The Greening of America

How Did It Happen?
Michael S. Coffman, Ph.D.

Since the 1960s an emerging philosophy or religion based on the belief that “nature knows best”
has challenged traditional natural resource management in the United States. This new philosophy
attacks the foundational principles of private property rights. Federal land management policy based on
this new philosophy has caused financial hardship to outright devastation to tens of thousands of
American property owners, especialy in the Western United States. Those Americans that the
philosophy has harmed have often asked, “How could this happen in America?’ The answer will shock
most Americans. It goes back decades and has its roots at the international level, especially within the
international environmental community.

ThelUCN

The greening of America started with the creation of the United Nations (UN) in 1945. The
following year an organization called the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
was also formed to serve as the primary scientific advisor to the UN on environmental issues. Since
then, two other major international environmental organizations have also been created to serve as
advisors to the UN; the World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) and the World Resources Institute
(WRI). All three work closely together to achieve common goals.

The IUCN has as members 81 individual nations and 111 government agencies, including the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. National Park Service,
U.S. Forest Service and other land or water based agencies. The UN Environmental Program (UNEP),
UN Development Program (UNDP) and UNESCO are also members. Following the first Earth Summit
in 1972 at Stockholm, membership within the IUCN was opened to non-governmental organizations
(NGOs). These currently include the Sierra Club, Nature Conservancy, National Wildlife Federation,
National Audubon Society, Natural Resources Defense Council, the Environmental Defense Fund and
a host of other U.S. environmental organizations. Today, these environmental NGOs members number
over 859; 84 of which are international organizations.

The purpose of the [UCN according to its 2006 websiteis:

The Union’s mission is to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world to
conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resourcesis
equitable and ecologically sustainable.

IUCN planning sessions with government representatives, environmental activists and UN
personnel take place behind closed doors, excluding the media and other interested parties. An
increasing number of people are expressing great concern over this secrecy. Government officials, UN
personnel and special interest NGOs should never be alowed meet together in secrecy.

Although the definition initially appears innocuous, the IUCN’s primary purpose is to influence,
encourage and assist societies to change the way they view the world. This is an enormous
undertaking, historically associated with religious movements. The concern with this purpose is that it
does not define what is meant by the phrase to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature. Nor does
it define what it means to ensure that any use of natural resources is equitable and ecologically
sustainable. What is equitable or sustainable? Such undertakings can, and have, enormous impacts on
Americans and natural resource management. Yet the IUCN excludes all but its selected government,



NGO and UN members from participation or even knowing what those within the [IUCN are planning.

People with a more traditional natural resource
background have attended public IUCN meetings and
were stunned at the new age, nearly religious fervor of
the proceedings. It was very apparent to these
observers that the meaning behind the purpose of the
IUCN is not how most Americans would interpret
them. The actual purpose of the [IUCN more closely
approximates the purpose given in the IUCN’s Ethics
Working Group’s publication, Earth Ethics, in 1996:

..promote aternative models for sustainable
communities and lifestyles, based in ecospiritual
practice and principles...to accelerate our transition
to a just and sustainable future.... Humanity must
undergo a radical change in its attitudes, values,
and behavior.... In response to this situation, a new
globa ethics is taking form, and it is finding
expression in international law.

Many find the concept of ecospiritua practices and
principles alarming. Most natural resource managers
believe that although present resource management
practices are not perfect, improvements will be made

Implement
Eco-Spiritual
Strategy

World Wildlife
Fund

The International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN), the World Wildlife Fund and
World Resources Institute all work with the
United Nations to develop and implement a
global “ecospiritual” environmental strategy that
they call sustainable development. As members
of the IUCN, various federal agencies, environ-
mental and UN organizations secretly plan how
to implement that strategy on the unknowing
citizens of the United States. Almost every
strategy in the last 30 years has originated
within this unholy alliance.

as better ways are discovered. In the meantime, resource utilization is better than it’s ever been in the
history of the United States. Why does it require aradical change in humanity’s attitudes, values and
behavior to be sustainable? Just what does sustainable development really mean? And how does it
expressitself in international law?

To most people sustainable means that we manage our renewable resources in away that maintains
them in perpetuity for man’s continued use. Dr. Steven Rockefeller is often described as the father of
sustainable development within the IUCN and worldwide. Rockefeller provides an entirely different
definition in his and John Elder’ s book Spirit and Nature:

Sustainable by definition, means not only indefinitely prolonged, but nourishing, as the earth is
nourishing to life and the self-actualizing of persons and communities. The word devel opment
need not be restricted to economic activity, but can mean the evolution, unfolding growth and
fulfillment of any and all aspects of life. Thus sustainable development may be defined as the
kind of human activity that nourishes and perpetuates the fulfillment of the whole community of
life on earth.

Rockefeller is professor emeritus of religion at Middlebury College in Vermont. As the son of
Nelson Rockefeller, and part of the Rockefeller family, he has powerful connections. For example, he
currently chairs the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. During his active tenure at Middlebury and following
he was fully involved within the IUCN promoting this quasi-religious concept of sustainable
development.

Robert Prescott-Allen, senior consultant to the second World Conservation Strategy project in 1990
made the connection between sustainable development and religion very clear. He said that,
“Sustainability calls for a fundamental transformation in how people behave. Changes in behavior can
be assisted by laws and incentives. . . to a new morality. . . and a new moral conception of world
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order.” (Italics added) The World Conservation Strategy is a project of the IUCN, UNEP and WWF
started in 1980.
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Agenda 21 is a comprehensive forty chapter United Nations set of goals that was signed by the United
States at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. It spells out UN requirements for sustainable
development within every nation, including the United States. Not surprisingly, the [IUCN had a big
part in writing Agenda 21 and most other environmental treaties for the UN.

Agenda 21 and its implementing treaties provide a web of interlocking international laws that
regulate virtually every aspect of human interactions with the environment. Hence, as members of the
IUCN, international and nationa agencies and NGOs have contributed to the writing of treaties and
polices that the federal agencies then enforce.

Agenda 21 was converted into United States policy in a 1996 policy document entitled Sustainable
America. Sustainable America and a host of sub documents were written by the President’s Council on
Sustainable Development (PCSD). Of the 26 appointees to the PCSD by President Clinton, nearly half
represent organizations or agencies which are also members of the IUCN. IUCN members could
therefore heavily influence the decisions of the PCSD to reflect those of the [UCN.

The changes required by Agenda 21 and Sustainable America represent a radical departure from
America’s historic culture and the lifestyles of U.S. citizens. It would mean a complete shift from the
constitutional basis of “life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ to one of protecting nature at all
costs.

This concept of sustainable development, of course, is adeeply held view for those who believe in
the sanctity of “Mother Earth.” For the past thirty years, the quiet implementation of these quasi-
religious policies and treaties have caused inestimable harm to tens of thousands of American citizens.
None of that would have been possible, however, without the creation of a new science to justify the
need for denying landowners their private property rights.




Conservation Biology

In 1980 the IUCN released the first World Conservation Strategy in collaboration with UNEP,
UNESCO, FAO and the World Wildlife Fund calling for “anew ethic, embracing plants and animals as
well as people. From this evolved the holistic science of conservation biology.

Conservation biology centers on the largely unproven assumption that nature knows best.
Conseguently, all human use and activity should follow natural patterns within relatively homogenous
soil-vegetation-hydrology landscapes called ecosystems. Ecosystems, however, don't fit well within the
political boundaries of man. Any single ecosystem may cross several national, state and local political
boundaries as well as many property owners. To be effective therefore, environmenta law had to be
superior to property rights and political jurisdictions. Government had to be reinvented to apply the
new science.

This largely unproven science was introduced to U.S. colleges by providing endowed chairs and
grants to natural resource colleges by Rockefeller-aligned foundations. As students began to graduate
with conservation degreesin the late 1970s federal agencies like the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife and others — al members of the IUCN — changed the qualifications for employment as field
managers to include those holding conservation degrees.

Following the first World Conservation Strategy in 1980, Dr. Michael Soulé was tapped to create a
professional society and a scientific journal that centered on the new science of conservation biology.
Soulé successfully formed The Society for Conservation Biology in 1985 and published the first the
Conservation Biology journal in 1987. Soulé, also the society’s first president, outlined the purpose of
conservation biology in the journal’ sfirst issue:

The society is a response...to the biological diversity crisis that will reach a crescendo in the
first half of the twenty-first century. We assume implicitly that...the worst biological disaster in
the last 65 million years can be averted.... We assume implicitly that environmental wounds
inflicted by ignorant humans and destructive technologies can be treated by wiser humans and
by wholesome technologies.

In the first chapter of the textbook of Conservation Biology, Soulé further explains the initia
strategy of conservation biologists:

In many situations conservations biology is acrisis discipline. In crisis disciples, in contrast to
“normal” science, it is sometimes imperative to make an important tactical decision before one
is confident in the sufficiency of the data.... Warfare is the epitome of a crisis discipline. On a
battlefield, if you observe a group of armed men stealthily approaching your lines, you are
justified in taking precautions, which may include firing on the men.

This almost unbelievable arrogance and militancy formed the fundamental understanding of right
and wrong for many of these early conservation biologists. Many graduates holding to these radical
ideas were hired by our federal and state agencies. It shouldn’'t be surprising that those government
employees holding such extremist views are quite hostile to all people using government lands for any
purpose. Likewise, many of those regulating private land are naturally prone to believe that property
owners must be controlled to protect Mother Nature. Although mellowed with time, many of these
conservation graduates hold senior management positions today.

Tragicaly, the change that occurred within our natural resource colleges and government agencies
did not come about from a healthy debate based on solid scientific evidence. Instead, it came from an
unethical, or perhaps even illegal, collaboration between federal, NGO and UN change agents to
advance their agenda. Not only were affected landowners and resource users not included in this
process, they were not alowed to even be aware of it. In a very rea sense, early conservation
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biologists declared war on traditional science and resource management without bothering to inform
their alleged enemy — the general public, specifically landowners — that they were at war.

Certainly not all federal resource managers or even many of those who graduated with a
conservation degree ascribe to the militant approach taken by Soulé. Nonetheless, various degrees of
this mindset have permeated our federal agencies at every level. For instance, a March 30, 1994 United
States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) internal working document on Ecosystem Management
brazenly equated human beings as merely a part of nature; “All ecosystem management activities
should consider human beings as a biological resource.”

The reduction of humanity to the level of a“biologica resource’ has had an enormous impact on the
internal culture of these agencies. Many employees no longer view themselves as servants of the people
and stewards of the resource, but as righteous protectors of nature from humans who they believe damage
her. Nature's welfare becomes more important than human welfare. This helps explain why many of
these federal employees can often enforce regulations that harm or even destroy the lives of property
owners and resource users. They honestly believe they have a mora responsibility to protect nature from
man’s perceived damaging activities no matter what the cost.

Certainly conservation biology has matured since Michael Soulé penned his uncompromising
words in the 1980s. Credible scientists, without personal agendas, use methodology derived from
conservation biology to investigate natural relationships. Nonetheless, conservation biology is a young
science that has been politically forced to become the flagship science used in resource management
decisions. There was, and still is, little justification in the adoption of conservation biology or other
aspects of sustainable development as the foundation for federal policy. Every American should know
that the United States is implementing international policy has caused great harm to American citizens
unnecessarily.

The Emerging Earth Religion

In the last issue of Range we discussed how an international organization known as the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) seems to be the origin of most
environmental legislation and regulations in the United States. A web of interlocking environmental
treaties and agreements appear to be locking the United States into aregulatory straitjacket as surely as
the Lilliputians did to Gulliver. President Clinton acknowledged this during his address to the United
Nations General Assembly in 1997:

The forces of global integration are a great tide, inexorably wearing away the established order
of things.... New global environmental challenges require us to find ways to work together....
[W]e need anew strategy of security. Over the past five years, nations have begun to put that
strategy in place through a new network of institutions and arrangements.... Through this web
of institutions and arrangements, nations are now setting the international ground rules for the
21st century,...while isolating those who challenge them from the outside.

The first internationa effort to codify the emerging new values was the World Charter for
Nature. The United Nations accepted the World Charter in 1982. The following year, the UN
created the World Commission on Environment and Development to develop “a globa agenda for
change.” Chaired by Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Bruntland, the commission issued a report
entitled Our Common Future that called for humanity to “insure that meeting present needs does
not compromise the ability of future generations to meet their needs.” While seemingly benign,
Bruntland revealed in 1989 the extreme nature of



what the commission actualy intended by the

concept of sustainable development: BUSH'S GITMO WARNINGS ¥.1:111} 131,

A new cultura ethos is the main thing. That NeW§ \tg eek

ethos, | believe, is intergenerational respon-
sibility. If that ethos is not accepted almost as a
religious belief, we cannot convince anyone
that we must change the way we live. If we
cannot make people realize that living as we do
will make it impossible for their grandchildren
to live at all, they won't change. If people
believe thisistrue, it isapremisethat can reach
both minds and hearts.

This in turn required a two step process. First,
was the need to change laws and the form of
governance to be more ecocentric (nature’s needs
before human needs), and second, to change the
fundamental ethical or religious beliefs of all
humanity. The concept of sustainable development
became the umbrella for these two efforts and
emerged as the guiding force for all nation states at
the 1992 Rio de Janeiro Earth Summit. This zeal to
protect nature at any cost is rooted in the Earth
Charter.

Private foundations and environmental organizations
have spent billions of dollars scaring Americans into
believing exaggerated or false environmental
catastrophes are destroying the earth.

The Earth Charter

Dr. Steven Rockefeller is one of the prime movers of the concept of sustainable development. Son
of Nelson Rockefeller of the Rockefeller dynasty, Steven is often described as the father of sustainable
development within the [IUCN and worldwide. He also was involved in writing the Earth Charter from
its inception.

The first Earth Charter made its debut for acceptance at the 1992 Earth Summit. The delegates,
however, did not accept it because it was too pantheistic. Pantheism is the religious belief or doctrine
that equates god with the forces and laws of nature and the universe, or the worship of all gods.
Instead, a watered-down Rio Declaration on Environment and Development was quickly written in its
place.

Following the failure of introducing the Earth Charter at the Earth Summit, Mikhail Gorbachev and
Maurice Strong were tasked to sanitize the Earth Charter to make it more acceptable to the monotheistic
religions or secular humanism. Gorbachev was the former Premier of the Soviet Union and Strong was
the assistant to the Secretary General of the United Nations until 2004. With Gorbachev and Strong
providing a cover of respect, Rockefeller chaired the Earth Charter International Drafting Committee
and joined the Earth Charter Commission in May of 2000.

Gorbachev ruled over the nation having the worst environmental record in the history of mankind.
The Soviet Union and her satellite countries polluted the environment orders of magnitude greater than
anything ever done by the United States. Following his remova as Premier of the Soviet Union,
Gorbachev claimed to have undergone a spiritual eco-awakening. He immediately formed Green Cross
International, through which he co-chaired writing the Earth Charter.

Strong was the Secretary Genera for the both the 1972 Earth Summit in Stockholm and the 1992
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Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. During his career, Strong was a trustee of the Rockefeller Foundation,
adirector of the IUCN, a director and vice-president of the World Wide Fund for Nature, a director of
the Aspen Institute, and a director of the Bretton Woods Committee of Washington, D.C. After
presiding over the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, Strong created the Earth Council through which he,
along with Gorbachev, co-chaired the writing of the Earth Charter.

While Steven Rockefeller was the “nuts and bolts” man behind sustainable development and the
Earth Charter, Strong was the global organizer. Canadian investigative reporter, Elaine Dewar claimed
in her 1995 book Cloak of Green that, “Those in the know said he [Strong] deserved a prize for
crafting the world's greatest human network” to implement Agenda 21, sustainable development and
the Earth Charter. Subtitled, The Links Between Key Environmental Groups, Government and Big
Business, Cloak of Green details the breathtaking web of deceit and back-room deals Strong used to
elevate the environmental agenda as a key program to justify global governance within the United
Nations and ultimately the world.

Until April of 2005 Strong reported to Secretary General Kofi Annan. Annan tasked Strong with
implementing reform in the United Nations that will give birth to global governance. He resigned his
position with the UN because of hisinvolvement with the Oil for Food scandal.

The first Earth Charter Benchmark Draft issued in 1997 the only choice before humanity was, “to
care for Earth or to participate in the destruction of ourselves and the diversity of life.” The heavily
pantheistic tone and the absolutist language of the Earth Charter were still too alarming for the world.
For instance, the 1997 Earth Charter’ s website proclaimed its purpose was to:

...set forth an inspiring vision of the fundamental principles of a globa partnership for
sustainable development and environmental conservation. The Earth Charter initiative reflects
the conviction that a radical change in humanity's attitudes and values is essential to achieve
social, economic, and ecological well-being in the twenty-first century.... (Italics added)

Thisradical change applied to every human being. The Earth Charter isthe:

articulation of a spiritual vision that reflects universal spiritual values;... a people's charter that
serves as a universal code of conduct for ordinary citizens, educators, business executives,
scientists, religious leaders, nongovernmental organizations, and national councils of
sustainable development; and a declaration of principles that can serve as a "soft law"
document when endorsed by the UN General Assembly. (Italics added)

The Earth Charter reaffirmed Gro Bruntland proclamation nine years earlier. It forms the basis for
sustainable development as defined by the UN, IUCN and other international institutions. The Charter
has gone through several iterations from a blatant pantheistic document to a sanitized version.

For instance, in the 1995 draft the Charter started by saying “Earth itself is alive. We are part of an
evolving universe. Human beings are members of an interdependent community of life with a
magnificent diversity of life forms and cultures. We are humbled before the beauty of Earth and share
a reverence for life and the sources of our being.” Many actually believe the earth is literaly alive and
that evolution occurs through reincarnation.

The Earth Charter Commission completed the Charter in March of 2000, and the sanitized final
version states: “Humanity is part of a vast evolving universe. Earth, our home, is alive with a unique
community of life.... The global environment with its finite resources is a common concern of all
peoples. The protection of Earth's vitality, diversity, and beauty is a sacred trust.”

While the pantheistic undertone is still there, it is not nearly as obvious. Nor is the mission of the
Earth Charter so extreme. The mission of the Earth Charter is now:



"To establish a sound ethical foundation for the emerging global society and to help build a
sustainable world based on respect for nature, universal human rights, economic justice and a
culture of peace." (Italics original)

The Role of Foundations

Although the language in the final Earth Charter is less inflammatory, the occult underpinnings
remain. For instance, Ann Roberts, Steven Rockefeller's sister and past president of the Rockefeller
Family Fund, told the Environmental Grantmakers Association (EGA) participantsin 1992:

“we can understand our inner being with the natural world, and we can at last understand that
spirit can dwell in matter and we do not have to deny the matter of our being or of this earth....
If we lie on our apartment floor on the fortieth floor, and really listen we can be nourished and
feel mother earth and her energy coming all the way up through those floors to us." (Italics
added)

The Rockefeller Family Fund created the EGA in 1987 and today is made up of over 250 of the
largest foundations in the U.S,, including the various Rockefeller Foundations, Ford, MacArthur, Arco
and Chevron Foundations, and Pew Charitable Trust. The EGA provides over $500 million in grants
for this agenda annually. Con Nugent, Program Director for the Nathan Cummings Foundation told the
attendees of the 1992 EGA meeting:

We start with the premise...that the current use of the earth by humans is unsustainable and
that the damage is done through billions of micro-economic behaviors and that stopping,
modifying, or transforming those behaviors at any place along the economic spectrum from
raw materials to the landfill, through law, or through culture is what we do in this business.
(Italics added)

As with Rockefeller and other like-minded people, Roberts and Nugent have a right to believe
whatever they want to believe. However, it is obvious their convictions are born of religious fervor that
isunlikely to be swayed by facts that are contrary to their own. Nor is their much consideration for the
lives and well-being of others who their beliefs and funding may harm. This lack of concern was
driven home in another session of the 1992 EGA meeting, when Donald Ross, director of the EGA for
the Rockefeller Family Fund said:

How are we, who have no experience of ever running a business, managing a business, or
starting a business, gonna go in and advise loggers who have no high school education and are
making $40,000 a year to convert to some other kind of economy in the middle of the woods
that is gonna produce $15,000 a year at best, and expect they’ re gonnaembraceit.... If it means
shutting a plant down, or it means stopping a pulp mill in Sitka or what have you, that’s what
has to happen.... There are local communities that are going to go over the abyss in the short
run. It’s gonna be either a different kind of economy or it’s not gonna be there. (Ross 1992)

These candid looks of the fervor of at least some major leaders and funders of this movement
clearly illustrate the “take no prisoners’ attitude that lead to the decimation of families and entire
communities in the 1990s. This is exactly what happened in the Ancient Forest Campaign in the
Pacific Northwest in the late 1980s and early 1990s. EGA members funded the campaign. It has aso
happened, and is still happening, in countless other smaller, less visible efforts across the United
States. In one session of the 1992 meeting, speakers went on at length describing how they, along with
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federa agencies, have spent tens of millions of dollars engrafting these beliefs “at every grade level
and in al subjects’ in the U.S. public school system. They also explained how they overcame
resistance from teachers who had other worldviews.

At best, most claims made by foundation-funded environmentalists are blown out of proportion to
their real risk. Such outrageous claims only serve to create unnecessary fear to con the unsuspecting into
giving the organizations money. At worst, they base their claims on trash science and are patently false.
Over the years the foundations and environmental organizations have spent billions of dollars advancing
their radical environmental agenda in education, the media, lobbying, and litigation. They have even
propagandized Christian churches. Steven Rockefeller reports that thousands of organizations have
endorsed the Charter, including the U.S. Conference of Mayors among hundreds of other groups in the
U.S.

Although most people do not recognize environmentalism as a religion, these well-funded efforts
have swayed Americans, especialy urbanites, into believing an environmental holocaust is about to
destroy the earth. So much so that the July 17, 2006, cover of Newsweek proudly proclaims, The New
Greening of America.

World Summit on Sustainable Development

Implementing the Earth Charter
is no minor task. Lead by Mikhail
Gorbachev, Maurice Strong and
Steven Rockefdler, the IUCN
heavily promoted the Earth Charter
to receive “endorsement of the Earth
Charter by the United Nations in
2002.” The UN’s endorsement was to
be made at the 2002 World Summit
on Sustainable Development
(WSSD) in Johannespburg, South
Africa. Once accepted, it would
provide the “ethical framework for a
covenant on sustainable
development.” Prior to the WSSD,
Gorbachev, Strong and Rockefeller

organized through the IUCN an - ;‘ S S R——— — " : -
; ; e World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg,
grgggﬂgauéogfﬁ]a;ﬁ&ala:?j ZE&r)g] South Africa in 2002 was designed to accept the Earth Charter as

; the world’s religious ethic.
UN Secretary Genera Kofi Annan
gave the keynote address. IUCN President, Yolanda N. Kakabadse told the Earth Dialogues attendees,
“We must globalise a code of ethics and principles such as the ones contained in the Earth Charter to
make globalization work for sustainable devel opment.”

Asthe WSSD drew near, proponents placed the Earth Charter in a chest called the “Ark of Hope,”
intended to be a modern-day occult imitation of the Biblical Ark of the Covenant, complete with
carrying rods. Regaled in colorful occult symbolism, they brought the Earth Charter in the Ark of Hope
to the Johannesburg, South Africa summit.
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The Earth Charter was presented for acceptance by the United Nations at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development in Johannesburg, South Africa in 2002. The ark is an imitation of the Biblical Ark of the Covenant
adorned with a plethora of occult symbols. The photo on the left represents the reincarnation-based wheel of
life in which all animals, including humans, are equal. At the instance of hundreds of protestors, the U.S. State
Department delegation had the acceptance language removed from the final declaration just before the
declaration was accepted as official UN policy.

Once the UN accepted the Earth Charter, the IUCN had a new 225 page treaty written in 1995 to
legally enforce it called the Covenant on the Environment and Devel opment (CED). Like the Convention
on Biological Diversity, it is an internationa treaty that would force every person on earth to comply
with the pantheistic-based Rockefeller/IUCN Earth Charter as employed in sustainable development —
without any debate at the nationa or local level. Hundreds of people from all over the world protested the
effort, however. Warned about the true goals of the UN brand of sustainable development, the U.S.
succeeded in getting the Earth Charter removed from the fina draft of the summit’s resolution. Steven
Rockefeller lamented in hisfinal report:

...in the closing days of the Summit, the 