through gas drilling.” Who else opposes fracking in the U.S.? The Heritage Foun-
dation reports the Damon film is financed in part by the royal family of the United Arab Emirates, a country
that ranks 7th in proven natural gas reserves.

“When a country’s economy expands, its energy use and carbon pollution [sic] go up, up, up. When a re-
cession strikes, energy use drops and emissions sink back down,” writes Brad Plumer in the Washington
Post's Wonkblog. Alas, according to a new study, recessions won’t be enough to cure global warming be-
cause, as Plumer notes, “people get used to a higher-carbon lifestyle and maintain it even during a downturn.
... In any case, few environmentalists think we should tackle global warming by inducing a lasting recession
or stopping economic growth altogether. (Though, granted, a few have raised the idea.)” Thank goodness it's
only a few!

Meanwhile, the Daily Mail, Great Britain’s second-largest daily paper, reports that “The world stopped get-
ting warmer almost 16 years ago, according to new data released [in October]. The figures, which have trig-
gered debate among climate scientists, reveal that from the beginning of 1997 until August 2012, there was
no discernible rise in aggregate global temperatures. This means that the ‘plateau’ or ‘pause’ in global warm-
ing has now lasted for about the same time as the previous period when temperatures rose, 1980 to 1996.
Before that, temperatures had been stable or declining for about 40 years.”

Britain is one of the major victims of global warming theory, with an estimated 2,000 people a year dying
because of anti-carbon policies that have made energy unaffordable. But there’s hope: The new Energy
Minister, John Hayes, declared that, while the government will continue to pursue carbon goals, “So long as
I am the energy minister, the high-flown theories of cognitive bourgeoisie Left academics will not override the
interests of ordinary people who need fuel for heat, light, and transport—energy policies, you might say, for
the many not the few.”

Tesla, the electric-car maker, was recently down to $67 million in cash (50 days of expenses) when the fed-
eral government eased the terms of its $465 million loan—which allowed the company to raise $193 million
in a secondary stock offering and stay afloat through the election. The company, owned principally by Elon
Musk, produces the all-electric Model S at $50,000 each (after taxpayer subsidies in various forms). Musk,
a top supporter of President Obama, is CEO of SpaceX, the NASA-funded company that delivered freight
to the International Space Station, and chairman of the taxpayer-funded solar power company SolarCity.
Writes Tim Carney of the Washington Examiner. “Musk is the paradigmatic political entrepreneur, launch-
ing businesses that seek to capitalize on government favors and lobbying clout rather than provide goods or
services that consumers demand.”
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