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The green movement has posed some tough questions for traditional justifications
of democracy. Should the natural world have rights? Can we take account of the
interests of future generations? Do we need to replace existing institutions to deal
with the ecological crisis? But questions have also been asked of the greens. Could
their idealism undermine democracy? Can greens be effective democrats?

In this book some of the leading writers on green political thought analyse these
questions, examining the discourse of green movements concerning democracy,
the status of democracy within green political thought, and the political institutions
that might be necessary to ensure democracy in a sustainable society. The debates
are not simply about the compatibility of democracy with green ideas, but also
about how best to define democracy itself.

The authors suggest that greens still have considerable work to do in fleshing
out the weaker elements in their conceptions of democracy. In particular,
representative institutions would still have an important role to play in any green
democracy. But taking green ideas seriously does require reconsideration of some
of the central foundations of liberal democracy, including the scope of the moral
community and the privileged status of the atomised individual citizen, divorced
from nature.
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SERIES EDITOR’S PREFACE

The world today is facing many severe problems: armed conflict afflicts many
places, famine and fatal diseases are on the increase, economic conditions are
worsening in the North and especially the South, and—Ilast but not least—
ecological problems are deep-seated and have become a public concern and a
political issue for which there is no easy answer.

Particularly in democracies, keeping track of problems and tackling them by
political means also appear to have become more problematic than ever. It is even
doubtful whether liberal democracies are still capable, within the confines of the
nation-state, of coping with these problems by means of public regulation and
related policy making.

It is therefore highly appropriate to launch the new European Political Science
Book series at this time, with a volume on the relationship between ecological
problems and democracy. The series is the result of a collaboration between the
European Consortium for Political Research and Routledge Publishers.
Addressing this topic and related issues from the perspective of political theory is
clearly a task for political scientists, who are able to combine a thorough analysis
with a concern for the world which we all share.

This volume therefore sets a good example of what we are trying to achieve with
this series. That is, a political science which not only deals with issues and topics
that are relevant at the moment, but that is at the same time based on thorough
analysis and which incorporates recent theoretical insights supported by
convincing arguments and evidence.

The authors of this first volume of the new series attempt to go beyond short-
term green issues and behind the sometimes volatile public concern about the
environment, to the essential question of how to cope with ecological problems
that confront us all but which in practice cannot be solved by groups or nations
acting in isolation. For this, and other wide-ranging problems, we need collective
action based on worldwide consensus and co-operation. This raises questions, inter
alia, about the efficacy of liberal democratic rule.

The strength and attractiveness of the approach adopted throughout this volume
is that the authors do not attempt to present clear-cut answers or come up with
idealistic solutions. Rather they discuss the (omnipresent) problems of democratic
decision making in terms of normative dilemmas and appropriate political



strategies. The options for choice and possibilities for democracy in relation to
‘green’ concerns are rigorously discussed, and draw extensively on the tools of
political theory. In this sense most of the contributions to this volume go beyond
‘mere’ environmentalism or green ‘sloganeering’.

In Part I the key value of world survival is discussed in relation to
‘communitarianism’ and other ideas about local governance and decentralised
control (e.g., ‘bio-regionalism’). These are compared with other environmentalist
theories urging democratic centralism and the need of a ‘strong state’ to enhance
effective political action.

This discussion naturally spills over into questions that are central to democratic
theory—in particular, the range and scope of liberal democracies which are (still)
territorially limited and based on aggregated individual choices and preferences.
What is the role of citizenship in modern times? It appears from this analysis that
one needs to rethink the relationship between a really sustainable environment
and the degree of autonomy of citizens in order to combine green concerns with
democratically legitimated public action.

In Part III, therefore, the institutions of democracy are at the centre of the
discussion. This raises questions about justifiable public interference with
individuals, the range of legitimate state intervention and the universality of
ecological problems. These are questions to which there are no easy answers and
which even raise doubts—as the editors do—about the extent to which it is possible
to fuse green political thought with the theory and practice of liberal democracy.

These are only some of the vital and thought-provoking questions considered
throughout this volume from different angles and perspectives. There can be no
final answers in this area. It is precisely the recognition of this, together with their
thoughtful consideration of the range of possible answers, which makes this
collection of essays essential reading, not only for political scientists, but for all
those citizens concerned about a sustainable environment within a viable
democracy.

Professor Dr Hans Keman, Series Editor, Haarlem, 1996
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INTRODUCTION
Brian Doherty and Marius de Geus

Greens may lack formal political power but the impact of their ideas has been
remarkable. As recently as the 1970s greens were dismissed as doomsayers, yet now
green ideas are taken seriously, and those who place their faith in technological
and market-driven solutions to ecological problems are on the defensive. Above
all, it is recognition of the need to ensure sustainability that has provided the basis
for increased acceptance of the importance of green ideas. Democracy is perhaps
the only other term which has such a universal and unrivalled status, but just as
there are many ways to be democratic there are also many ways in which to be
‘green’. It is not surprising, therefore, that there are numerous ways of being a
democratic green.

Amongst those writing from an ecological standpoint there have been two
standard and contradictory responses to the relationship between green politics
and democracy. From green parties and radical green movements has come a stress
on the need for participatory democracy. The liberal democratic state is seen as
incapable of enabling the new ethic of responsibility which would be necessary if
the behaviour of individual citizens was to become governed by ecological
priorities. Only by challenging material inequalities and bureaucratic hierarchies
will a new communitarianism emerge that will be powerful enough to overcome
the atomised self-interest of individual consumers. As well as new participatory
forms of politics, the radical green argument also calls for institutional
decentralisation. Decentralised production and decentralised politics are linked in
this argument because greens believe that an ecologically sustainable society will
have to be small-scale and self-reliant.

In contrast, from ‘survivalists’ has come a contradictory argument that sees
democracy as an obstacle to dealing with the ecological crisis. In the 1970s writers
such as William Ophuls (1977) and Robert Heilbroner (1974) argued that the
ecological crisis could be tackled only by a strong government that would be
prepared to curb the freedom of individual citizens in order to prevent ecological
degradation. This was based on the assumption that individuals were most likely
to act in their own interests, even if this threatened the current or future existence
of the population as a whole. Only a strong government would be able to act in
the collective interest.
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These two alternatives have represented the principal arguments heard within
green movements since the early 1960s. However, they are not necessarily the only
arguments, as the contributions to this book show. The evolution of green parties
and movements and the growth of writing on green political theory have paralleled
each other but not always overlapped. Yet, in one respect, regarding the increased
acceptance of the institutions of representative democracy, they have tended to
converge. Thus, both green movements and theorists of green politics seem to be
less concerned with alternatives to liberal democratic institutions than they were
in the 1970s and 1980s. Instead, there is a greater interest in establishing a more
secure place within liberal democracy for ecological politics and supplementing
representative democracy with other forms, rather than replacing it. This is at most
a trend and it does not characterise all green movements, nor is it necessarily the
only refrain from theorists writing on green politics. Yet, it is identifiable in a
number of shifts in the discourse of green activists themselves and of those writing
on green theory. For instance, criticism of the state is now much more muted, and
green anarchism no longer seems to be hegemonic. It is no longer as plausible to
claim that greens are mostly anarchistic (Dobson 1990; Goodin 1992). Second,
there is a greater interest within green movements in achieving interim practical
policy changes (Dalton 1994).

For the greens, the main reason for these shifts was that as their arguments
became more influential following new evidence about climate change and other
effects of pollution at the end of the 1980s, greens themselves received more
attention. They not only had to alter their emphasis from demanding recognition
of problems to providing solutions, but also had to develop new relationships with
both political opponents and the general public. Most greens had believed that
their vision of a different kind of society would seem more attractive once there
was greater awareness of the scale of the ecological crisis. When this did not happen,
and when the rise in support for green issues and parties reached a plateau, they
were forced to reconsider their strategies.

This produced a certain kind of realism about liberal democracy, which has
meant that the accent is now less on absolute rejection. Nevertheless greens are
still radicals and their radicalism on issues such as the scope and depth of
democracy still distinguishes them from those environmentalists who do not link
their defence of the natural environment to any wider project for political change.
Even if they no longer want to do away with liberal democracy greens do want to
change it in radical ways. Of course, despite its hegemony in the post-1989 period,
liberal democracy is not the only form of democracy and while greens may be more
prepared to accept its institutional forms, they remain sceptical about its ethos and
practices. The traditional liberal eschewal of any role for the public sphere beyond
the defence of the rights necessary to allow individuals to pursue their own version
of the good life now seems increasingly questionable. For greens, the ecological
crisis has exposed the extent to which liberal democracy has never questioned the
domination of nature by humanity.
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Not all the contributors to this volume endorse the radicalism of the greens.
There are no proposals to do away with liberal democracy, rather there is a general
interest in how green politics raises normative and analytic questions which might
call for changes in our understanding of the form and scope of democracy. The
three areas of analysis are the discourse of green movements on democracy, the
status of democracy within green political thought and the political institutions
necessary to a green democracy. Each of these themes will be introduced below
and related to the chapters in this volume.

THE DISCOURSE OF GREEN MOVEMENTS

In the 1990s greens are radicals as far as democracy is concerned; they want to
extend and deepen it. But there are other traditions of political ecology and these
have not always been democratic. Anna Bramwell (1989) has emphasised the
importance of what she calls the Nordic tradition of ecology. There is a major
ideological gulf between today’s greens and the reactionary ecologists of the inter-
war years. Yet, fears have also been expressed about the anti-liberal potential of
contemporary greens by their political opponents. The call by greens to adopt
particular kinds of lifestyle has been seen as a narrow form of Calvinism. Andrew
McHallam regards greens as ‘The New Authoritarians’ (1991), because he believes
that their solutions can be achieved only by a state that is prepared to take over
large areas of economic activity. If greens represent a threat to capitalism, then for
those who believe that economic liberty and political liberty are indivisible, greens
are a threat to true liberal democracy. Here, however, the criticism is outdated,
since few greens now propose a non-market alternative to capitalism, and even
fewer support planning as an alternative since it is seen as too bureaucratic and
centralised. Instead, green political and economic alternatives cut across traditions
of both left and right in giving priority to decentralisation.

Green arguments for decentralisation are of two kinds: those based on
arguments from ecology and those based on arguments from democracy. From
an ecological standpoint greens view decentralisation as essential because it is less
wasteful of resources, giving priority to local production and consumption rather
than the production and transport of goods for a global market. But some greens
also argue that political institutions need to be reorganised more fundamentally
to allow human beings to get back in touch with the land. These ‘bio-regionalists’
argue that we need to ‘reinhabit’ (Berg 1978) the land, as a precondition of
understanding our own role in the natural world. Learning from nature rather
than trying to dominate and suppress nature might also mean learning to live in
communities determined by natural boundaries. The size of such bio-regions
would be determined by the area needed to sustain a stable community with
minimal disruption of its ecological balance. Hence bio-regions in desert
environments would cover a larger area than those in rich farmlands. Reorganising
human settlement in this way would mean living within the constraints set by the
natural world. It would also clearly entail major political changes, challenging the
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power of the nation-state—one of the central products of modernity—and
reversing the globalisation of the post-war era. There are therefore good reasons
to be cautious about making the green case dependent on such a radical shift and
most green parties and movements have taken inspiration from such ideas but
argued for less far-reaching forms of political reorganisation.

Through bioregionalism and other, less radical, proposals greens have made the
need for stronger politics of community central to their discourse. Michael Kenny
(Chapter 1) sees both strengths and weaknesses in this. On the one hand, he says
that greens tend to use community without paying sufficient attention to its
multiple meanings. On the other hand, greens can ‘enrich and deepen’ our
understanding of community by showing how ‘we are embedded not only in
human “constitutive communities” but also within much larger biotic ones’. One
of the weaknesses of the green conception of community is that it is too solidaristic
and makes no allowance for the ‘difference’ of minorities who might be threatened
by the dominant group. Kenny says that green arguments for the importance of a
sense of place are quite compatible with the kind of multi-dimensional
understanding of community advanced by Iris Marion Young and Seyla Benhabib.
In the latters’ arguments individuals are seen as both rational beings and concrete
others with histories and identities embedded in overlapping and cross-cutting
communities. Acknowledging individuals as ‘concrete others’ could provide a
foundation for an ethic of justice based on a situated notion of care which might
embrace non-human as well as human interests. Kenny says that ‘if greens face the
impossibility of privileging one communitarian identity—the ecological—over
others in a rigid way’ then they will be better placed to negotiate the sociological
realities of modernity. Furthermore, the principle of alterity which suggests that
our identity is formed by and depends on engagement with others who are different
from ourselves presents a contrasting possibility to the dominant form of green
communitarianism. It suggests that our sense of self ‘may involve not only greater
embeddedness in [our] constitutive communities but occasional or frequent
escape from them into the “other”.

As was noted, not all the arguments for extending democracy made by greens
depend on an ecological starting point. Greens have been among the most radical
of advocates of participatory democracy in the 1980s and 1990s. In their
organisation green parties and many grassroots green groups have tried to counter
what they see as the dominance of political organisations by bureaucracies and
leaders. The latter are seen as unresponsive to new ideas and unwilling to share
their power with the grassroots of the party or movement. This means that existing
political organisations are no longer able to act as effective channels of
representation in society and this contributes to their failure to deal effectively
with the crises facing humanity and the natural world (Kitschelt 1989; Poguntke
1993).

Historically and sociologically the ideas on democracy of most of the western
European green parties developed from the models provided by the New Left in
the late 1960s and from the practices of the new social movements in the 1970s
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and 1980s. The challenge to the bureaucratic character of modern government,
and the call for self-management were unifying elements of the discourse of the
New Left. In their praxis women’s movements tried to overcome the barriers which
had made personal experiences secondary to the struggle to reach the end of
liberation; and anti-nuclear and peace movements took up the theme that the
means of change must be consistent with the ends sought in making nonviolence
central to their action.

Brian Doherty (Chapter 2) explores this latter theme of the relationship between
means and ends in his analysis of the position of green parties on nonviolence.
Green parties in Europe have given greater priority to making nonviolence an end
of green politics than green theorists and this is because of the influence of non-
ecological movements on the green parties.

The strategic problems posed by making nonviolence an end of green strategy
are most obvious in the case of a green government. Doherty argues that because
green parties pursue several competing ends they are right not to refuse the chance
to exercise power, even if this means taking responsibility for exercising the use of
force. Moreover, making this choice does not mean giving up on nonviolence. As
long as green policies are directed towards reducing the use of violence and
challenging the view that violence is inevitable, green parties are being both morally
consistent and strategically realistic. A second problem for political theory arises
from the greens’ highly conditional sense of political obligation. For greens, civil
disobedience is a potentially legitimate expression of active citizenship. Only when
it becomes violent are the rights of other citizens threatened and this cuts across
traditional debates about civil disobedience in a novel way. In practice, however,
this optimism about a protesting democracy has been tempered by the decline of
protest activity in the new social movements since the mid-1980s. In similar vein,
the initial hopes of green parties, that by creating a new type of party they could
help to usher in a more participatory democracy, have been tempered by the
experience of intra-party conflicts.

The greens’ advocacy of participatory democracy extends well beyond the
reorganisation of parties. If they have been forced to accept certain compromises
as far as party organisation and strategy is concerned, perhaps they should place
more emphasis on forms of democratisation outside the political sphere? One such
form of democratisation that has been central to the green project has been the
reorganisation of work. Greens argue that the hierarchical organisation of the
workplace concentrates too much economic and bureaucratic power in the hands
of too few. They argue in favour of placing more emphasis on the informal
economy, for a secure basic income independent of work (to provide individuals
with more autonomy in their work) and for a redistribution of available work (to
overcome the dangers of a polarisation between a skilled labour aristocracy and
an insecure, marginalised and low-paid labour poor).

One means for achieving this, repeatedly advanced by greens, has been the
workers’ co-operative. Neil Carter (Chapter 3) argues that greens generally assert
the value of co-operatives without making an adequate argument in their favour.
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Greens hope that co-operatives will enhance local democracy and lead to a more
egalitarian organisation of work. They also believe that co-operatives will be more
environmentally benign than the existing capitalist firms. But, as Carter shows,
the actual experience of co-operatives often contradicts such hopes. For instance,
rather than encouraging wider political participation outside work, co-operatives
seem to have either no effect on participation, or even to encourage more privatised
behaviour. Moreover, many co-operatives are hierarchically organised and have
less equality of skill and income than their proponents would suggest. Theories of
degeneration, such as those advanced by Roberto Michels and Beatrice and Sidney
Webb, show that the greens need to consider more than just the question of formal
ownership and control of the workplace. Informal processes such as the role of
founder members and leaders, the organisation of the workplace and the pressures
of the wider capitalist economy may also play a role. Here, the greens’ experience
of the internal and external pressures on the party organisation parallels the case
made by Carter regarding co-operatives.

Concerning the environmental responsiveness of co-operatives, Carter sees
some good reasons for believing that local ownership of co-operatives will mean
that they are more responsive to their local environments. But, if job interests clash
with environmental ones it is not clear that environmental needs will necessarily
be given priority, and this would be even less the case if environmental damage
was likely to fall outside the local area. Carter argues that many of the ‘heroic
assumptions about the capacity of the cooperative organisational form to produce
certain values, attitudes and behaviour amongst its members’ do not stand up.
There are still some good reasons for supporting co-operatives but they will not
of themselves achieve all the goals that greens demand of them.

GREEN POLITICS AND DEMOCRATIC THEORY

If the greens’ commitment to participatory democracy depends considerably on
the ideas and experiences of other new social movements it might be questioned
whether there is anything specifically ecological about the green view of democracy.
Indeed, to consider green political thought and democracy as related may seem
odd. If the core of green political theory concerns the political issues that arise
from arguing that nature has some intrinsic value it is hard to see what this has to
do with democracy. After all, despite the multiple meanings given to democracy
in the twentieth century the most consistent meaning of democracy has been ‘rule
by the people’, (Arblaster 1994:9). In whatever way ‘the people’ is defined, it does
not include non-human species or the natural world. If nature cannot be part of
the people then nature cannot rule in a democracy. Yet, the questions raised by
greens do pose two very specific challenges to this position.

First, the nature of ecological problems suggests the need to consider a
redefinition of the form of the democratic community. The impact of pollution
may affect those living well beyond the place where it was created which suggests
the need to think about democratisation at a transnational level. Furthermore, the
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impact of contemporary ecological degradation may be most keenly felt by those
living in the future at a time well beyond the point when the degradation was
caused. This suggests the need to think about how obligations to future generations
might be related to democracy.

A second, more radical, possibility suggested by greens concerns the expansion
of the moral community. If we ask ‘Are human beings part of nature?” and the
answer is yes, and if, moreover, the boundaries between humanity and the natural
world are blurred and uncertain, then it is harder to be categorical about restricting
democracy to rule by the people. The main controversy is not over whether nature
should have votes. Rather, it centres on the degree to which, if it is accepted that
nature has intrinsic value, this influences the kind of democracy envisaged. On
one side are those who argue that democracy can be defined in terms of specific
rights and procedures necessary to achieve the aim of responsive rule. On the other
are those who believe that democracy depends on particular positive values, such
asjustice and autonomy and that the definition of these principles regarding nature
will influence the form that democracy takes.

Arguments critical of the view that greens are necessarily committed to a
particular kind of ecological democracy have been made by Robert Goodin (1992)
and Michael Saward (1993). Goodin argues that there is a distinction that greens
fail to acknowledge in their theory between a theory of value (about the natural
world) and a theory of agency (about how to act politically). The core of green
ideology, and its coherence, lies in the argument that the natural world has intrinsic
value. This has practical consequences and demands that we defend the self-
reproducing character of the natural world against the kind of damage that humans
are currently visiting upon it. Other green arguments, for instance, in favour of
radical decentralisation, nonviolence, or for radically different lifestyles, are not
necessary in order to defend the integrity of the natural world. Worse still, they
may actually hamper the chances of doing what is necessary. In arguing that means
must be consistent with ends, greens confuse too many different things.
Participatory democracy may be desirable in itself, but it is separate from the issue
of valuing and defending the natural world. And, if support for participatory
democracy and other elements of the green theory of agency alienate potential
supporters they should not be allowed to take priority over saving the natural
world. Goodin’s argument finds an echo in arguments within green parties over
the appropriate scope of green ideology. In France, Antoine Waechter, erstwhile
de facto leader of the French greens, has split from the main party and rejected its
commitment to social and organisational radicalism. A similar impatience led to
the criticism of the British Green Party by two of its best known figures, Sara Parkin
and Jonathon Porritt, who were tired of the insistence by party activists that they
remain consistent with the full range of green radicalism, a position that they saw
as damaging the party’s priority of saving the world from ecological disaster.

Michael Saward (Chapter 4) has argued previously that there are no good
reasons for accepting prevailing green assumptions about the compatibility of
democracy and ecology (Saward 1993). He has pointed to the problems with
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justifying political structures in the way that bio-regionalists do, by drawing
selectively on examples from the natural world. He has also raised questions about
whether the green claims for the value of small-scale communities are really
justified. Rather than strengthening democracy he sees the confusion of ecological
and democratic goals as posing the danger that when they are in conflict,
democracy might be sacrificed to ecological imperatives. Greens’ highly
instrumental attachment to democracy leaves them open to the danger that their
arguments will produce authoritarian solutions.

This argument is developed further in Saward’s contribution to this book. He
maintains the stress on a view of democracy as a self-sufficient idea which is
threatened by attempts to mix it with other, possibly worthy, but extraneous
propositions. Saward offers an essentially empirical definition of democracy;
democracy is justified as the best means to take account of the essential fallibility
of human knowledge. Since no individual can demonstrate any claim to superior
knowledge perpetually, political authority should be limited. From this follows an
assumption that no one person has better insight into the citizenry’s right course
of action than another. Assuming such equality means that only decisions that
correspond with the expressed preferences of the majority of citizens can be
justified. Democracies require the familiar forms of defence against the rule of the
majority being used against the rights of minorities. Other rights to forms of welfare
are also recognised as necessary to make democracy meaningful. If the right to
adequate health care is one such right it can be argued empirically that this
embraces some environmental threats to health. Thus the right to an undegraded
environment can be supported as a consequence of the right to adequate health
care.

This is the most that can be done regarding building environmental
considerations into democratic procedures. Other issues such as according
intrinsic value to nature cannot be part of a constitution designed to defend
democracy. Saward argues that with the exception of a right to action aimed at
dealing with preventable risks to health, democracy remains separate from
environmental imperatives, although democracy will not necessarily always be
more important than them. If Saward is right then there is no necessary link
between the most general ecological arguments of greens and democracy. His
argument is contested, however, in the other chapters in this section.

Mike Mills (Chapter 5) argues that for greens expanding the moral community
to include nature takes priority over other ethical concerns. His focus is on whether
expanding the moral community means expanding the political community.
Accepting that Saward is correct in stressing the danger that the green concern
with outcomes could pose a threat to the procedures of democracy, Mills argues
that this problem can be overcome only by including nature in the processes of
democracy. This means that the processes of democracy should reflect
consideration of the rights and interests of the non-human world. If nature could
be represented in certain forms (even if by humans acting on its behalf) this would
mean that the moral community and the political community would become more
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congruent. Mills does not aim to show that ecocentrism is merely compatible with
democracy, but rather that it can become compatible with democracy only if
ecocentric concerns are made part of the process of democracy, without entailing
specific policy ends. Thus, reformulating the democratic process to represent the
interests of the natural world will not guarantee that specific policies will be
adopted, but it should mean that non-human interests will be considered alongside
human ones.

John Barry (Chapter 6) takes a more human-centred line; he argues that
sustainability must be understood as a normative concept since it embodies a
particular moral attitude to future generations of human beings. Implicit in Barry’s
position is the view that the interests of the non-human world can be secured by
defending sustainability on the grounds of our moral responsibility to future
generations. It follows that sustainability is primarily a political-ethical rather than
a technical concept since many of the questions that it raises demand normative
answers. For instance, how far in the future should we look and whose interests
count for most when there are conflicting interests? If this is so, it allows greens to
make some traditional arguments for democracy—for instance, as the best means
for dealing with problems that require judgements about competing interests and
the uncertainties of the future.

Barry’s conception of democracy is essentially discursive. For him, democracy
isnotsimplyabout how to articulate a given set of preferences expressed by citizens;
a position which sets him at odds with Saward. And for greens the process of
transforming preferences is a means of creating a specific kind of citizenship.
Moreover, Barry argues that the imperatives of green politics point to the need for
a form of citizenship based on a strong conception of civic virtue, embracing duties
that go beyond the formally political realm.

Andrew Dobson (Chapter 7) also includes a commitment to a form of discursive
democracy. He provides an overview of the central positions on the status of
democracy in green political theory and drawing from these he makes a strong
argument that democracy is connected to green theory in more than a purely
instrumental way. The first problem he addresses is that of relying on sustainability
as the precondition for a green democracy. Dobson says ‘The problem with
working at this level of generality, though, is that it is possible to use [sustainability]
to endorse virtually any process of decision making. It is as true of authoritarians
as it is of democrats that they need an ecologically viable society within which to
operate.” However, if democracy can be justified discursively because it is the most
open form of decision making, it can also be argued to be the form of decision
making most likely to produce the right sort of answers as far as nature is
concerned. This is because it allows for more open expression and representation
of conflicting perspectives on the nature of the ecological crisis and the most
appropriate means for dealing with it. If greens are right about nature then
democracy gives the best chance of such ideas emerging, although it cannot
guarantee that they will be those that greens want.
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Yet, this leaves only instrumental reasons for greens to favour democracy. If
greens are as concerned with means, or process, as with achieving the right
outcomes, or ends, they will want to find a defence of democracy as right in itself.
Taking up Robyn Eckersley’s argument in her chapter, Dobson says that the
autonomy of humans is necessary to democracy and the autonomy of other species
is necessary to the green critique of the human domination of the natural world.
But the rights specified by Eckersley, such as the right to freedom from harmful
ecological actions, can be seen as applicable to any system of decision making and
not just to democracy.

Dobson says that autonomy can provide the basis for a theory of justice which
has a naturalistic basis in that it includes needs that humans share with other
species, but it also needs to be balanced by a recognition of the material
preconditions for democracy. Combining the two preconditions, sustainability
and autonomy, shows how ecology and democracy are linked for greens and that
greens are right to be concerned with both outcomes and processes.

THE INSTITUTIONS OF A GREEN DEMOCRACY

If ecology poses some new questions regarding the nature of representation and
the boundaries of democracy, it also reinforces the relevance of some more
traditional ones. One of these concerns the problem of legitimacy. The justification
of the view that the ecological crisis may pose a threat to democracy has mostly
depended on the likelihood that ecological problems will undermine political
stability and that this will lead to an erosion of the legitimacy of liberal democracy.
Perhaps the most plausible reason is the fact that the scale of ecological problems
might be beyond the scope of national governments to deal with. As governments
prove ineffective, for instance in preventing rising sea levels or feeding their
populations adequately, they could lose legitimacy in the eyes of their people. Yet,
real though these problems are, they are problems of the effectiveness of nation-
states rather than necessarily problems of democracy. Indeed, those states in the
Third World that would suffer most from the effects of such instability are least
likely to be liberal democracies. Yet, the arguments of ‘survivalists’ are a reminder
that it is possible to use the ecological crisis to support anti-democratic arguments.
Survivalists argue that the coming change is so severe that only a concentration of
power will be effective enough to achieve a solution.

Apocalyptic thinking of this kind has played an important part in the green
movement, especially in its formation. Leading figures within green movements,
such as Herbert Gruhl in the early days of the German greens and Edward
Goldsmith in the British greens, have combined doom-laden predictions with a
call for urgent and effective action by a strong government. Impatience with
moderates because “Time is Short” was also a motive for the actions of those like
Dave Foreman, who founded the direct action organisation Earth First! in the USA.
The misanthropic comments of some within Earth First!, such as the view that
Aids and famines were useful means of controlling over-population, soon became
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infamous. They did not represent either Earth First! in general, or a view that is
widespread among greens. However, they do show how apocalyptic thinking can
lead to a focus only on what is to be done, rather than how it is to be done.

If warnings about an ecological apocalypse pose the danger that green arguments
will lead to an and-democratic outcome, then it is especially important to consider
how greens can be effective as democrats. The chapters in Part III provide various
answers to this question, but all share a concern with the institutional basis for an
effective democratic ecological politics.

Peter Christoff (Chapter 8) looks at the prospects for building new forms of
citizenship that are capable of responding to the challenges of globalisation,
including the transnational character of ecological issues. He points out that the
relationship between citizen and nation-state is already one of considerable
tension; for, whilst the nation-state remains the main site of its expression (since
formal citizenship must be attached to an identifiable and legally bounded political
community), citizenship no longer seems to be exclusively tied to any one nation-
state. He says that the democratic content of the concept of citizenship is
increasingly being dissociated from its formal expression in a post-national
political environment. Christoff then investigates how we might institutionalise
stronger democracy so that it is equipped to deal with complex ecological decisions
and argues that it is of vital importance to include and enfranchise all those with
an identifiable vital interest in the outcome. This also means that existing humans
must assume responsibility for future generations and other species and ‘represent’
their interests and potential choices according to the duties of environmental
stewardship. Ecological citizenship can be defined by its attempt to extend social
welfare discourse to recognise ‘universal’ principles relating to environmental
rights and to incorporate these in law, culture and politics.

Whereas Christoff's focus is beyond the nation-state, Marius de Geus
(Chapter 10) investigates the question of why many discussions of the
environmental question conclude that increased state interference in society is
necessary. He rejects statist solutions of this kind, but is equally critical of radical
green arguments such as those of Murray Bookchin, chief theorist of ‘social
ecology’, that renounce the state and market economy altogether. He argues that
there is a feasible alternative.

In examining the existing models of ecological change de Geus comes to the
conclusion that the model of piecemeal engineering based upon modest reforms
and change is ineffective. But, on the other hand, the radical utopian model that
seeks far-reaching changes and a fundamental transformation of society will also
produce a range of unexpected new problems and unintended consequences. He
argues instead for middle range reforms, what he calls ‘ecological restructuring’.
This is a model of change that can skirt the shortcomings of both ‘piecemeal” and
‘utopian’ engineering. De Geus then discusses the basic principles for the ecological
restructuring of society and argues for a green market economy in combination
with a freedom-oriented and ultra-flexible state that is capable of countering
environmental problems on exactly the scale that they occur. This ‘ecostate’ will
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have to concentrate primarily on creating situations and conditions that will make
it attractive for citizens to make environmentally friendly choices. The central
question this poses for green politics is not whether the liberal democratic state
must be done away with, but how it can be adapted to become more democratic
and in such a way that environmental policies can be implemented effectively.

Wouter Achterberg (Chapter 9) also deals with the difficulty of creating a climate
in which ecological reforms can be undertaken. He argues that the political
challenges posed by sustainability are underestimated, especially now that
sustainability has become a term in widespread use and with varied meanings. He
charts the history of such usages since the 1970s, but argues that the central
presupposition of sustainability has remained unchanged: the need for substantial
social changes to deal with the problems posed by the ecological crisis. One of the
central problems is developing the kinds of community solidarity that could
achieve measures such as the global distribution of wealth. This is where the
institutional changes suggested by proponents of associative democracy could
help. Existing forms of liberal democracy give priority to the protection of
individual interests and property rights, but they lack strong forms of associational
life. Expanding the role of civic associations within democratic decision making
could help to overcome this problem. For greens, a disadvantage of associative
democracy is that it could develop only gradually. But it also has the advantage of
being a change that can convincingly be seen as positive, when the answers to larger
problems are not yet clear. Achterberg does not argue that associative democracy
is a necessary part of a green conception of democracy, but he does believe that it
will make achieving sustainability easier by providing the institutional form most
likely to build global and intergenerational solidarities.

Robyn Eckersley (Chapter 11) is also concerned with reforms to liberal
democracy, but her focus is on expanding the discourse of rights to include the
natural world. She argues that liberal democracy under-represents ecological
concerns, first because it represents only existing citizens of territorially bounded
communities, excluding as non-citizens those in the present and future who might
be affected by decisions by a particular state. Second, because its own citizens
depend for their own protection on poorly resourced environmental groups
arguing for long-term interests against well-resourced groups able to appeal to
specific short-term interests. One result of this is that environmental interests are
treated in a utilitarian manner as sectional and open to bargaining and trade-offs,
when really they are universal interests.

Eckersley argues that rights-based theories have advantages over utilitarian ones
(including discursive democracy) because by specifying the limits of action by the
state and individuals they provide a better defence for people and the natural world
against the tyranny of a (human) majority. One problem with rights is that they
are usually based on individuals’ interests whereas greens are concerned with social
and ecological wholes, but if the individual is part of a whole, autonomy can be
seen as a mediating point between individual and collective interests. Contra
Saward, Eckersley argues that we cannot develop a theory of democracy without
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enlisting some kind of theory of autonomy and justice. The main disagreement
between greens and liberals is not over the meaning or form of democracy, but
instead over the meaning and scope of autonomy and justice.

For greens concerned with rights the central problem with environmental rights
is whether they create duties that can be enforced practically. In cases of conflicts
with other rights a choice would have to be made, but defining environmental
concerns in terms of rights has the advantage of providing a stronger benchmark
of principle which would make it more difficult to trade off such rights lightly.
Eckersley does not present environmental rights as a panacea for the green
movement on the problem of democracy, but accepting that in the new mood of
‘political realism’ the environment is likely to have to work within the constraints
of liberal democratic institutions, they are presented as a vehicle for critique and
practical reform.

A GREEN DEMOCRACY?

The chapters in this book reveal the richness of the dilemmas that arise from the
collision between democracy and green thought. On the critical side those who
write on the discourse of radical greens have shown that greens still have
considerable work to do in fleshing out the weaker elements in their democratic
arguments. In particular the lack of an adequate green theory of power is an implicit
problem recognised in the chapters by Kenny, Doherty and Carter. In the
contributions by Saward, Mills, Barry, Dobson and Eckersley there is an argument
not simply about the compatibility of green concerns and democratic ones, but
also about what democracy is. On the latter question there are, of course, multiple
traditions. In this book at least three partially distinct approaches are identifiable
—discursive (Barry and Dobson), associational (Achterberg) and liberal
democracy (Saward). But beyond this, a central controversy remains the extent to
which a green democracy will be a post-liberal democracy; working with the forms
of liberal democracy, but expanding them to include the natural world as the
chapters by Eckersley and Mills suggest.

Among those who defend the view that there is a basic compatibility between
green ideology and democracy a number of different arguments are identifiable.
Mills and Eckersley both argue that liberal democracy is in principle ecologically
biased and that rights discourse is fluid and extendiable and can be developed into
new institutions. There are also arguments that suggest that green ideas are new
because they introduce new pre-conditions—both ecological and social—for
democracy (see the chapters by Dobson and Barry). On the other hand it is
recognised that sustainability is too general a precondition to guide us to
specifically democratic means of resolving the ecological crisis.

The context in which green arguments must be made is also an important theme
in several chapters. For instance, Achterberg, Barry and Kenny stress the view that
only democratically reached agreements will stick. Others argue that for democracy
to work in the context of the ecological crisis new institutions will be needed,
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though not revolutionary political changes (Christoff and de Geus). The obstacles
and limits placed on projects for radical change by the nature of capitalism and
the existing political institutions are themes for de Geus, Carter, Christoff and
Achterberg.

This book does not cover all the issues connecting green politics and democratic
theory, for instance the internal organisation of green parties and the specific
character of the threats to political stability posed by the ecological crisis are not
dealt with, but these have already been debated elsewhere in some depth (Poguntke
1993; Walker 1988). In contrast, questions of democratic theory have had less
attention, hitherto. The themes that recur throughout the book—Is liberal
democracy ecologically biased? Is there a green theory of justice that shapes the
green view of democracy? How might states be designed that meet green criteria?
—have been explored here for the first time. If these issues remain disputed and
unresolved in this collection, this is itself testimony to the new possibilities for
democratic theory brought face to face with nature in a new political form.
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1
PARADOXES OF COMMUNITY
Michael Kenny

The concept of community is one of the most widely used, but least analysed, terms
in green political discourse. Whilst community is interpreted and applied in a
variety of ways by greens, it can be depicted in a more universal, or ideal-typical,
manner in terms of the role it plays within ecological discourse and the types of
problems which are connected with its usage. Theoretical tensions arise from the
normative claims attached to community and from the tendency to confuse
different kinds of arguments when community is invoked.

Community is frequently seen as a core value within the ecologically sound
society which greens hope to create. As Michael Saward puts it, ‘commonly, the
hope and the belief is that truly ecological societies will be small, decentralized
communities with decision-making procedures based on “direct” rather than
“representative” democracy’ (1993:63). In addition, community is repeatedly
presented by some ecologists as a political means toward this goal (Dobson 1990:
199). For a minority in the green movement, the construction of ecologically
sustainable communes constitutes the most meaningful political strategy that
greens can pursue (Bahro 1986). Small-scale communities, according to this
perspective, will provide a social form more conducive to the values of ecology
than other forms. This argument is echoed by commentators who regard the ends-
means interpenetration of ecological communitarianism as a source of intellectual
strength: ‘the principal advantage of community strategies for change is that they
anticipate the advertised Green future, particularly its decentralized
communitarian aspects’ (Dobson 1990:149).

Unfortunately, the claim that community sits neatly within the value-set of
political ecology, and is thus a necessary precondition of a society founded on
ecological principles, is weaker than it first appears. Ecological communitarians
rarely consider possible tensions between community and the core principles of
ecology, or how these different imperatives might be ‘traded’ against each other.
What, for example, would prevent the principles of ecology requiring that a
particular society abandon a communitarian ethos because of the ‘higher’ demands
of ecological security? One of the most popular justifications for the place of
community within the value-set of ecology provides little help here: the claim that
values appropriate to ecology can be derived from nature does not provide a solid
epistemological foundation for naturalistic political arguments, as Saward
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demonstrates (1993). Despite these problems, many greens—not just deep or dark
ones—refer to a naturalistic ideal of community and suggest that it would be
ecologically and socially advantageous if we lived in tightly knit, solidaristic
communities akin to those which characterised pre-industrial society. This
impression is reinforced by the prevalence of organic metaphors in the varieties
of green political thought. The communal life of the sustainable future is presumed
to be one where the individual’s fate will depend on a close symbiotic relationship
with a clearly defined social (or ecological) telos.

When greens cite community as one of the normative preconditions for
sustainability, however, it is not clear that they can justify this claim. In fact,
community can be only contingently related to ecology. This point is especially
pertinent in the context of debates about how sustainability might be connected
to democracy. Contrary to the views of many political ecologists, community is
not necessarily linked to either; nor can it guarantee a relationship between them.

Confusion is also generated by the interweaving of normative and empirical
arguments typical of ecological communitarianism. Greens, like other radicals,
use community to advance a number of critical observations about the weaknesses
of contemporary society—especially the trend towards the alienation of the
individual in modern industrial society—without separating out the different
senses of this concept. Three interpretations are routinely confused: a nostalgic
historical reading of community as a principle which underpinned social relations
in the past; a sociological assertion that the bonds of community are under threat
from the market; and a normative view that the ethics of community ought to
determine the political and economic shape of contemporary society. For greens,
community carries extra implications. It encourages the imaginative blurring of
the boundaries between human and other members of the larger biotic community
and expresses the distinctive commitment many greens feel for a ‘politics of
place’—a sense that the natural environment in which people live has been under-
represented in conventional political ideologies and traditions.

Community is therefore firmly established in the green political lexicon, though
its different senses are routinely confused and conflated. Its rather vague
metaphorical status encourages greens to evade difficult questions about its
normative implications, some of which are traced below. As we shall see, its current
usage not only confuses different kinds of arguments but also carries some highly
undemocratic implications. The difficulties connected with ecological
communitarianism need careful consideration. In the process of rethinking the
relationship between communitarianism and ecology, greens would benefit from
attention to the insights offered by some leading (non-ecological) communitarian
thinkers, as well as from insights drawn from the ongoing debates about the
concepts of difference and alterity.

Before we assess these non-ecological ideas, however, we need to understand
the connections between conventional green usages of community and some of
the weaknesses which commentators have observed in green political arguments
more generally.
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PROBLEMS OF COMMUNITY IN GREEN DISCOURSE

Community may well constitute the ‘locus’ of some of the paradoxes which
characterise green politics. This argument runs counter to the arguments of those
critics who view the ends-means interpenetration of ecological communitarianism
as a strength: community, it seems to me, is more likely to exacerbate than resolve
the weaknesses of green political thought. The most important problems to have
surfaced in the literature on this subject include: first, the tension between the
libertarian and authoritarian sides of ecologism (Lewis 1992); second, the conflict
between homogeneity and diversity within the green political imagination
(Dobson 1990:121-2); third, the fundamentalist hostility towards the world of
conventional politics which ecologism often encourages (Jones 1993); and fourth,
the ambivalence towards democracy which characterises ecologism (Saward 1993).
Taking these criticisms in turn, each can be connected to the implications of green
usages of community.

First, community for many greens combines a libertarian emphasis upon
decentralisation, self-government and the absence of external restraint—
particularly the state—with a belief that these communities will uphold an
ecological version of the ‘good life’. When combined with a strong sense of the
ecological good, green communitarianism engenders some controversial policy
preferences. These are implicitly justified by a conception of the ‘ecological general
will” within particular communities. This leads greens to neglect the dangers of
superimposing the values of ecology on to a gemeinschaft model of community
and to reproduce some of the most troubling aspects of ‘general will’ theory—the
lack of emphasis on minorities and inattention to individual rights (Crick 1962).

Andrew Dobson’s discussion of the support for strong immigration policies
which some greens have enunciated is a striking example of the indifference to
minority rights which ecological communitarianism encourages (1990:82; 96-7).
Support for immigration controls is one policy outcome of the commitment to
population reduction—and the latter is stressed by some commentators as a litmus
test for ‘true’ greens (Eckersley 1992:157-60). Whilst many greens would not
support such measures (most famously, the German greens) this defence of
minority rights could be submerged beneath the gemeinschaft logic of ecological
communitarianism. This trades on tight-knit and organic images of communal
life which seem at odds with the ethnic and religious diversity of multi-cultural
and multi-community modern societies. As Dobson shows, the green
commitment to people living ‘in place’, in stable, well-defined and self-reliant
communities, generates suspicion about external influences, alien presences and
the cosmopolitan and destabilising aspects of gesellschaft. This explains the hostility
enunciated by eco-utopians such as Rudolf Bahro to the idea of excessive trade
and external travel in the sustainable communities of the future. Similarly, some
commentators suspect that ‘deviants’ or criminals in the sustainable society would
receive unduly severe punishment (Lewis 1992).
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Of course, greens believe that these problems are more likely to characterise
modern industrial society where fleeting and unsatisfying ‘wants’—epitomised
and artificially stimulated by the growth of an advertising nexus —engender a
culture of greed and individual acquisition. This assumption, however, ignores the
coercive possibilities arising from the connection between ecological goals and
communitarian politics. Members of minority or ‘deviant’ groups have little
reason to be reassured by these ideas. Like other ‘strong’ communitarians, greens
prefer the cohesion and solidarity of community to liberal conceptions of
individual rights. But the community which lacks a language of rights and denies
access to a higher legal authority, beyond the community, runs the risk of
becoming, in Gorz’s words, ‘a prison’ (Frankel 1987:59). Whilst some greens are
aware of these tensions and foresee some reconciliation between community and
individual rights (Harvey 1993:21-2), it is interesting to note the authoritarian
connotations which opponents often attach to environmentalist ideas (Dobson
1993:234-5). This seems perplexing to greens, yet is, to some degree, the
consequence of the ideological and symbolic resonances of small-scale
communitarian politics.

Second, the sustainable world conjured up by ecologism can appear one-
dimensional, dull and monolithic. Greens seem to confuse their critique of choice
in a modern industrial context—which, they argue, often arises from artificial and
wasteful wants—with the notion of individuality itself. An important debate has
emerged out of the crisis facing the left in western Europe since the 1980s,
concerned with the wide range of social, political and cultural variables which
shape individual identity in modern society (Giddens 1991). Yet, in contrast,
ecological communitarianism suggests that the processes of ‘overdetermination’
can be transcended by a new, dominant identity—the ecological. In practice greens
accept that these other identities will not wither away in the sustainable future and
will play a key role in constituting the vitality and plurality of community life.
Ultimately, though, they remain subordinate to the ‘general ecological will’ of the
community. This puts greens at odds with a range of other critical and radical
theoretical currents, including feminism and the arguments of radical democrats.
Consequently, it is hard to envisage ecologists connecting their strong political
goals with the prevailing desire for social and cultural diversity and pluralism—a
problem which socialism has also encountered (Rustin 1985).

Third, a number of commentators have remarked upon the absence of a
sustained body of political theory within the green repertoire. Some of the most
influential ecological philosophers have argued that greens must reject the
structure, assumptions and framework of the conventional world of politics as
inimical to any genuine emancipatory future (O’Riordan 1981). Only a
fundamental reordering of this realm, it is argued, will bring about a more
sustainable and socially solidaristic future. This fundamentalist response to the
political world has left many greens out of touch with the arguments and practices
of other radical movements which are committed to the wholesale democratisation
and ‘politicisation’ of civil life (Frankel 1987:230).
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Thus, although greens benefit from the notion of the expansion of politics into
everyday life which movements such as feminism have generated, in practice
ecological communitarianism gives little emphasis to the idea of broadening and
deepening political life. Unlike other radical currents, greens rarely prioritise the
democratisation of civil life, preferring instead to imagine a world where
competing interests and power relationships have disappeared (Frankel 1987:230).
Emphasis on community serves to conjure up a utopian future where present-day
struggles and conflicts have no place, and downplays strategic assessment of the
balance of forces arrayed against ecological emancipation. As a description of the
complexity of current political economy and a strategic guide for political
intervention, this metaphor remains singularly unhelpful. Its repeated usage in
some green circles encourages the belief that power relationships can be
transcended once humans and nature are operating harmoniously; the idea that
networks of power operate throughout society, at all levels of community life,
remains alien to many greens, though not because they possess a coherent
alternative theory. Indeed, the absence of a distinctively ecological theory of power
may constitute one of the central weaknesses of political ecology.

Significantly, despite their attention to the local and small scale, greens have also
failed to explore the realm of micro-politics. Here individuals interact with each
other and confront the boundaries of community life, processes which may result
in the continual redefinition of individual interests and needs. The
communitarianism of most greens is unable to incorporate this dimension of social
life because it seeks to aggregate individual needs, suggesting that the community
shapes its members’ identities and defines the value-set engendered by the
common good of ecology. Beneath this level, however, ecological thinkers have
said little about the political dimensions of the micro-relations of communal life,
presenting this realm as one in which individual co-operation and ecological
harmony obviate political questions (Naess 1989). This kind of communitarianism
omits critical consideration of the process by which individual aspirations and
interests are to be aggregated.

Fourth, as different commentators have observed, the relationship between
democracy and ecology is more problematic than the rhetoric of political ecology
generally allows. Community is understood in some green thinking to constitute
avital intermediate link between these two goods, securing the connection between
them (Bookchin 1982:335-6). The argument here is that community is the form
of human organisation most amenable to the delivery of sustainable policies and
that, in theoretical terms, it is the form of human organisation most attuned to
the imperatives of ecology. Consequently, greens have frequently tried to displace
the difficult questions about the connections between democracy and ecology on
to the apparently more promising terrain of communitarian arguments, supposing
that these provide natural conduits to democratic practices. In fact, if community
can be only contingently connected to ecological values, as I have argued above,
then it cannot play the role of securing the necessary relationship between
democracy and ecology. This is especially pertinent because ecological



22 MICHAEL KENNY

communitarianism carries some apparently undemocratic implications in terms
of minority rights, pluralism and social differences.

Should greens, therefore, abandon community altogether in their political
arguments? The answer to this question depends on whether community can be
reworked to generate a different set of political meanings and images, which may
be more amenable to the requirements of democratic principles.

NON-ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITARIANS

The problems associated with ecological communitarianism echo some of the
central themes of the so-called liberal-communitarian debate. In fact, this is more
accurately construed as an argument between liberal individualists and liberal
communitarians, since much of it takes place within a shared epistemological
framework and cannot be reduced to a simple binary division between two
opposed sets of ideas (Schwarzenbach 1991). The work of some of the leading
communitarian theorists—Alasdair Maclntyre, Michael Sandel, Charles Taylor
and Michael Walzer—is full of insight into the nature and demands of community
ties and identities. In this section I sketch several overlaps with green political
thought and outline the possibilities which some of their ideas provide for the re-
interpretation of this principle.

Much overlap exists between communitarian arguments and green ideas. Both
currents believe ‘that [classical] liberalism does not sufficiently take into account
the importance of community for personal identity, moral and political thinking,
and judgement about our well-being in the contemporary world” (Bell 1993:4).
Both reject three aspects of the liberal inheritance: its overly individualistic
conception of the self (especially Rawls’ notion that the self is antecedently
individuated); the unfounded universalism of liberal ethical beliefs—particularly
the idea that rationally conceived principles of justice can be exported to any
society; and the suggestion that an individual self is constituted prior to his or her
ends. For communitarians of all shades, individuals ‘are...embodied agents “in
the world”, engaged in realizing a certain form of life’ (Bell 1993:43). According
to Will Kymlicka, ‘in a communitarian society...the common good is conceived
of as a substantive conception of the good life which defines the community’s “way
of life”” (1990:206). In the case of putative green communities, this ‘way of life’
would be deeply ecological. Greens, it can be argued, enrich and deepen this notion,
adding to the communitarian repertoire: we are embedded not only in human
‘constitutive communities’ but also within larger biotic ones. Our individual selves
are deeply bound up with the geographical and ecological environment in which
we develop our most important attachments. Greens suggest that the horizon
which should always inform our life-choices as individuals is, in vital ways,
ecological. Damaging the environment should therefore be as unnatural for
communitarians as rejecting our deepest communal attachments. In this sense
ecological communitarianism gives an extra dimension to the critique of liberal
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individualism, though communitarians have been slow to recognise the value of
ecological ideas.

The parallel between liberal and ecological communitarianism makes greens
equally vulnerable to some of the critical points registered by liberal individualist
critics. In rejecting autonomy as the median of political life, the latter argue,
communitarians risk lapsing into moral and political conservatism. This criticism
echoes the problems we have already observed in ecological communitarianism.
Other critics point to the difficulty in erecting a conception of justice which is not
founded on some universal, and hence extra-communitarian, principles (Dworkin
1985). These have become established reference points in these debates. The major
communitarian theorists have developed distinctive and diverging arguments on
these questions. According to Charles Taylor (1989), for instance, our lives throw
up choices between different communal attachments but we retain the capacity to
reflect upon the merits and significance of these within the linguistic and
intellectual traditions of our community life. Daniel Bell (1993:39) echoes Alasdair
MaclIntyre in arguing that autonomy is central to communitarian concerns,
because we remain capable of choosing between different traditions following a
breakdown of communal traditions. In both of these examples, though, the
principle of autonomy is still not accepted as a priori or universally operative but
is defined by communal traditions.

Several aspects of these arguments are especially pertinent for ecological
communitarianism; so too is the development of a body of ideas in the field of
communicative ethics which offers some interesting starting points for a radical
reformulation of the concept of community within green thought. Whilst greens
have been happy to inject a strongly communitarian logic into the relationship
between human beings and nature, they have been less adept at examining the
relationship between the individual and the (social) community. In particular,
greens should avoid falling into the trap of assuming that all the logical alternatives
in this area are exhausted by a simple division between individualism and
communitarianism. If it is to justify its claim to be new, green politics needs to
generate a new understanding of the relationship between these poles, rather than
seek the victory of one over the other. In the wake of the problems embedded in
ecological versions of community, some of the themes covered in these literatures
are pertinent for greens.

DIFFERENCE AND THE SELF

One of the oldest criticisms of communitarian thinking concerns its tendency to
rely upon an idealised, romantic or essentialist picture of the human self (Young
1990). Despite substantial variations here, critics point to the dependence of such
visions on the goal of reintegrating the individual within the larger social totality
sustained within a meaningful community. Ecological communitarianism
frequently reproduces this claim, drawing upon the romantic project of recreating
the ‘whole’ individual, presently torn apart by the conditions of modern life
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(Veldman 1994). Yet, the idea of a community embodying a single shared
subjectivity has been challenged from a number of directions—most of all by
feminists (Lacey and Fraser 1994). For these critics, this attribute of
communitarian arguments has some damaging consequences, sustaining a
political culture in which differences—of interest, perspective and identity—are
seen as threatening. The idealised subject at the heart of communitarian thinking
is all too often endowed with the features of dominant groups—defined by class,
gender and race. According to Iris Young:

The idea of community expresses a desire for the fusion of subjects with one
another which in practice operates to exclude those with whom the group
does not identify. The ideal of community denies and represses social
difference, the fact that the polity cannot be thought of as a unity in which
all participants share a common experience and common values.

(Young 1990:227)

Against the gemeinschaft metaphor at the heart of many communitarian
arguments, with their strongly rural and arcadian overtones, she offers a radically
different interpretation of community, celebrating instead the city ideal—‘a vision
of social relations affirming group difference. As a normative idea, city life
instantiates social relations of difference without exclusion” (Young 1990:227).
Following her rejection of gemeinschaft arguments, Young illustrates the possibility
of avoiding the binary oppositions which frequently characterise the liberal-
communitarian debate, urging communitarians to rethink the way in which they
use the metaphor of community. In this she is typical of an increasing number of
political and ethical theorists.

Whilst most communitarians, especially greens, place emphasis on ‘shared
subjectivity’ or social solidarity—the realisation of the dream of ‘unity through
community’ (Corlett 1989) —Seyla Benhabib (1982) points to a second, generally
subordinated strand within communitarian thought: community as reciprocity or
mutuality. This, as Young observes, involves ‘the recognition by each individual
of the individuality of all the others’ (1990:229). Both look to the development of
an alternative communicative ethic founded on the insights of a number of modern
theorists, and particularly the work of Jiirgen Habermas. According to Young, we
should be driven by the principle of ‘the “concrete other™ to view each and every
individual as a rational being with a concrete history, identity and affective-
emotional constitution (1990:231). She argues against the tendency of
communitarians to abstract from our different individualities in search of our
common inheritance or destiny within the community’s telos. Instead, she conjures
up a polis where the mutual recognition of and respect for individual differences
are central. This would generate a social culture which prioritises ‘responsibility,
bonding and sharing’, and where ‘the corresponding moral feelings are those of
love, care, sympathy, and solidarity, and the vision of community is one of needs
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and solidarity’ (Young 1990:231). This multi-dimensional and pluralistic
community points to the possibility of a new metaphorical understanding of this
concept as well as a new conception of human subjectivity.

This approach steers a course between strong communitarianism, on the one
hand, and the ‘ideal of impartiality’ which underpins the central arguments of
modern liberal epistemology and ethics, on the other. It suggests an alternative to
the detached and asocial individual vaunted by the classical liberal tradition,
lending weight to the argument that moral reason is a product of our complex
communal identities. On this reading, we develop our moral perspectives as
embedded, social beings and, for greens, as members of larger biotic communities.
This perspective provides an interesting set of methodological possibilities for
ecological ethics, some of which are traced below. Moreover, it offers an
epistemological foundation for some of the most important arguments of political
ecology, supporting, for instance, the connection between place and ethical
commitment central to green arguments.

Young’s vision is pertinent for greens because this kind of communitarianism
seeks to broaden the scope of conventional ethical arguments. It offers the
possibility of a conception of justice which is concerned with care and
responsibility and seeks to move beyond the strictly delineated moral concerns of
liberal theory. As different critics have suggested, if moral arguments are to be
extended beyond the human community to include consideration of non-human
interests, an ethic based on care and responsibility may prove more effective than
one driven by tightly drawn notions of rights and responsibilities. This brand of
communitarianism also makes the question of the most appropriate social and
political arrangements a matter for continuous rational debate, in which the public
values of the community will be openly questioned and re-evaluated.

Young’s particular perspective, forged from a non-essentialist conception of the
self and a vision of humans as capable of communicative rationality, is attuned to
different aspects of the political ecological agenda. It fits neatly with the
communitarian logic of ecology, through which greens can deepen our sense of
the interaction of the different environmental and social factors which have shaped
the individual self. It is also compatible with the arguments of John Dryzek (1987),
who suggests that greens should not reject reason altogether, but should construct
an ecological rationality which might transcend the dominant perspectives of
industrial society. Greens might, accordingly, deploy the Habermasian notion that
‘subjectivity is a product of communicative interaction’, and that ‘moral rationality
should be understood as dialogic, the product of the interaction of a plurality of
subjects under conditions of equal power that do not suppress the interests of any’
(Dryzek 1987:106). This is of particular relevance to greens, concerned as they are
to broaden the range of subjects involved in this imaginary ‘dialogue’ beyond the
human realm.

Young also sets out to overcome the recurrent concerns of critics of
communitarianism about the latter’s potential for elitism, distrust of minorities
and ‘thin’ theory of democracy (Kymlicka 1990; Mulhall and Swift 1992). Whether
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her ideas provide the basis for a communitarianism which would necessarily be
more democratic is a moot point. She says little about the need to place boundaries
on the scope of public discussion and decision making. As Ross Harrison (1994)
makes clear, however, democracy requires the placing of limits on what can actually
be decided in a democracy. Can the rights of a particular minority be
‘democratically’ suspended? This echoes one of the traditional liberal concerns
about communitarianism: how will individuals be protected from the general will
of the community? Communitarians following Young and Benhabib also face the
problem of balancing their celebration of difference against the need to sustain a
social and cultural fabric within community life. At what point can the community
limit or repress differences legitimately? It is hard to imagine a community which
does not do this in some way or other. Moreover, strong communitarians ask
whether a community can be meaningfully sustained if its central values have been
pluralised so radically.

COMMUNITIES OF PLACE

Several critics have pointed to the problems attendant upon the celebration of face-
to-face communal relations which recur in the utopian arguments of many greens.
As Young points out, underlying the notion of face-to-face community lies the
ideal of creating unmediated social relations which will automatically produce a
more democratic politics. But the idea that such communities will sustain more
‘authentic’ and democratic internal relations avoids the political question of how
to establish just relations among different decentralised communities and
mistakenly assumes that it is possible to abolish the mediation of relations between
persons (Young 1990: 233). However small the community, spatial and temporal
differentiation means that human communication will always be mediated—by
language, gesture and convention, for example. Likewise, small-scale communities
have been presented by some ecologists as conducive to more benign and
harmonious relations between humans and non-human nature. Again, this
perspective underplays the depth and complexity of the mediations between
humans and nature. In particular, the idea of abolishing all such mediations by
returning to a small-scale, gemeinschaft living pattern cuts against the grain of
modern society in so many ways that it is hard to imagine the profundity and depth
of the cultural revolution which this shift would necessitate.

Emphasis upon the small scale also tends to obscure the question of the
multiplicity of communal attachments which individuals currently feel and are
bound to experience in any imaginable future. This insight is central to the visions
of some of the leading communitarian theorists. The notion of multiple and
overlapping constitutive communities developed by Taylor (1989), for example,
highlights the contingency and complexity of individual identity in modern society
within a communitarian framework. Greens seem to have scarcely begun to think
through the implications of this kind of diversity in the future sustainable society.
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Community might be reformulated from this angle to bolster the arguments of
political ecology. Greens have a particularly strong sense of the importance of the
spatial and territorial dimensions of human life. Their commitment to a politics
of place should encourage them to recognise, and indeed celebrate, the different
levels and kinds of community ties which individuals experience. In other words,
the basis for a specifically green politics of identity lies in their recognition that
one of the distinctive features of modern life is the interplay between these different
communities of geography, interest and belief. In particular, greens should
mobilise the attachments which many feel to their immediate locale,
neighbourhood or community, whilst allowing for individuals’ need to transcend
these in different ways and move meaningfully between their various
commitments. They are also well placed to address the fracturing of older
experiences of place and space which modern societies have produced. Ecology’s
feel for the juxtaposition of different spatial scales—articulating a simultaneous
concern for the local and the global, for example—provides an important starting
point for a politics which addresses the different pattern of spatial relations which
place now signifies.

Some communitarians have been particularly sensitive to the existence of
multiple, overlapping communities in contemporary social life. Political ecology,
likewise, might generate a community-based politics which embraces this diversity
and seeks to neutralise many of the destructive tensions and antagonisms which
characterise relations between different communities of interest in modern
industrial society. In the name of democracy, this may involve challenging the
present interests of dominant and entrenched communities so that a broader range
of groups and interests may be equally represented within the political process.

Modernity

The anti-urban ethos of small-scale communitarian thinking is reinforced
amongst greens by a marked ambivalence about many aspects of modern industrial
society, especially cities. Whilst for some, this makes pre-industrial models of social
organisation attractive, others—usually ‘lighter’ greens—remain more ambivalent
about aspects of modernity, hoping, for example, to harness its technological
capacities, rather than envisaging its simple abolition. But community, as it is
currently used, does not convey this dialectical position. Instead it tends to
reinforce a simplistic nostalgia for a (mythical) arcadian past, whilst positing a
simplistic dichotomy between an environmentally benign and socially harmonious
future and the decay and destruction of the modern city experience. In fact, greens
should consider models of community appropriate to modern conditions, for
instance the polymorphous and open-ended networks constructed by users of new
information technologies or the ‘city ideal’ celebrated by Young. The latter is
founded on four principles—social differentiation without exclusion, variety,
‘eroticism’ and publicity. Clearly there is much room for debate here, not least
about how these principles can be deduced from a metaphor, yet an important
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question underlies this kind of argument: how should greens understand and
respond to modernity? As Benhabib suggests, one of the most important features
of modern intellectual and political life is the heightening of our capacity to reflect
upon the nature of our identities. Greens, I would argue, should also embrace the
‘specifically modern achievement of being able to criticize, challenge and question
the context of these constitutive identities’ (Benhabib 1982:74). Any emancipatory
conception of community needs to incorporate, rather than refuse, this
characteristic of modern social and cultural life.

Greens may have to face the impossibility of privileging one communitarian
identity—the ecological—over others in a rigid and authoritarian way. Our selves
are shaped by a matrix of particular identities and attachments—given by religion,
education and locality, for instance—within which we negotiate and re-evaluate
our selves and the common good. Moreover, in terms of democracy, such a project
appears to satisfy some of the criteria for a democratic polity.

ALTERITY

An especially potent critique of communitarian arguments has been put forward
by those concerned with the notion of alterity (otherness) —the idea that the
identity of individuals is constituted through social, ideological and cultural
difference (Barrett 1991). Theorists of alterity stress the boundaries (symbolic as
well as physical) between communities, suggesting that these function as practices
which construct and reproduce the identity of members of these communities
(Cohen 1985). In other words, my sense of self depends upon engagement with
the ‘other’, a process which involves both the reproduction and transgression of
real and imaginary boundaries (Young 1990:311-12). Whatever the merits or
weaknesses of this perspective (its origins within linguistic theory make it
unpalatable for some), it does highlight an important weakness of strong
communitarian discourse: my sense of self-discovery may involve not only greater
embeddedness in my constitutive communities but also occasional or frequent
escape from them into the ‘other’. This is the complete antithesis of the conclusion
which many greens draw, based on their communitarianism. Given the
homogeneity and smallness of the communities vaunted by some greens (Sale
1980), this point is all the more relevant.

Some communitarians have tried to incorporate the notion of alterity within
their arguments. This approach seeks a more dialogic and differentiated public
culture, and works against the closed, homogeneous and hierarchical implications
of gemeinschaft communitarianism. For greens, attention to the principle of alterity
might involve institutionalising a politics of difference, generating a more
cosmopolitan approach than many currently favour. This might mean expansion
of the opportunities for, rather than hostility to, trade and travel, for example.
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THE HUMAN-NATURE BOUNDARY

A dialogic model of human rationality based on alterity, which ‘attributes to
individuals the ability and the willingness to take the standpoint of the others
involved in a controversy into account and reason from their point of view’ (Young
1990:74), generates some interesting possibilities in terms of our sense of
‘community’ with nature. Some longstanding difficulties recur in this context: if
we are members of a community (or communities) with non-human beings, does
this imply moral equality, or at least the grounds for an ethic which ascribes equality
of consideration to all? The communicative ethics approach does not, of itself,
provide new answers to this old question. In fact, Robyn Eckersley’s perceptive
critique of attempts to extend human models of rationality as the possible basis of
a new environmentalist ethic is pertinent here (1992:97-117). Still, this approach
may prove useful in supporting the attempts by a number of theorists, and by
greens in practice, to challenge the dominant version of justice within liberal
democracies. This interpretation of communicative rationality allows for a broader
range of values—care, responsibility and sharing, for example —which might
inform a sense of ecological justice. The idea of extending this outlook so that non-
human beings and interests are considered as members of the community enters
the debate here.

At present, community helps greens express their ecological commitment to a
different conception of human-nature relations, either through a belief in the
‘holistic community of life’ or through an attempt to blur the boundaries between
nature and society by celebrating the virtues of communities built around place.
Yet, as was suggested earlier, community is being invoked here as metaphor: it
cannot provide the normative underpinning for the extension of ethical
consideration which many greens seek. It is at this point that the arguments
associated with environmentalist ethics have to be brought to bear. Community
itself cannot deliver moral certainty here. Incorporating alterity within ecological
communitarianism would mean adopting a far more fluid and dynamic
conception of the borders between different communities, and the need for
individuals to experience relations of difference on a continual and changing basis.
Understood thus, community might play a key role in the green political
imagination.

Certainly, if it can be shown that the values of responsibility, care and concern
are generated by the ‘conversational model’ of human interaction, then the
possibility arises for this model to be extended to human relations with non-human
nature. This line of argument needs far more extensive evaluation. Despite their
suggestive nature, Young’s ideas are not wholly convincing here. Her claim to have
articulated a political theory which secures a necessary connection between
democracy and justice is unconvincing. Greens, she argues, like other radical social
movements, implicitly strive towards an alternative definition of social justice,
‘that seeks to reduce and eliminate domination and oppression. Democracy is both
an element and a condition of social justice’ (Young 1990:66—7). This argument
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is weak in the light of the many criticisms levelled at the political agendas of these
different movements. In terms of ecology, it severely underplays the tensions which
might arise between the commitment to care for others (including non-human
others), which might be expressed through paternalism for example, and the
principles of democracy.

CONCLUSION

Greens need to reinterpret the principle of community for two reasons: first, in its
current usage, community repeatedly confuses different kinds of arguments;
second, because community is wrongly understood by many greens to be either a
core normative element within, or a political pre-condition for, ecological
sustainability. The arguments of critics such as Young and Benhabib, alongside
the ideas of other leading communitarians, offer greens possibilities in terms of
the reformulation of this principle. Undoubtedly, there are other ways in which
community might be reinterpreted, yet the themes elaborated above bear on the
most important and debilitating weaknesses in ecological communitarianism. Any
reinterpretation of community would have to deal with them in some way or other.

In fact, many greens have learnt in practice that democracy sits uneasily with
ecology and that gemeinschaft communitarianism generates some unfortunate
policy outcomes.! The important question here is whether community is
necessarily inadequate, or might be reinterpreted to enable greens to generate both
a sharper assessment of how the social and economic worlds currently operate,
and a more flexible and multi-layered ethical alternative to present-day conditions.

One of the criteria for judging the efficacy of this principle in green political
thought is its capacity to facilitate the development of a more hardheaded and
cogent conception of the relationship between democratic principles and the
imperatives of ecology. As we have seen, community cannot guarantee a necessary
relationship between the two. Yet, interpreted differently, this principle remains
pertinent to the reformulation of green political thought in the light of recent
debates about democracy and ecology in four ways.

First, ecological communitarianism need not rely upon a ‘Rousseauian’
conception of the self, or a strong version of the general will. Instead it might
develop a ‘deep’ recognition of individual and social difference and view the
relationships between human individuals, social groups and non-human nature
as the subject of ongoing, public debate.

Second, ecological communitarianism is especially sensitive to the role of space
and place within our communal identities: any attempt to reconcile democracy
with ecology needs to address the plurality of interests and outlooks generated by
these multiple and overlapping allegiances—between our sense of regional and
national loyalty for instance. Exploring the dimensions of different community
loyalties and thinking about how these might be traded against each other is a vital
element within any democratic politics.
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Third, community need not be counter-opposed with modernity. Indeed, if
greens wish to be democrats, addressing the plurality of identities and interests
which modern society has generated, and deploying the ‘self-reflexivity’ particular
to modernity may be imperative. The existence of alternative models and
interpretations of community points the way for a revitalised conception of this
metaphor in green circles.

Fourth, the radical principle of alterity underpins some of the most provocative
developments within contemporary political and ethical thought, and, indeed,
challenges the epistemological assumptions associated with many of the principles
conventionally adduced to bolster the ideal of democracy. Whilst the relationship
between alterity and democracy remains unclear, developing a deeper sense of our
relationships with others—be they human individuals or the non-human biotic
world—and viewing the boundaries between ourselves and others as far more
permeable, may facilitate the development of a specifically ecological sense of
justice. Given the importance of the relationship between justice and democracy
in most accounts, the attempt to construct a putative green theory of justice—a
project as yet in its infancy—may, indirectly, illuminate the troubled debate about
democracy and green politics in stimulating and unexpected ways.

At the very least, greens need to become more sensitive to the metaphorical
status of community, which at present connects them to an authoritarian and
unappealing social form in the minds of many, however vehemently they deny
these connotations. Reformulating the principle of community is no easy task. Yet,
if they avoid this challenge, green ideology will remain saddled with some harmful
associations and greens will find it very hard to be democrats.
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NOTE

1 The Green Group of MEPs within the European Union has spoken out against the
dangers of racism and the need to defend the rights of minority groups (Green Group
of the European Union 1992). Elsewhere greens have allied themselves with
campaigns for political and constitutional reform, developing pluralist political
arguments in these contexts. Significantly, the historical evolution of green activists’
discourse has rarely figured in the more abstruse and high-level calculations of the
critics of the ideas of political ecology, which tend to assume an unchanging set of
ideas and commitments on the part of greens.
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2
GREEN PARTIES, NONVIOLENCE AND

POLITICAL OBLIGATION
Brian Doherty

The problems in justifying democracy and defending the use of violence are not
wholly equivalent but they are related questions. As Hannah Arendt pointed out,
if power is defined in ideal terms, as dependent on a public consensus, then violence
must be its opposite (Arendt 1970:56). States use violence when they lack power.!
Yet, this ideal type definition is usually seen as too impractical to be useful. Arendt
herself recognised that real governments do combine the use or threat of violence
to impose policies and to maintain law and order with the attempt to draw
legitimacy from popular consent. State violence is also often used against those
who oppose a particular policy whilst accepting the general principles of liberal
democratic government, a point difficult to square with Arendt’s dualistic
definition. And yet, few would disagree that reducing violence is important to the
quality of democracy. The reason the discussion goes no further is that it is assumed
that the main political answers are institutional ones. Violence is endemic,
therefore the most that governments can hope to do is to maintain the institutions
that minimise the extent of violence and at best, through social reforms, seek to
reduce the structural causes of violence.

Greens are sceptical about this. They believe that violence is reproduced in
cultures, practices and structures that can be challenged. Reducing violence is an
endinitself of green praxis, and so for them, it is a necessary part of their democratic
project. Thus, the usual distinction between domestic and international violence
is blurred for them by their critique of the related cultural justifications of, for
instance, militarism and male domestic violence. In this they are clearly drawing
on the arguments made by earlier anti-militarists and by feminists. This apparent
lack of novelty is one reason why nonviolence has not been central in debates on
green political theory: it is difficult to find an ecocentric justification for non-
violence. It is true that greens have seen their peace policy as related to their
ecological policy, as when the German greens said: ‘A lifestyle and method of
production which relies on an endless supply of raw materials and uses those
materials lavishly, also furnishes the motive for the violent appropri ation of raw
materials from other countries’ (Die Griinen 1981:7) but although warfare could
be understood as an ecological threat the human-centred justifications for anti-
militarism have been most prominent in green parties’ arguments.’
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Where nonviolence has been discussed by theorists of green politics, as for
instance, by Robert Goodin, it is acknowledged that greens use the principle in a
consistent way to relate their means to the end of nonviolence, but this is trumped
by the stress in a green theory of value on avoiding the consequences of damage
to nature that might result from refusing to use violence (Goodin 1992:138).
Goodin recognises that there are good pragmatic arguments for following the
principle of nonviolence, and he recognises that it is a desirable end, why then
should it not also be a part of a green theory of the good? The problem lies in two
areas: greens themselves see it as both part of their theory of the good, and part of
a theory of the right means, and as will be apparent below, this does not help them
in cases of conflicting priorities between ends, nor in formulating strategies to
reach those ends. In part this is the old problem of means and ends, but the moral
problems in means/ends debates are not necessarily the same as the strategic ones.
As a collective agent, pursuing diverse ends, green parties in particular have to
grapple with the problem of how to interpret green moral commitments in a way
that allows for an effective strategy to realise them. Second, for contingent reasons,
to do with their origins in the new social movements and New Left, greens, at least
in the form of the western European green parties, seek several ends which cannot
be reduced to an ecologically based interpretation of the green theory of the good.
Nonviolence is therefore understandably passed over by those concerned with
green political theory because it appears as a constraint on green action which does
not follow from an ecologically based theory of value. But in this chapter it will be
argued that nonviolence can still be seen as both innovative and an end in itself
that can govern green strategy without requiring an absolute choice between it and
other green ends, such as the achievement of sustainability.

Thus the main discussion in this chapter focuses on the strategic questions that
arise from making nonviolence an end of green ideology. Apart from its own role
in green ideology, nonviolence can also illustrate the problems of developing a
strategy that is appropriate for green parties that pursue several ends of equivalent
status simultaneously. First, however, the origins of the greens’ support for
nonviolence are explained through a discussion of their experiences in the 1970s
and early 1980s. This is important because it helps to explain why problematic
totalistic interpretations of violence and nonviolence emerged alongside a view of
a politics of nonviolence that was more open to strategic judgements. A second
question is raised by the attitude of the greens towards political protest. The greens
seem to reject the traditional liberal contractual arguments for political obligation,
and yet they do accept that parliamentary democracy has some legitimacy. What
are the reasons underlying this highly conditional sense of political obligation and
what role does their commitment to nonviolence play in these arguments?

WHY NONVIOLENCE?

For Die Griinen it was one of the four founding pillars of their first programme,
and despite having qualified other principles they have retained a very radical
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position on nonviolence.® But the Germans are not distinct from other European
green parties on this question. Even the French greens developed a strong
commitment to nonviolence, despite the absence of a strong independent peace
movement in France during the 1980s (Les Verts 1987).

The commitment to nonviolence is surprising, in part because many of the 1960s
and 1970s protests, which provided many recruits for green parties, had a different
view of violence. The student movements and protesters against the Vietnam war
viewed the question of violence against the police in tactical terms and differed
substantially from earlier disarmament movements in their willingness to engage
in direct conflict with the police. Their own view of themselves as the metropolitan
branch of a worldwide guerrilla movement against imperialism also helped to make
violence seem justifiable (Stansill and Mairowitz 1971:123-7; 134-51). In parts of
the alternative milieu of the 1970s violence was also ju