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Most of the delegates to the 1992 Earth Sunmit in R o de
Janeiro canme fromcountries which sincerely supported the
nmeeting’ s professed val ues and ecol ogical goals. On this count,
however, the representatives of the United States stood apart
fromthe rest. Because of President Bush 's opposition to the
meeting’s climate change and biodiversity treaties, the 300
Anmerican del egates intransigently resisted the conference’ s basic
agenda, which severely danpened the entire affair’s overal
di pl omati c success. This difference is significant. Wile the
ot her chapters in this collection have exam ned the nore positive
I ntended effects of the Rio sunmt outside of Arerica, this
section | ooks nore closely at a few of its negative unintended
effects on politics in the United States.

Since 1992, the nelioristic tenor of R o has been spun very
perversely in the U S. as a threatening, new nenace to its
nati onal sovereignty, econom c security, and donestic econony.
Wil e many of these anti-environnmental interpretations of the Ro
summt first came fromthe extrene right, they soon were
endorsed, albeit obliquely, by the Bush admnistration as it felt
t he mounting pressures of the 1992 presidential prinmaries. Even
t hough Bush | ost the 1992 el ection, and the victorious Qi nton-
CGore ticket has espoused nore pro-environnment views, this new
Denocrati c governnment holds views on free trade, engaged
gl obalism and Anmerican superpower that closely parallel those of
Presi dent Bush. Yet, these Cold War internationalist positions
have only inflamed the nationalistic right-w ng backl ash agai nst

transnati onal econom cs and ecol ogy.



In fact, the split over international ecol ogy agreenents,
| i ke those propounded at the Rio Sunmt, express sone of the nost
fundanment al divisions now splitting the Anerican body politic
during the post-Cold War era. This chapter, then, wll exam ne
these political conflicts and ideol ogical contradictions as they
have surfaced all over the United States in the aftermath of the
Earth Summit at Rio. It surveys the public discourse about the
Ri o conference, first, during the days leading into the 1992
summt and then afterwards in order to, second, illustrate how
this gl obal neeting has becone reinterpreted in such a nenacing
manner to many Anerican citizens.

l. The Earth Summt and Its Prom se

After two years of planning and preparatory neetings, the
United Nations Conference on Environnent and Devel opnment was
convened in Rio de Janeiro on June 3-14, 1992. Nearly 50, 000
people from 170 countries attended these neetings to reassess the
world' s overall record of environnental progress and ecol ogi cal
degradation as it has devel oped since the first United Nations
Conf erence on Environnment held in Stockhol mduring 1972. The
1972 conference had nade sone real advances. It drew up the UN
Envi ronnent Program an Action Plan with 109 reconmendati ons, and
initial understandi ngs on biodiversity protection (N xon, 1992:
38). Before the Ro sunmt, many hoped that it too m ght prove
to be a watershed event that would change the direction of hunman
history, |like the treaties of Westphalia, the Congress of Vienna,
or the San Francisco Charter. New nations fromthe nostly poor,

I ndustrializing South wanted the richer, industrialized North to



limt their pollution and provide nore devel opnent aid; ol der
countries in the North hoped the nations of the South woul d nmake
greater efforts to curb their population growh and protect

bi odi versity (Adler wth Hager, 1992: 22). Very little real
progress has been nade after the neeting, because of the
unwi | [ i ngness of both sides to either make real unilateral
concessi ons or engage in serious joint collaboration. Even

t hough the United States has purported to be "pro-environnent” to
all of its donestic and foreign audi ences, the Bush

adm ni stration persistently maintai ned throughout the proceedi ngs
that "the Arerican life-style is not up for negotiation" (El ner-
Dewi tt, 1992: 58).

As a WAshi ngton Post editorial remarked, the R o sunmmt in

the eyes of official Washi ngton was not about gl obal warm ng or
species depletion. Instead, it was read as bei ng about
envi ronnment and devel opnment, or "translating economc wealth into
genuinely better living conditions over the next generation”
(June 3, 1992: A18). Because just about every governnent in the
wor |l d woul d be represented, many hoped the neeting al so could
make "a contribution to the educati on of governnents,
particularly the one here in Washington" (June 3, 1992: Al8).
Unfortunately, as subsequent events during the 1990s have shown,
this educational potential essentially was | ost on both the
Anmeri can people and its governnent in WAshi ngton

The Rio sunmt on the environnent, for all the prom se held
by its inpressive convocation of the world' s countri es,

nongover nnent al organi zati ons, and environnentalists, did not



produce many deci sive outcones due to a certain | ack of decisive
| eadershi p (Babbit, 1992; Shabecoff, 1992; Begley, 1992). (oing
into the sunmt, 139 countries had voted for a mandatory
stabilization agreenent on greenhouse gas em ssions, which would
have fixed year 2000 outputs at 1990 |evels. Fromthe begi nning,
t he Bush adm nistration disagreed with these targets (Rensberger,
1992: A22). Only the U S. was standing in opposition to this
accord in March 1992; yet, by My, nost of the European nations,
| ed by Germany, also were wavering. The targets on eni ssions
were noved, and the mandatory enforcenent provisos of the
agreenent were revoked by the tine the Rio conference was
convened. Still, the European Community with Germany in the | ead
won plaudits for its firmcommtnent to work with the devel opi ng
countries, regul ate greenhouse gases, and provide $4 billion in
environnmental aid (Wisskopf, 1992a: Al, 8). By and |arge, Japan
pl ayed no special role in the conference, while Russia and the
former Soviet republics only sought minimal recognition of their
difficulties in making the transition to a market econony. Most
devel opi ng nations placed their major enphasis, |ike President
Bush and the United States, on pronoting nore econom c growh

(G eenhouse, 1992: 4-6). Mexico s President Carlos Salinas, for
exanpl e, nodded with respect to "nature’ s equilibriuns,” but he
al so asserted that "the cause of ecol ogy nust not be converted
into the cause of protectionisnt (Wisskopf and Devroy, 1992:
A26). Consequently, none of the Earth Summt’s agreenments were

| egal Iy binding, and there was no effective neans of insuring



real conpliance with any neasures endorsed by the conferences in
Rio (Lewis, 1992: 10).

By the end of the proceedings, very few real achievenents
could be attributed to the gathering. O course, sone general
i deals were affirmed. The Ri o Declaration, a six page
phi | osophi cal brief connecting poverty to environnental
degradati on, and Agenda 21, a |l engthy blueprint for many
environnmental reforns, were approved by the assenbl ed body, but
these were totally non-binding declarations carrying only noral
force to insure conpliance (Wisskopf and Devroy, 1992: Al, 12).
A statenent of principles on forest preservation was di scussed;
yet, poor, tinber producing countries resisted a tough treaty to
protect the world' s forests as wildlife habitats, carbon sinks,
and biodiversity preserves. A binding treaty on biodiversity was
drawn up. The United States, however, refused to sign it,
arguing that it would cripple the nation’s boom ng bi ot echnol ogy
I ndustries (Robinson and Preston, 1992: Al, 26). And, the
climate change conventi on on greenhouse gases was accepted, but
W t hout specific targets or tinme tables for reductions, even
t hough nost nations nmade a noral commtnent to keep year 2000
em ssions at 1990 levels (Elnmer-Dewitt, 1992: 58).

In many ways, the Earth Sunmt in R o was organi zed to
medi at e some new shared understandi ngs between the highly
I ndustrial countries of the North and the newly industrializing
nations of the South (Easterbrook, 1992: 33). The nations of the
North were to concede their responsibility for polluting their

own backyards, and everyone else’'s, while the countries in the



South were to strike a fresh bargain with the North not to repeat
all of the North's industrial m ssteps. The South was to pl edge
protection for biodiversity wwthin their borders in exchange for
aid, and the North was to provide aid to get real protections for
t he bi osphere in the South. Regrettably, however, things on this
account neither started out well nor ended positively. WIIliam
K. Reilly, head of the United States’ Environnmental Protection
Agency, indicated on the eve of the conference that Wshi ngton
was concerned about "a certain anmount of posturing by devel opi ng
countries to try to get us to contribute nore funds" when, in
fact, "those contributions are not in the cards" (Wi sskopf and
Robi nson, 1992: A21). Simlarly, Ting Wen Lian, Ml aysia s
anbassador to U.N. Food and Agriculture Organi zati on conpl ai ned
about such "hi gh-handed" diplomatic tactics, while suggesting
that Third Wrld nations woul d not be cast as "scapegoats" for
the world s environnental crises (Wisskopf and Robi nson, 1992:
A21). \When the conference ended, the United States had not
shifted fromits original intransigent positions. Reilly
continued to claim in keeping with the Bush adm ni stration, that
signing all of the Ro treaties was out of the question. |ndeed,
it would be "contrary to the interests of the United States”

(Wei sskopf and Robi nson, 1992: A23). Maurice Strong, the
multimllionaire architect of the Rio Earth Sunmit, estinmated $6
or $7 billion was pledged by the assenbled nations to aid the
poor countries of the South; yet, the U S. essentially bal ked at
a binding pledge to give only 0.7 percent of its GNP to pay for
sust ai nabl e devel opnent in the Third Wrld (Shabecoff, 1992: 101,



99). These penny pitching tactics only denonstrated, once again,
to Strong how few of the world s powerful nations saw the cl ose
connection between gl obal econom c inequalities and worl dw de
ecol ogi cal disasters (Saul, 1992: 32-33). For a man in search of
"historic civilizational change" (Preston, 1992: Bl), R o proved
to be frustrating.

1. The O ficial American Opposition to Rio

The American response to the R o conference cannot be
conpr ehended w t hout recognizing that the diplomatic positions of
of ficial Washington often reveal very little about where nost of
the state or civil society actually stand. On one |evel,
environnmentalismis treated as a "Mom and apple pie" issue in
everyday political life: everyone says they want clean air,
clean water, clean land. On a second |evel, however,
environnmental i smoften plays out as a very selfish type of
| ocalism N MBYismon either the nei ghborhood or national |evel
al ways pushes for others to incur all the costs of otherw se
narrowy distributed benefits. On a third |evel,
environmentalismincreasingly is being typecast as a real threat
to "the Anmerican way of |life." Dictatorial state regulators, who
undoubtedly are socialists, want to take away backyard barbecues,
fast cars, red neat, and air conditioners in the name of the
ozone | ayer, global climte, international equity, and world
environment. In other words, the various |evels of the
gover nnent bureaucracy and diverse quarters of civil society are

becom ng quite divided over the real nmeaning of the environnental



crisis, which makes it easy for all Americans to be easily
di vi ded by m smanaged ecol ogi cal concerns.

The Rio Declaration’s sense of alarm then, clearly is not
at all shared by many neoliberals and nationalists, who are now
the recruits for antiglobalization fundanentali st novenents in
the United States. Wiile the Earth m ght have an "integral and
I nt erdependent nature,"” this does not necessarily require
everyone to conformto economc, political, and social directives
from woul d-be transnational ecocrats intent upon protecting what
they imagine is "the global environnental and devel opnent al

systenf (Gubb et al., 1993: 87). On one level, neoliberals and

nationalists rightly conplain the operational science that
docunents |i ke the Rio Declaration rest upon is nothing but
ordinary scientific research. As such, it is conpletely
contestable, entirely subject to second opinion, and expressly
mandates by itself no clear noral solutions (Rensberger, 1992:
Al, 22). On a second |level, antiglobalization advocates see the
figure of globalization as a new strategy for sinply
redistributing the costs and benefits of unequal growth from one
network of currently overprivileged localities to another
collection of presently underprivileged localities. Both
implicitly acknow edge there are great disparities within and
bet ween nations, but anti-transnational, anti-intergovernnental,
anti-environnental resistances explicitly oppose any policies
that will take sonething away fromthe United States in general

or inpose new costs upon particular localities with the U S., in



order to benefit sonme other unknown nations and localities
el sewhere.

The Anerican position at the Rio summt, which was defined
by a Bush admi nistration still flush with success after the Gulf
War and the coll apse of the Soviet Union, ironically, was not
very yielding to international pressures during the June 1992
conference. During his official speech, Bush told the assenbly
of world | eaders that "America’ s position on the environnental
protection is second to none, so | did not conme here to
apol ogi ze" (G eenhouse, 1992: 4-1). Consequently, the U.S.
conpel l ed everyone to accept a very weakened version of the
climate change treaty, and it refused to sign the biodiversity
accord, suggesting that both initiatives would danage Anerica’ s
econom ¢ growm h and industrial performance (Wi sskopf, 1992b:
A42). Caught in a tough reelection race at honme because of three
and a half years of very little real econom c progress, which
| eft high percentages of Bush supporters during the 1992 primary
season in New Hanpshire, Pennsylvania, and Wsconsin saying they

want ed any ot her GOP candi date besi des President Bush (Belliveau

t al., Washington Post, June 5, 1992: Al2), Bush stressed the
salient inportance of "the econony"” over all environnental
concerns.

In fact, the Bush adm nistration was quite strident,
attacki ng Japan and Gernmany as | ateconers to the ecol ogi cal
cause, rebuking indi genous peoples for worryi ng excessively about
| ocal biodiversity, and dism ssing |arger efforts to cap year

2000 carbon di oxi de em ssions at 1990 |levels (Begley et al.,




1992: 30-33). Germany’'s Mnister of the Environnent, Klaus
Topfer, explicitly articulated his country’ s al arm over these

har dnosed Anerican positions. Fearing that the Cold War rivalry
over ideol ogy between East and West was bei ng supplanted by a new
North-South rivalry over the environnment, Topfer said, "I am
afraid that conservatives in the United States are picking

"ecol ogism as their new eneny" (G eenhouse, 1992: 4-1).

Even t hough tough environnmental regulations have sparked the
creation of alnost 70,000 environnental conpanies with nearly two
mllion enployees and $130 billion in sales (Schneider, 1992:

A4), President Bush rebuffed the Rio conference’ s biodiversity
negotiators. In a news conference prior to the Ro summit, Bush
reaffirmed, on the one hand, that "I will not sign a treaty that
in my view throws too many Anericans out of work," and, on the
ot her hand, he refused "criticismfromwhat | consider sone of
the extrenmes in the environnental novenent, internationally and
donestical ly" (Schneider, 1991: A4). In this open assault on al
environnmental i sts, foreign and donestic, who opposed his

al l egedly strong ecol ogi cal record, Bush echoed anti ecol ogi cal
clainms made by the network of tinber, coal mning, agriculture,
and | and developing interests allied together in the w se use
novenent across the Anmerican West (Harvey, 1996: 384-385).
Bush’s take on the Earth Summt was captured best in an interview

with Jornal do Brasil on the eve of his departure to Ro: "I am

president of the United States, not president of the world, and
"1l do what is best to defend U S. interests"” (cited in
Shabecof f, 1992: 89).



This official Wite House approach sinply stuck to a
nationalistic neoliberal understanding of the world s econony and
ecology. Partly a response to gl obal econom c conpetitions, and
partly a response to gl obal ecological scarcities, today s
neol i beral and anti gl obal readings of the earth’ s political
econony construct the attai nment of national econom c grow h,
security, and prosperity as a zero-sum gane. Having nore
material wealth or economc growh in one place, like the U S A
or any given locality within its borders, means not having it in
ot her places, nanely, rival foreign nations and all of their many
| ocal communities. These positions also assunme material scarcity
Is an inflexible constraint; hence, all resources, everywhere and
at any time, should be treated as private property whose
productive potentials nust be subjected ultinmately to econom c
expl oitation and not obstructed by ecol ogi cal regul ation.

Many anti-transnational and anti-environnmental popul ar
groups in the U S. accept the prevailing formof mass market
consunerismas it presently exists, because it defines many
material private benefits as the public ends that advanced
econom es ought to seek (Harvey, 1998: 383-385). This, then,
affirms the need for hard discipline in el aborate prograns of
| ocal productivism only now couched within rhetorics of highly
politicized national conpetition, as the nmeans for sustaining
mass mar ket consumer lifestyles in advanced nations |like the
United States. Creating econom c growth, and producing nore of
it than other equally aggressive devel oped and devel opi ng

countries, is the sine qua non of "national security" in the




1990s. As Richard Darman, President Bush’'s chief of the Ofice
of Managenent and Budget declared after Earth Day in 1990,
"Anrericans did not fight and win the wars of the twentieth
century to make the world safe for green vegetables" (cited in
Sal e, 1993: 77). Not everyone in the U S., then, sees
environnmental i smas tantanount to noral salvation by |eaving
behind an entire way of life tied to using increased |evels of
natural resources to accel erate econom c growth

These nationalistic readings of the environnent have sparked
some new di scourses about collective social responsibility into
life. Even the green geo-politics of the Cinton adm nistration
carries a very nativistic reading in its codes of ecol ogical
reflexivity. This becane obvi ous when President Cinton nmade
green geo-politics an integral part of his global doctrine of
"engagenent” in 1995. "To reassert Anerica s |leadership in the
post-Cold War world,"” and in noving "fromthe industrial to the
I nformati on age, fromthe Cold War world to the global village,"
President Cinton opened up to both antiglobalization |ocalists
and neol i beral nationalists when he asserted "we know that abroad
we have the responsibility to advance freedom and denocracy--to
advance prosperity and the preservation of our planet....in a
worl d where the dividing |line between donestic and foreign policy
Is increasingly blurred....CQur personal, famly, and national
future is affected by our policies on the environnment at hone and
abroad. The common good at hone is sinply not separate from our

efforts to advance the common good around the world. They nust



be one in the sane if we are to be truly secure in the world of

the 21st century” (Foreign Policy Bulletin, 1995: 43).

The Rio summt sinply turns into one nore piece in an
energent nosaic of international accords and transnationa
under st andi ngs that are disturbing for many Americans as they
contenplate the world system and their nation's place within it,
after the Cold War. Along with the North Anerican Free Trade
Agreenment (NAFTA) agreenents and the Uruguay Round of the General
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) negotiations in 1993, the
Rio summt in 1992 and the Kyoto climte conference in 1997 al
now appear to be, as Henry Kissinger cel ebrates, the energing
architecture of "a new international system"™ which will permt
the U S to take the final steps toward "the new world order”
(1993: 1C). Advocates of "free trade" and "sustainabl e
devel opnment,"” like Henry Kissinger, CGeorge Bush, Warren
Christopher, and Bill Cinton, support the grow ng openness of
the American econony and environnent to gl obal conpetition and
regul ati on. For others, however, |ike Ross Perot, Jerry Brown,
Jesse Jackson, and Patrick Buchanan, the dictates of Agenda 21 or

NAFTA represent nore than restrictions of greenhouse gas

em ssions or industrial jobs going to the South. Instead, they
now are all "about Anerican sovereignty going south" (Buchanan,
1998: 264).

[11. Antiglobalismand Utranationalismin the U S.
Many Anericans will resist intrusions of any sort into their
material way of life, but the nost active and mlitant opposition

to transnational environnentalismcones from| oosely organi zed



but quite w despread conservative groups, |like the self-
identified Patriot novenent. Spanning a very narrow band of the
| deol ogi cal spectrumfromthe Christian Identity, Counties’

Ri ghts, Wse Use and National Taxpayers’ Union to the John Birch
Soci ety, Ku Klux Klan, Posse Comtatus, and Christian Coalition,
this growi ng band of fellow travelers also counts many right-to-
life, neo-nazi, gun advocates, and anti-semtic groups anong its
ranks. United by their distaste for what they inmagine as the New
Wrld Order, these ultranationalist groups all see thenselves as
| egi ti mat e expressions of the popul ar sovereignty under pi nning
the Anerican republic. Like other mlitant, self-organized, and
wel | -arnmed associ ations of citizens throughout the history of the
United State, the Confederate States, or the original colonies of
North Anerica, these nationalists now dispute the decision-nmaking
authority and legitimacy of the state behind today’ s incunbent

bi partisan reginme of free trade globalists.

After the siege at Waco and the passage of NAFTA in 1993,
many Patriot groups turned up the rhetorical heat in their
Interpretations of the present nonent. For many, the activities
of the Ainton adm nistration, in particular, soon,

led to the conviction that the governnent was

proceeding to disarmcitizens, to subdue them /| ater

submtting Anericans to surveillance from hi dden

canmeras, and bl ack helicopters, and inplanting biochips

in the newborn. To this global threat, on jobs, on

privacy, on liberty, on the Anerican way of life, they

oppose the Bible and the original Anmerican

Constitution, expunged of its Amendnents. In

accordance with these texts, both received from God,

they affirmthe sovereignty of citizens and its direct

expression in county governnents, not acknow edgi ng the
authority of the federal government, its laws, its



courts, as well as the validity of the Federal Reserve
Bank (Castells, 1997: 86-87).

Not surprisingly, the Patriot novenent has little use for any

i nternational resolutions to preserve the environnment that the
current federal government has chosen to back with diplonmatic,
economi c, and scientific support.

For anti gl obalization advocates, there is, in fact, no
better exanple of the New World Order than the workings of
transnational environnental conferences, groups, and institutions
as they have energed out of the Montreal ozone protocols or the
Ri o environnental conference. Al of them appear clearly poised
to extinguish Anerican econonmic and political sovereignty. Wen
posi tioned al ongsi de ot her nore bread-and-butter decisions
i nposed by the World Trade Organi zation, the International
Monet ary Fund, and the United Nations, even feel-good issues,
|i ke protecting the environnment or preserving biodiversity,
assunme a nore insidious quality for those who question the
i beral melorismof these international institutions. Such
organi zations are interpreted as a very real threat to the
Anerican way of life, particularly to the well-paying jobs,
privacy rights, personal freedons, and political powers of
i ndi vi dual Anerican citizens.

The Preanble to Agenda 21 fromthe Earth Sunmit on the
gl obal environnent at Rio is full of technocratic talk that
hi ghlights the policy inperatives, not for individuals,
| ocalities or even nations, but rather for all human bei ngs,

pl anetary ecosystens or especially global partnerships:



Humanity stands at a defining nonent in history. W

are confronted with a perpetuation of disparities

between and within nations, a worsening of poverty,

hunger, ill health and illiteracy, and the continuing

deterioration of the ecosystens on which we depend for

our well-being. However, integration of environnent

and devel opnment concerns and greater attention to them

will lead to the fulfillnment of basic needs, inproved

living standards for all, better protected and managed

ecosystens and a safer, nore prosperous future. No

nation can achieve this on its own; but together we can

- in a global partnership for sustainable devel opnent

(Gubb et al., 1993: ).

Because many communities in the U S. already enjoy a safe,
prosperous present, antiglobalization advocates see these sorts
of pious liberal pledges expressing a set of transnational
tactics to reduce their local community’s security and
prosperity. Moreover, the vague designs of a "global partnership
for sustainabl e devel opnent” upsets neoliberals and nationalists
in the U S. who believe existing markets are working well enough
to serve Anerican national interests.

Transnational environnental i smcannot strike a worthwhile
bargain for the United States, because it apparently stands for
an unknown, unfixed and untrustworthy "environmentali st
transnation" whose ecocratic overseers will be certain to put
post nati onal ecosystem c interests over and before the national
econom c interests of Anericans. Even though they woul d be
extrenely wary of some antiglobalization |ocalists, elite groups
of neoliberal nationalists also share this deep suspicion of
wel | - meani ng gl obal conferences, |ike the 1992 Ri o conference on
the environnent, that try to renegotiate the terns of gl obal
political econony by using ecol ogical values to change who gets

what, where, when, and how. Antiglobalization |localists fear



their already margi nal economc security will be abridged in the
hope of enhancing |life somewhere in China, India or Brazil where
poverty, hunger, ill health and illiteracy are all quite severe.
Yet, making this nove also will certainly bring nost of these
negative factors very quickly down to many Anericans on a | oca
| evel. Neoliberals and nationalists, in turn, fear too many of
t hese gl obal partnerships will not sustain America s continuing
econom ¢ devel opnment in the hopes of jogging new devel opnent
el sewhere outside the U S. Al nost every American industry feels
this heat. Wen the U S. produces full-sized vans in Ford
autonobil e plants that date from 1919 and require twi ce as nuch
energy per vehicle produced as conparabl e Japanese auto plants
(Wei sskopf, 1992: Al), the ecological costs and econom c benefits
of America’s existing sovereignty gets put into a nore revealing
gl obal perspective.

V. Anti-Statismas Anti-Environnentalism

These dynam cs have been building in the U S since 1968.
Am dst a losing war in Vietnam an inability to halt the spread
of Soviet-style conmunism a stagnation in average famly incone,
and an apparent favoritismfor racial mnorities over the white
majority, a w despread backl ash began to build agai nst the
cosnopolitan values of New Deal and Great Society liberalismin
the early 1970s. The events of Waco, Ruby Ridge, and Ol ahoma
City in the 1990s are not entirely the work of a lunatic
mnority. They do express the rage of many rural, white, working
cl ass Anmericans, who now di strust al nost all governnent

officials, corporate m ddlenen, and scientific experts. In many



cases, these nmen and wonen have been struggling for decades to
establish and/or maintain their place upon Anerica’s vast mddle
cl asses. As the econony and environnent of the United States
were opened up to foreign conpetition and pressure during the
1970s by corporate liberals with free trade ideals and
transnational environnentalist values, "a grow ng nunber of white
men in rural Anerica had cone to believe that this kind of
liberalismhad little or nothing to offer to thent (Stock, 1997:
150) .

In partisan terns, these citizens were angry. Even so, when
they vote, nobst are not always racist, sexist or conservative in
their politics. During 1968, the vast mpjority of those who
voted for CGeorge Wall ace of Al abama naned Robert F. Kennedy as
their second choice for President (Bennett, 1988: 337). It was
the anti-elitism populism and anti-corporate tone of both
Wal | ace and Kennedy that excited these people. Richard N xon, of
course, naned them"the silent majority,"” but nostly they were,
as this odd preference ordering for George Wal |l ace or Bobby
Kennedy suggests, those Anmericans "for whom New Deal and G eat
Society liberalismhad not delivered on its promse, if it had
made a prom se at all" (Stock, 1997: 152). In 1980, many of
t hese voters turned out for Ronald Reagan; and in 1992, they
voted for Bill Cinton. Each tinme, they basically were seeking
sonet hi ng new, sonething different, sonething not unlike what was
expressed in the words of Bill Cinton at the |aunch of his 1996
canpai gn when he excl ainmed that "the age of big governnment is

over" (New York Tines, January 24, 1996: Al4).




Endorsing environnmental efforts, |ike Agenda 21 or the R o
Decl arati on, however, is not a sign of big governnent going away.
In fact, this sort of transnational environnental treaty seens
far nore om nous to far too many ordi nary Anericans, because it
| ooks like the era of big American governnment will end only to be
repl aced by an era of even bigger foreign governance: the New
Wrld Oder. This fracture down the center of the Cold War
consensus i s what defines nuch of America’s politics in the
1990s, and there is every indication that it will continue into
the next century as new environnental inperatives are pushed nore
and nore onto center stage in Washington and every state capital.
"Wthin both parties,” as Buchanan asserts, "nationalists are in
rancorous conflict with the globalists....this is the new
conflict of the age that succeeds the Cold War" (Buchanan, 1998:
265) .

Repudi ati ng even weak environnmental regulations, such as
those fromthe Rio Sunmt, represents Anerica's new popul i st
"econom ¢ nationalism very well. For many average Anericans,
the work of the EPA within the U S. is |living proof that
"environnmental policy is out of control, costing jobs, depressing
living standards and being run by politicians, schem ng business
peopl e and social extrem sts" (Brinelow and Spencer, 1992: 59).
National i stic populists believe in "w se use" philosophies of
mar ket - dri ven conservationism but they do not endorse stronger
canpai gns to regul ate consuner choice or producer prerogative

directly by intrusive state intervention in the nane of al



humani ty. Buchanan, for exanple, is quite explicitly anti-gl obal
in his version of econom c nationalism which neans,

tax and trade policies that put Anerica before the

G obal Econony, and the well -being of our own people

before what is best for "mankind." Trade is not all end

initself; it is the means to an end, to a nore just

society and nore self-reliant nation. Qur trade and

tax policies should be designed to strength U S

Soverei gnty and i ndependence and should manifest a

basis toward donestic, rather than foreign, conmerce.

For as von M ses said, peaceful comrerce binds people

t oget her, and Anericans should rely nore on one anot her

(1998: 228).

The efforts to reduce greenhouse gases, |osses of biodiversity,
and ozone destroyi ng conpounds can be di sm ssed as bei ng based
upon shoddy sci ence and/ or devi ous di pl omacy: both of which
certainly seemained at curtailing Anerican sovereignty.
Consequently, any additional attenpts to inpose unwanted
environnmental regul ati ons nust be, according to Anerica’ s new
anti-globalists, held before the demandi ng bar of an enlightened
nati onalism The purposes of econom c and environnmental policy
in the United States are not "to proper mankind--but Americans
first: our workers, farnmers, businessnen, manufacturers. And
what is good for the d obal Econony is not automatically good for
Anerica" (Buchanan, 1998: 284).

Grassroots opposition such as this to nmajor international
agreenents on the environnent also affects many higher |evel
policy deliberations. Before the U S. delegation departed to the
conference on the global climte in Kyoto during 1997, the Senate
unani nousl y passed the Byrd-Hagel resolution, which states the
United States nust not sign any agreenent on greenhouse gas

em ssions unless it stipulates specific commensurate reductions



for devel oping nations. Sponsored by Senators Robert Byrd (D) of
West Virginia and Chuck Hagel (R) of Nebraska, this bipartisan
resolution has influenced the debates and negotiati ons over the
Decenber 1997 treaty at honme and abroad (Passacantando, 1998:
C5). On one level, this resolution marks an intense | evel of

| obbyi ng by coal, gas, and oil interests in the Unites States,
who do not want their markets to shrink until Mexico, India,
China, and Brazil also agree to reduce their consunption of dirty
fossil fuels. On another |evel, however, these noves also
express the anxieties of ordinary voters who do not want their
own hi gh paying jobs or everyone's national security to be
negotiated away in the nane of environmental regulation only to
have the jobs reappear at unregul ated sites sonewhere in the
Third World because Mexico, India, China or Brazil were exenpted
by the treaty.

For many Anericans, even very conventional forns of
environmentalism including the initiatives advanced at the
Montreal, R o, Cairo or Kyoto international conferences on CFCs,
climate, the environnment, or popul ation, can be cast as a serious
threat to private property rights and individual free enterprise.
U S. Representative and Nevada Republican John Ensign, for
exanpl e, attacks the | eaders of the environnental novenent,
donestic and foreign, as "socialists" or "collectivists" who want
to use big governnent, ecological regulations, and international
treaties to take away people’s privative property. 1In a recent
canpai gn speech in his race for a U S. Senate seat in Nevada, he

repeated sone very w despread beliefs: "If you | ook at what



nodern environnental i sts have becone, they have beconme not about
protecting the environnent, but they have becone about big
governnment and regul ati ons and putting things out of the hands of
private citizens" (Vogel, 1998: 8B)

Because the environnent has becone a mai nstream val ue for
nost Americans, such conservative voices cannot dismss it. They
I nstead nmust endorse a particular type of environnentalismthat
enphasi zes human stewardship of the environnent against the
envi ronnment al novenent’s apparent anti-humanism As M chael S.
Berliner, the executive director of the Ayn Rand Institute,
suggests, Earth Day should actually be called "Anti-Human Day, "
because the environnentalists behind such events believe nature
ought to be revered "for its own sake, irrespective of any
benefit to man" (Berliner, 1998: 1E). Conservative stewardship,
on the other hand, argues in political debates and policy
deliberations "the Earth is here for us. W are to be good
stewards; we are to take care of it" (Vogel, 1998: 8B). In fact,
the preservation of private property rights for many
conservatives will gives all humans a very real stake in the
process of environnental protection, and shoul d show everyone how
"to manage in a way that is good for people and the environnment"
(Vogel , 1998: 8B)

VWil e this conservative reaction to environnentalism
supposedly resists the denolition of technol ogical/industri al
civilization, it inplicitly also stands up in defense of the
United States’ uniquely inportant place in the world' s econom c

system Virtually no distinctions are drawn between



I nternational environnental accords and national ecol ogy groups
by their conservative opponents. Environnmentalists are all cast
as anti-human and pro-nature. |Indeed, as Berliner asserts, in
the United States, which remains

a nation founded on the pioneer spirit, they have nade

"devel opnment’ an evil word. They inhibit or prohit the

devel opment of Al askan oil, offshore drilling, nuclear

power and every other formor energy. Housing,

comerce and jobs are sacrificed to spotted ow s and

snail darters. Medical research is sacrified to the

"rights’ of mce. Logging is sacrificed to the

"rights’ of trees. No instance of the progress which

brought man out of the cave is safe fromthe onsl aught

of those ’'protecting the environnment from nan, whom

t hey consider a rapist and despoiler by his very

essence (1998: 1E)
Sincere efforts to protect the environnent, then, are deflected
i mmedi ately by such critics into the register of national
soverei gnty, econonmc freedom and personal liberty rather than
remai ning on the | evel of global crisis, ecological collapse, and
i nperil ed biodiversity.

Once the work of environmentalismlike that expressed at the
Ri o conference are put on this plane, anything that is done to
protect biodiversity can be trivialized, overstated, or distorted
as anot her sorry exanple of anti-human extremsm Plainly, there
are sone environnmental extrem sts at work today, whose
attentiongetting rhetoric continually comes back to haunt them
Most environnental i sts, however, are not extrem sts, and their
efforts are pitched at guaranteeing the survival of human |ife by
i nsuring the survival of all the nonhuman |ife that humans depend
upon in their environnent. Unfortunately, many conservatives

continue to reduce all forms of environnentalismto their nost



extrenme expression: "Such is the naked essence of
environmentalism It nmourns the death of one whale or tree, but
actually wel cones the death of billions of people. A nore

mal evol ent, man-hating phil osophy is uni magi nabl e" (Berliner,
1998: 2E).

V. Concl usi ons: Rough Road Ahead

The United States does not always carry its responsibilities
as a world superpower easily or effectively. On the one hand, it
nmust accept, because it professes to believe in denocracy,
consensus, and law, the contradictory dictates enbedded in
clusters of environnental agreenments. They have been negoti at ed,
when all is said and done, by the world' s governnents as
meani ngf ul and val uabl e understandings. On the other hand, it
al so can ignore, because it possesses the wealth, power, and
technol ogy, the weak constraints created by these agreenents
I nasmuch as they Iimt Anmerica s sovereign authority and econom c
grow h. Indeed, during the triunphalist 1990s, the citizens of
the United States virtually see this as the special prerogative
of American superpower.

Utimately, Buchanan and other patriotic Anericans who buy
into his sort of economic nationalismexplicitly repudiate the
position espoused by Maurice Strong at the Rio summt: "No one
pl ace can remain an island of affluence in a sea of m sery.

W' re either going to save the whole world or no one wll be
saved" (cited in Weisskopf and Preston, 1992: A20). |Instead, the
right-wng reaction to the Earth Sunmt pushes Principle 1 of the

Rio Declaration all the way to its nationalist conclusion: "Human



bei ngs are at the center of concerns for sustainabl e devel opnent.
They are entitled to a healthy and productive life" ("Draft of
Environnental Rules: 'dobal Partnership,’” 1992: 10"). Human

bei ngs nust be front and center, but they also should be first
and forenost Anerican human beings. Thus, environnental

regul ations are great as long as they apply to everyone el se, but
not to Americans.

These intense nationalist reactions to the Earth Summt in
the United States add a distressing quality to post-Cold War
politics. They also are unlikely to fade anytine in the near
future. Accepting costly structures of national economc
di sadvantage in order to support |arger geopolitical strategic
goal s, which was quite common during the Cold War, is no |onger
an automatic feature of bipartisan politics in the U S Wat
were tactics for preventing conmuni st expansion via a very biased
system of privileged international exchange now are seen by
anti gl obal nationalists as exanples of parasitical free-riding at
Anerica s expense. Because globalized environmental treaties
wi Il cost Anericans their jobs, they nust be rejected by the
ruling elites in Washington as well as many nmass publics beyond
the beltway out in the country.

More |iberal observers may di scount these right-w ng
reactions as the passing signs of a tenporary fringe novenent of
extrem sts which really poses no serious threat to the energent
transnational reginme on the environnment. This analysis is
wi shful thinking. The sources of this right-wi ng reaction have

been building for a generation, and the greater geopolitical



forces that once kept them at bay now have changed deci sively.
Private property based conservation has a | arge grow ng
constituency in the U S., but public regulatory intervention in
t he name of abstract transnational ecologies increasingly is
regarded as an economc fifth colum dedicated to destroying the
United States fromw thin. Public spirited environnental
activists no | onger dom nate political discourses about ecol ogy
in the way they once did thirty years ago. Unless and until,
those di scursive battles are refought and won in the U S.,
econom ¢ nationalists, conservative populists, and xenophobic

I solationists will block the effectiveness of any new ecol ogi cal
initiatives frominternational conferences |like the Earth Summ t

in Ro de Janeiro.
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